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F I/ Z(Official Development Assistance,
ODAAIE & =0l thet 7127 l=e} A5
CEo] 33 2ae} Foi=9 ojnA] &Y, Td=
o] AAA - AF] A M S3} 2-o A A3}
go2 EXE He 7t J= FAHoItHKim et
al. 2020). A7) Abel7t =l 2 LTk WAt
d(Pangil Bay Bridge Project)2 $F=2] th<] A1
& 7] (Economic Development Cooperation Fund,
EDCF)E B3l AU 2Late] o] Fo3l Aol
ok o] AR Fdnt A8 EgA AAAH A
el tigh sof=e] =71 opAlt), 1ejal A
2 Z1tol] gk )14]o] Aol A = EHot
E23 A7t Fth(<Table 1>).
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<Table 1> Overview of Pangil Bay Bridge Project
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Details

The project aims to connect the northern and southern regions divided by Panguil Bay in order to promote
Objective balanced regional development, accelerate economic growth, and build an efficient transportation network
across Mindanao Island that facilitates the movement of people and goods.

The project covers the detailed design, construction, and consulting services for the Panguil Bay Bridge
Scope and its approach roads, linking Tangub City in Misamis Occidental with Tubod in Lanao del Norte, Northern

Mindanao, Philippines.

Project names

Panguil Bay Bridge Project

Type of Loan

General Development Project Loan

Loan Approved Amount

USD 100.13 million (approx.)

Information Total (Approved) Project Duration

December 21, 2015 - September 27, 2024

Borrower (Implementing Agency)

Department of Finance in Philippines(Department of Public
Works and Highways, DPWH)

Design and

. Bridge Section
Construction g

Main Bridge: 320 m (two lanes, design speed 80 km/h)
Approach Bridge: 2,040 m (two lanes, design speed 80 km/h)

Source: Adapted from the 2025 EDCF Country Program Evaluation in the Philippines, restructured by the author.
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<Table 2> Research Question
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in the recipient country?

How does the perception of infrastructure functionality influence residents’ expectations for regional development

2 .
recipient country?

How does the perception of infrastructure effects influence residents’ expectations for regional development in the

Source: Author

<Table 3> Donor’s ODA Characteristics and Recipient’s Development Expectations

Contents
H1 Perceived infrastructure functionality will influence local residents’ development expectations.
H2 Perceived infrastructure effects will influence local residents’ development expectations.
H3 Infrastructure functionality and effects will have a direct impact on local residents.

Source: Author
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<Table 4> The Construct of Survey Data

Overview Described of variables and building process Note
Purpose To empirically assess how recipients’ perceptions of ODA infrastructure and donor image influence their
urp expectations for regional development.

Method Random survey Online (Direct and indirect beneficiaries of the Panguil Bay Bridge)

Survey period

2024.09.23. ~ 2024.10.30.
Number of surveys collected: 189; Total number of valid responses: 189

Sex Male; Female; Non-binary or Other Nominal
Age Under 20; 20~29; 30~39; 40~49; 50~59; Over 60 scale
P | Education College graduate or higher; High school graduate; High school graduate
ersona i
characteristics Income Under 5,000PHP; 5,001~15,000; 15,001~25,000; 25,001~50,000; Over 50,001 OSYS;?:I
Period Residence Under Syears; 5~10years; 11~20years; 21~30years; Over 30years
Major Bicycle; Bus; Car; 1 just commute using bus and tricab; Nominal
Transportation ~ Jeepney/Multicab; Motorcycle; Tricab; Tricycle; Walking scale
Dependent Variable Q2-4. Perceived potential for socio-cultural development in the surrounding area Interval
(Development Q2-5. Perceived potential for economic development in the surrounding area (Likert)
Expectation) Q2-6. Perceived potential for environmental development in the surrounding area Scale
Q1-1. Appropriateness of form and scale
Q1-2. Harmony with the surrounding environment
Q1-3. Attractiveness of the design
Independent Ql1-4. Appr.op.rlateness of location
Variable Q1-5. Proximity to the urban center
(Perceived Q1-6. Distinctiveness of the infrastructure
Q1-7. Connectivity with nearby facilities and surroundings Interval
Infrastructure . . e . (Likert)
Functionality) Q1-8. Improvement in facility utilization opportunities
Q1-9. Reflection of socio-cultural characteristics Scale
QI1-12. Increase in pedestrian or population flow
Q1-16. Connectivity with other regions v
Q1-18. Improvement in local transportation convenience Rati
atio
Q2-7. Revitalization of investment (factor
Q2-8. Increase in employment opportunities score)
Mediating Q2-9. Increase in consumer spending Scale
Variable Q2-10. Improvement in living standards
(Perceived Q2-11. Increase in personal income
Infrastructure Q2-12. Expansion of local tax revenue
Effects) Q2-13. Expansion of infrastructure facilities

