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Abstract  Official development assistance (ODA) works to support the counterpart government of a 
less-developed region or country, so that it may acquire the capacity needed to create 
sustainable value. Although ODA plays an important role in such efforts, not all ODA 
projects achieve sustainable results. Among the problems encountered, there is a clear need 
for appropriate profiling with respect to programs that accept ODA contributions. With an 
eye to suggesting appropriate profiling mechanisms for such programs, this study examines 
the following points, while considering the results of previous studies. First, we clarify the 
features of public social programs, as well as the implementation measures taken therein, 
and compare them to those implemented by the private sector. We find that management 
measures vary by subject. Second, we examine the structure of public social programs. 
Such a structure is described as a “system-of-systems” that consists of many stakeholders 
and accumulations from the past. Finally, we consider various points with regard to the 
appropriate profiling of public social programs, as well as the desirable roles of program 
owners and the expected roles of ODA as a form of exogenous intervention. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Official development assistance (ODA) aims to support socioeconomic development in the 
recipient country. ODA has played important roles; however, not all ODA programs have produced 
sustainably valuable results. Problems can arise in any step of ODA, from policy formulation and 
implementation, to postcompletion phases. Among these steps, “how to profile projects and programs” 
is an important and overarching question. “Profiling” pertains not only to which technical contents 
are to be chosen, but also to broader elements such as the timing of inputs, the securing of resources 
(and the prospects thereof), and understanding the behavior of important stakeholders. In addition, it 
is important to consider the features of ODA—namely, that it is an exogenous intervention, done on a 
project basis—and that there is a need to apply appropriate profiling measures to leverage the strong 
points of ODA. To clarify the conditions and points of interest regarding how to profile projects and 
programs, research that makes use of a program management framework is effective. We conducted 
a series of studies with ODA cases, mainly by applying “P2M theory.” 

With ODA, by definition, the program owner is a government entity, and it mainly undertakes 
social programs with the aim of deriving benefits not for a specific person or organization, but for all 
within the specific area. When program profiling is considered, the characteristics of the program 
owner and the social program must be assessed, as they have special features that can enhance the 
program and hedge certain risks. To obtain suggestions regarding desirable conditions, as well as 
perspectives regarding appropriate profiling for such ODA programs, this study analyzes the value 
creation structure of social programs; it does so by focusing on the characteristics of a government—
as the program owner of ODA—through the use of program management theory. Additionally, this 
study defines the term “government” as public organizations run by tax revenue. 
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II. VALUE CREATION STRUCTURE AND MANAGEMENT FEATURES OF ODA  

A. Literature Review 

Numerous studies have been undertaken in the field of ODA-oriented program management 
applications. Nakamura, Kameyama, and Ohara (2011a) apply the “3S-Model” concept of P2M 
theory to ODA, as summarized in Table 1. They also studied, in a separate study, the application of 
stakeholder management and platform management to ODA (Nakamura, Kameyama and Ohara 
2011b), while highlighting the importance of information disclosure and stakeholder participation.   

Table 1 “3S-Model” contents of and application to ODA  
Model Contents (Application to ODA) 

Scheme 
model 

Stage of envisaging and planning 
ODA used to create development policy and draw up the plan  

System 
model 

Stage of establishing hardware and software 
ODA used to implement concrete project, to establish overall system under the developed plan 

Service 
model 

Stage of realizing value and delivering the service  
ODA used to run and maintain the overall system, for value realization under the developed system  

Source: Nakamura, Kameyama, and Ohara (2011a) 

While considering the general features of the public sector and the innovation process, Sahni, 
Wessel, and Christensen (2013) identify five conditions essential to breakthrough innovation and its 
application to the public sector. Their results are summarized in Table 2. These results are important 
to program profiling; however, the primary focus is not on the profiling process, but on the 
implementation stage of an already-designed project or program.  

