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Abstract: Women provide most of the labor in smallholder farming, yet their control over land
remains limited. riculture is done by women while their ownership of land is constrained. This
research sought to establish the relationship between the rights to land and women's in. It
specifically focused on land access, ownership documentation, control over farming decisions, and
awareness of legal rights. Using a descriptive, mixed-methods design, 310 women were sampled
from a population of 1,562 through stratified and simple random sampling. Data came from
questionnaires, key informant interviews, and focus groups. Quantitative data were analyzed with
descriptive statistics, cross-tabulations, and ordinal regression; qualitative data were analyzed
thematically. Results show 60.2% of women had full land access, but only 5.5% had sole ownership.
All women with full rights awareness and 80.7% of independent decision-makers had high
participation. Significant associations were found (x? up to 53.074, p < 0.01). Regression results
highlight that limited decision-making (3 =-1.605, p = 0.005) and low rights awareness (3 = -18.762,
p <0.001) reduce participation. The study finds that secure land rights, decision-making autonomy,
and knowledge of entitlements strongly shape engagement, while gaps in control and awareness
keep many women from fully participating in farming.

Keywords: Land rights, Women’s participation, Smallholder farming, Decision-making, Kenya.

1. Introduction

Women make up a large percentage of the total agricultural labor globally, however,
they also have limited access to land and ownership, as well as few rights to make
decisions about their farms. There are approximately 43% of agricultural labor is
performed by women globally [1], [2]. Women rarely have formal titles to the land they
farm and have very little authority over the farming they do. In many parts of the world,
even if the law provides for legal recognition of women'’s land rights, they do not have
meaningful control of the land [3]. Women are working the fields and making daily
decisions, while they are also the worker of the farm. However, many times women are
not consulted and do not have a voice in the decisions made at the household and
community levels. These gaps negatively affect agricultural productivity and reduce
household’s income, while also making it harder for women to respond to financial and
climate-related shocks [4].

In sub-Saharan Africa, the barriers to women’s land and agricultural rights are more
significant. Women do not frequently have formal ownership of the land they farm and
are not included in decision-making about farming operations by male relatives to whom
they may have some relationship. Women also have limited access to credit, savings and
extension services, and many women do not know their rights to land [1]. Even where laws
exist to protect women’s rights, weak enforcement and cultural barriers the right to
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participate fully in agricultural decision-making. Programs that provide support to
women without addressing the social systems and structures that maintain barriers to
women’s decision-making often will increase short-term income, but they do not help
women increase their agency or decision-making capacity [5].

Community interventions that provide small loans, training or investments assume
that women will be making decisions about farming. These types of interventions often
fail to empower women because they lack secure land access, documentation and
controlling interest over their farming operations. Although they may benefit from
increased income, these women are still dependent on someone else for the decisions
regarding how to farm their household. It is essential that women be aware of what rights
they have to own land. If they do not have this awareness, then there is no way that these
programs can be leveraged to provide meaningful opportunities for women or translate
into long-term increases in productivity [6], [7].

Women are responsible for a large portion of the labor that is used to farm
smallholders in Kenya. Women are responsible for many activities including but not
limited to: preparing land for farming, planting seeds, weeding and planting, harvesting
crops and selling harvested crops. In Mbeere South Sub-County, approximately 98% of
women do not have formal land titles in Kenya. Most farming decisions are made by men
in Mbeere South Sub-County. While these trends may continue throughout rural Kenya,
there is no systematic way of measuring women's access, formal title to land, decision
making power, and an understanding of land rights. This study will measure these
dimensions of women's land rights as well as how extension services and agricultural
investments may influence women's participation in farming.

The rest of this article is organized in the following manner. Firstly, the literature
review and theoretical background are discussed. After that, the methodology for
conducting research and data analysis is provided. The results are presented in the section
of results, and their discussion is done based on the theory of empowerment and previous
studies. The final part is conclusion drawn from the findings and actionable
recommendations.

