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Abstract

Despite significant investments, community-driven development (CDD) projects have yielded mixed successes in different countries and
localities, underscoring the need to improve the project model. Recognising the importance of critical success factors (CSFs) in this exercise from
different stakeholders’ perspectives and at a project-level ‘micro’ view, this study identifies the CSFs of the Gemidiriya CDD project of Sri Lanka
from a community perspective. Questionnaires were administered to beneficiary community members and community project managers at villages
to assess the importance of various project model features and linkages with overall project success. Factor analysis identified three critical success
factors: enabling community environment, measurable project management outcomes by village organization and community project management
engagement. Project managers should view CSFs from an impact-on-ground-orientation rather than a task-orientation. Furthermore, the beneficiaries
who were also involved in the project execution may have a greater tendency to assign a high weight on the impact.
© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. APM and IPMA. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The unsatisfactory performance of international development
(ID) projects has been a concern throughout development project
history and development agencies have adopted various man-
agement approaches to improve project performance. At present,
the development agencies use participatory approaches such as
the community-driven development (CDD) approach. However,
the mixed success of CDD projects across countries and regions
emphasizes the need for improving the project model. Whereas,
specific managerial approaches and tools are needed for
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successfully managing international development (ID) projects
(Golini and Landoni, 2014; Khang and Moe 2008), the public
sector development projects/programs specifically designed to
address economic and social needs of developing countries
(Gunawan and Ahsan, 2010). Development agencies, especially
since the 1990s, adopted participatory approaches in executing ID
projects (Cornwall, 2006). Participatory approaches depart from
traditional treatments of poverty in three ways (Chakrabarti and
Dhar, 2013): Firstly, it persuades national agencies to decentralise
rural development; secondly, it treats poverty eradication as a
management problem; and thirdly, it treats the subjects (poor) as
active rather than docile in the project management process.
Therefore, in ID projects, community engagement in project
management (PM) is essential and the clients are actively
involved, whereas in typical projects, the client and end-users
are not involved in the project management (PM) process.

Participatory approach of the World Bank, the community
driven development (CDD) approach empowers communities to
manage all aspects of the project including project selection,
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procurement, implementation, and monitoring by themselves at
the village level (Dongier et al., 2001). In contrast, the World
Bank's social fund programs or projects have previously been
criticized for lack of capacity-building, especially the building of
organizational skills at community level, and a lack of
“ownership” of the projects by the beneficiary groups (Platteau
and Gaspart, 2003, pg. 1687). CDD projects including interna-
tional developments have unique features requiring a departure
from standardized PM tools. A number of studies (Crawford and
Bryce, 2003; Khang and Moe, 2008; Hermano et al. 2013) have
pointed to the project goals of ID projects as being complex and
intangible since they are concerned with poverty alleviation or
social transformation; the complex web of stakeholders arising
from social and political nature of these projects as another
distinguishing feature identified by the same studies. Communi-
ties are only facilitated through providing technical and financial
assistance. Experience has shown that when given clear
explanations of the process, access to information and appropri-
ate capacity and financial support, poor men and women can
effectively organize to identify community priorities and address
local problems by working in partnership with local governments
and other supportive institutions (World Bank, n.d.). The World
Bank (n.d.) recognizes that CDD approaches and actions are
important elements of an effective poverty reduction and
sustainable development strategy.

As opined by Ika et al. (2012, pg. 105) and widely
acknowledged and supported by a number of studies (Diallo
and Thuillier, 2004; Khang and Moe, 2008), very little has been
written on international development project success, success
criteria and criterion success factors. Furthermore, international
development (ID) project research has been narrow with limited
work on examining project and project management in general,
project proliferation, the importance of projects in existing
programs, and questionable outcomes (Crawford and Bryce,
2003; Gunawan and Ahsan, 2010; Ika and Saint-Macary, 2012).

However, on the success of this CDD approach, the sparse
literature shows mixed results with both positive (Baird et al.,
2013; Nkonya et al. 2012; Padawangi 2010) and negative
(Ahmad and Abu Talib, 2015; Asmorowati, 2011; Avdeenko
and Gilligan, 2014; Casey et al., 2012; Dasgupta and Beard,
2007; Labonne and Chase, 2011; Mukherji, 2013; Rao and
Ibáñez, 2005) results, underscoring the need to improve the
project model. In improving the model, identification of critical
success factors (CSFs) could be very important because CSFs
could help significantly to improve the project management
success (Pinto and Slevin, 1988; Wateridge, 1995).

Drawing upon definitions provided by Denizer et al. (2013),
project outcomes for the World Bank or ID projects can either be
measured at the ‘macro’ or ‘micro’ levels with the ‘macro’ view
being ‘country’ specific performance (i.e. quality of policies and
institutions) and the ‘micro’ levels or views referring to the
impact as measured at the local level. In this research, the main
aim was to measure the project impact at the local level as the
project objective was not to make an impact at the national level;
therefore identification of CSF in this study is based on the
community view on the Sri Lankan Gemidiriya project success.
The World Bank funded Gemidiriya community development
and livelihood improvement project is the first (and so far only)
CDD project in Sri Lanka.

2. Literature review

2.1. Community-driven project characteristics
and implementation

CDD projects are implemented in three broad sets of
partnerships as the administrative systems allow: 1) Partnerships
between community based organizations (CBOs) and elected
local or municipal governments; 2) partnerships between CBOs
and private support organizations (nongovernmental organiza-
tions or private firms); and 3) direct partnerships between CBOs
and central government or a central fund (Dongier et al., 2001).

The World Bank conducts a Systematic Country Diagnostic
(SCD) which uses data and analytic methods to support country
clients and World Bank Group teams in identifying the most
critical constraints to, and opportunities for, reducing poverty
and building shared prosperity sustainably, while considering
the voices of the poor and the views of the private sector and
other stakeholders. Then the Country Partnership Framework
(CPF) is prepared which lays out the development objectives
that WBG interventions expect to help the country achieve and
attendant program of indicative WBG interventions. The CPF
objectives are derived from those country development goals
that reflect the Bank Group's comparative advantage as well as
alignment with the goals of ending extreme poverty and
increasing shared prosperity. Next Performance and Learning
Reviews are conducted to identify and capture lessons;
determine midcourse corrections, and help build the WBG's
knowledge base, including effective approaches for integrating
inclusion and sustainability dimensions (including gender and
environmental sustainability) into the SCD and CPF. Finally
Completion and Learning Reviews are conducted to identify
and capture end-of-cycle learning to contribute to the WBG's
knowledge base (World Bank 2015c).

According to estimates of Mansuri and Rao (2013), the World
Bank has spent US$ 80 billion on CDD initiatives over the past
10 years. According to Wong (2012), in 2012 the World Bank
supported approximately 400 CDD projects in 94 countries
valued at almost $30 billion. According to the World Bank
(2015a), CDD projects are regarded as part of the wide range of
World Bank project portfolio. The World Bank has a wide range
of projects in several sectors such as agriculture, finishing, public
administration, health, and education transport (see World Bank
2015a). The World Bank project portfolio in Sri Lanka has 167
projects of which Gemidiriya CDD project is one of them (World
Bank 2015b), and it is the only CDD project. Except for the
livelihood development projects, other projects are executed by
the experts in the subject area or, in construction projects, by the
contractors selected through a bidding process. Labonne and
Chase (2011, pg. 349) observe that while the operations taking a
CCD approach might vary by context and objective, they are
typically characterised by the following two stages of ‘prepara-
tion’ and ‘funding’. The following subsection provides some
contextual background information about the project.
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2.2. Contextual background to the Gemidiriya project

In 2004, Sri Lanka launched Phase I of the 12-year,
three-phase, US$181 million, World Bank-funded Gemidiriya
(meaning in English, ‘villagers' strength’) community develop-
ment and livelihood improvement project. The US$69.8 million
Phase I was completed in 2010. The project provided technical
and financial support to poor rural communities to improve their
livelihoods and generate incomes, and implement community
infrastructure development projects. Phase I covered the most
vulnerable districts identified in the poverty ranking in Sri Lanka.

