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1. The Promise of Independence. 

The promise of independence still eludes much of the former communist world. For many people, the quality of life has declined severely during this transition period. In various countries, such as Armenia, the lack of adequate, honest, and open government is a major barrier to development, especially sustainable development, that is, development that includes economic, social and environmental benefits for all citizens and for future as well as for present generations. Empirical research in various countries shows that a strong civil society is integrally related to both effective governance and development (Putnam, 1993, 2000; Fukuyama, 1995). Often civil society is interpreted to be mainly the Third Sector, or non-governmental organizations (NGOs). But it is much more. It includes citizens understanding their rights in their societies and advocating to and working with government to develop honest, transparent, and effective governance. It includes citizens having a sense of ownership in the community and society and working together to address mutually-desired ends. A civil society also includes a generalized concern for its members, for their environment and for their institutions. In a truly civil society people don’t throw trash on the ground. 

Some researchers have begun to address a postulated link between civil society and sustainable development as well (AtKisson, Alan. 1997; Dowdeswell, 2000; Flora, 2001); others question the validity of claims made about this linkage (Bridger and Luloff, 2001; Portes, and Landolt, 1996) or its sufficiency (Coe, 2001). Research also addresses the linkage of citizens with information about government performance as an aid to sustainable development (Epstein, Solomon, and Grifel, 2000). After more than 10 years of independence in former communist countries, the need is critical to find effective ways to link civil society with governance and to encourage sustainable development. If sustainable development is to be approached, it seems likely to require all stakeholders working together in cooperative networks, using the best tools at their disposal. This paper discusses the results of research in Armenia funded by a U.S. Department of State-funded Fulbright Scholarship concerning this linkage. The central question is “how can participants in civil society be effective in helping to enhance government performance and sustainable development for the good of the whole society? The research had four parts: 

1. a review of the literature concerning civil society and governance in Armenia;   

2. Interviews with leaders of organizations engaged in strengthening the civil society/governance link; 

3. Focus groups of participants knowledgeable concerning the current situation and able to develop ideas concerning actions needed. (We convened four focus groups including a. graduates and graduating students of the Armenian School of Public Administration (ASPA), b. expatriates with varying lengths of residence in Armenia (expats), c. leaders of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and d. Diaspora Armenians.) and 

4. A “structural analysis” (Fritz, 1996) to deepen understanding of the current condition.

After describing the results of the research concerning this connection, this paper presents a framework for improving the connection of civil society with governance. (Coe, 1988, 1997, 2001, 2002; Fritz, 1996). It suggests that understanding of the structural dynamics leading to the current condition, coupled with understanding and use of a new framework, could significantly strengthen the linkage between civil society and government to enhance governance. Furthermore, it could be used to advance toward sustainable development. The process requires the elaboration by stakeholders of desired results, outcomes or targets, development of appropriate measures and performance indicators, and then monitoring performance.  

2. Civil Society, Governance, and Sustainable Development in Armenia 

In Armenia, as in other post-communist countries, change efforts guided by liberal economic ideology led many countries to pull back social safety nets and regulation, allowing the market full reign. The result is economic disparity, accelerated use of natural resources, including those in the public trust, without regard for future needs, lack of medical care for citizens, and environmental degradation. The Republic of Armenia now suffers from underdevelopment, lack of jobs, and the accompanying poverty, with the United Nations reporting that as of 1999, only 16 percent of the population had incomes higher than the minimal subsistence budget; the other 84 percent were poor or extremely poor (2000). At the same time, the income disparity was extremely high: ten percent of the population consumes 53 percent of the Gross Domestic Product. Preferential treatment by the government has enabled a few well-positioned people to obtain assets and funds, achieve monopoly rights, and avoid taxes and fees; extraction of personal payments from citizens and businesses; and other such practices. In the privatization process, people obtained public assets, then sold them off, so few production facilities now operate. The limited recent and current development is mainly in the areas of trade, construction, and natural resource extraction, such as timber sales. Corrupt practices severely discourage outside investment. (Business and Economy, 2003; Radio Free Europe Website, 2003) A few people control both economic and political life. Clearly this is not sustainable development and without major change, even more severe negative social, economic, and health consequences may be anticipated in the future.
Civil society in Armenia is also at a low level. The existence of 2,000 NGOs in Armenia, many of them outside the capital city, but most of which are inactive (Tumanyan, 2002) does not demonstrate a strong civil society. A 1999 research project found that third sector organizations in Armenia primarily try to compensate for lack of state security and poor market conditions. Few citizens participate in such organizations. Society continues to be interested in having the state meet its obligations toward them or, if not, removing the state.  (Szacki, 1995, in Asryan, 1999).  NGOs are primarily supported by foreign donors and not by internal contributors of time or money (Asryan, 1999). Citizens rarely involve themselves in advocating for governmental reform in Armenia or collaborate to achieve mutually-desirable goals (Focus groups, 2002).   