2. Materials and Methods

Literature Review
Theoretical Framework

The Access to Productive Resources theory addresses the gap in understanding how
women use access to productive resources to affect outcomes like crop production,
household income and food security by examining the way that women access resources
through legal means, thereby having some level of control over their use [8], [9]. The
Access to Productive Resources theory provides a framework for assessing how women
utilize productive resources and how that reflects their access to productive resources
through social norms and male-dominated institutions. Women may farm land and grow
crops without formal documentation, for example, as well as be limited by gender by the
type of crops that they are allowed to plant, which results in them not having the same
level of access to productive resources as men, resulting in women not having the real
power to influence decision making because of their inability to convert access into actual
control of productive resources. The Access to Productive Resources framework can help
determine the true barriers to women's realization of power through control of land and
productive resources through an examination of land ownership, control, and awareness.

This framework, however, does not take into consideration the role of local
governments in administering, enforcing and regulating the rights of women regarding
productive resources. To overcome this limitation in the Access to Productive Resources
research, community norms and leadership have been added as variables if the research
were to also include an assessment of the factors contributing to the lack of land tenure
for women in smallholder farming communities. The GAD framework focuses on the
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discrimination and inequality between men and women; the Access to Productive
Resources framework focuses on whether access to productive resources results in real
control.

The two frameworks establish a basic framework which enables researchers to study
land rights within smallholder agricultural systems. GAD presents a model which shows
how social institutions and power structures determine the chances that people will
succeed or face difficulties. The Access to Productive Resources framework shows
whether women'’s access translates into real control over the land they farm. The study
uses these perspectives to examine how four land rights elements which include access
ownership documentation and control over farming decisions work with awareness of
entitlements to affect women’s agricultural participation in Mbeere South.

Empirical Literature Review: Land Rights and Women's Participation in Farming

Women's participation in agriculture is closely associated with land, though not
straightforward. Land rights tend to attract different definitions depending on the context.
Some focus on formal ownership or title. Others look at use rights, decision-making, or
perceived control. These differences affect what each study finds. Most research looks at
smallholder farmers in rural settings, where land supports both income and social
position. Outcomes also vary. This is because some studies measure yield or income.
Others focus on agency, bargaining power, or food security. This study brings these
strands together to examine how land rights relate to actual participation in farming.

People consider actual ownership rights to be crucial but research findings show
inconsistent results. Goli et al. demonstrate that established ownership rights bring
stronger negotiation power which enables revenue producing activities [10]. The research
conducted by Kehinde et al. demonstrates that farmers who obtain both land rights and
access rights will enhance their food security while their agricultural production will
increase [11]. Other research demonstrates a pattern that differs from existing studies.
Schling and Pazos found that neither ownership rights nor income control or credit access
indicators connect with each other although crop diversity improves. Land use practices
depend on ownership rights of land [12]. People with decision-making authority hold
more power than those who possess title deeds. The study considers that distinction to be
its main focus.

Control and decision-making show more consistent results. Doss and Meinzen-Dick
(2020) argue that access, use, control, and ownership do not always overlap. A woman
may farm land without owning it. Another may hold a title but have little say in how the
land is used. Kehinde et al. also link decision-making power and income control to better
agricultural outcomes [11]. Many studies combine these elements, which makes results
hard to compare. This study separates them to examine their individual effects.

Awareness about rights forms yet another dimension. According to Santpoort et al,
there are numerous women who lack awareness about their legal rights [13]. In line with
Owoicho et al, this awareness is influenced by education, economic status, and societal
culture. Context plays an important role [14]. While even when access is present,
dominance is maintained by men because of cultural practices such as inheritance rights.
The concept of collective ownership too can undermine women'’s ability to exercise their
rights since it involves being in an influential position in a patriarchal system.