The Gemidiriya project is now widely acclaimed as a
success story by several organizations and individuals includ-
ing the beneficiaries and the sponsor, the World Bank (e.g.
Munshi et al., 2006). An Independent Evaluation Group (IEG)
has rated the Phase I of the project as ‘highly satisfactory’
(World Bank, 2010). Many national and international organi-
zations have congratulated the Gemidiriya project for its
success in several aspects: the Gemidiriya project won the
people-first award from the social development department of
the World Bank; UNDP recognized the Gemidiriya project
among the 20 best practices in the Asia-Pacific region; the
Gemidiriya commercial web portal won the Manthan 2008
award in New Delhi for the best e-content for development in
the sector of e-enterprise and livelihoods; the World Bank
declared the Gemidiriya micro-finance system as a role model;
among the 270 World Bank projects, the Gemidiriya task team
of the World Bank won the ‘Aggie’ award for the best practice
for supervision and implementation support; the Gemidiriya
project won the national excellence award in human resource
development and performance evaluation (Batuwitage, 2014).

2.3. Critical success factors for international
development project

Success factors are the facilitators of success achievement
(Baccarini, 1999; Turner, 2009). Critical success factors (CSFs)
vary by project types, life cycle phases, industries, nationalities,
individuals, and organizations (Khang and Moe, 2008; Pinto
and Prescott, 1988). For ID projects, results of Khang and Moe
(2008) show that success of each phase carries over to the next
phase. Khang and Moe (2008) identified effective consultation
of stakeholders as the most influential factor in the project
success. Observing the patterns of elite capture of rural
Table 1
Success factors of ID projects.

Success factor Publication/s

Competent project team with right attitudes Khan et al. (200
Support from project environment Aziz (1984), Kh
Implementation approach Khan et al. (200
Availability of resources Khang and Moe
Policies and procedures Khang and Moe
Stakeholder consultation Agheneza (2009
Local capacity Khang and Moe
Effective communication Agheneza (2009
Stakeholder commitment Khang and Moe
community resources in Sub Saharan Africa, Platteau and
Abraham (2002) recognized institutional organizers as the
critical success factor. Upon the success factors of Integrated
Rural Development (IRD) model, USAID (n.d.) clearly
demonstrates that work implemented under overwhelming
governmental domination, i.e. the ones lacking community
“ownership”, has not achieved the expected results since they
failed to gain public commitment. Examining the Swarnjayanti
Gram Swarozgar Yojana (SGSY) poverty alleviation scheme,
an IRD program, Shylendra and Bhirdikar (2005) make similar
observations: SGSY is beset with faulty selection, improper
identification of viable schemes, sidelining of capacity building
and lack of integration among different agencies involved in
implementation of the scheme. A summary of some common
success factors identified for ID projects found in literature are
summarized in Table 1. However, none of these studies are
based on the community perspective.

It is evident from the Table 1 that the success factors of ID
projects are different from traditional projects because the list
does not include the common critical success factors of traditional
projects and their correspondingly ‘project success measures’ or
‘criteria’ such as time, cost and quality. On a project managers'
perspective, Ika et al. (2011, 2012) identified CSFs for the World
Bank projects as monitoring, coordination, design, training, and
institutional environment. However, studies that recognize the
critical success factors of CDD projects from a community
perspective could not be found in literature. Beneficiary view is
especially important because delivering projects to meet
customer requirements is more critical than delivering on time,
on budget, and to scope (Morris, 2013).

3. Methodology

For assessing ID project success, the literature provides two
approaches depending on the scale of assessment: 1) evaluating
the impact through macro-indicators such as gross domestic
product (GDP) and life expectancy (Boone, 1996; Hermano et
al., 2013); and 2) assessing the micro-view, i.e. assessing the
impact of the ID project on its beneficiaries (Duflo and Kremer,
2003; Hermano et al., 2013). As the Gemidiriya project was
executed to improve the livelihood of poverty-ridden rural
communities, the micro-view was preferred as the appropriate
approach in this study. Sensible differences exist on how
stakeholders value evaluation dimensions (Diallo and Thuillier,
0), Khang and Moe (2008), Struyk (2007), Vickland and Nieuwenhuijs (2005)
ang and Moe (2008), Kwak (2002), Struyk (2007)
0), Vickland and Nieuwenhuijs (2005)
(2008), Struyk (2007), Youker (1999)
(2008), Struyk (2007), Youker (1999)
), Diallo and Thuillier (2004), Khang and Moe (2008)
(2008)
), Diallo and Thuillier (2005)
(2008), USAID (n.d.), Youker (1999)
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2004), and it is important to assess the project performance in
view of the affected community, which represents the most
important element of success during the execution phase of the
project — the extent to which the customer is satisfied with the
project deliverables (Kloppenborg et al., 2014). Thus, the
critical success factors were identified from a community
perspective, based on the community judgment on the
importance of factors in achieving project success.

3.1. Measurement instrument

The measurement instrument was drawn from a number of
studies associated with the critical success factors of ID projects
(see Table 1). For example, ‘support from the project environ-
ment’ or ‘clearer understanding of the project environment’ was
nested within the ‘conceptualising’ stage of the project
life-cycle-based framework as proposed by Khang and Moe
(2008, pg. 72). Accordingly, this CSF is associated with having
clear understanding of project environment by funding and
implementing agencies and consultants. The project success was
measured using some of the micro-dimension items as identified
by Diallo and Thuillier (2004). Some of the items related to ‘the
project impact on beneficiaries’. The remaining CSFs are listed in
Tables 1 and 3. In determining critical success factors (CSFs)
Cooke-Davies (2002) states three questions to be answered:
1) ‘what factors lead to project management success’, 2) ‘what
factors lead to a successful project’ and 3) ‘what factors lead to
consistently successful projects’. The second and third questions
are relevant in this instance. In recognising the important project
success determinants of the Gemidiriya project, questionnaires
were developed for the community members and VO chairper-
sons that invited them to express their judgment on the
importance of a list of variables representing project model
features and project management aspects in determining the
overall project success. The list (see Table 3 for associated
definitions) included the importance of quality of final outputs,
social capital enhancement, project completion in time, transpar-
ent procurements, participatory project selection, participatory
project implementation, VO staff commitment, community
ownership of VO, decision making authority of VO, technical
assistance of the Gemidiriya project, monitoring by the
Gemidiriya project and the community monetary contributions.
Whereas it is beyond the scope of this paper to provide and define
the terminology for all the ‘success indicators’ as included in the
measurement instrument, only that ‘social capital enhancement’
is provided due to the role in CDD projects. Accordingly, ‘social
capital enhancement’ as employed in this study refers to
increasing networks, building trust, promoting unity and
promoting inclusiveness among the community. Other variables
have their general meaning. Responses were obtained in a five
point Likert scale where 1 = not important, 2 = not so important,
3 = average, 4 = important and 5 = very important.

3.2. Survey administration

Khang and Moe (2008) identified stakeholder consultations as
a factor with high influence on ID project success. Accordingly,
for the purpose of administering the survey questionnaire to the
community after having selected the villages, this was undertaken
in consultations with the district project manager/Ratnapura. The
consultations revealed that the conditions with respect to project
success in all villages were mostly similar, and other than
practical difficulties, possibilities for drastic differences between
villages were low. The poverty selection criteria of the villages
were based among the following four distinct approaches as
found in literature for defining and measuring poverty: (1) mon-
etary approach, (2) capability approach, (3) social exclusion
approach, and (4) participatory approach (Ruggeri-Laderchi et
al., 2003), with the capability approach used as it was better suited
to Gemidiriya since the overarching project objective is to
empower communities socially and economically. Using data
available from the Department of Census and Statistics (CSD) of
Sri Lanka, as well as the developed composite index, the
Unsatisfied Basic Needs Index (UBNI) which comprised the nine
factors in calculating poverty, and also uses the capability
approach for defining and measuring poverty, the Department of
Census and Statistics (CSD), (2007) in the household income and
survey of the affected villages found similarities in the correlation
coefficient with consumption poverty for the selected and
non-selected villages. Subsequent surveys on poverty indicators
(CSD, 2011) and labor force survey (CSD, 2013) drew the same
conclusion among the villages and agreement with the results
from the three villages as well as non-selected villages. Finally,
responses of all VO chairpersons of all Phase I villages were
taken in extracting the factors.