Q2-14. Improvement in educational environment
Q2-15. Enhancement in quality of life

Source: Author
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2 23xoz HA=siych

ol flell 4 Wi E5 T MW I 2 Fod= Q1
T ol ojal 4 2% Q1A (Exploratory
Factor Analysis, EFA)< AAJste] AA| 8R0S E&
skaL, o] % F1A 8 1EA(Confirmatory Factor
Analysis, CFA)S 53l S 2¥ e FAHElGAHS
ST CFA A3 o2 Qlabrzs &
HENA FREYS AAsta, 53] AREAS
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(<Figure 1>). £2J-2 SPSS 28.0 2 JASP 0.19.3.0&
Z-8ato] P om, By A% ke HlwH
A (Comparative Fit Index, CFI), E]7]-F0]2 X
“(Tucker-Lewis Index, TLI), A3 2224
(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMSEA)
59 AEE 7Fo 2 S} 3 7 HEA

Exploratory Confirmatory
Factor Analysis Factor Analysis
(EFA) (CFA)

Discovering common
factors among observed
items without prior
knowledge.

Verifying the statistical
fit of EFA-derived
factor structures.

Structural Application of
Equation path coefficients
Modeling (SEM) (Mediate Model)

Quantifying the strength
and direction (+, —) of
each causal path for
hypothesis testing and
policy recommendations.

Analyzing causal (path)
relationships between
CFA-constructed latent
variables.

Source: Author

<Figure 1> The Flow of Research and the Concept of Analysis
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9o ATEASE L AFAH EHL

<Table 5> Descriptive Statistics

e}slr] 918l 7125 A4 (<Table 5>)S =33}
Atk F8 B4 Ay oed 2ok 7P 1A,
2R (Sex) 2o o] A FHAI} 61.90%=
A 8 0, FHd -2 35.45%,
183 71el A (Non-binary or Other) 2 353
H &2 2.65%% YERY oA SHAte] tixA ol
AF o7 Ho Ao g YePth A3 E¥E(Age)
oA 30t SEAT} 3492%E 71 Wk, o]o]
A 20tH(27.51%) 2} 40TH(21.16%) 2] <=0 2 YER:

& o

Survey item Frequency % Cum. %
Female 117 61.90 61.90
Sex Male 67 35.45 97.35
Non-binary or Other 5 2.65 100.00
Under 20 2 1.06 1.06
20~29 52 27.51 28.57
30~39 66 34.92 63.49
Age
40~49 40 21.16 84.66
50~59 19 10.05 94.71
Over 60 10 5.29 100.00
College graduate or higher 183 96.83 96.83
Education High school graduate 5 2.65 99.47
Less than elementary school 1 0.53 100.00
15,001~25,000 Philippine Pesos 57 30.16 30.16
25,001~50,000 Philippine Pesos 42 22.22 52.38
Income 5,000 Philippine Pesos or less 19 10.05 62.43
5,001~15,000 Philippine Pesos 36 19.05 81.48
50,001 Philippine Pesos or more 35 18.52 100.00
10 to less than 20 years 26 13.76 13.76
20 to less than 30 years 59 31.22 44.97
Period
. 30 years or more 81 42.86 87.83
Residence
5 years to less than 10 years 7 3.70 91.53
Less than 5 years 16 8.47 100.00
Bicycle 1 0.53 0.53
Bus 29 15.34 15.87
Car 67 35.45 51.32
I just commute using bus and tricab 1 0.53 51.85
Major -
. Jeepney / Multicab 5 2.65 54.50
Transportation
Motorcycle 73 38.62 93.12
Tricab 9 4.76 97.88
tricycle 1 0.53 98.41
Walking 3 1.59 100.00

Source: Author
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e}sl7] 913l EFAS AAISHATE 24