There is no commonality in research methods, which makes comparisons difficult.
While quantitative researches, for instance, Kehinde et al, provide modeling of tenure
types, they may ignore informal agreements [11]. On the other hand, small-scale
researches, for example, Goli et al, offer in-depth analysis of decision-making processes
[10], yet Quasi-experimental work like Schling and Pazos focuses on outcomes such as
crop diversity rather than participation [12]. Qualitative studies, including Santpoort et
al. [13], show how negotiation happens within households but do not support broad
comparisons. In many cases, participation is inferred from income or productivity rather
than measured directly. This creates gaps in understanding actual engagement.
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Access is necessary, but it does not explain participation on its own. Owoicho et al.
show that women with limited control still participate less, even when they have access
[14]. The control of resources serves as a more accurate predictor than any other measure
of productivity. The ownership of resources helps businesses gain bargaining power, yet
it does not guarantee their capacity to use resources equitably. The total results of a system
depend on the combination of access control, user control, system awareness and the
existing social environment. The two women who possess identical access rights show
completely different levels of active involvement.

The literature contains multiple unresolved areas. Researchers have seldom studied
the relationship between access and ownership and control and awareness. The research
lacks multivariate models which separate their different impacts. The majority of studies
show that ownership does not guarantee active participation. The research fails to
consider contextual elements. Customary systems dominate in certain regions which
make formal land market laws unsuitable. The research excludes certain groups who
include widows and unmarried women as subjects. The study closes research gaps by
measuring all dimensions and establishing direct links to participation.

Land rights work in layers. Access allows entry. Ownership supports that access.
Control determines how land is used. Awareness allows women to act on their rights.
Social norms and institutions shape each layer. The degree of participation is determined
by the interaction among these layers. Considering any of the layers in isolation creates a
partial view. The current research investigates all of the above layers concurrently to offer
more insight into the participation of women in smallholder farming within Mbeere
South’s context.

Conceptual Framework

The study was guided by a conceptual framework that modeled women’s economic

empowerment as the dependent variable.

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable

Women's participation in small scale
Land Rights farming in Mbeere South Sub- County,
e Access to land Embu County, Kenya
¢ Land ownership documentation e  Participation Level
e Control power over farming activities ¢  Decision-Making in Farming
e Awareness of Land Rights e Crop Output (proxy for yield)

e Market Participation

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for the Study
Source: Author (2025)

In this study, women’s participation in small-scale farming in Mbeere South is treated
as the outcome. It is measured using participation levels, decision-making, crop output,
and market involvement. Land rights form the main explanatory factor. These include
access to land, ownership documentation, control over farming decisions, and awareness
of rights.

GAD theory simple explains why there is an inconsistency between the existence of
legal rights and effective power. It states that societal and institutional systems determine
which people possess actual power, despite the presence of formal legal rights [15], [16].
The female can own or gain access to land resources but still not be able to make choices
concerning their usage. The Access to Productive Resources theory provides another
perspective on the issue. It divides access into access and control, stating that gaining
access to resources is not equivalent to exercising control over resource utilization [8], [17].
Decisions related to planting, inputs application, and income allocation are made by
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others, usually at the household level. Thus, mere access cannot serve as an explanation
of participation.

Land rights are broken into four parts: access, documentation, control, and awareness.
All three are important, yet all three are not enough. Women can have rights and yet be
hindered by societal pressures or ineffective implementation within the community.
Participation is a result of how all three intersect in reality. Putting these perspectives
together makes it easier to understand the discrepancy between rights and use. It also
highlights the difference between access and actual control, which is important for
understanding women’s participation in agriculture.

Methodology

The research used mixed methods to examine how land ownership rights and
extension services and investment activities affect women's smallholder farming
participation in Mbeere South Sub-County of Embu County Kenya.The research centered
on exploring how the availability of land, having documentation of ownership of land,
management decisions regarding agriculture, and knowledge about land rights influence
participation rates, decision-making, agricultural production, and involvement in
marketing. A descriptive research approach was selected for the research since the
approach helps to uncover real-life occurrences and relationships between the variables.
This means that the research will help to understand what is happening in women'’s farms
without trying to manipulate variables (Kothari, 2004). Mbeere South Sub-County was
selected because of the prevalence of smallholder farming and related issues facing
women in the area.

