

  sustainability-10-00870




sustainability-10-00870







Sustainability 2018, 10(3), 870; doi:10.3390/su10030870




Article



Community Based Programs Sustainability. A Multidimensional Analysis of Sustainability Factors



Sebastian Ion Ceptureanu 1,*[image: Orcid], Eduard Gabriel Ceptureanu 1[image: Orcid], Cristian Eugen Luchian 2 and Iuliana Luchian 2





1



Department of Management, The Bucharest University of Economic Studies, 010374 Bucharest, Romania






2



Department of Business Administration, The Bucharest University of Economic Studies, 010374 Bucharest, Romania









*



Correspondence: sebastian.ceptureanu@man.ase.ro; Tel.: +40-740-019-879







Received: 17 February 2018 / Accepted: 14 March 2018 / Published: 19 March 2018



Abstract

:

Ensuring community based program sustainability is critical for the targeted communities. When such a program is no longer sustainable, its impact decreases, leading to unmet expectations, affecting the community as a whole. As such, scrutinizing sustainability factors for community based programs proves essential. This paper analyses those factors by reviewing the literature, questioning 188 individuals from community based organizations and other non-profits and providing a ranking for the most important of them. The factors were divided into 3 categories: related to program itself, related to host (implementing) organisation and related to the community where the program is operationalized. For data analysis several statistical tests were used, leading to a ranking of the most important 22 factors for community based programs sustainability.
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1. Introduction


Community based programs (CBPs) may contribute to sustainable community development by using local resources and by improving transparency and equitably distribution the benefits of development while, on long term may improve living standards and quality of life in the involved communities. Community based programs are increasingly scrutinized in the literature literature [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15] in the broader context of non-profit sector sustainability [16,17]. There are several reasons why program sustainability is important: (1) terminating an effective program leads to negative effects for both the community involved and for host organization; (2) program initiation costs are high; and (3) community experiencing unexpected program termination lose trust when future programs are to be introduced [18].



Simultaneously, community based programs sustainability it is a major concern for many non-profit organizations, and especially for community based organisations (CBOs) [19], with evidence from various studies indicating that around 40 per cent of all such programs terminates in their first few years of implementation, after the initial funding is discontinued [12], leaving community needs unmet.



To generate and achieve the expected impact upon targeted community, a community based program must sustain itself. Unfortunately, sustainability is seldom included in the program planning [20] while evaluation traditionally focuses on immediate outcomes, often neglecting long term sustainability [21], even though, to some extent, without their accomplishment it will not prove sustainable. Various frameworks and models are used by non-profits, aimed to create and support the process of sustainability [22]. Without focus on assessing the sustainability, the intended impact will be affected [12,23,24].




2. Community Based Programs Sustainability and Sustainability Factors


Community based programs are, according to literature, social interventions leading to social processes targeted to change the existent social structures and institutions simultaneously with altering social behavior of its members [25].



While sustainability is widely recognized in the literature, the concept itself is inconsistently defined [26], given the multiple dimension and stakeholders involved [7]. In a very broad way, sustainability is defined as “whether or not something continues to work over time” [27]. Other approaches are more detailed, with some scholars considering sustainability as addressing the program continuity in its entirety, while others addressed continuity of specific program components [26], improvement of community capacity, programs institutionalisation [19] or the capacity of the program to continuously respond to community issues [28]. These divergent definitions attest that definitional consensus has not been made, and congruent sustainability factors are considered by various scholars or practitioners.



In an extensive review on what constitutes CBP sustainability, some authors [18] suggested that indicators can be divided in three distinct types:




	(1)

	
individual-level, emphasizing benefits for individuals after the initial program funding terminates;




	(2)

	
organization-level, focusing on continuation of program activities within the host organization;




	(3)

	
community-level, focusing on the continued capacity of a community to develop and deliver programs.









Since community based programs sustainability cannot be approached unilaterally since they are not just traditional projects, it is important to understand their features differentiating them from traditional projects:




	(1)

	
Rely on a community-based approach. A community-based approach are ways of working in partnership with people of concern throughout community based program implementation [29]. These individuals are able to recognize community’s capabilities or resources and use them effectively to provide solutions supporting the community’s goals [29]. Various studies found out that this approach may be critical in CBP sustainability [30,31,32,33].