=
=
2 F4 E-E-4(Principal Component Analysis)=

<Table 6> Exploratory Factor Analysis of Infrastructure Functionality

Factor
Survey item Urban Functional Visual-Environmental Symb?lic FL(Y)
Enhancement Harmony Identity
(UF) (VEH) (SD)
QI1-16. Connectivity with other regions .848 - -
Q1-12. Increase in pedestrian or population flow 779 - -
Q1-18. Improvement in local transportation convenience .760 - - 3.740
Q1-8. Improvement in facility utilization opportunities 746 - -
Q1-7. Connectivity with nearby facilities and surroundings .657 - -
QIl-1. Appropriateness of form and scale - .874 -
Q1-3. Attractiveness of the design - 773 - 2 846
Q1-2. Harmony with the surrounding environment - 735 -
Q1-4. Appropriateness of location - .606 -
Q1-5. Proximity to the urban center - - 774
Q1-6. Distinctiveness of the infrastructure - - .684 2.525
Q1-9. Reflection of socio-cultural characteristics - - .665

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin(KMO): 0.947

Chi-square(y’) :

1656.848

p-value(p)

1 <.000

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted using Principal Component Analysis as the extraction method and Varimax rotation to

simplify the factor structure.
Source: Author
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E WHo 2 Wgl™2(Varimax) 3] HHS 283}
o 82 25 weslelnh
ZT 1200 2o E FAE =z 7ol g

A A3, 3719 afle] EEHAY ==
27y T A 7)°52] §4-4d(Urban Functional
Enhancement, UF), $-732] Z38}4](Visual-Environmental
Harmony, VEH), 73782 4] /3(Symbolic Identity, SI)
o2 FHEIA

A HA 2R1Rl EAIZIE S FHEURE 7
A AAAR L HoA ) AHEE T,U__f‘so‘: S Z s}

-

Qzele] AH BE AEHE

%
rSL
i d
-
3

2 % =4 YeRg o™, Bartlett®] T4 A4
AIT o = 1656.848, p < 0012 25 =&5 o]

Nd 2] EFdAd(Construct validity)2 53k Atk
$hH, 12} FI(<Table 7>)ll it &A% &

A4 A= 27)e] 89l 722 EEEY ==
a91e 7k} 7jl A5 27k 8B B, )
Z sAf U]_,] }\gﬁl— = ?Sb\hjr = _‘:,th}gi
TAE AGASPEH A 4he] 2 B (Community
Development and Quality of Life Improvement, CQ),
Bzl &A43) 18 A= olze 31 5 AAFH
A HH 84S EFet AR 7§Z1]%L"é§}
2} A4A=Z(Economic Revitalization and Growth
Stimulation, EG)2. 2 W= 1t}

BE B2 073 olde] a1dAz-E B 81l
T2 FAEE/d o] FE3| FEEACH, KMO
520927, Bartlett®] AL o = 1875245, p < 0012
5_1]._%_94 H}\-l XJ?‘F:]-/H o] Ey;"?(—] /\]Q/H %‘é—ﬁ]’ﬂ

i r2
o[n l‘

[o
o

[e5

Q013 M0) ElAL BRI RE Balo] o Gz gREA S T8l =2d 7x2E AS5H
Q1 2 2H(Factor loadings)& 0.60& Z35le] 74 o8 AFstar /lzet 71 <1fel HiE CFAS
<Table 7> Exploratory Factor Analysis of Infrastructure Effects
Factor
Survey item Community development and Economic revitalization FL()
Quality of life improvement and Growth stimulation
(CQ (EG)

Q2-11. Increase in personal income .850 -
Q2-12. Expansion of local tax revenue 792 -
Q2-10. Improvement in living standards 745 - 3.803
Q2-14. Improvement in educational environment 736 -
Q2-15. Enhancement in quality of life 734 -
Q2-7. Revitalization of investment - .870
Q2-8. Increase in employment opportunities - .864 3676
Q2-9. Increase in consumer spending - .804
Q2-13. Expansion of infrastructure facilities - 763

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin(KMO): 0.927

Chi-square(y?) :

1875.245

p-value(p) :

<.000

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted using Principal Component Analysis as the extraction method and Varimax rotation to

simplify the factor structure.
Source: Author

126



AT,
4 BEe F 120 £Fe 7INeR s, A
el Al 82181 “EAZI5] FRHURY, “B7
2 ZD?P‘“(VEH)” “AFRIZ A A *é(Sl)” 0 2 FAE
i‘iﬁ} o= BAA QRlwA Ayt 77t AT
< BojFH, g 8RATEE olF TAIY B4l
28 T e FAA e FEIAT
Y A, ae S B e Aol AE3 A%
S5 Btk 2y FlolAlF A A= 1) =
112613, p = 0012 YJEREO ™, o]= 7]% =& (null
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Lewis Index), RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation) 52| XEE T AAFOZH =
o] AL FrlH o=z Aast & Q)
RE Egto] =3} @ 9lA A F(standardized
factor loading)2 0.90 ©]/3 2.2, 091894 1.1519]
WS BAom, Z4zke] FAZLE p < 001 ol
A BAR SR frofatditt. =3 BE 9] 95%