Table 2. Five conditions for breakthrough innovation and its application to public sector  
Conditions Feature of public sector 

Ability to experiment Structural barriers (difficult to use budget) to attempt experiment  
Ability to phase out outdated 
infrastructure 

General lack of ability to freely remove outdated infrastructure (technology 
and business models) 

Existence of feedback loops In the private sector, feedback loops are available through free market 
transactions, but in the public sector, this sort of signal is often lost 

Incentives for service 
improvement 

Incentives come from the motivation to reduce budget constraints and 
adhere to the overall mission 

Budget constraints Budget incentives are used to promote prioritization 
Source: Sahni, Wessel, and Christensen (2013) 

B. Systems for ODA implementation and value creation  

Okiura (2015a) examined the implementation and value creation structures of ODA, and 
modeled these by applying the “P2M Tower” and “3S-Model” concepts, as found in P2M theory. 
From management’s viewpoint, the ODA implementation structure can be described as a system 
group—that is, it consists of different entities, with each decision-making system constituting a 
mutual cooperation system.  

 
Figure 1. ODA project/program as system group Source : Okiura (2015a) 

Under this implementation structure, the owner needs to develop policy through a scheme 
model; the system model is then applied to the design of project(s) that reflect that policy. The 
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operation of the overall designed system then brings about society-wide value, under the service 
model. ODA support can be applied at each step of the process. This process, including its 
chronological steps, is depicted in Figure 2.  

 
Figure 1. Owner system development, and value realized in society Source: Okiura (2015b) 

C. Problem structure and value realization model of social issues 

As ODA largely concerns itself with social issues, government entities tend to be the main 
players involved. There are many stakeholders with respect to social issues, and multiple projects 
(i.e., collective impact) are needed to derive sustainable results. As Okiura and Kubo (2016a) note, 
essential projects (and operations) consist of a “value creation system” and an “infrastructure system,” 
as the problems themselves are inherent parts of the overall system. Independently improving a 
single element of the system will not create value in society. The “infrastructure system” consists of 
elements that are common to most issues; these include governance, economic institutions, education, 
and so-called hard infrastructure. Social customs, norms, and beliefs influence all these elements.  

To satisfy essential conditions and bring about a collective impact, multiple projects and 
operations need to be implemented. Multiple stakeholders conduct these, and some of them are 
outdated and therefore need to be eliminated. New projects should be prepared to bring about 
sustainable results, and use of the “3S-Model,” as a process step, is important in creating them. With 
these ideas in mind, we depict in Figure 3 the value creation structure with respect to social issues. 

 
Figure 3. Value creation structure with respect to social issues Source: Okiura and Kubo (2016a) 

The necessity of repeating the “3S-Model” cycle, with concurrent and appropriate monitoring and 
program stakeholder management, is highlighted by Okiura and Kubo (2016b). The program owner 
needs to manage the overall process; in the case of ODA, the owner is the government of the 
recipient country. 
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III. GOVERNMENT AS PROGRAM OWNER 

A. Entities concerned with social issues, and the nature of government 

There is no doubt that government’s role with respect to social issues within its administrative 
jurisdiction is very important; however, other entities also play significant roles. Recently, the private 
sector has put importance on such issues with the concept of “Creating Shared Value” (CSR) (Porter 
et al. 2011), where social business is not just a boom but a steady angle for developing business. The 
importance of there being a “plural sector”—one that comprises nongovernment organizations, 
community-based organizations, and public–private joint ventures, for example—is emphasized in 
the area of social innovation (Mintzberg 2015). As described here, it can be said that if we were to set 
the government and private interests at opposite ends of a continuum, we would find a number 
entities between them. 

Nonetheless, governments still need to have their own special features in relation to 
management. They can be summarized as follows (Drucker 2001). 

1) The top person is chosen by election, at least in the case of democratic countries; specific rules 
depend on the laws and regulations of each country. The administrative jurisdiction is set. 