As the same project management model was applied and the
same administration arrangement was used in all villages, the
convenience sampling was used to select villages for the study.
Since non-probabilistic sampling is usually chosen when time
or other factors prevail on generalizability considerations
(Forza, 2002), through convenient sampling, three villages
where the Community Resource Persons (CRPs — a commu-
nity member appointed by Gemidiriya project for each VO
upon nomination by VO Board to coordinate matters between
the Project and VO) volunteered to assist in the questionnaire
survey process were selected.

In each selected village, the 40 villagers (or beneficiaries)
were selected based on a list of computer generated random
numbers. Each village organization (VO) has a list of members
with serial numbers. The computer generated 40 random
numbers between 1 and the total number of members in each
village organization. Members representing the relevant random-
ly generated number were selected to administer the question-
naire. For example if the computer generated number 3, the
person with serial number 3 was selected. All VO chairpersons of
the first batch of villages (123) were administered the
questionnaire. In order to minimize the non-response bias, the
questionnaires were respondent-friendly, and the questions were
asked as multiple choice questions, whenever possible.

The overall response rate for the community members was
deemed as being very goodwith 118 out of 120, thus representing
98.33% response rate; and for VO chairpersons, from 123
villages, 88 (those where the addresses could be found) were
sent the questionnaire, 49 responded, 12 returned and 27 not
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responded. Of those who received the questionnaire, 64% (49/76)
had responded. This higher figure (N30%) suggested that the tests
for non-response were not necessary (Wagner and Kemmerling,
2010, pg. 629). To minimize the potential for non-response bias,
as recommended in literature (Brick, 2011, pg. 880), during the
data collection stage, the characteristics of the respondents were
compared with those of targeted sample using databases such as
the Department of Census and Statistics of Sri Lanka. The
rationale for this approach was to ensure that respondents were
consistent with that of the sample. The other technique adopted
was that of benchmarking the results as obtained with previous
studies such as CSD (2011, 2013).

3.3. Qualitative study

The study validated the findings of questionnaire survey to
determine the acceptability by conducting interviews with an
array of major stakeholders from all three provinces where the
project was implemented in Phase I. The study interviewed
community representatives (20 CRPs and 6 VO chairpersons
and 7 Executive committee members of VOs), district project
managers (4), a national project manager and a representative
of the sponsor, the World Bank. Convenient sampling was used
in selecting CRPs and VO chairpersons, where the participants
who were both willing to be studied and available were selected
(Creswell, 2008).

3.3.1. Content analysis
Interview responses were analyzed through content analysis.

A conventional approach of content analysis was used to identify
the categories (reasons) that interviewees expressed for believing
that the extracted factors were critical to success. In the
conventional approach researchers avoid using preconceived
categories (Kondracki andWellman, 2002), and instead allow the
categories and names for categories to flow from the data (Hsieh
and Shannon, 2005). Thus, in the conventional approach
the categories emerge from direct information from study
participants.

3.4. Data analysis

Questionnaire survey data were analyzed using Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). In describing the mean
values obtained in five point Likert scales, drawing upon the
same approach as adopted by Chileshe and Kikwasi (2014), the
mean values obtained were described as,

• 1.00 ≥1.80 — not important,
• 1.80 ≥ 2.60 — not so important,
• 2.60 ≥ 3.40 — average,
• 3.40 ≥ 4.20 — important, and
• 4.20 ≥ 5.00 — very important.

As this research also used a 5-point Likert scale, the
rationale for selecting the Chileshe and Kikwasi (2014) study
was firstly, as a guideline and secondly, it was also aimed at
investigating CSFs.
3.4.1. Factor analysis
Community and VO chairpersons' responses were subject to

a factor analysis to identify the critical success factors. Review
of literature shows that such data analysis techniques have been
adopted before in survey-related studies focusing on CSFs for
the World Bank projects (Ika et al., 2012) and exploring CSFs
for stakeholder management (Yang et al., 2009). Factor
analysis is the ‘process of variance condensation in arriving at
a few common factors’ (Child, 2006, p. 41). Child (2006)
explains factor analysis as involving estimating the extent of
relationships among variables, locating the resultants in a
cluster of closely related variables and applying criteria for
judging the adequacy of input and output data. It can be used to
determine both the theoretical constructs that underlie a dataset,
and the extent to which those constructs represent the original
variables. Factors were extracted based on Kaiser criterion
(eigenvalue N1) (Field, 2009), and were cross checked with the
Scree plot. Factor analysis was preceded by the relevant
feasibility tests and succeeded by the reliability test.

Factors were identified through rotating the extracted factors
and setting cut points for significant contributions in structure and
pattern matrices. In selecting cut points for significant factor
loadings views of Comrey and Lee (1992) who suggested 0.32 as
poor, 0.45 as fair, 0.55 as good, 0.63 as very good and 0.71 as
excellent, and Stevens (1992) who recommended critical values
for loading for the samples of 100 and 200 as 0.512 and 0.364
respectively were considered. Table of loadings for practical
significance suggested by Hair et al., (1998, p. 112) for different
sample sizes was also considered.

Of the two options available for rotating factors, the
orthogonal rotation retains the independence of factors during
the rotation whereas the oblique rotation allows them to
correlate (Field, 2009). Statisticians argue that for naturalistic
data, especially those involving humans, orthogonal rotation
should never be used (Field, 2009). Given that data are
naturalistic and inter-relationships between factors are expect-
ed, oblique rotation was used (Gaskin and Happell, 2014).
Direct oblimin rotation was selected since the dataset is not so
large in this instance, and delta was set at the default setting of 0
(Field, 2009). Factors were interpreted examining both
structure and pattern matrices (Gorsuch, 1983).

3.4.2. Reliability analysis
Reliabilities of the extracted success factors were measured.

Reliability measures the consistency of a scale in recording the
same responses if repeated. Thus, a reliable scale suggests that
any difference in the responses is more likely to be due to
underlying differences in the respondents, rather than the scale
being confusing or unclear (Hair et al., 1998). Cronbach's alpha
is a widely employed measure of the reliability of a scale.
Reliability/internal consistency of the subscales related to each
factor was assessed by calculating Cronbach's alpha values for
each factor. Nevertheless, in interpreting results, Gorsuch
(1983) stresses that, unless a hypothesis testing procedure is
used, the interpretations of factors are only post hoc and thus,
no interpretation should be regarded as final but only as a lead
for further research.



Table 2
Results of principal axis factoring.

Factor Initial eigenvalues Rotation sums of
squared loadings a

Total % of variance Cumulative % Total

1 5.317 44.306 44.306 3.740
2 1.398 11.647 55.953 3.456
3 1.127 9.393 65.346 2.857
4 .804 6.702 72.048
5 .719 5.995 78.043
6 .590 4.919 82.962
7 .491 4.088 87.050
8 .452 3.765 90.815
9 .361 3.009 93.824
10 .295 2.459 96.283
11 .247 2.062 98.345
12 .199 1.655 100.000

Notes: Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
a When factors are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to

obtain a total variance.
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4. Results and discussion

Responses indicated that all variables were very important
(mean score N 4.20) as determinants of project success. The
determinant for R matrix was 0.003 (N .0001) and the non-
redundant residual with absolute values greater than 0.05 was
27% (b50%) (Field, 2009). The study sample (167) could be
viewed as ‘adequate’ on the account that 50 is too small, 100 is
poor and 200 is satisfactory (Comrey and Lee, 1992). Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkin (KMO) and Bartllett's tests were performed to
test the sampling adequacy and sphericity. The obtained KMO
value of .827 (N .05) was acceptable (Kaiser, 1974), and
according to Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999), it belongs to
Fig. 1. The sc
‘great’ category (.8–.9). The value for Bartlett's test of
sphericity χ2 (66) ≈ 885.69 (p b .001) indicates that the
correlations between items are sufficiently large for a factor
analysis. Anti-image correlation for individual items was
N .710, well above the acceptable limit of 0.5 (Field, 2009).