The study involved 1,562 women between 24 and 45 years old who worked on small
farms and participated in making farm decisions. The selected age range included women
who spent their time making decisions about agriculture and household responsibilities
[18], [19]. The researchers used two sampling techniques namely stratified random
sampling and simple random sampling to obtain participants from five different Mavuria
Mbeti South Mwea Makima and Kiambere wards. Sample size was 310 and this was
determined using Krejcie and Morgan's table [20]. Random selection methods were used
to choose eligible women from lists that local administrators and community groups
provided to them which helped decrease selection bias.

The study employed purposive sampling to select key informants who included
agricultural extension officers, land registry officials, local chiefs, county agriculture
officers, rural credit officers, and NGO/CBO representatives who possessed knowledge
about land governance and policy and agricultural investment programs that impacted
women. The researchers gathered data through semi-structured questionnaires which
collected information about demographic details and land access and extension service
utilization and agricultural investment and policy execution and participation results. The
survey received additional information through key informant interviews and focus
group discussions (FGDs). The FGDs investigated decision-making processes and group
interactions and obstacles which surveys could not identify. The sessions followed open-
ended guides to obtain thorough answers which lasted 30 to 60 minutes according to the
rules established by Dawadi et al [21]. The study used secondary data from government
reports and previous studies and official statistics to establish context and validate its
findings.

The sample included 310 females; of those, 286 provided responses, which equates to
a response rate of 92.3%. This high response rate decreases the likelihood of non-response
bias and increases the ability to produce reliable data [22]. Constructs used for analysis of
the survey results also showed high internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s a of 0.879,
which is above the minimum acceptable limit of 0.70 [23]. Descriptive statistics, cross-
tabulations and ordinal regression were used to analyze the quantitative portion of the
survey. Ordinal regression was the appropriate type of analysis to use because
participation is an ordered categorical outcome. Due to the categorical nature of most of
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the variables, cross-tabulations were utilized to substitute for correlation analysis and
allowed for greater identification of association across wards [24]. The qualitative data
were thematically analyzed, with codes developed based on the original research
objectives and utilized direct quotes from the study participants to demonstrate these
same patterns as well as any disagreements among participants.

All provisions under ethics were adhered to in the conduct of this research. Ethical
approval was granted by the Institutional Review Board, the National Commission for
Science, Technology and Innovation, as well as by the Mbeere South Sub County. Prior to
completing the survey, written informed consent was obtained from each participant,
informing them that they were participating in a voluntary research activity and they
could withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. Participants were given
unique identifiers to maintain their anonymity and confidentiality. Research assistants
were trained prior to data collection regarding ethical behavior, neutrality and consistent
data collection procedures. This ensured participant rights were protected and the
findings accurately reflected actual experiences without coercion or manipulation of
responses.

3. Results and Discussion
Introduction

The findings of this research are reported in three major stages in this section. First,
there is an overview of the descriptive statistics that cover the variables of interest. Next,
bivariate analysis using cross tabulation analyzes the relationship between these variables
and women’s involvement in smallholder agriculture. Finally, multivariate analysis using
ordinal regression is employed to estimate the effect of the variables on participation level.
Demographic Characteristics

The study surveyed 286 respondents to provide context for women’s participation in
small-scale farming. The detailed distribution is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Variable Category Frequency (n) Valid Percent (%)
Age 18-25 24 8.4
26-35 36 12.6