2) The government is given the role of enforcing the laws that impose limitations and restrictions 
on persons and entities (i.e., it governs the administrative jurisdiction). 

3) The entity’s monetary resources are from tax revenue, rather than from direct sales of a specific 
service. Revenue is not directly linked to the service provided (i.e., a budget system). 

Drucker (2001) points out that the fundamental difference between private entities and 
government is found in their “way of receiving payment.” Private entities receive payments by 
satisfying customers and collecting the monies that customers pay. As such, the customers’ 
satisfaction with a certain service will decide the amount of payment. In the case of government, 
however, tax revenue enforced by laws and regulations is the budget resource, and it is not decided 
by achievements or results with respect to specific services. Using these monetary resources, the 
government plays multiple roles, including the provision of public goods and administrative services.  

 
B. Public social programs as “target area-driven programs” 

Considering the features studied in subsection III.A, it should be pointed out that there is a 
significant difference between government-led social programs and private ones—namely, whether 
or not the program is “target area-driven.” In the case of social programs, including government-led 
ones, the entity has a clearly demarcated target area (e.g., administrative jurisdiction) and bears both 
a mission and a responsibility to the entire area.  

The government has the authority and resources needed for almost all technical subjects in an 
area. Additionally, the government is responsible for all the people and stakeholders in the area; 
generally, it cannot choose specific groups from among the target area as the “customers” of their 
service, and its uses budgets to fulfill its role. The government cannot neglect anyone within its 
territory, and it needs to manage most technical areas so as to facilitate responses to broad needs. 

In contrast, other entities—such as private entities—formulate programs or projects by setting 
specific targets that align with their resources. By optimizing their efficiency of resource use, entities 
other than the government can contribute to social issues. Those activities need not be restricted to 
specific administrative areas, but the government does need to select areas and groups that align with 
its services and resources. This form of program can be called an “entity resource-oriented program.” 

 
C. Implementation measures of government programs and operations  

Generally speaking, the functions of the government in charge of specific administrative 
jurisdictions are quite diverse, and these functions comprise exercises of authorized power as 
codified in certain laws and regulations. By introducing the perspectives of program management, 
these exercises can be classified as “operations” and “projects.” Here, “projects” are as per the 
definition found in P2M theory (PMAJ 2014)—that is, undertakings of “value creation based on [a] 
project mission under [a] given time frame and constraints.”   
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In applying here the concepts inherent in P2M theory, one can consider “operations” as 
“projects”—especially “service model projects.” In P2M theory, a service model is defined as 
embodying the “quality, safety, brands, technology, know-how, and data gained by the system 
management of service model [that] are necessary for creating new value and [which] can be fed 
back to the system model and be fed forward to a new scheme model”; additionally, “the service 
model has characteristics similar to those of the operation project development and is based on 
knowledge management” (PMAJ 2014). In fact, ODA is conducted to further develop government 
operations on a project-by-project basis. This means that all the aforementioned government 
operations and projects should be potential targets of ODA programs.  

From the vantage of project development, one can make a clear distinction between hardware 
and software. Hardware development programs are “operational programs,” as per P2M theory 
(PMAJ 2014), and their goals can be specified in documents (i.e., contracts). However, software 
development programs, especially on a scheme model basis, tend to be “strategic programs” that 
initially start as vague concepts. Additionally, the introduction, operation of software demands a 
qualified number of human resources, and nurturing and securing these resources can take a 
considerable length of time. Essential resources—not to mention the time needed to mobilize those 
resources and bring about results—will differ on a measure-by-measure basis. 

As a result of consideration mentioned above, categories of government businesses, and 
classifications, as management measures are summarized as Table 3. 

 
Table 3. Categories of government businesses, and classifications, as management measures  

Categories of government businesses Classifications 

Operation 

Hardware 
(&software) 

Operation and maintenance of developed hardware (e.g., 
roads, bridges, etc.) 