In retaining variables for factor analysis, MacCallum et al.
(1999, 2001) advocate all items in the model to have
communalities above 0.6 or overall communality to be above
0.7 for small sample sizes. However, Costello and Osborne
(2005) argue that uniformly high communalities are unlikely to
occur in real data, and 0.4–0.7 should be common magnitude in
social science research. Communalities of all variables in this
study were between 0.4 and 0.7. Accordingly, the study sample
was viewed as fulfilling requirements for a factor analysis.

4.1. Factor and reliability analyses

Many researchers have used principal component analysis
(PCA) rather than exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to determine
the factors. However, EFA is theoretically more aligned with
goals of exploring the dimensionality of a scale proposing to
measure a latent variable because it is based on the common
variance between variables, whereas PCA does not attempt to
explain the underlying population factor structure and makes the
often, unrealistic assumption that each variable is measured
without error (Baglin, 2014). When the aim is to make an
analytical study of the information in the correlation matrix in
terms of the underlying latent variable, as in this study, the most
appropriate technique is EFA (Lorenzo-Seva 2013). The
interpretation of ‘underlying latent variable’ is as provided by
Bollen (2002, pg. 608) where ‘the latent variable or factor is a
convenient means of summarizing a number of variable in many
fewer factors’ as is in the case in Table 2. Thus, the EFA/principal
ree plot.
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axis factoring was performed to determine the number of factors
to be extracted and the results are given in Table 2.

Results in Table 2 indicate that the first three factors satisfy
the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalue N1) (Field, 2009), and account
for 65% of total variance. One of the steps in conducting factor
analysis is the requirement for examination of the scree plot
(Catell 1966 cited in Pallant, 2005). The scree plot in Fig. 1
supports the existence of three main factors as indicated by a
clear break after the third component. Accordingly, three
factors were selected for further analysis.

In factor rotation, while the majority of studies on CSFs have
performed Varimax rotation, there are different schools of
thought regarding their appropriateness when using for natural-
istic data. For example, Field (2009), Gaskin and Happell (2014)
and Gorsuch (1983) cautioned against that approach because
correlations exist between factors and assuming independence
(90 degrees) is not correct. Against that background, this study
employed oblique rotation as opposed to orthogonal rotation for
the data interpretation. Cut point for the significant loadings in
factor matrices was set at 0.45 as the practical significance for the
sample (n = 167) stands between 0.40 and 0.45 (Hair et al., 1998,
p. 112).

In factor interpretation, almost all studies have based the
interpretation solely on the pattern matrix. Nevertheless, proper
interpretation of factors needs examining both pattern and
structure matrices (Gorsuch 1983, p. 208). Gorsuch (1983)
pointing out that ‘structure matrix indicates the relationship of
the second-order factors to the first-order factors’ (p. 245) states
that ‘the basic matrix for interpreting the factors is the factor
Table 3
Coefficients in structure and pattern matrices.

Variable Definition

Technical assistance of
Gemidiriya staff

Training, project management support, community mo
and other facilitation provided by the Gemidiriya proje

Monitoring by Gemidiriya
staff

Monitoring of the project implementation and expendi
VOs by the Gemidiriya project staff

Decision making authority
of VO

Level of authority of the VO to make decisions on its
project matters

VO staff commitment Commitment shown by the VO staff to implement the
efficiently and effectively

VO being community
owned

Level of control of the community in managing the aff
village organization

Community co-financing Financial contributions made by the villagers to meet t
10% community contribution criteria imposed by the s

Quality of final outputs Meeting of standards by the output especially compare
created by the contractors in other similar projects. For
the strength, breadth and smoothness in surface in case

Project completion in time Crating the intended outputs in time
Social capital enhancement Strengthening networks, building trust among the villa

promoting unity and inclusiveness among villagers
Transparent procurement Purchasing the raw materials and services with membe

and agreement
Participatory project

implementation
Implementing the projects with the active community p

Participatory project
selection

Identifying and selecting priority projects for the villag
community consensus

Notes: Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser normalisation; bold numbers are the highest
structure’ (p. 207). Accordingly, the coefficients in the structure
matrix were considered mainly in the factor interpretation. The
coefficients obtained in the structure and pattern matrices when
the three extracted factors from the principal axis factoring
were subject to direct oblimin rotation are given in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that the structure and pattern matrix
coefficients for the variables are unequal which suggest that
the factors are correlated (Graham et al., 2003). The factor
correlation matrix in Table 4 provides further evidence that the
factors are correlated.

As evident from Table 4, as the factors are correlated, the
percentage variance explained by each factor after rotation
cannot be calculated accurately (Field, 2009). Nevertheless, the
angles between factors remain sufficiently apart (N60°) as none
of the correlation coefficients reaches the maximum acceptable
value of 0.5 (Child, 2006). These correlations further justify the
appropriateness of selecting oblique rotation methods for
naturalistic data.

According to the structure matrix in Table 3, VO staff
commitment and community ownership of VO are related to all
three factors while many other factors relate to two factors.
Based on the variables grouped in the structure and pattern
matrices in Table 3 and the sizes of loadings, the following
names are proposed for the three factors:

4.1.1. Factor 1: enabling community environment
In Table 3, the two highest loaded variables in the structure

matrix for Factor 1 are provision of technical assistance of
Gemidiriya staff (0.836) and monitoring by the Gemidiriya staff
Structure matrix Pattern matrix

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

bilization
ct

0.836 0.805

ture of 0.705 0.775

0.683 0.472 0.586

project 0.680 0.548 0.577 0.471

airs at the 0.673 0.628 0.463 0.468

he minimum
ponsor

0.577 0.511

d with outputs
example,
of a rural road

0.718 0.488 0.623

0.712 0.758
ges and 0.535 0.696 0.579

rs' consultation 0.623 0.607

articipation 0.452 0.874 0.880

e with 0.623 0.591

loadings of variables to a factor.



Table 4
Factor correlation matrix.

Factor 1 2 3

1 1.000
2 .446 1.000
3 .421 .479 1.000

Notes: Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser normalisation.

Table 5
Reliability statistics for extracted factors (Cronbach's alpha).

Factor No. of
variables

Cronbach's
alpha

Summated
mean

Summated
std.
deviation

Enabling community
environment

6 .854 4.63 .48

Measurable project management
outcomes by VO

4 .780 4.47 .53

Community project management
engagement

2 .679 4.78 .45
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(0.705). These two variables on the provision of Gemidiriya
project support are also unique to Factor 1. They have the highest
loadings in the pattern matrix of 0.805 and 0.775 respectively.
Thus, it is about providing support. The other three significant
loadings for Factor 1 in the structure matrix, which are also
represented in the pattern matrix are VO staff commitment
(0.680), VO being community owned (0.673) and decision
making authority of VO (0.683) indicate an enabling environment
for the community: a committed staff and a community owned
and controlled village organization where the community is
empowered to make decisions. Community co-financing, which
has the lowest loading (0.577) on Factor 1 draws the community
commitment which again supports creating an enabling environ-
ment. According to Padawangi (2010), better oversight and less
corruption can arise from community ownership, whereas Polson
et al. (2013) note that social connections are theorized to lead
community members to work together for their community. This
suggests that an organization which has decision making
authority, is owned by the community and is managed by a
committed staff creates an enabling environment Accordingly,
Factor 1 indicates the provision of Gemidiriya project support in
an enabling environment which will make that support effective,
thus, named as ‘enabling community environment’.