The characteristic that sets civil society organizations apart from other sectors is the pursuit of some public good, rather than profit or power, as noted by World Learning: “Trust and reciprocity are essential to cooperative enterprise for the public good.” (2001). Their study showed that trust is a rare commodity among NGO’s in Armenia. The same apparently applies among citizens. A survey of the Yerevanyan Khjoughi District showed that 72 percent of respondents trust no one; 66.4 percent are sure that neighbors will not help them in case of necessity; 70 percent think that bribery is the way of doing business for both central and local authorities; and 72 percent undertake nothing to improve their own situations (NGO Center, 2002). Although, as the site of the devastating earthquake in 1988, this is not a typical district in Armenia, other districts likewise demonstrate little faith in the ability of citizens to effect positive change. A 2001 nationwide random sample survey showed that 62 percent do not think that Armenia is a democracy; 59 percent do not think it is headed in that direction. Most doubt that citizens can influence the political process; 63 percent even doubt that voting offers a chance to influence decision making (IFES, 2001).

Likewise, all of our focus groups agreed that civil society is poorly developed in Armenia. Rating the status of civil society in Armenia on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest level, 1 the lowest, all groups gave a rating of an average of less than 2.5. The NGO leaders gave the lowest rating, a range of 1-2, an average of 1.5. The Diaspora Armenian group gave the highest rating, an average of 2.4. The ASPA graduates and students had the widest range, between 1 and 4, but an average of 2.1. The expat group gave a rating of between 1 and 3, with an average of 1.75. Three of the four groups called attention to the lack of a social consciousness or focus on the good of society. They also mentioned the lack of collaboration among Armenian citizens and the lack of trust in fellow citizens as well as the lack of trust between government and citizens. Two groups indicated that in Armenia, people support family members even if these relationships are detrimental or contrary to what they might otherwise choose. As focus group participants noted, citizens are pessimistic about the value and rarely try to work with government. They doubt, realistically, that local government has either the resources of the capacity to assist. They observe that central government pays little notice to citizens. Even where commissions are established, the input is rarely considered. Clearly, civil society and governance in Armenia are minimally linked at best. 

3. Measures Taken to Strengthen Civil Society and Governance

As a result of the awareness of the value of civil society in improving governance, transitional countries are now engaged, generally with funding from international donors, in myriad efforts to strengthen civil society. Little attention has been paid to the possibility of using this linkage to foster sustainable development, as yet. In Armenia, as in other places, efforts were being made to strengthen media, build greater capacity in NGOs, provide high-tech information opportunities in communities, train citizens in advocacy skills, facilitate collaborative processes, and in a few cases, encourage citizen participation in governance, and other approaches.
Most of the civil society projects identified were focused on NGO development. For example, some projects focus on building the institutional maturity of NGOs, some provide advocacy grants, others encourage NGOs to collaborate. The principal idea is that organizations with the governance structure, operations and management expertise, human resources capacity, financial resources management, and service delivery, and external relations processes considered by experts to be typical of effective organizations institutional maturity will strengthen civil society and promote effective governance. 

Some projects were also focused on direct engagement by citizens. Local citizens were recruited to participate in dialogue groups and to decide what problems and issues to raise to government leaders. Coordinators then take their concerns and recommendations to local council or central government meetings.  