Service model 
- Efficiency and 
effectiveness 
improvements 
- Feedback to 
scheme model 
 

Software 

(1) Continuous administrative services (e.g., public 
service such as police and judicial services, certificate 
provision, etc.) 

(2) Regulation and enforcement (e.g., environmental 
regulations and their enforcement 

Project 

Hardware New hardware (infrastructure) development System model 

Software 

Development and enforcement of new software (laws, 
regulations, technology, expertise, incentives, etc.) 
Policy formulation, plan development, program 
development etc. 

Scheme model 

 
IV. STRUCTURE OF SOCIAL PROGRAMS UNDERTAKEN BY GOVERNMENT  

A. Entities concerned with social issues, and the nature of government 

In any area that a government program and ODA is targeting, there already exist operations 
and projects that formulate certain systems; the starting-point value (i.e., “as is”) is defined by the 
accumulation of these systems’ outputs, as shown in Figure 4.  

 
Figure 4. Role of ODA program, and composition of value as a system 
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Program composition differs on a case-by-case basis. If a program targets a purely 
administrative issue (e.g., legal systems), value can be created solely through government activities; 
however, if it contains (for example) economic aspects, value will be created mainly by the private 
economic sector, and the government’s role will be to support it. This is a special characteristic of 
public social programs: they cannot achieve the set purpose through measures directly controlled by 
the government. In other words, in such a context, it is difficult for a program owner to control 
program measures and activities, and ODA cannot cover all these activities. There is no doubt that 
the government’s role in social issues is very important—given that they occur within the 
government’s administrative jurisdiction—but other entities also play significant roles.  

 
B. Value creation structure of public social program 

As mentioned in subsection II.C, the social problems themselves can help shape a system, 
which will include various technical fields; these fields consist of a “value creation system” and an 
“infrastructure system.” These systems comprise many operations and projects, as mentioned in both 
subsection II.C and Figure 3. By integrating these study results, the value creation model of public 
social programs can be formed as a triaxial model, where the X-axis indicates the time line, the Y-
axis indicates the technical fields (which in turn consist of the “value creation system” and the 
“infrastructure system”), and the Z-axis indicates realized value. This model can be used to describe 
the complexity of social issues, and new projects and programs must be profiled within this context. 
 
C. Public social program as a “system-of-systems” 

As described, public social programs constitute a target area that involves numerous 
stakeholders; these programs consist of various interrelated systems (i.e., value creation systems and 
infrastructure systems) in various fields. They are triaxial models. No single entity can control all 
these systems, and each system has its own owner and manager. The component system is owned and 
operated independently, but value is created emergently as a part of the system. In view of such 
features, a public social program can be considered a “system-of-systems.” Maier (1998) defines a 
“system-of-systems” as “an assemblage of components which individually may be regarded as 
systems, and which possesses two additional properties such as ‘Operational Independence’ and 
‘Managerial Independence’,” and adds that a system comprising complex subsystems that do not 
have operational and managerial independence is not a “system-of-systems,” regardless of the 
complexity of the subsystems; such a system would be a “monolithic system.”  

From this viewpoint, an ODA target country can in itself be considered a large “system-of-
systems,” and one specific local territory therein would be a subsystem of it. As seen here, there are 
vertical configurations of “systems-of-systems” (national to local) and horizontal evolution 
(interactions among technical fields and/or related regions). Both vertical configurations and 
horizontal evolution affect ODA program profiling, in terms of technical fields, stakeholders, and the 
authority of the counterpart government. 

 
V. POINTS OF CONSIDERATION FOR APPROPRIATE PROFILING  

A. Volume of input as precondition  

Naturally, a precondition in considering the profiling of a support program is resource 
limitations on both the owner and support sides. The volume and contents of available resources must 
be clarified at the outset. From there, the question is whether the systems constitute a “system-of-
systems” within the target area, and which program can be selected through the profiling process. 