4.1.2. Factor 2: measurable project management outcomes
by VO

The unique contributors of Factor 2 in the structure matrix
(Table 3) are the quality of final outputs (0.718), project
completion in time (0.712); and transparent procurement
(0.623). These three variables are three key project management
responsibilities of the village organization. A number of studies
have identified some criteria against which project management
can be measured. For example, the seminal study by Atkinson
(1999) listed the ‘time, cost and quality’, often referred to as the
iron triangle as criteria against which projects can be measured.
Therefore these [criteria] could be utilised by VO in measuring
and contributing to the effectiveness of project management. Two
of the highest loading items within this factor are associated with
the ‘quality’ and ‘time’ aspects. Similarly, recent studies such as
PMBOK (2008) have acknowledged time, quality and procure-
ment management as being among the three key areas of project
management. Within the context of ID projects, Diallo and
Thuillier (2004) proposed three “macro-dimensions” as being the
origins of CSFs with the second dimension referred to as
‘management’ and related this to the well-known iron triangle.
Recent ID studies such as Ika et al. (2012) identified the
‘efficiency/time’; and ‘efficiency/cost’ among the indicators of
project success and project management success (Ika, 2015).
Given that working toward community social capital enhance-
ment, the other significant loading in the structure matrix that is
also shown in the pattern matrix, is also a main responsibility of
staff of the village organization, social capital enhancement
(0.696) too can be considered as representing the project
management of village organization. Overall, Factor 2 addresses
the requirement to managing projects effectively by the village
organization, thus, named as measureable project management
outcomes by VO. Thus, an effective project manager shall be
expected to manage these aspects effectively. Helping to enhance
social capital was another duty that the village level project
managers were assigned within the Gemidiriya project. There-
fore, overall, these variables form the composite variable that
highlights the importance of village level project managers
managing the project effectively.

4.1.3. Factor 3: community project management engagement
The highest contributors of Factor 3 in the structure matrix that

are also shown in the pattern matrix are the participatory project
implementation (0.874) and participatory project selection
(0.623). These two variables emphasize the need for engaging
the community in project management activities throughout the
project management process. The next highest significant loading
in the structure matrix are village organization (VO) staff
commitment (0.577) and community co-financing (0.511).
While staff commitment is needed to draw the participation of
community, community co-financing represents direct participa-
tion of the community in sharing project costs. Even though, it is
not usually recommended interpreting factors based on two
variables the support of other variables in the structure matrix in
this instance, especially community co-financingmaywarrant the
interpretation of this factor. Accordingly, Factor 3 indicates the
need to engage community throughout the process, thus, named
community project management engagement.

The reliability statistics and summated statistics were
calculated for the extracted factors. Variables belonging to
each factor were determined based on each variable's highest
loading in the structure matrix. The results are given in Table 5.

According to Nunnally (2002), Cronbach's alpha values
greater than .6 are acceptable for newly developed measures
while the normal threshold is 0.7 and those greater than .8 are
very reliable. Hence, all the Cronbach's alpha values obtained
above are acceptable since they are all above .6. Corrected
item-total correlations were above 0.3 for all items, which
suggests that the variables are internally consistent (Field, 2009).



Table 7
Profile of interviewees of the Ratnapura district.

Interviewee
code

Position a Related experience in years (y) Village
organization

R3 CRP 2 y — CRP, 2 y — chairperson,
3 y — secretary

Anandapura
Dombagaswinna

R4 CRP 1.5 y — CRP, 8 y — ex com Eratna
R5 CRP 2 y — CRP, 6 y — VSCO

president
Guruluwana

R6 CRP 1.5 y — CRP, 3.5 y — ex com Guruluwana
R7 Secretary 3 y — sec, 8 y — ex com Handurukanda
R8 Treasurer 3 y — treasurer, 7 y — ex com Kempanawatta
R9 Chairman 3 y — chairperson, 6 y — ex com Kempanawatta
R10 Chairman 4 y — chairperson, 5 y — ex com Marapana
R11 Chairman 4 y — chairperson, 5 y — ex com Sikaradeniya
R12 Chairman 4 y — chairperson, 5 y — ex com Paranagama
R13 Chairman 1 y — chairperson, 8 y — ex com Pitakanda
R14 Ex com

(audit)
4 y — chairperson, 5 y — ex com Pitakanda

R15 Treasurer 3 y — treasurer, 2 y — ex com Talavitiya
R16 CRP 0.5 y — CRP, 5 y — ex com Talavitiya
R17 CRP 1.5 y — CRP, 4 y — ex com Talavitiya
R18 CRP 2 y — CRP, 4 y — ex com Teppanawa
R19 Treasurer 2 y — treasurer, 6 y — ex com Teppanawa
R20 CRP 2 y — CRP, 6 y — ex com Teppanawa
R21 CRP 1 y — CRP, 5 y — ex com Yatipawwa
a CRP — community resource person, ex com — executive committee,

VSCO— village savings and credit organization, village organization list is not
in the order of the codes to prevent identification.
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High summated means (N4.20) suggest that these factors are very
important determinants of project success while small standard
deviations suggest that they are consistent. Accordingly, the
results of the questionnaire survey suggest that three critical
success factors steer the Gemidiriya project success at the village
level.

4.2. Stakeholder profiles and views on CSFs

Direct stakeholders were consulted to further test the validity
of the extracted CSF and understand reasons behind those
factors becoming CSFs. Profiles of interviewees are given in
Tables 6 through 9 for the sponsor and project managers
(Table 6); staff of village organizations (VOs) — Ratnapura
district (Table 7); staff of village organizations (VOs) (Table 8);
and staff of village organizations (VOs) — Hambantota district
(Table 9).

Table 6 shows that the interviewees with responsibilities as
project managers at both national (interviewee N) and district
levels (interviewees D1, D2, D3 and D4) have at least a
minimum nine year experience at managerial level in either the
Gemidiriya project itself or related projects in other organiza-
tions/aid agencies. The consultant (interviewee W) appointed
by the World Bank to supervise the project has four years of
project supervision experience. It should further be noted that,
in ID projects and World Bank terminology, the two key
participants are also referred to as the World Bank project
supervisor commonly known as the ‘task manager’ or ‘task
team leader’ and the ‘national project coordinator’ (Ika et al.
2012, pp. 106). Within the context of our study, these roles
were undertaken by interviewees W and N respectively. They
(interviewees) all have collaborated closely with community
members and leaders during the project period, though the
levels of involvement are different. This group could, therefore,
be expected to be a competent group to provide insights on
Table 6
Profile of interviewees for the sponsor and project managers. a

Interviewee
code

Position Related experience in years (y) &

W Consultant 4 y — project supervisor
N Additional project director 4.5 y — additional project director

2 y — project manager (plantation
3 y — advocacy & policy manage

D1 Assistant director 3 y — assistant director
15 y — participatory development
Japanese Bank for
International Cooperation/Asian D
American Red Cross

D2 Chief facilitator 9 y — chief facilitator
D3 Assistant director 5 y — assistant director

3 y — chief facilitator
1 y — accounts & accountability o

D4 Assistant director 7 y — assistant director
2 y — chief facilitator

a The ‘sponsor’ is associated with the World Bank representative (interviewee W
interviewees.
b According to Ika et al. (2012, pg. 106), the World Bank undertakes international d

Instead it relies on partners on the ground and the title of project manager does not
critical success factors of the project at the village level. The
profile of the interviewees for the staff of village organizations
of the Ratnapura district is presented in Table 7.

Table 7 shows that all community leaders have at least five
years of project management experience at the village level in
various capacities. It suggests that they have actively engaged
in the project management process in the villages. This group
could, therefore, be expected to have a good knowledge on the
role Organization/work station

World Bank b

— ADB funded)
r — Oxfam (Australia)

Project head office,
Colombo

in Japanese International Cooperation Agency/

evelopment Bank/World Bank/Australian Aid/

District project office

District project office

fficer

District project office

District project office

) whereas the role of the ‘project manager’ is assigned to the remainder of the

evelopment in most developing countries but does not implement projects itself.
apply to the World Bank.



Table 8
Profile of interviewees — Badulla district.