	(2)

	
Imply community acceptance and involvement. Commonly linked with the previous feature, community acceptance and involvement requires incorporation of the targeted community’s needs in all aspects of CBPs [34]. Community acceptance rely on the support of CBP by stakeholders, improving as such program accountability [35] and contributing to better understanding of the stakeholders role [36]. Scholars argue that community members are able to better understand their problems and, as such, are better suited to use their skills and community resources to identify actual solutions to their needs [37], take into account local values [38] or contribute to an early detect of potential problems before they may escalate [39].




	(3)

	
Require socio-cultural acceptability. Community-based programs are encouraging social and cultural diversity [40] by acknowledging and considering community’s beliefs, norms, and religion in program design and implementation [15]. As any CBP must use community cultural identity [41] to be sustainable, without proper consideration of socio-cultural acceptability, any CBP will undermine the community’s socio-cultural orientation will be hindered by lack of trust or even rejection by community members, reducing its sustainability [15].




	(4)

	
Require management capabilities. Community based programs seek to achieve long term goals [42]. To achieve their sustainability, organizations involved (usually the community based organizations) need to possesses adequate management capabilities to ensure proper implementation. For instance, securing local resources [43] or ensuring task familiarity [44] are often cited in the literature. Good management require more than just technical skills and expertise required to successfully implement the program [45].









Unfortunately, a comprehensive overview of community based program sustainability factors does not exist [28,46,47]. Various studies investigate different factors, making it difficult to have a clear picture of what is important and what is not. Moreover, depending on the specific point of view one factor may be categorized differently.



In a balanced approach, Mijnarends et al. (2011) [8] discuss four sets of factors describing CBP sustainability:




	(a)

	
Human resources factor comprieses people involved in running the program, like their skills, for instance. This factor was highlighted in several other studies [19,48,49].




	(b)

	
Organisational setting factor, describing program coordination or management. This factor was analysed in other studies, like [18,19,48,49,50,51].




	(c)

	
Social and political environment factor includes elements from the program context. A complex factor, it was used in studies like [19,23,50,51], comprising diverse items.




	(d)

	
Financial resources factor deals with financial resources required and/or available for the community based program [18,50].









Others argue that CBP sustainability can be influenced by socio-political factors such as the existence of champions, political will or the capacity of stakeholders [22], leadership competence, effective collaboration or understanding the community [28]. Montemurro et al. [9], in a study analysing capacity-building, identify six critical factors (networking-partnering-information exchange-prioritizing- planning/implementing and supporting/sustaining) and eight contextual ones influencing capacity-building process (existing capacity-coordinator role-community connections- nature of partnerships- funding- social context- geographic scale-time) [9].



Finally, other approaches focus on community environment, like community support for the program: [52,53,54], political legitimation [24] or socioeconomic context [55].



Hence, in our opinion most of the studies addressing community based programs sustainability factors can be divided in three categories: focused on program itself, focused on the host organization and its overall sustainability impact




3. Conceptual Model


Our model considers three types of sustainability factors for community based programs, related, as mentioned in the previous section, to program, organization and community. In this section we only present those factors confirmed as having an impact on community based programs.



	(a)

	
Program specific




	(1)

	
Coordinator competence [7,9,28,56] describes the ability of community based program coordinator to set up realistic goals and develop plans for CBP program. Coordinator competence is particularly important in recognizing existing capacity and for engagement in the participatory process.




	(2)

	
Transparency [12,57,58] describes the informing of community based program’s stakeholders of the results of program processes and outcomes using recognized and suitable methods.




	(3)

	
Staff involvement and integration [4,7,28,57,58] describes the inclusion of qualified staff in all stages of the community based program.




	(4)

	
Responsivity [28,56,58] is the ability of the program to adapt to meet the continues changing of community needs.




	(5)

	
Program funding [8,15,18,24,28,52,53,56,58,59,60,61] describes the availability of the financial resources for community-based project.




	(6)

	
Program theory [12,53,55] describes the existence of a clear and coherent framework for the CBP in terms of, for example, target population, community needs or expected outcomes.




	(7)

	
Program effectiveness [18,28,53,54,62] describes the capability of CBP to document its success and disseminate it among stakeholders.