AZTZEE Fa 08 T38HA gol =4 AUt
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Eos RIT F AUTh ol9} T A= A%
A12] E(Indicator Reliability)2} <~HEFSd(Convergent
Validity)©] R EASS HAFgITh
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SH Q%1 ARl I, FElek 919 =3}
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12 3l Qlazeprt zhe A,
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o
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<Table 8> Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Infrastructure Functionality

95% Confidence Interval

Factor Indicator B Std. Error z-value P
Lower Upper
Q17 1 0 i - 1 1
Utban Functional Q18 1.066 0.032 33.126 001 1.003 1.129
Enhancement Ql-12 0.927 0.038 24.35 001 0.852 1.002
(UF) Ql-16 0.978 0.038 25.836 001 0.904 1.052
QI-18 0918 0.044 20.775 001 0.831 1.004
Ql-1 1 0 - - 1 1
Visual-Environmental Q1-2 1.151 0.04 29.086 .001 1.073 1.228
Harmony
(VEH) Q13 0.965 0.046 20.99 001 0.875 1.055
Ql-4 1.134 0.038 30.106 001 1.061 1.208
Symbolic Ql-5 ! 0 - - ! !
Identity Ql-6 1.025 0.05 20.501 001 0.927 1.123
(Sh Q19 1.039 0.046 22.601 001 0.949 1.129

Chi-square test (3°)

Baseline model: 37(4150.948); df(66)

Factor model:

Y(112.613); df(51);

p(.001)

Source: Author
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<Table 9> Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Infrastructure Effects

95% Confidence Interval

Factor Indicator B Std. Error z-value p
Lower Upper
Q2-10. 1 0 - - 1 1
Community development and Q2-11. 0.973 0.016 62.496 001 0.942 1.003
quality of life improvement Q2-12. 0.977 0.017 57.237 .001 0.943 1.01
(€Q Q2-14. 0.925 0.021 44.794 001 0.885 0.966
Q2-15. 0.912 0.024 38.249 001 0.865 0.959
Q2-7. 1 0 - - 1 1
Economic revitalization Q2-8. 1.028 0.017 59.511 .001 0.994 1.062
and growth stimulation
(EG) Q2-9. 0.988 0.02 48.791 .001 0.948 1.028
Q2-13. 1.027 0.018 57.295 .001 0.992 1.062

Chi-square test (1)

Baseline model: y*(6960.681); df(36)
Factor model: ¥*(82.57); df(26); p(.001)

Source: Author

o] F Q]I 7iQIA &tel A I A
grolgts ol Fx9 3 UAAS v

4 43 2289l 2= HHdd 2y A
& HAFA 714 2o mls) FlolAlly g
FolEHAl SrolR oW, ¥¥(26) = 82.570, p = 0012
btk BE Bge] ¥28 284 0.0
oFo=, 0912014 1.028 Atole] HHE YERIS
o, BAHOZE p < 001 F ow rolsisitt. Zt
ZH7ke] AHNTRE BF 02 LA 2o} 24
AUETE =31, 239 :rL"<§7H%§ E}dd(Construct
validity)©] FRE S-S AJAFSITH<Table 9>).

Aspdoz B 24 mye zel ot ool
A<Aks) 7re] sl A FHCQ AA 3%
9 /HXL(E(;)O]F,}_‘: 7ol th3k 237 X E
TFAEo] Yo AFH o2 JAFH, o]
TAL o] FxupAA BA dA oA A 9

Fabl +AT gl

128

© 2 SEM<S TE(<Table 10>)3+5 0k =& W) 2A)
M 22 891 «“Qlzeta s, 1l 7% (Infra
Effect, Infra Function) .2 A3 =gl om, Ql=xa}
7% A2 A B, B 234,
A]—?é]ﬁ %xﬂﬂ_g_ ;L/HQN\E_’ 0]_1‘_L_1‘-q. qu. Q_]/_q
&« AL T HRe] A Y, <3A Eslet
%ﬁx]”OE -—TL/HQ
PJ%H A{E HE A}, Ao g 943
HATh A o2 Flo|AF BATL
0.198= (p > .05), ol& H&H T4t 729
°4]—Z—6P FEA FE ] Ao|7} BAIK S
}Xl Bt Zls vt guky o=
2o A Fhol Al FEATFe] 0.05K T 74
E'ﬁé l TI"/] o}Xl Al e -"Hrﬂ*“ = 71