Interviewee
code

Position a Related experience in years (y) Village
organization

B2 CRP 1 y — CRP, 7 y — ex com
(VSCO)

Bomuraella

B3 CRP 2 y — CRP, 3 y — ex com Dikkapitiya
B4 Chairman 8 y — chairperson Girambe
B5 Ex com (VSCO) 2 y — VSCO chair,

4 y — secretary
Ketagoda

B6 Ex com (VSCO) 6 y — VSCO chair Kotakethana
B7 Ex com (VSCO) 6 y — ex com (VSCO) Nahakadiya
B8 CRP 2 y — CRP, 6 y — ex com Siripura
B9 Ex com (VSCO) 5 y — ex com Siripura
B10 CRP 2 y — CRP, 5 y — ex com Thavalampola
B11 CRP 1 y — CRP, 5 y — ex com Udupeela

a CRP — community resource person, ex com — executive committee,
VSCO— village savings and credit organization, village organization list is not
in the order of the codes to prevent identification.
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critical success factors of the project at the village level. The
profile of the interviewees for the staff of village organizations
of the Badulla district is presented in Table 8.

Table 8 shows that all community leaders in the Badulla
district have at least five years of project management
experience at the village level in various capacities. As with
the Ratnapura district, it suggests that these community leaders
have actively engaged in the project management process in the
villages, and thus form a competent group to shed opinions on
the critical success factors of the project at the village level. The
profile of the interviewees for the staff of village organizations
of the Hambantota district is presented in Table 9.

Table 9 shows that all community leaders in the Hambantota
district have at least six years of project management
experience at the village level in various capacities. As with
the Ratnapura and Badulla districts, it suggests that these
community leaders have actively engaged in the project
management process at the village level and, thus, a competent
group to provide feedback on the critical success factors at the
village level. The responses of these stakeholders on the
extracted critical success factors are given below.
Table 9
Profile of interviewees for staff of village organizations (VOs) — Hambantota
district.

Interviewee
code

Position a Related experience in years (y) District ⁎

H2 CRP 2 y — CRP, 8 y — ex com Bogamuwa
H3 CRP 2 y — CRP, 5 y — ex com Dikwewa
H4 CRP 2 y — CRP, 5 y — finance director Heen ara
H5 CRP 1 y — CRP, 5 y — treasurer Kandaketiya
H6 CRP 2 y — CRP, 6 y — ex com Medagoda
H7 CRP 2 y — CRP, 5 y — ex com Thalawelvala
a CRP — community resource person, ex com — executive committee,

VSCO — village savings and credit organization.
⁎ village organization list is not in the order of the codes to prevent identification.
4.2.1. Enabling community environment
Content analysis of the interview transcripts resulted in the

recognition of the reasons for the agreement under five codes.
The number of responses received under each code is given in
Table 10. The results demonstrate that all interviewees
representing community, project management and sponsor
agreed that the effective support of the Gemidiriya project
was a major success factor.

Therefore, the following sections will elaborate on five
themes identified and presented in Table 10 followed by a brief
summary of discussion of these five factors (themes).

4.2.1.1. Training and skill development. The first theme
identified was that of ‘training and skill development’ by the
Gemidiriya project staff in providing the community with
knowledge on various aspects such as book keeping, road
construction and project management. The importance of
training and skill development was acknowledged by the
majority of interviewees representing the community, managers
and sponsors. For example, training and skill development of
communities on book keeping, public speaking and other
technical matters were mentioned by 12 community leaders as
major contributors to the project success. The additional project
manager (interviewee N) argued that: “the year-long social
mobilization process; empowering of community with knowl-
edge, methods and processes; and the strengthening of
sustainability of VOs with funds and practices played a major
role in project success”. This view was also shared by
interviewee D1 who is the assistant director at the district
project office “his Gemidiriya project team that is instrumental
with capacity, attitudes, training, knowledge, skills, dedication
and education provided technical knowledge on infrastructure
development, financial discipline to make the project a success”.
There was also support from the project manager regarding the
importance of community education (interviewee W). The
above findings are also supported by previous studies (Ika et al.
2011, 2012; Khang and Moe, 2008). For example, Ika et al.
(2011) identified training among other factors as CSFs for the
World Bank projects. Similarly, Khang and Moe (2008) linked
the need of knowledge transfer to the beneficiaries as a priority
during each stage of the project.

4.2.1.2. Close support/facilitation. The importance of the
facilitation process and the crucial role of facilitators as being
those who should work in close partnership with a range of
stakeholders have been identified by studies such as Asmorowati
Table 10
Why effective support of Gemidiriya project office is a key success factor.

Reason Community
(out of 33)

Managers
(out of 4)

Sponsor
(1)

Training and skill development 12 4 1
Close support/facilitation 9 3 1
Role in establishing VO 10 2 0
Direct funding 4 2 1
Monitoring and control 3 0 0



Table 11
Why effective project management is a key success factor.

Reason Community
(out of 33)

Managers
(out of 4)

Sponsor
(1)

Staff commitment 9 1 1
Complying with community needs 5 2 1
Transparent transactions 3 1 1
Methodical assessments, planning
and monitoring

4 0 0
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(2011). The second theme identified from the interviews is
associated with providing close support to mobilize the
community, motivate them and facilitate them throughout the
project cycle starting from the development of Village Develop-
ment Plan. Community leaders also mentioned one or few
reasons as to why they believe that effective support of the
Gemidiriya project is a key success factor. Eight community
leaders mentioned that social mobilization and facilitation
especially the close support of officials were reasons for the
project success. Community leaders appreciated the community
mobilization and facilitation role played by the Gemidiriya
project staff and explained how powerful it was to change even
the long standing community attitudes. According to interviewee
H6, “in this project, all including high ranking officials had meals
with villagers on the cement floor. We learnt humanity there. We
understood that the same blood flows through our bodies and no
caste differences needed. Earlier, people didn't visit houses due to
caste differences”. This view was further reinforced and
complemented by interviewees D2 and D2 by stating that the
Gemidiriya project team supported the community groups day
and night which immensely contributed to the project success.

In another example that showed the effectiveness of
Gemidiriya facilitators was when H7 stated that a new council
system started in their village with state intervention but it does
not have the harmony observed in Gemidiriya, mainly because
the particular officials are not committed like the Gemidiriya
officials. D1 and D3 also explained that commitment of the
Gemidiriya officials is much greater than that of other government
officials.

4.2.1.3. Role in establishing VO. Examination of Table 10
shows that creating an enabling environment for the project to be
operational through the establishment of VO, empowering it with
decision making authority and setting background for the best
leaders to emerge was mentioned as a success factor by 10
community leaders and 2 project managers. For example,
interviewee W, a consultant with the World Bank acknowledged
and identified social mobilization as a precursor to success.

4.2.1.4. Direct funding. As acknowledged by Hermano et al.
(2013), these projects are delivered by donor agencies
under diverse forms of funding and collaboration such as
bilateral agreements with recipient governments, or through
‘middlemen’ — frequently a non-governmental organization
(NGO). This provision of direct funds to the VO was viewed as
another success factor by four community leaders. Interviewee
D3 expressed that direct funding to VOs along with the
technical knowledge of how to manage it was also a cause of
success. This view was also shared by the consultant with the
World Bank (interviewee W) who linked direct funding to the
project success.

4.2.1.5. Monitoring and control. As indicated in Table 5, the
final theme is associated with monitoring and control of VO
activities throughout the project period. Even though only three
leaders mentioned the monitoring and control by the Gemidiriya
project as contributing to the project success, expression of
concern by six others on the need of monitoring after the project
support ends highlights the importance of monitoring and control
function of the Gemidiriya project. Interviewee B6, a community
leader with the village savings and credit organizations with a
holistic view described:

Project just did not give money. They taught us how it
should be invested, how the work should be carried out,
books to be maintained etc. and monitored. There was no
time for them, they visited villagers in midnight and checked
progress. They educated the village, assigned work to
groups in the village, and set background to automatically
develop a leadership in the village.

Furthermore, W added that the monitoring system, manage-
ment information system, community operations manually
contributed to the project success. The above views are also
supported in literature (Ika et al. 2012; Nkonya et al. 2012). For
example, in CDD projects related research, Nkonya et al. 2012
highlighted the need of the establishment of a post-project
external monitoring auditing mechanism as a means of
regulating and monitoring village organizations (VO)/commu-
nity organizations once a project finishes.