 
B. Public social “system” and “system-of-systems” 

Public social program models will differ on account of the related stakeholders involved and 
the nature of the relationships among them. If all the stakeholders are under the control of the 
program owner, the program is a “system”; any case where the national government has authority 
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and power over local governments is of this type. Another example is when government entities have 
authority and power to regulate and impose upon private enterprises (e.g., environmental regulations).  

However, if the authority and power of the program owner do not suffice, and the program 
owner cannot manage other systems, then it is a “system-of-systems.” This is seen when a program 
owner has no authority to enforce a mission or vision (e.g., master plan) or to provide incentives. 
Management boundaries differ between these two types of patterns. With a “system,” at the profiling 
stage, a boundary is considered a “system boundary”; with a “system-of-systems,” a boundary is 
considered a “platform boundary,” in which platform management is important (Figure 5). 

 

 
Figure 5. Patterns of models within the social program structure 

 
C. Important assumptions and program profiling 

One needs to make important assumptions en route to achieving the purpose of a potential 
program or project, and there are four types of assumptions (Okiura and Kubo 2016). Among these 
four types, two types—namely, (1) other elements of the value creation system and (2) related 
infrastructure system elements—relate to this discussion. Under the “system-of-systems” framework, 
important assumptions inherent in the target support program will relate to another system.  

If the assumptions are that the target program cannot achieve its purpose without satisfying 
them, then it should be made part of the support program and be controlled by way of certain 
management measures. Measures such as new project development or enhanced enforcement can be 
taken to manage such programs, so that program owners can control all measures.  

In cases where assumptions are “influential,” the systems are included in the platform of the 
target program. Certain measures—such as vision development and/or incentive provision—can be 
used for this purpose. If the decisions of private entities or persons in developing new businesses are 
beyond government control, then it is impossible to consider such activities components of a fully 
controlled government program. However, the government can still develop a related platform. 

 
D. Advantage and disadvantages of government as program owner 

As mentioned in subsection III.A, the government has the authority to enforce a legal 
framework, which it can revise politically. This means that the government can set the “rules of the 
game,” and this generally constitutes a strong advantage on its part. From a financial viewpoint, the 
government manages its business through the use of a budget, and so there is no need to (i.e., it 
cannot) balance the input and gained results on a case-by-case basis. Nonetheless, for private entities, 
the expenditures and income balance of each project are critical. This means that the government is 
expected to work not only on a specific project or program basis, but also from a total system basis; 

S-G=System by Government 

S-P=System by Private Entity 

A=A Entity 

(e.g., S-G(A)=System by                      
(A) Government 
Entity) 
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doing so is essential to maximizing the total value of the program or programs. To realize this, the 
strict division of work that is generally seen in the government’s sector rooting budget allocation 
system must be surmounted, through adequate leadership and framework-setting.  

 
E. Role of ODA as outsider, and its effectiveness 

ODA, by its very nature, is expected to provide resources that recipient countries require; its 
source, generally speaking, is as an outsider who is free of the social context of the recipient country. 
The ODA source is expected to give advice to help address the program owner’s weak points, 
including those mentioned in Table 2. Certain of the main contents of ODA—such as new 
technology—are introduced from the donor country, and it is essential that they be tailored to “fit” 
the recipient society. When making such adjustments to the local context, it is important not only that 
technical, physical, and natural conditions be considered, but also the prevailing social conditions, 
and the program profiling framework proposed in this paper.  
 
VI. CONCLUSION 

Programs managed by a government and which feature ODA tend to bear clear characteristics; 
they tend to be “target-driven programs” that can be described as comprising a “system-of-systems.” 
Additionally, government-managed measures tend to be diverse, as discussed. Taking these 
understandings as a starting point, this study proposed suggestions for appropriately profiling ODA 
programs; these involve considerations of program typology, the importance of platform 
management, and how to treat important assumptions inherent in any proposed program. This study 
also highlighted both the strong and weak points of government program ownership, and the role of 
ODA as a proverbial “outsider.” 
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