	(8)

	
Program flexibility [12,24,57] describes the ability of a community based program to adapt and evolve from the original pattern, according to changing circumstances.




	(9)

	
Program evaluation [12,55,63] describes program capability to align its characteristics with the needs of its stakeholders. Program evaluation may be a prerequisite from program flexibility.




	(10)

	
Program champions [18,24,28,53,57,60,64,65], one of the most common factor in CBO sustainability, describe individuals or organizations who promote the program in the community.




	(11)

	
Program integration with the host organization [18,54,57,60,63,65] describes the degree of dependence of the program with the host organization.




	(12)

	
Understanding the community [15,18,28,58,62,66] describes program ability to identify and integrate community needs and resources.




	(13)

	
Political legitimation [23,24,46,62] describes program adaptation to the policies and regulations of the relevant stakeholders.










	(b)

	
Organizational specific




	(1)

	
Leadership [1,28,56] describes host organization top management capacity to establish organizational goals congruent with the community based program, to integrate program development in overall organizational development and to be proactive in their achievement.




	(2)

	
Organizational system [4,8,28,63,67,68] comprises a wide array of items, which in some studies are considered separate sustainability factors of their own, like financial management, securing income sources or human resources practices. In our study it describes host organization procedures and systems regarding HR and financing.




	(3)

	
Organizational stability [1,60,63,69] describes host organization ability to integrate new elements and adapt its management systems and procedures accordingly.




	(4)

	
Partnering [7,9,15] describes the host organization capacity to initiate and maintain relations with multiple partners. Partnering can be beneficial for multiple aspects, like funding or community acceptance, which in turn can make program more sustainable. Partnering can also be used to exchange information or know how transfer.




	(5)

	
Specific sustainability actions and processes [63,67,68] describes organizational actions and processes designed to enhance its overall sustainability. Unlike Organizational system item, which focus on overall procedures and systems of organization, which incidentally may ensure sustainability, this variable describes actions established by host organization specifically targeting it, like developing fund-raising strategies or setting up and maintaining partnerships.










	(c)

	
Community specific




	(1)

	
Community participation [1,15] describes community awareness and involvement in community based program planning and implementation. The level of community participation determines whether the program becomes established, how quickly and successfully it consolidates, and how it responds and adapts to meet changing needs.




	(2)

	
Community context [4,8,18,55] describes contextual factors affecting community. In the literature, it is a broad factor encompassing community problems, like relations with government, social inequalities, which usually vary from study to study and from community to community. In our study, it describes relations with governmental agencies.




	(3)

	
Community support [9] describes the community involvement in providing additional resources to the program, particularly financial contributions to increase the internal funding, reducing as such program dependency external resources and making it less vulnerable.




	(4)

	
Community capacity [6,7,9,15] describes community capability in terms of target group availability.














4. Materials and Methods


First stage or research design required a comprehensive review of literature related to community based sustainability. Among the issues encountered the most important was the different meaning attached to similar sustainability factors in various studies. This stage lead to 33 factors identified (Table 1), which were further reviewed, in the second stage, by 10 experts: 6 from non-profit sector (4 community based organizations and 2 non-government organizations, all previously implemented community based programs) and 4 from academia. Our initial identification of factor was fully backed up by experts, which accepted all 33 proposed factors for questionnaire phase of the research.



To further test the validity of the research tools, 2 sub-samples were constructed: one from members of community based organizations (CBOs) and one from members of other types of organizations involved in CBPs, mainly NGOs. The rationale behind this action was that community based organizations are established specifically to implement community based programs, so they are genuinely and intrinsic involved in the program, while NGOs members may be temporarily or tangentially involved. For the respondents, the condition to be included in the sample was to have been involved in the past 5 years in at least one community based program, regardless if it was planning, implementation, and monitoring or evaluation stage. Out of 340 questionnaires sent by email, we received 188 complete ones (Table 2).



The results of the two independent-sample (Table 3) showed no differences between the responses from. Hence, we proceed further without separating them.



The estimation of the reliability by Cronbach’s coefficient (Table 4) revealed that all of them are acceptable and satisfactory [70].




5. Data Analysis and Results


For each of the sustainability factors, the hypothesis were:



Hypothesis H0.