Based on the above analysis of the five themes, it could thus be
argued that, training and skill development, close support/
facilitation and the community mobilization at the beginning of
the projects have contributed to make effective support a key
success factor. These factors together contribute to create an
enabling environment to implement the project at the village level.

4.2.2. Measurable project management outcomes by VO
Content analysis of the interview transcripts resulted in the

recognition of the reasons for the agreement why effective
project management by VO was a key success factor. These
responses were grouped into four codes, and the number of
responses received under each code is given in Table 11.

Therefore, the following sections will elaborate on five
themes identified and presented in Table 11 followed by a brief
summary of discussion of these four factors (themes).

4.2.2.1. Staff commitment. Many leaders viewed that the high
commitment and cost consciousness VO staff contributed to
success. All interviewees representing all groups agreed that
effective project management by VO was a key success factor.
Many viewed that effective project management is essential,
lack of it would result in project failure and it needs an
enthusiastic competent staff. District project manager, D1



Table 12
Why intense community engagement is a key success factor.

Reason Community
(out of 33)

Managers
(out of 4)

Sponsor
(1)

Accurate project selection/prioritisation 11 2 1
Transparency 4 0 0
Implementation support 10 2 1
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stated that they failed when wrong people were appointed to
important positions in the VO. For example, R8 stated:
“appointment of people to the positions should be fair and for
the ability. The people appointed should have this is ours
feeling. If they are doing with ulterior motives, the project will
definitely end up in failure. We have come such a long way
because we had this is ours attitude”. The views of Interviewee
D1 are also supported by studies such as Ika and Hodgson
(2014) which in contrast have criticized the top-down approach
for its failure to include local commitment. Accordingly, this
led the communities to not feeling ownership of projects. W
stated that self-enthusiasm and self-satisfaction drive the
voluntary communities to perform all their activities indicating
that VO staff motivation is decisive. The attitude of the project
staff, an essential element for effective project management was
expressed by the community leader R8 when he said that the
appointed people should have ‘this is ours’ attitude. Khang and
Moe (2008) further lend supports to interviewee W′s assertion
and note that achievement of success at each life-cycle phase of
a project was dependent on the level of commitment and
motivation of project staff.

4.2.2.2. Complying with community needs. Some community
leaders also highlighted the role played by the committed VO
staff by encouraging individual members in implementing small
livelihood development projects. They said failure to assess the
project proposals properly such as capacity of people and market
for the products, and follow up after granting loans could result in
failure of those small projects (e.g. R8, B6). Some leaders also
explained the effectiveness of various committees appointed by
the VO to execute, monitor and audit project work to finish the
project work successfully. Some synergies between ‘complying
with community needs’ and the factor of ‘accurate project
selection’ are also suggested in literature (Labonne and Chase,
2009). For instance Labonne and Chase (2009) highlighted the
need of involving the community in project selection as primary
because they are the best source for identifying community needs
in their own village.

4.2.2.3. Transparent transactions. As another important
aspect, interviewee R11 said that success depends much on the
effectiveness of various committees appointed by VO to execute,
monitor and audit the projects. Another leader (R14) mentioned
about the importance of coordination with the Gemidiriya project
office while R16 explained that continuous community consul-
tation and update are essential to maintain their support.

4.2.2.4. Methodical assessment, planning and monitoring. A
community leader, R4 said that the previous Board in their VO
failed in the middle due to lack of administrative ability. R4's
claim on the requirement of education and administrative
ability was also reflected when R8 stated that committee
members should evaluate project proposals prior to granting
loans and take lead in finishing things on the ground in a
transparent and effective manner.

In summary, the interviewee views indicate the importance
of effective project management by the VO staff for project
success and the importance of having administrative capacity,
education, good attitudes and the commitment of VO staff for
making the project management effective.

4.2.3. Community engagement
Community engagement refers to engaging community

actively in all phases of the project. All interviewees agreed
that the active engagement of community during the project
was a critical success factor. Reasons given by the interviewees
for the agreement were identified under three codes as;

1) Accurate project selection/prioritization
2) Transparency
3) Implementation support

Table 12 summarizes the number of responses received
under each of the above listed codes, and discussed in the
subsequent sections.

4.2.3.1. Accurate project selection/prioritization. Several
interviewees viewed that VO gained support of the community
in managing projects because project selection was based on
majority vote. Many viewed that effective project management
is essential, lack of it would result in project failure and it needs
an enthusiastic competent staff. District project manager, D1
stated that they failed when wrong people were appointed to
important positions in the VO.

Stating that community engagement helped in selecting
projects accurately, D2 stated that consensus based project
selection and prioritization were major causes of success. R4
stated that community engagement provided them the opportu-
nity to identify the common needs of villagers and discover the
hidden needs of very poor and poor. B7 stated that community
engagement helped make most appropriate decisions discussing
things from several viewpoints while B6 stated that Gemidiriya
project gave opportunity to select projects that their individual
villagers wanted whereas other projects implement what project
owners wanted irrespective of villagers' requirement. Nine
interviewees mentioned the resultant accurate project selection/
prioritisation as a reason for them to believe that community
engagement was a key success factor. This as previously
indicated is also supported by Labonne and Chase (2009).

4.2.3.2. Transparency. Community-driven development
(CDD) subprojects are supposed to reduce the leakage of funds
and to limit the extent of fraud and corruption often observed in
traditional government projects. This suggests the need for
evaluating ID projects on the level of corruption, cost effective-
ness and economic returns (Wassenich andWhiteside, 2003). The
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observations from the literature were also very evident among the
interviewees. For instance, transparency was one of the most
emphasized reasons by the community leaders as a benefit of
engaging community and was a reason for eight community
leaders to believe that community engagement was a critical
success factor. For example, R6 said that transparency prevails
when decisions are made through discussion and then it is easy to
go along while R16 stated that work becomes successful when
people are aware. 14 interviewees stated the transparency aspect.

4.2.3.3. Implementation support. Expressions of views by the
interviews such as ‘it is the villagers who know their problems
best’, ‘consultation helped to identify the actual problems of the
villagers which were hidden earlier’ and ‘mass participation
helped to analyze problems in various viewpoints and prioritise
project’ were included under the ‘accurate project selection’
code. As N explained it includes accepting, supporting and
implementing the ideas of the community. In addition to direct
answers that process becomes transparent when people were
involved, views such as ‘when people participate everybody is
aware’ and ‘space for frauds is minimized when done so’ were
coded under the ‘transparency’ code. Expressions to infer that
‘when projects are selected with everybody's consent they are
committed to participate in the implementation and thereafter
maintenance’ and ‘no objections arise to implementation when
done so’ were included under the ‘support for implementation’
code.

Community support received for project implementation
when they were engaged especially in the project selection
process was a major reason for 12 interviewees to believe that
community engagement was a critical success factor. B1 stated
that community brings with them the local knowledge about the
best periods during the year for implementing projects and the
best raw materials for use in the project work when community is
engaged. He also stated that villagers support the project
implementation by even providing food and refreshment for the
working people. H4 stated that community engagement brings in
labor contribution, commitment and ownership feeling, which
Khang and Moe (2008) recognized as a critical success factor.
R18 stated that community engagement in project selection made
them committed to participate in the implementation.

Overall, the stakeholder explanations suggest that intense
engagement of the community throughout the project cycle has
been a critical success factor in implementing the Gemidiriya
project in villages. Accuracy in project selection, transparency
in processes and the implementation support received when the
community is engaged have made the intense community
engagement a critical success factor.

5. Conclusion and implications

This study identified three critical success factors (CSFs) for
ID projects ‘from a micro-view’ perspective that adopts the
CDD approach from a community perspective as follows:

1) enabling community environment that emphasizes the need
for providing close support, training, technical assistance,
monitoring, and direct funding after creating an enabling
environment that facilitates the community to implement
projects in villages;

2) measurable project management outcomes by a committed
staff of the village organizations to achieve project targets
and enhance social capital; and

3) community engagement throughout the project implemen-
tation process to ensure transparency in the processes,
proper project selection and draw community support during
implementation.