Participants in all our focus groups agreed that a strong civil society is the foundation for good governance and necessary to Armenia’s development. Citizens can give feedback to government and participate in planning for the future. People working together can pressure government to improve, can change the tax system, can lobby for change. Civil society can also promote good leaders. They recognize, though, that people must feel protected if they are to join and influence government to try to force beneficial government decisions. They suggested three categories of approaches to developing a stronger civil society and thus more effective governance: changes in laws and government operations, capacity building among NGOs and other organizations, and citizen awareness and participation. 

All four groups suggested some governmental actions, including reducing corruption, tax reform, increasing transparency, applying the rule of law evenly, and a law requiring participative government. Diasporans advocated a sunlight law requiring openness in passing laws and recording them, a sunset law that cancels all laws after five years unless they are renewed and a law requiring participatory policy making. Expats agreed with Diasporans that participative government is needed. The student/graduate group recommended education to effect reform in government and public administration. Diasporans stressed focusing on small changes that people can imagine achieving.  

Groups emphasized NGO activities and capacity building. For example, expats suggested that the civil sector could hold discussion groups on policy, build capacity of NGOs, broaden social awareness of people, teach social responsibility, and work with journalists to identify success stories. The Armenian Church could also educate people about how to treat people and the importance of helping the poor. Diaspora participants suggested that those in positions to create some civil society mechanisms and short-term end results should gain partners and work together on legal reform. They could also target relationships among students and teachers and teachers and principals. Condo associations could begin to pattern participatory decision making. Diaspora participation in decision making could also help.  

Considering what citizens could do, the ASPA group stressed that we should “not bite our voice,” but rather “understand it is up to us. We can dialogue with our neighbors, think together how to make society better, talk about our rights and responsibilities. We must vote for the right people, for people with skills. People must also understand they can pressure government if they want, press against corruption. We need to have the will to live better, to develop a better society and economic conditions, and to spread information about civil society and how we can protect our rights. We must develop a feeling of being a member of Armenia civil society. We must have hope and trust and must teach others.” And, they added, enlightened fathers must educate their sons to make good leaders of them. 

Clearly, the idea that a strong civil society and effective governance are linked is widely accepted; some programs and projects are directed toward trying to strengthen this linkage. Deeper examination both reveals limitations and points to ways to strengthen efforts. Through greater rigor in conceptualizing, designing, implementing and monitoring programs and projects, the linkage can be strengthened. Then the learning could be applied to the sustainable development that Armenia and other post-communist countries so sorely need.    

4. Linkage of Civil Society with Governance

Analyzing the situation from a new perspective can help to understand the linkage between effective governance and civil society more deeply and suggest a way to strengthen it. According to an analytical tool known as structural thinking, in Armenia, as elsewhere, the actions that link (or don’t link) governance and civil society are guided by an underlying structure. We use this tool to examine the underlying structures that support or don’t support a convergence of civil society and government to strengthen governance. 

Structure as used here refers to a complex of related elements that guides (or constrains) action (Fritz, 1996). Action results from a discrepancy among two related things in the structure – or in other words an absence of equilibrium between those two things. Without discrepancy, we will take no action. Why? Because the dis-equilibrium produces tension, which Fritz called “structural tension.” Because the tendency of tension is to resolve, that is, move to equilibrium, this tension is the engine for action. Everything has such a “driving” structure: movies, music, art, animals, energy resources, streams. With humans the structure that drives action includes participants’ aspirations, thoughts, opinions, beliefs, the characteristics of the situation, and so on. With groups, organizations, or countries, it consists of such elements as resources, tensions, assumptions, and goals. (It is not the same thing as the boxes on an organizational chart that generally represent only the reporting relationships.) Some structures produce a pattern of advancement, enabling continuing movement toward a goal until its achievement. When people focus on a goal, the tendency will be to advance toward that goal, using the structural tension. Others produce an oscillating pattern that obstructs achievement. When this occurs a “structural conflict” is in play, driven by two or more incompatible structural tensions. Because structure is so potent, effecting lasting change requires undertaking it at the structural level. 

Significant structural conflicts relating to attempts to link civil society with governance in Armenia are evident. For example, one sub-structure focusing on improving the linkage between the two conflicts with a sub-structure held by current leaders focusing on maintaining the status quo. As the diagram shows, after participants focus on change for some time, the focus then shifts to the other sub-structure, moving toward maintaining the status quo. As other pressures for change emerge, the focus shifts back to that desired end result. Working toward both simultaneously leads only to oscillation, not to advancement. 