The average score for sustainability factor importance in relation with the community based program is lower than 3.





Hypothesis H1.

The average score for sustainability factor importance in relation with the community based program is higher than 3.





The results of the t-tests for each item are depicted in Table 5.



For Program specific sustainability factors, the t-tests rejected the null hypotheses for items Coordinator competence, Transparency, Staff involvement and integration, Responsivity, Program funding, Program theory, Program effectiveness, Program flexibility, Program evaluation, Program champions, Program integration with the host organization, Understanding the community and Political legitimation.



For Organizational specific sustainability factors, the t-tests rejected the null hypotheses for items Leadership, Organizational system, Organizational stability, Partnering and Specific sustainability actions and processes.



For Community specific sustainability factors, the t-tests rejected the null hypotheses for items Community participation, Community context, Community support and Community capacity.



Hence, these were further analyzed identify their ranking according to their impact on community based program continuity.



We further proceeded to rank the extracted factors (Table 6).




6. Discussion


The list of the sustainability factors for community based programs includes: Program champions, Community participation, Staff involvement and integration, Program funding, Program effectiveness, Coordinator competence, Responsivity, Community capacity, Organizational stability, Understanding the community, Program integration with the host organization, Program flexibility, Specific sustainability actions and processes, Community support, Organizational system, Program theory, Leadership, Political legitimation, Partnering, Transparency, Community context and Program evaluation, in this order.



One finding is that sustainability of a community based program rely more on the quality of the program and less of the host organization or the community, with 9 out of 12 factors are related to the program, 2 to community and 1 to the host organization. In this respect, our study confirms previous studies, like Mancini et al. [24] or Shediac-Rizkallah and Bone [18] and to some extent Argaw et al. [1], Goodson et al. [60] or Savaya, et al. [64] and disagrees with the community focus advocated by studies such as Oino et al. [15].



According to each category of factors, we argue that:




	(a)

	
In terms of program related factors:




	
Program champions (ranked 1 in its category and 1 overall) are described regularly as critical factors for various types of community based programs. Our study confirms this one more time. To enhance likelihood of CBP sustainability, its promoters must carefully seek and involve individuals or organizations trusted by the targeted community, facilitating further embeddedness of the program within existing community structures and key stakeholders.



	
Staff involvement and integration (ranked 2 in its category and 3 overall) require inclusion of qualified staff in all stages of the community based program. The lack of adequately trained personnel is a major barrier while providing adequate staff training for effective program actions delivery supports CBP longevity. Integration is important since professionals involved may play a number of different roles in the program, requiring trust and good working relationships with both host organization and members of community.



	
Program funding (ranked 3 in its category and 4 overall) implies funding needs assessment, development of a range of income sources, additional to funding agency payments and recognition that CBP sustainability is enhanced when there is diversity of support sources. Other actions must envisage efforts to obtain funding early in the program lifecycle or keeping CBP costs under control.



	
Program effectiveness (ranked 4 in its category and 5 overall) is important in resources mobilization by careful documentation of its results and their dissemination among stakeholders. Advertisement of the CBP’s effectiveness to stakeholders, to members of the community and to the general public serves may determine more community support.



	
Coordinator competence (ranked 5 in its category and 6 overall) is particularly important in recognizing existing capacity and for engagement in the participatory process. A competent program leader brings consistency, avoiding mistakes like duplication of some early networking and partnering activity. Poor competence of the CBP leader affects all other sustainability factors, inefficient use of money and human resources, ineffectual promoting actions of the project and lack of trust from all program stakeholders.



	
Responsivity (ranked 6 in its category and 7 overall) contribute to CBP sustainability by continuous adaptation of its activities or actions to the community needs or requirements. Even the best planning may face challenges on the ground due to the changes occurred in the targeted community.



	
Understanding the community (ranked 7 in its category and 10 overall) lead to strong links with various individuals and organizations from the targeted community, making the program more likely to be sustainable. Creating a conducive environment for collaboration contributes to a CBP’s continuation and that these ties determine community involvement by thoroughly implicating relevant community leaders and agencies.



	
Program integration with the host organization (ranked 8 in its category and 11 overall) advocates for stronger ties between CBP processes within host organization processes since self-contained programs are less likely to be sustainable. So, the program must not be handles like a one-time project of the host organization but as a part of it, included in the development of organizational procedures.