3645 120 42

46-55 106 37.1

Marital Status Single 40 14
Married 216 75.5

Divorced 7 2.4

Widowed 23 8

Education Level Primary 186 65
Secondary 68 23.8

Tertiary/University 32 11.2

Years in Farming 1-3 55 19.2
4-6 37 12.9

>6 194 67.8

The age distribution showed that most participants belonged to the 36-55 years age
range while only a small number of participants fell within the 18-25 age group. Most
respondents were married (75.5%), with small proportions single (14.0%) or widowed
(8.0%); divorced or separated participants were negligible.65% of people completed
primary school, while 23.8% finished secondary education and 11.2% reached tertiary
education qualifications.67.8% of participants demonstrated extended farming experience
because they worked more than six years in the field, while 12.9% worked between four
and six years and 19.2% worked between one and three years. The analysis uses age and
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farming experience to determine expertise levels, while education shows agricultural
knowledge accessibility and usage abilities and marital status helps understand
household labor patterns.
Descriptive Analysis of Land Rights

Land rights were assessed using four indicators: access to land, type of legal
documentation held, decision-making authority over farming activities, and knowledge
of legal rights. Access to land was measured based on the security of land use, ranging
from temporary to full and continuous access. Legal documentation distinguished
between no documentation, shared ownership, and sole ownership. Decision-making
authority was captured as no involvement, shared decisions, or independent decision-
making. Knowledge of legal rights was measured through self-reported awareness,
ranging from no knowledge to full knowledge of entitlements. These indicators were
designed to assess whether women not only physically access land but also exercise
control and hold legally recognized rights.

Table 2 summarizes the distribution of respondents across three key dimensions:
access to land, land ownership documentation, and decision-making power in farming

activities.
Table 2. Land Access, Documentation, and Decision-Making
Variable /Question Categories Frequency Percent
Access to land: How secure is your I sometimes use land
access to land for farming? temporarily 31 10.7
I mostly have access but
with restrictions 84 29.1
I'have full and continuous
access 174 60.2
Total 289 100
Legal documents: What type of I sometimes use Land
legal document do you hold for the Temporary 98 33.9
land you farm? Shared ownership
document 175 60.6
Sole ownership document 16 55
Total 289 100
Decision-making: Who makes Qthers decide entirely 46 15.9
decisions about the farming |ghare decisions but have
activities you carry out? limited input 160 55.4
I make all decisions
independently 83 28.7
Total 289 100

Variability in access to land exists among respondents where 60.2% of respondents
have full and continuous access to land; 29.1% report access to land subject to restrictions;
10.7% rely upon temporary access to land; and therefore the majority of women have
consistent access to the land for agricultural purposes; however, a sizeable portion does
not enjoy unrestricted access to the land. Disparities also exist between ownership
documentation and access to land. Five percent (5.5% or 4 respondents) of respondents
own the land individually, six percent (60.6% or 49 respondents) of respondents share
ownership of the land, and thirty-one percent (33.9% or 29 respondents) of respondents
do not possess any official documentation related to their ownership of the land. The
discrepancy between the high level of reported access to land and the low level of
documented ownership, serves to illustrate an area of concern that physical possession of
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land may not provide any legally verified or secured right to land, thereby limiting a
woman's ability to authorize her use of the land (and so the long-term investment in
agricultural enterprises).

Similarly, there is a lack of clear authority regarding decision-making in relation to
agricultural production. A majority of respondents (55.4%) reported that they participated
in decision-making similarly, but lacked adequate input; 28.7% reported that they make
independent decisions; 15.9% of respondents reported being completely excluded from
agricultural decision-making. The lack of authority exhibited in decision-making by the
respondents further demonstrates that although women may have access to land, there
are restrictions on decision-making that effectively control women's ability to develop
plans, implement those plans, and realise economic returns from their agricultural
enterprise.

The table generally indicates that although the level of accessibility to the land is high
amongst women agriculturalists in Mbeere South, there is a problem regarding land
ownership and decision-making powers. This shows clearly that any program intended
to enhance women’s involvement in agriculture should consider both accessibility and
ownership rights as well as decision-making processes.