ox o
ol

mog
ki
rulru

% % o
le

7]
°-|-'
O_|_4 o

OIEHKlm 2024). Eﬂ—c‘)ﬂ —,—7]—319.
QE A5 Wty 28-S AR, GFle
0.988, RMSEA = 0.0522 AUATIE 7+e 5=
BRI, NFI = 0.918, CFI = 0.968, TLI = 0.920
@%@ AT A& =3 BT B 7120 090
1 e 3T o|EXA AA| By 48 Ths
gt o ol T AAEE 2 o E siAE
TH(<Table 9>).



<Table 10> Results of the Derived SEM and Model Fit

é]é}g 71x/14 X}X/

09.

. Std. 95% Confidence Interval
Latent Indicator B z-value p
Error Lower Upper
Community development and quality of life
. 1 0 - - 1 1
Infra improvement (CQ)
Effect EFonom.ic revitalization and growth 1 44 0.409 350 001 0.638 1)
stimulation (EG)
‘ Urban Functional Enhancement (UF) 1 0 - - 1 1
Figg;“on Visual-Environmental Harmony (VEH) 0653 0207 3155  .002 0247 1.059
Symbolic Identity (SI) 0.665 0209  3.187  .001 0.256 1.074
Reference value Observed value
Absolute fit statistic ) 0.198
GFI > 0.8 0.988
RMSEA < 0.08 0.052
Reference value Observed value
Incremental fit index NFI > 0.9 0.918
CFI > 0.9 0.968
TLI > 0.9 0.920
Source: Author
o] 488191 AAEAste =X I e}t B2t @edt 283 AlgS do] AZE
2} &3} Aol s Fol3t 719 E Sk AR 22X 2wz gaket A= AElF - AEA
I oH, o] U= FHISo] AN & A% Z1e7A] S = F Avhs AFH 2A
I Foll A AA A Gl g, FAL 7]‘1’\]*2 = AF3.
)= Bk AsA A8kl S HolErh ®
1} 7|5 A8 T S =SB = 0.653, 5. 71} &AM
p = .002)2} “FH2 HA37B = 0.665, p = .001)=
Infra Function 2211 th3l #-29js A zt= Qlaze} 7155 Q12jo] At Z|dof] mIX]& 23 A
Aoz Uehdth Jl FEFE AF3] Asl FHEARE S &8
ol9} Zre A= olxmalel| T3k tj=e] 9120] stod A HEI BA-& FP3ITh FAF o=, <l
02 7153 g0l HA o =ekER] ek, Z} 7% Q1A AR Al TR JA 921 T4
BAH 23} AAA on] B HAHH QA 7152 & A (UF), 732 Z3}4(VEH), 433
M E FAHAGE e A=A o7 BojZzr) AAE(SDol A2 AHg] - 2314 7S] Th(SCD,
Yoz} el=a} Alje] &3t tldt 914 Zof| M=, Socio-Cultural Development in the surrounding area),
AA B @t ake] A ot 2 A3 Z4A A 771 (EcoD, Economic Development
Wl T A o2 e QlalEH, o)= A} in the surrounding area), 732 7’47 tl(Env,
Ao g Fote] tgt Q1A FA = PFS A Environmental Development in the surrounding area)
& 9le-o AT of ojw3l YF< VA=AE EAsAT
AgHow B TzuyARygo olxg 1% £ AIN<Table 11>), Q1Ze} 75 2] 95
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AU AFTES QYT o= opA A B0, EAIS AUl 2 AE - 23t
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<Table 11> Direct Effects

Infra Development 95% Confidence Interval
. . B Std. Error z-value p

Function Expectation Lower Upper

UF N 0.091 0.14 0.654 0513 -0.182 0.365

VEH N Socio-Cultural -0.026 0.12 0213 0.831 10.261 021
Development

SI N -0.044 0.124 -0.353 0.724 -0.287 0.199

UF N 0.028 0.137 0.203 0.839 -0.240 0.295

VEH - Economic -0.01 0.116 -0.083 0.934 -0.237 0218
Development

SI - -81.47 0.119 -68.02 0.999 20.234 0.234

UF N -0.025 0.145 20.172 0.863 0.309 0.259

VEH = Environmental 0.02 0.122 0.163 0.870 20219 0.259
Development

SI — 0.068 0.125 0.548 0.584 -0.176 0312

Source: Author
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o, 7z =0.654, p=.5132F 252 Lt}
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<Table 12> Indirect Effects