[Put diagram 1 here]

Underlying this conflict are others. First a conflict between the demonstrated pursuit of personal gratification by the ruling few conflicts with the goals of providing at least basic survival needs for all citizens and attracting business investment. Government policy decisions declining to support education, health, and pensions, and that provide economic benefits only to a few, both restrict the quality of life for most residents and hamper the ability of the country to develop, constraining both short- and long-term development. 

Unfortunately, the potential for civil society to affect change has been severely hampered by structural conflict in this arena also. One major structural conflict derives from a conflict between citizens’ desire for more power to help effect good economic conditions and a widespread belief that they are unable to make an impact, a belief which shifts attention away from the desire and leads to inaction. Citizens think they are powerless so they stay uninvolved. They are partly right. They do currently lack power. And so long as they stay uninvolved and take no action, they will continue to lack power. Underlying this inaction is a desire to know in advance that their efforts will be fruitful. But in reality, the future is always unknown; there are no guarantees. Despite the lack of guarantees, if they worked together they might shift power to promote their goals. 

[ Put Figure 2 here]

A third structural conflict is one generated by a focus on short-term revenues that conficts with a long term perspective, thus constraining development and development potential. Policies that produce revenues in the short term by using up resources, such as forests, contribute little to improvement. Likewise selling park land for short-term revenues limits the quality of life and investor interest. A long term plan would begin by asking how assets of the country could be used strategically to produce a thriving, dynamic economy that would benefit the population as a whole. Focusing on long-term development would promote development that would spread prosperity to a larger population and assure benefits in the future as well as the present. This would enable more people to contribute to the economy as consumers, creating a multiplier effect. 

[Figure 3 here]

With structural conflicts guiding the patterns of action, the best that can be achieved is a pattern of oscillation, not a pattern of progress. The question then is: what can be done to promote a stronger link between civil society, effective governance, and sustainable development? A basic assumption inherent in change efforts is that civil society development will necessarily lead to more effective governance, without a clear notion of why this might be the case, what the specific relationships are, or what actions would be required. But a correlation between civil society and governance is not the same as cause and effect. Intervening variables may be more significant. Research shows how trust and dense networks are components of social capital that underlies strong civil society. (Putnam, 1993; Coleman, 1988, 1994; and Fukuyama, 2000) These in turn are related to effective governance and to economic vigor.  But which came first, the trust and dense networks or the working together for mutual benefit, is not known. The strong associational tendencies described by in the U.S. deTocqueville in the 1800’s may also be essential -- but little is known about how to develop such tendencies. Although some groups working in civil society development talk about the need to develop trust among citizens and between citizens and government and about the need for collaboration to develop dense networks, the question of what underlies these seems to be little explored. Perhaps the process was iterative: people working together in small ways gave rise to the networks and trust that subsequently grew as people experienced the benefits of working together. A framework based on awareness of underlying structure offers promise for productively engaging civil society in strengthening governance. It could focus on sustainable development as well.     

5. Structure and Knowledge for Effective Governance

As structural analysis shows, when competing sub-structures are operating, the resulting pattern will be oscillation, not the advancement that is necessary for goal achievement. For sustained progress, an appropriate structure or foundation is required. Such a structure will support sustained focus on a set of compatible goals. According to the framework, three major components are essential ingredients of a structure that enables sustained progress: 

1. Clear, specific desired end results or goals by cooperative networks of stakeholders. Those in control must have a consistent focus. In a democracy, citizens are expected to have a major role in setting goals. 

2. Clarity about the current status or conditions, relative to the desired end results.

3. Action, using an experimental approach in which effects of actions are monitored and changed if necessary so as to advance toward the desired end results.    

[Figure 5 here]  

The exposition of clear, specific, desired end results or goals is also a principal requirement of the U.S. Government Performance and Results Act (1993) and other performance-based government management systems initiated over the past decade. But in addition to being a rational and productive way to organize work, goals are powerful motivators. Understanding of the value of focusing on a goal or desired future is the reason why many groups, especially in the U.S., now engage in development and community building activities such as “healthy communities” projects that focus on a positive vision of a desired future condition. These are developmental, not reactive.     