Access to Bivariate Analysis of Land Rights and Women’s Participation

This section looks at how land rights relate to women’s participation in small-scale
farming in Mbeere South Sub-County, based on the study’s conceptual framework. Land
rights were examined using four indicators: access to land, ownership documentation,
control over farming decisions, and awareness of legal rights. Participation, the dependent
variable, was captured through four activities. These include involvement in farm work,
role in crop decisions, crop output, and participation in markets. Responses across these
areas were combined into a single index. The index was then grouped into three levels:
Low (7-10), Moderate (11-13), and High (14-16). This created an ordered scale for
comparing participation across different land rights conditions. The index calculation
process becomes straightforward because all indicators were assigned identical weights.

As the variables in this research are categorical, the crosstabulation technique was
used to describe their distribution. The chi-square method was adopted to examine any
relationships that may exist between the land rights and the level of participation. The
findings have been presented in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Crosstab of Land Rights Indicators and Women’s Participation Levels

Participation Level

Low Moderate High

Indicator Category n (%) n (%) n (%) Totaln (%) x2(df, p-value)
Land Temporary 8(25.8) 0(0.0) 23(742) 31(100.0) 24.080 (4, 0.000)
access access
security Restricted 8(9.5) 16 (19.0) 60(714) 84(100.0)

access

Full access 24(138) 7(4.0) 143(822) 174(100.0)
Land No documents 24 (24.5) 8(82) 66(67.3) 98(100.0) 40.149 (4,0.000)
documenta Shared 8(46) 15(8.6) 152(869) 175(100.0)
tion ownership

Sole ownership  8(50.0) 0(0.0) 8(50.0) 16(100.0)
Decision- Others decide 8(174) 15(326) 23(500) 46(100.0) 53.074 (4,0.000)
making Shared 16 (10.0) 8(5.0) 136(85.0) 160 (100.0)

decisions

Independent 16(19.3) 0(0.0) 67(807) 83(100.0)

decisions

No knowledge  8(14.8) 8(14.8) 38(704) 54(100.0) 14.187 (6,0.028)

Few rights 24(142) 15(89) 130(769) 169 (100.0)
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Participation Level

Low Moderate High
Indicator Category n (%) n (%) n (%) Totaln (%) x2(df, p-value)
Knowledge Most rights 8(182) 0(0.0) 36(81.8) 44(100.0)
of land Full knowledge 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 22(1000) 22(100.0)

rights

The study shows that all land rights indicators connect to women's participation but
their connection to participation shows different patterns. Women who have complete
land access rights show 82.2 percent high participation levels which decrease to 74.2
percent when they have only temporary access. The results show that access rights need
to consider more factors than existing land documentation to assess their impact. Women
who share decision-making authority with others show the strongest connection to land
access rights (x2 = 53.074, df = 4, p = 0.000) which shows that women who participate in
shared decision-making process together with those who make their own decisions hold
the top participation rates while women who participate in shared decision-making
process together with those who make their own decisions hold the top participation
rates. Women who possess land rights knowledge show higher levels of participation (x?
= 14.187, df = 6, p = 0.028) because 70.4% of women who lack knowledge achieve high
participation rates while 100.0% of women who possess complete knowledge reach the
same result. The difference between the adjacent knowledge categories remains small
because people need to recognize themselves at the highest level of understanding.

Qualitative data reinforce these patterns. Participants emphasized that secure access
enables planning and investment: “When I own the land or have full access, I can plan my crops
and invest in inputs without fear of losing it” (R001, field data, 2025). Autonomy in decision-
making was repeatedly highlighted: “Even if I have access to the land, if my husband decides
everything, I cannot implement my ideas fully” (R012, field data, 2025).

Overall, the results indicate that decision-making authority and knowledge of rights
are stronger determinants of participation than access or documentation alone. Compared
to prior studies, these findings confirm that formal titles and autonomy are critical for
participation (Goli et al., 2025; Kehinde et al, 2021), while informal or perceived
ownership is insufficient. They also challenge assumptions that access alone drives
engagement, demonstrating that participation is heavily mediated by control and
awareness within the local cultural and institutional context.