This study further offers some implications for improving
project management practice in implementing ID projects
through the CDD approach. For example, it is possible to
implement small projects in villages through village organiza-
tions (VOs). Evidence and rationale of this is that the
Gemidiriya project model created a village organization (VO)
with the expectation that this organization would continue on
its own at the end of the project. However, the village
organization (VO) chairpersons and other community leaders
raised sustainability and continuity issues if there was no
external assistance received after the project.

The above recommendation for improved project manage-
ment practice should take into consideration the uniqueness
characteristics of the CDD approach; applicability and conditions
for the adoption. These are discussed as follows: The uniqueness
about CDD approach is that the beneficiary community
undertakes the project management at the village level. This
approach binds the community with the project. Despite
constituting a minority (9%) of the projects funded by the
World Bank, adoption of CDD approach is closely aligned with
better outcomes through better poverty targeting, reduced
projects, improved maintenance and allocative efficiency
(Labonne and Chase, 2011). Based on the study results we
therefore recommend practicing CDD approach for community
livelihood development aimed ID project implementation. On the
contrary, this is not among our recommendations. Rather, our
preposition is dependent on the following three conditions: (1) as
the community is managing the project at village level, this
approach needs a community that has capacities or potential to
acquire such capacities to manage the village level projects. Sri
Lanka does have such a community. Our study further
acknowledges that the outcome may be different in another
country. (2) Secondly, the CDD may work for a country with
similar socio-economic cultural aspects. (3) Finally, the CDD
approach is not suitable for any project where the community in
that village does not have capacity (technical/human) to
undertake successfully. If CDD was applied for such projects it
could very well lead to failure. It is further worth noting that not
all ID projects require a CDD approach. As suggested by
Labonne and Chase (2011, pg. 348), only those projects that have
the overarching objective of empowering communities through
the promotion of stakeholder involvement in all stages of the
process from subproject identification to subproject maintenance
should consider the CDD approach.

Unlike previous studies in area of ID, and based on the
perceptions of the project supervisors and national project
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coordinators (see Khang and Moe, 2008; Ika et al. 2012), the
main contribution of this study is identifying an ordered and
grouped (composite) set of CSFs for community-driven
development projects of Sri Lanka based on the perceptions
of the beneficiaries. Furthermore, the set of CSFs are different
from those previously identified, with composites CSFs such as
‘enabling community environment’, ‘measurable project man-
agement outcomes by VO’ and ‘community project manage-
ment engagement’.

Therefore, our study suggests looking at CSFs in a more
comprehensive manner. For example, having only local capacity
may not lead to success if the leaders are not motivated to
perform. If measurable project management (PM) outcomes by
the village organization (VO) are made the CSF, this may need
many requirements to be fulfilled to ensure that the CSF is
addressed. Furthermore, if local capacity was identified as a CSF
and capacity development programs were conducted, at the end
of these programs, the capacity may have been developed but
may not necessarily lead to effective project management (PM)
by the village organization (VO). On the other hand, if
measureable project management outcome was viewed as the
CSF, a plan could be developed to simultaneously implement
actions to ensure that effective project management (PM) was
achieved. Accordingly, this study provides new insights to
researchers and project sponsors to look at CSFs differently. To
the best of the authors' knowledge, this study is among the first
that have found support for the interactions among the CSFs for
community-driven projects.

For example, only having local capacity may not lead to
efficient and effective project delivery by VO unless the local
staff is committed, authorized and facilitated. Thus, instead of
focusing on the development of local capacity, if all aspects that
are needed to achieve effective project management by VO were
simultaneously addressed, better results could be expected.
Similarly, even if the resources are available, if the environment
is not supportive, the chances for project success are low. Thus,
all aspects that need to create an enabling environment should be
addressed. It was observed that in CDD approach, different
arrangements are employed in different countries to suit local
administrative systems. Irrespective of the type of arrangement,
the study results show that it is necessary to create an enabling
environment for the community organization to function. This
study further acknowledges that whereas ‘project environment’
has previously been identified as contributing to project success
(Ika et al., 2012), the Ika et al. (2012) study was based on the
views of project ‘supervisors/task team leaders’ only. In contrast,
our study is significant as it further identifies the CSFs from a
community perspective and identifies ‘support’ in an enabling
environment as a CSF. The notable contribution is further
highlighted by the fact that this is a previously unexplored area as
no study has identified CSFs from a community perspective.
Furthermore, community perspective may be viewed as the most
important in CDD projects as the project the village is managed
by the community.

While this study acknowledges that other studies measure
micro-perspective, this has mostly been from the perspectives
of other stakeholders. In contrast, our study measures the
micro-perspective from community members (i.e. beneficiary
community members and community project managers) lenses.
The findings further lends support to Ika (2015, pg. 1121)
assertion that for project supervision to influence project
impact, the focus should be on the ‘supervision of planning’
and not just ‘implementation’. Accordingly, this study supports
the notion that project impact should ideally deserve a greater
weight in assessing project success as what the beneficiaries
mainly want is the impact on the ground. Our study provides
this evidence to that effect through the views from the
community leaders. This study further posits that individual
aspects may not necessarily lead to project success, and a
comprehensive view to identify critical success factors should
take into account the impact on the ground as well.

Whereas previous studies on success and critical success
factors (CSFs) were based on the perspective of different
stakeholders (sponsors; project managers, etc.), and not benefi-
ciaries, in our present study, the CSFs were identified purely from
a beneficiary perspective as the village level. For the purpose of
this study, project managers are all members of the beneficiary
community and involved with the ‘preparation’ and ‘funding’
stages of the CDD approach (Labonne and Chase, 2011). In so
doing this present study contributes to the CSF literature by
deepening our understanding by providing insights at a
micro-project-view (through the beneficiary views).

The CSFs recognized in this study also differ from those
identified for World Bank projects from project managers'
perspective: monitoring, coordination, design, training, and
institutional environment. It is evident that the CSFs identified
based on the project managers' perspective in that study are
mostly task-oriented whereas the CSFs identified on community
perspective in this study are mostly impact-on-the-ground-
oriented, as may be expected. Given that the impact on the
ground is the most important factor, it is important to pay more
attention on addressing the impact-on-the-ground-oriented CSFs.

The stakeholder explanations on CSFs would facilitate the
aid agencies, national governments and project managers to
address those CSFs with a clearer understanding on the
activities to be covered. The importance assigned to the derived
CSFs by the stakeholders underscore the importance of
addressing them as a priority. Given that the extracted CSFs
are composites rather than individual aspects, the study results
urge the aid agencies, national and local governments and the
project managers to have a holistic view on the CSFs rather
than looking at them as individual aspects such as local
capacity and policies/procedures. The study recommends
research on the applicability of these CSFs in other countries,
and creating a database of CSFs in different countries which
would help project partners to plan better to enhance success.

The following implications for ID project practitioners, viz a
viz, project sponsors and managers, and community members
are suggested:

For the ID project practitioners, viz a viz, project sponsors
and managers, this study highlights the importance of providing
close support to the community and empowering them with
technical and managerial skills to achieve a greater project
impact on the ground.
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From the community members' perspective, the findings
from this study and case project demonstrate that if they
(community members) take responsibility and participate
actively they could achieve a greater project impact for both
themselves and the village.

An obvious limitation in this study is that the results are based
on one country study. Given the cultural and value differences,
these CSFs could be different in other countries. On the other
hand, it may also not be rational to expect that a group of
communities representing various countries who have different
value systems would yield a universally applicable set of CSFs.
Moreover, as the exploratory factor analysis interpretations are
only post hoc and subject to considerable error, more studies to
cross-check the accuracy of the extracted factors are needed. Due
to the sheer size of the inter correlations among the CSF; future
studies should employ rigorous statistics analysis such as
structural equation modeling. For example, recent studies such
as Ika (2015) have used structural equation modeling. However,
as with the Ika et al. (2012) study, it was beyond the purpose of
our research to conduct such analysis. Therefore, while
encouraging future research that examines the applicability of
these CSFs in other countries, the importance of studies to
understand the CSFs in different countries is also emphasized. A
database of CSFs in different countries could be a useful tool for
the aid agencies to plan better and enhance project success.
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