Unfortunately, international development programs still generally operate in a problem-focused mode. Structural analysis reveals the underlying dynamics of a problem-focused mode, explaining why it is less effective than a results-focused one. (Fritz, 1996) Namely, when people focus on a problem (as differentiated from a desired end or goal), they are generally seeking the elimination of something -- the problem-- and thus to experience relief. Unfortunately, action toward elimination of a problem itself tends to produce a sense of relief, regardless of any change in the situation. As a result, groups then take less action. The problem often reemerges, sometimes more extreme than before. Furthermore, since the desired end of problem-elimination is the absence of something, a mental image of the desired end is impossible; this is a lost opportunity since mental images are powerful motivators. Many examples can be cited of social problems, for example, that are addressed over and over but keep returning, because of this phenomenon. Conversely, focus on desired ends or outcomes with a clear path to specific outcomes is motivating.  

[Figure 4 here] 

Although the notion of differentiation of means and ends is not new (Lindblom, 1979), it continues to be a valid differentiation if work is to be efficiently organized, especially around important elements. Desired ends or results do not have to be unitary; multiple results can be identified, but they need to be compatible, not conflicting, if forward movement is to occur.    

A desired end or results-oriented approach requires the sorting out of ends from means (or outcomes from outputs and inputs), identifying specific not vague end results, and targets or outcomes, not a percentage or absolute change from the past or present status, which requires a backward, rather than forward view. Oftentimes groups don’t go far enough to see the real outcomes, identifying outputs or interim results instead. Currently groups in Armenia have difficulty collaborating, but previous research shows that when groups focus on desired ends or results, rather than upon means, they come together more readily (Fritz, 1996). Also, appropriate facilitation tools can immensely aid the process. 

Identification of desired ends for effective governance could begin by addressing probing questions to stakeholder groups and then building the responses into programs and projects: For example, in the desired future (for example, five years from now), how would government be functioning? What areas would it be addressing? Who would be benefiting? What would civil society be doing and how? What role would civil society play in governance?  What would be the impact on society? Although some would say that the political process is supposed to resolve these questions, the political system, in light of  the power differential, has a quite limited ability to incorporate the broad spectrum of civil society. Inclusive, transparent participatory processes for expressions of public interest can supplement and change politics as usual. 

In general, programs to strengthen a linkage between effective governance and civil society in Armenia as elsewhere focus on means rather than on desired ends or outcomes, based upon assumed linkages between means and ends. For example, although a common assumption is that a sufficiency of highly-developed NGOs will strengthen civil society, and many programs are directed toward this objective, neither their number nor their capacity is necessarily, an indicator of the strength of civil society. NGOs may be advanced and still not achieve significant results or relatively undeveloped and achieve significant results. Furthermore, although NGOs can be a useful part of civil society, many of them represent narrow interests: business, workers, the poor, women, or environmentalists, not the broad “public interest.” Further, they do not always operate transparently; many represent few participants and provide little or no benefit to anyone other than to the founders. Practices for awarding grants and contracts, which often require highly-developed English language skills, may themselves also introduce exclusion, bias, and distortion of democratic process. Questions such as: “what results are the organizations seeking and what results (outcomes) are they achieving, what are they doing to achieve the results, and how do their actions promote civil society and/or effective governance?” reveal more than does the number or even capacity of NGOs.

Likewise, decentralization of government has risks. It is also a means-focused approach based upon ideology holding that moving decisions and actions to a lower level will strengthen civil society and governance. As research shows, however, decentralization also affords expanded corruption opportunities, spreads resources thin and constrains policy options, repressing development, and is often a ploy by central governments to divest themselves of responsibilities, especially social ones (Coe, 2002). Decentralization can lead citizens to greater cynicism and distancing, as they realize that local governments lack capacity to satisfy citizen demands (Vanoyan and Drampian, 2002), especially in situations like that of Armenia, with a plethora of local government units relative to its population. Even though countries with a developed civil society such as the U.S embrace local government, even there, some important policy options such as civil rights and environmental health were only possible at the national level and a proliferation of local government units reduced government effectiveness and efficiency. (Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1969, 1981 )   

Likewise, lacking specification of desired outcomes and rigor in design, even direct democracy efforts may limit civil society development. Some programs stress advocacy by citizens for their rights. But without simultaneous attention to roles and responsibilities of citizens at both the functional and policy levels, they may encourage an attitude of dependency upon government to do everything for citizens – already a common attitude in Armenia. Advocacy can help assure government does what citizens want and does it honestly, effectively, and efficiently. At the same time, the notion of citizens working together to achieve mutually-desired ends and helping to decide which functions should be government functions would go further in developing a strong civil society to foster effective governance.   