Multivariate Analysis of Land Rights and Women's Participation

In order to measure women'’s involvement in small-scale agriculture an index was
created by combining responses assessing the frequency and extent of their participation
in agricultural activities as well as their role in making decisions about crop selection, use
of inputs and marketing. Using these values total scores that were then designated as
either Low, Moderate or High were calculated for the purposes of running an ordinal
logistic regression analysis to test for associations between land equity characteristics and
the probability of women achieving higher levels of participation. The ‘independent
variables’ included women’s access to land, type of document concerning ownership
rights, decision making authority over land and knowledge of legal rights. This
methodology allows us to estimate how each of the land equity measures affect the
probability that women will achieve higher levels of participation. The results of the
regression analysis are summarized in Table 4.

The analysis indicates that decision making authority (log-odds = -1.605, p = 0.005)
and knowledge of legal rights (log-odds = -18.762, p < 0.001) are the most significant
contributors for women achieving higher levels of participation. Women who have no
control over the decisions made regarding their land are less likely to be found in the
higher level of participation categories than those who have full control. Women who do
not have a reasonable amount of knowledge about their rights concerning the land they
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own, are substantially less likely (than those who have a reasonable amount of
knowledge) to reach the higher participation categories. The effect from access to land
appears to be slightly positive if they have the ability to use the land. However, if a
woman’s access to land has restrictions, it is more likely to be a negative effect, but this
was not statistically significant (p = 0.141 and p = 0.077) respectively.

Data collected through qualitative means support these conclusions. Interviewees
pointed out that a woman’s ability to exercise control land and knowledge her rights is
necessary for true involvement: "I can have access and own this piece of land, but because I do
not have any ability to choose what I can plant on it or to whom I can sell it, I do not consider
myself part of that land anyway," and "When you are aware of your rights, you have no fear in
making decisions concerning your use of the land."

Formal land rights do not necessarily translate into engagement; access or ownership
without decision-making authority and knowledge of one's rights will not result in any
form of meaningful participation.

Table 3. Ordinal Logistic Regression of Land Rights on Women's Participation Levels

95% CI
Land Rights Std. (Lower —
Indicator Category Estimate Error Wald df Sig. Upper)
Accesstoland  Sometimes use
(Q5) temporarily 0.886 0.603 216 1 0141 -0295-2.068
Mostly access with
restrictions 0699 0395 313 1 0077 -1473-0076
Full and
continuous access
(Ref) 0 - - - - -
Legal
documents 3499.7 -6840.81 -
(Q6) No documents 18635 81 0 1 0.99% 6878.08
Shared ownership 3499.7 -6839.45-
document 19.999 81 0 1 0.99% 687944
Sole ownership
document (Ref) 0 - - - - -
Decision- Others decide
making (Q7) entirely -1.605 0571 789 1 0.005 -2.725—--0486
Share decisions
with limited input 0674 0477 2 1 0157 -0.260-1.608
Make all decisions
independently
(Ref) 0 - - - - -
Knowledge of Do not know any
rights (Q8) rights -18762 059 100969 1 0 -19919--17.604
Know a few rights 20236 0 - 1 - -20236—--20236
3499.7 -6861.56—
Know most rights 2112 81 0 1 1 6857.33
Know all rights
(Ref) 0 - - - - -

These findings further define previous literature relating to Participation only being
related to Access or Tenure Security as they show that Agency (ability) and Knowledge
of your Rights drives Participation far more then access/documentation [10], [13].
Ownership does not provide any significant ability towards Participating; however, it
must be accompanied with the authority to make a decision about how the property will
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be used to have an impact on Participation. Therefore, weak or unstable estimates for
access or legal documentation indicate that these cannot stand alone as indicators of
Meaningful Participation.