	
Program flexibility (ranked 9 in its category and 12 overall) is important in program sustainability since the ability to adapt to various circumstances may affect its chances for continuity.



	
Program theory (ranked 10 in its category and 16 overall), part of program overall planning, impacts CBP sustainability by providing clear measurement metrics for key program features, like target population or community needs. Failure to correctly assess them may lead to unrealistic targets, waste of resources, and declining CBP desirability for both host organizations and funding agency.



	
Political legitimation (ranked 11 in its category and 18 overall) provides congruence between program procedures and the policies and regulations of the relevant stakeholders. In our opinion, this sustainability factor is self-describing, so no further comments are necessary. Its ranking is not surprising, since careful compliance with government, public institutions or funding agencies regulations must be observed since the planning stage of the program.



	
Transparency (ranked 12 in its category and 20 overall) influence CBP sustainability by making available for all those interested actual results, building trust in relation with program stakeholders and community members. Even the best CBPs in terms of outcomes delivered may terminate if are not able to disseminate, and program managing team lacks abilities to promote the program and build awareness.



	
Program evaluation (ranked 13 in its category and 22 overall) is important in program overall sustainability since it can help in the development of strategies for sustainability.









	(b)

	
In terms of organization related factors:




	
Organizational stability (ranked 1 in its category and 9 overall) is important in ensuring CBP sustainability. Host organization ability to integrate new elements and adapt its management systems and procedures accordingly was considered by the respondents as the most important organizational related factor. So, the flexibility of a community based program may be annulled by a rigid host organization, slowly upgrading its processes or systems to the program.



	
Specific sustainability actions and processes (ranked 2 in its category and 13 overall) [63,67,68] links program sustainability with what host organization build in terms of overall sustainability, such as developing a sustainability strategy or including an internal process dedicated to organizational sustainability. This provide the missing link to theories of non-profit sustainability and must be translated from organizational dedicated actions to program actions.



	
Organizational system (ranked 3 in its category and 15 overall) relates to theories of capacity building and focus on two main organizational resources, financial and human resources. However, at organizational level the overall importance of these resources seems to decrease compared to program level, since program benefits from funding body/agency separate financing and employ specialists or experts outside host organization.



	
Leadership (ranked 4 in its category and 17 overall) [1,28,56], namely host organization top management capacity to establish goals for organization and to integrate program development in organizational development, seems less important. The probable reason is that program leader have a higher impact on its sustainability, while host organization management are tangentially involved, hence its importance.



	
Partnering (ranked 5 in its category and 19 overall) [7,9,15] comes as a surprise in terms of ranking. We expected a better position, since it describes the host organization capacity to get have relations with multiple partners. Being part of a network, for instance, may improve host organization capacity to makes the program more sustainable, like funding, easy access to experts or initial access to local community by partnership with a local NGO.









	(c)

	
In terms of program related factors:




	
Community participation (ranked 1 in its category and 2 overall) determines how fast and successful the program consolidates. Not coincidentally in ranked 2nd in our study since community participation is an important factor for the CBP continuation as it is the genuine involvement of target community members as active participants are intrinsic to the program's sustainability.



	
Community capacity (ranked 2 in its category and 8 overall) describes community capability in terms of target group actual availability. It is enabled by actions like target group information and may lead to results such as increased use of the facilities provided by the program by community members or attitude changes within the community. However, it can be difficult to know when a community reaches enough capacity to deal with program independently.



	
Community support (ranked 3 in its category and 14 overall) must seek to integrate the program into community structures, making sense for the members of community to further support, especially financially the program once funding body terminate the funding. When local contribution does not exist, a community project will be too dependent on external resources and usually fails. Another consequence of unbalanced support sources is the risk of misusing power, since it is reasonable to believe that the party with the biggest investment has a more important role in decision making processes. In our opinion, a CBP must not start when it is clear from the beginning that the community is not willing to contribute to it.



	
Community context (ranked 4 in its category and 21 overall) may lead to important sustainability risks, especially in communities with multiple and competing problems, making difficult for the program to achieve a critical mass in terms of partners, support or target group.