987 YA A - gES

Infra Infra Development 95% Confidence Interval
. . B Std. Error  z-value p
Function Effect Expectation Lower Upper
U - CQ — 0.081 0.045 1.796 .072 -0.007 0.17
N EG — 0.301 0.087 3.462 .001 0.13 0.471
N CcQ — 0.085 0.047 1.819 .069 -0.007 0.177
VEH —_— SCD
N EG — 0.165 0.069 2.402 .016 0.03 0.3
o N CcQ — 0.151 0.058 2.625 .009 0.038 0.264
— EG — 0.105 0.063 1.685 .092 -0.017 0.228
U — CcQ — 0.064 0.038 1.701 .089 -0.01 0.138
— EG — 0.302 0.087 3.455 .001 0.131 0.474
— CcQ — 0.067 0.039 1.748 .081 -0.008 0.143
VEH ——m7-—7—7— EcoD
— EG — 0.166 0.068 2.429 .015 0.032 0.3
o — CcQ — 0.120 0.049 2.434 .015 0.023 0.216
- EG — 0.106 0.062 1.705 .088 -0.016 0.228
U - CQ — 0.114 0.062 1.826 .063 -0.008 0.236
N EG — 0.239 0.081 2.964 .003 0.081 0.397
N CcQ — 0.119 0.062 1.926 .054 -0.002 0.241
VEH —_— EnvD
N EG — 0.131 0.058 2.271 .023 0.018 0.245
o N CcQ — 0.212 0.071 3.002 .003 0.074 0.35
N EG — 0.084 0.05 1.667 .096 -0.015 0.182
Source: Author
= omgict Bk, A AR S B¢ A 3 FEI} BA(<Table 13>)2 Y5t F &3
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<Table 13> Total Effects

.135**

T

Infra Development 95% Confidence Interval
. . B Std. Error z-value p
Function Expectation Lower Upper
UF — 0.473 0.073 6.488 .001 0.33 0.616
VEH — SCD 0.225 0.073 3.081 .002 0.082 0.368
ST — 0.213 0.073 2918 .004 0.07 0.356
UF — 0.394 0.073 5.404 .001 0.251 0.537
VEH — EcoD 0.224 0.073 3.065 .002 0.081 0.367
SI — 0.225 0.073 3.09 .002 0.082 0.368
UF — 0.328 0.073 4.498 .001 0.185 0.471
VEH — EnvD 0.271 0.073 3.71 .001 0.128 0.414
SI — 0.364 0.073 4.989 .001 0.221 0.507
Source: Author
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<Figure 2> SEM of Total Effects Coefficient and Mediated Pathways
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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study aims to empirically examine the pathways through which perceptions of ODA infrastructure
influence local residents’ expectations for regional development. Focusing on the Panguil Bay Bridge project in
the Philippines, it seeks to clarify how functional, environmental, and symbolic dimensions of infrastructure are
related to development expectations and the image of the donor country.

Originality: The study contributes to expanding the evaluation framework of ODA by moving beyond traditional
output-based assessments to include citizens’ emotional and symbolic perceptions. It emphasizes the importance
of soft power in ODA and proposes a conceptual model linking infrastructure perception to national image enhancement
in the recipient country context.

Methodology: A mixed-method approach was used, combining exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) to validate key constructs. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was applied to analyze the
direct, indirect, and total effects among latent variables such as infrastructure functionality, perceived effects,
development expectations, and donor country recognition.

Result: The results revealed that direct effects from infrastructure functionality to development expectations were
not statistically significant. However, strong indirect effects were observed through perceived socio-economic
benefits—especially via Economic Revitalization (EG) and Community Quality (CQ). The symbolic and aesthetic
dimensions of infrastructure also played a meaningful role in shaping citizens’ perceptions.

Conclusions and Implication: The study highlights the necessity of integrating symbolic, emotional, and community-
level impacts into ODA planning and evaluation. It calls for multidimensional, perception-based approaches to
better reflect the actual expectations of recipient communities and to strengthen the diplomatic value of donor
contributions. The findings have theoretical implications for ODA impact modeling and practical significance for
project implementation and policy design.

Keywords Development Expectations, Infrastructure Attributes, ODA, Donor Country Perception, Recipient
Expectations, Sustainability
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