Synthesis of the Findings and Theoretical Interpretation

The findings show that Land rights in isolation do not always lead women into small-
scale farming in Mbeere South. Although 60.2% of the female respondents have access to
land, fewer percentages own lands solely (5.5%) and make decisions about how to use the
land (28.7%) or comprehend their rights (7.6%). Decision-making and understanding land
rights emerge as powerful explanatory factors for high levels of participation while formal
land access and documentation are weak explanatory factors. This study is consistent with
the idea from GAD theory that the structure of social institutions, rather than legal rights
alone, determines the level of involvement in development [25]. The theory highlights
structural barriers, but does not consider differences among women in terms of their age,
marital status, or social class. Another problem with GAD is that it does not treat the
intersections between gender inequality and other resources, like access to extension
services.

Access to productive resources, on the other hand, expands upon the above notion by
distinguishing between mere access and actual power, indicating that women who have
knowledge, independence, and favorable social structures can translate their land use to
results such as harvest and income [9]. There are limitations to the application of this
theory, which do not account for such aspects as local governance and enforcement
problems and cultural constraints in women's access.

In general, the review indicates that there is a need for empowerment that goes
beyond access itself, agency, practical control, and awareness of the rights involved are
important. If policies only emphasize access or certification, then the end result might be
only symbolic compliance rather than empowerment, requiring deliberate integration of
various tools and interventions.

4. Conclusion

The study analyzed how land rights, extension services, and agricultural investment
as well as the timely implementation of policies/good governance factors contribute to
women'’s participation. Data analysis revealed that women who have decision-making
control and are knowledgeable about their land rights will participate more significantly
than those who do not. On the other hand, having formalized access, being registered with
ownership papers or nominal participation in programs/institutions provides no
substantial contribution to participation. Qualitative data confirms that women’s
autonomy and knowledge of their rights impact their ability to access and utilize
resources for farming successfully. Formalized access may exist on paper but proves
meaningless when not implemented correctly or relevant to the women’s habitat.

This shows that there are tangible results that arise as a result of women being able to
use their agency and make well-informed decisions on the utilization of the resources for
agricultural activities and receiving agricultural aid. The availability of inputs alone is not
sufficient. The provision of inputs/training/finance without the empowerment of the
women rarely results in female participation. When programs only focus on formal access
or coverage, they will create an appearance of effectiveness while neglecting many of the
ability's women have to be successful. The ongoing structure of power in social and home
life continues to prevent women from being able to act independently, despite being given
access to resources.

From a theoretical viewpoint, the findings confirm the GAD (Gender and
Development) theory that intra-household/structural power relations will determine if
having access to resources results in participation. In the same manner, the authors agree
with the Access to Productive Resources approach because the resource needs to be
applicable in an appropriate manner and time frame in order to influence the ability and
desire of the woman to take part in that specific activity. Consequently, both theories assist
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in understanding why access to land ownership will not automatically translate to
participation by the women, unless the women have control over decisions pertaining to
that piece of land and also knowledge concerning their ownership of it.

There are limitations that need to be noted. The descriptive design of the research
limits the ability to establish causation and to assess longitudinal effects of participation
decisions. In addition, self-reported participation and decision-making may present
potential biases in the data; however, cross-referencing the data obtained through
interviews and focus groups minimizes this issue somewhat. Since the study only
involved women involved in agriculture, women who had never been exposed to either
the program or land were excluded from participation. Findings could be different for
women who are more constrained socially or even by land restrictions. It is worth noting
that findings from Mbeere South may not apply elsewhere.

Overall, from the study findings, one can conclude that having only the land rights is
not sufficient for fostering participation. There needs to be an integration of rights and
empowerment, timely provision of functional resources, and contextualized training in
order to achieve participatory processes in agriculture. Research in future could
investigate comparative approaches to the topic, household-level negotiations facilitation,
and combinations of resources access, skill development, and empowerment. Otherwise,
the formal land rights will remain symbols.
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