7. Conclusions


This study aims to identify sustainability factors associated with community based program sustainability and rank them according to an estimated impact on program continuity, seen as the measure for CBPs sustainability. It reviewed the current literature and offered a comprehensive list of sustainability factors divided in three categories: program related, host organization related and community related, in our opinion the pillars of any community program. Also, it validated and ranked these factors.



Most of the literature has paid little attention to ranking sustainability factors for community based program, preferring to discuss specific program (health, disease prevention, education) factors for one or a limited number of CBPs. This study contributes to fill this gap by using t-test for identifying the most important factors which may, if carefully considered and addressed, influence sustainability, and ranking them based on their mean. The ranking determined the priority for community based programs coordinators and help them to come with adapted solutions for each of the aforementioned factors.



From the practical point of view, concentrating on the most important sustainability factors may provide a guide as to how program coordinators could deal with them, since we concluded that program related factors are more important than community or host organization related factors. Further studies may look more into community based programs specifics and particularly communities involved according to complex networks theories [71], with a focus on mapping the relations with various stakeholders [72] and on effectiveness and efficiency [73].
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Table 1. Conceptual framework of variables.
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Variable

	
Literature Review

	
Experts Interview

	
Statistical Tests






	
Program




	
Coordinator competence

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Transparency

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Staff involvement and integration

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Responsivity

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program funding

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program theory

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program effectiveness

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program flexibility

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program evaluation

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program champions

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Program integration with the host organization

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Understanding the community

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Political legitimation

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Demonstrating results

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Managerial support and flexibility

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Effective collaboration

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Organizational




	
Leadership

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Organizational system

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Organizational stability

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Partnering

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Specific sustainability actions and processes

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Financial management and income sources

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Human resources

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Strategic planning

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Existing capacity

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Community




	
Community participation

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Community context

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Community support

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Community capacity

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Confirmed




	
Community leadership

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Networking

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Information exchange

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected




	
Prioritizing

	
Proposed

	
Accepted

	
Rejected
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Table 2. Sample structure.






Table 2. Sample structure.





	
Criteria

	
Description

	
N

	
%






	
Respondent organization

	
Community-based organisation (CBO)

	
54

	
28.72%




	
Non-government organisation (NGO)

	
134

	
71.28%




	
Respondent gender

	
Male

	
68

	
36.17%




	
Female

	
120

	
63.83%




	
Respondent education

	
ISCED 4 or less

	
8

	
4.26%




	
ISCED 5 and 6

	
102

	
54.26%




	
ISCED 7 or more

	
78

	
41.49%




	
Respondent age

	
Young (<30 years old)

	
25

	
13.30%




	
Middle aged (31–50 years old)

	
154

	
81.91%




	
Old (>50 years old)

	
9

	
4.79%
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Table 3. The results of the independent sample t-test.
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CBO Sustainability Factors

	
Mann–Whitney U

	
Wilcoxon W

	
z

	
Asymp. Sig. (2-Tailed)






	
Program




	
Coordinator competence

	
3631.5

	
5009.5

	
−0.025

	
0.979




	
Transparency

	
3261.5

	
12,991.5

	
−0.661

	
0.508




	
Effective collaboration

	
3164.0

	
12,480.0

	
−0.943

	
0.345




	
Staff involvement and integration

	
3189.0

	
12,919.0

	
−1.090

	
0.275




	
Responsivity

	
3634.5

	
13,504.5

	
−0.016

	
0.986




	
Program funding

	
3077.0

	
12,668.0

	
−1.374

	
0.169




	
Demonstrating results

	
3535.0

	
4913.0

	
−0.238

	
0.811




	
Program theory

	
3049.0

	
12,365.0

	
−1.312

	
0.189




	
Program effectiveness

	
3007.5

	
12,737.5

	
−1.250

	
0.211




	
Understanding the community

	
3432.5

	
13,162.5

	
−0.548

	
0.583




	
Program flexibility

	
3553.0

	
13,564.0

	
−0.338

	
0.735




	
Political legitimation

	
3337.0

	
12,928.0

	
−0.353

	
0.723




	
Program evaluation

	
3234.5

	
13,104.5

	
−1.236

	
0.216




	
Program champions

	
3081.0

	
11,992.0

	
−0.367

	
0.713




	
Program integration with the host organization

	
3315.0

	
4641.0

	
−0.629

	
0.529




	
Managerial support and flexibility

	
3097.0

	
4322.0

	
−0.969

	
0.332




	
Organizational




	
Specific sustainability actions and processes

	
3480.0

	
13,071.0

	
−0.120

	
0.904




	
Leadership

	
2936.0

	
12,116.0

	
−1.194

	
0.232




	
Organizational system

	
3216.5

	
4441.5

	
−0.214

	
0.830




	
Partnering

	
3185.5

	
12,776.5

	
−0.618

	
0.535




	
Strategic planning

	
3373.0

	
12,826.0

	
−0.583

	
0.559




	
Financial management and income sources

	
2750.0

	
10,878.0

	
−0.160

	
0.872




	
Organizational stability

	
2995.0

	
11,380.0

	
−0.343

	
0.731




	
Human resources

	
3295.0

	
4621.0

	
−0.390

	
0.695




	
Existing capacity

	
3437.5

	
13,167.5

	
−0.535

	
0.592




	
Community




	
Community capacity

	
2808.0

	
11,719.0

	
−1.260

	
0.207




	
Prioritizing

	
3293.5

	
4568.5.0

	
−0.258

	
0.795




	
Community context

	
2508.0

	
12,099.0

	
−2.752

	
0.005




	
Community support

	
2888.0

	
11,144.0

	
−0.848

	
0.396




	
Community participation

	
2770.0

	
11,681.0

	
−1.967

	
0.049




	
Community leadership

	
3112.0

	
12,023.0

	
−0.045

	
0.963




	
Networking

	
2576.0

	
12,029.0

	
−1.895

	
0.058




	
Information exchange

	
2178.5

	
9318.5.0

	
−0.591

	
0.554
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Table 4. Reliability according to the Cronbach’s coefficient α.
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	Construct
	Number of Items
	Cronbach





	Program specific
	16
	0.841



	Organizational specific
	9
	0.741



	Community specific
	8
	0.902
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Table 5. Extracted Sustainability factors for CBP.
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Variable

	
t

	
df

	
Sig. (2-Tailed)

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Std. Error Mean

	
95 Percent Confidence Interval of the Difference




	
Lower

	
Upper






	
Program specific




	
P_1. Coordinator competence

	
10.088

	
177

	
0.000

	
3.820

	
1.08

	
0.0813

	
0.659

	
0.980




	
P_2. Transparency

	
8.673

	
181

	
0.001

	
3.650

	
1.02

	
0.075

	
0.505

	
0.802




	
P_3. Staff involvement and integration

	
6.824

	
178

	
0.000

	
3.590

	
1.15

	
0.085

	
0.416

	
0.756




	
P_4. Responsivity

	
6.073

	
183

	
0.002

	
3.540

	
1.21

	
0.087

	
0.366

	
0.720




	
P_5. Program funding

	
5.438

	
186

	
0.000

	
3.470

	
1.17

	
0.085

	
0.296

	
0.634




	
P_6. Program theory

	
5.057

	
169

	
0.003

	
3.420

	
1.09

	
0.083

	
0.258

	
0.588




	
P_7. Program effectiveness

	
4.036

	
161

	
0.000

	
3.360

	
1.13

	
0.088

	
0.182

	
0.533




	
P_8. Program flexibility

	
3.647

	
187

	
0.0003

	
3.340

	
1.28

	
0.093

	
0.156

	
0.524




	
P_9. Program evaluation

	
3.980

	
177

	
0.0001

	
3.330

	
1.09

	
0.081

	
0.164

	
0.487




	
P_10. Program champions

	
3.733

	
157

	
0.0002

	
3.320

	
1.07

	
0.084

	
0.149

	
0.483




	
P_11. Program integration with the host organization

	
3.586

	
178

	
0.0004

	
3.310

	
1.17

	
0.087

	
0.140

	
0.485




	
P_12. Understanding the community

	
2.879

	
172

	
0.0044

	
3.270

	
1.21

	
0.088

	
0.083

	
0.448




	
P_13. Political legitimation

	
3.077

	
180

	
0.0024

	
3.240

	
1.06

	
0.078

	
0.087

	
0.398




	
Organizational specific




	
O_1. Leadership

	
2.444

	
170

	
0.015

	
3.200

	
1.1

	
0.083

	
0.039

	
0.369




	
O_2. Organizational system

	
6.770

	
184

	
0.000

	
3.605

	
1.220

	
0.089

	
0.429

	
0.782




	
O_3. Organizational stability

	
6.759

	
175

	
0.000

	
3.563

	
1.100

	
0.083

	
0.398

	
0.727




	
O_4. Partnering

	
6.335

	
176

	
0.000

	
3.503

	
1.050

	
0.079

	
0.346

	
0.659




	
O_5. Specific sustainability actions and processes

	
3.907

	
171

	
0.000

	
3.343

	
1.150

	
0.088

	
0.170

	
0.516




	
Community specific




	
C_1. Community participation

	
2.786

	
175

	
0.006

	
3.256

	
1.220

	
0.092

	
0.075

	
0.437




	
C_2. Community context

	
2.658

	
182

	
0.009

	
3.230

	
1.170

	
0.086

	
0.059

	
0.400




	
C_3. Community support

	
8.821

	
181

	
0.0001

	
3.752747

	
1.151203

	
0.085

	
0.584

	
0.921




	
C_4. Community capacity

	
7.148

	
175

	
0.0002

	
3.642045

	
1.191515

	
0.089

	
0.464

	
0.819
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Table 6. Ranking of community based programs sustainability factors.
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	Sustainability Factors
	Mann–Whitney U
	Wilcoxon W
	z
	Asymp. Sig. (2-Tailed)
	Mean
	Category Ranking
	Overall Ranking





	P_10. Program champions
	3089.0
	10,964.0
	−0.746
	0.456
	3.906
	1
	1



	C_1. Community participation
	2753.5
	10,881.5
	−2.506
	0.012
	3.893
	1
	2



	P_3. Staff involvement and integration
	2729.5
	10,479.5
	−2.209
	0.027
	3.873
	2
	3



	P_5. Program funding
	2891.0
	10,517.0
	−1.606
	0.108
	3.872
	3
	4



	P_7. Program effectiveness
	3328.0
	11,078.0
	−0.840
	0.401
	3.862
	4
	5



	P_1. Coordinator competence
	2856.5
	11,241.5
	−2.153
	0.031
	3.818
	5
	6



	P_4. Responsivity
	3202.0
	11,203.0
	−1.040
	0.298
	3.786
	6
	7



	C_4. Community capacity
	3000.0
	10,381.0
	−1.081
	0.280
	3.782
	2
	8



	O_3. Organizational stability
	2949.0
	10,699.0
	−1.664
	0.096
	3.714
	1
	9



	P_12. Understanding the community
	2922.5
	11,568.5
	−2.427
	0.015
	3.684
	7
	10



	P_11. Program integration with the host organization
	3225.5
	11,740.5
	−1.454
	0.146
	3.667
	8
	11



	P_8. Program flexibility
	2860.0
	10,120.0
	−1.466
	0.143
	3.655
	9
	12



	O_5. Specific sustainability actions and processes
	2491.0
	9994.0
	−1.573
	0.116
	3.646
	2
	13



	C_3. Community support
	2466.0
	9606.0
	−2.520
	0.012
	3.630
	3
	14



	O_2. Organizational system
	2805.0
	10,308.0
	−1.795
	0.073
	3.600
	3
	15



	P_6. Program theory
	2795.5
	10,796.5
	−1.771
	0.077
	3.566
	10
	16



	O_1. Leadership
	3051.5
	10,432,5
	−1.103
	0.270
	3.536
	4
	17



	P_13. Political legitimation
	2445.5
	8886.5
	−1.218
	0.223
	3.531
	11
	18



	O_4. Partnering
	2493.5
	8379.5
	−0.808
	0.419
	3.440
	5
	19



	P_2. Transparency
	2619.5
	9879.5
	−1.539
	0.124
	3.412
	12
	20



	C_2. Community context
	3043.0
	11,299.0
	−1.134
	0.257
	3.396
	4
	21



	P_9. Program evaluation
	3305.5
	4790.5
	−0.140
	0.889
	3.315
	13
	22
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