Current Status. The second part of this framework is an accurate description of the current situation or condition relative to the desired end result. This helps assure that actions are appropriate in light of the circumstances and not either unnecessary or detrimental. But a more profound structural reason exists for including this step (which in other approaches is often ignored). These two related elements of desired outcomes and current conditions, when not in equilibrium, produce a state of “structural tension” that stimulates action. Unfortunately this is not possible when the current status is distorted, as it often is. If groups describe it at all, it is usually in vague terms, substituting assumptions, beliefs, and conjectures or ignoring the assets and resources, focusing only on the negative aspects. Objectivity about the current state is essential. The use of appropriate goal and performance indicators to measure the current state and progress can be a powerful tool to help achieve the requisite clarity. As actions are taken, the expectation is that the current situation will change in the direction of the desired end result or goal so it must be tracked regularly. Establishing and sustaining awareness of this framework by maintaining clarity about the desired end results and the current situation, is a key to groups ability to stay focused and moving forward.     

Actions. Clearly, vision without action is of little value. But actions taken within this framework are more likely to be logical than those developed without clear explication or either true goals or the current status. In this model, actions are taken in a spirit of experimentation. Sometimes they may be conventional; other times they may be inventive, depending upon the situation and how much is known about the route to a goal. A few major actions are identified, tried and tested, with the attitude that if they don’t lead closer to the goals, at least after a reasonable time, they can and should be changed. The focus continues to be on the desired end results. 

[Figure 5 here]

As shown in the structural analysis, progress demands maintenance of a dominant focus, not one with a constantly shifting focus that can only lead to oscillation. As described in the structural analysis, prevailing powers are not likely to favor their loss of control. However, an active cooperative network comprised of donors, international and local NGOs, citizens, as well as reformist-minded politicians and government officials working together would seem to be strong enough to create change, if they use appropriate tools. A structure that maintains the network focus on desired end outcomes and at the same time maintains clarity about the current condition, and thereby supports forward movement, not oscillation, is such a tool. 

The application of this framework to effect a stronger link between civil society and governance begins with members of the network together agreeing upon some specific descriptors of effective governance (the way in which it would ideally be operating, not the means to achieve it. For example, people are treated equitably; (certain) services are provided in a timely and efficient fashion; required taxes and fees are clearly defined, fair, and applied in the same way to everyone, and so on. This first step in planning is made prior to discussion of the situation or of action steps or implementation of them. Second, proponents develop a clear, factual description of the current situation (the major facets) and a set of indicators to measure them. Finally, actions are defined and implemented, followed by monitoring. Groups have a tendency to drift away from the agreed-upon desired outcomes and into structural conflict. A major leadership role, therefore, is to help the group stay focused on both the vision and the current status.  The network could also focus on sustainable development at the outset, with effective governance as one element. 

This is an extremely simplified description; each step is multi-faceted and can use many different participatory approaches and tools. The framework also seems deceptively simple; used rigorously, however, it has been shown over and over to be a powerful change agent in individual organizations (Fritz, 1996) and can be equally so in communities and societies. 

6. Conclusion

Public administrators everywhere but especially in transitional countries, face the challenge of developing new economies but without further degrading the environment or ignoring social needs. If they can find appropriate tools, transitional countries may be able to engage in sustainable development. The central question of this research was, “how can participants in civil society be effective in helping to enhance government performance and sustainable development for the good of the whole society? The research examined the linkages among them. Clearly, Armenia is not engaged in sustainable development. Civil society and governance are linked only minimally. Although research shows that civil society is correlated with effective governance and with economic development, the specifics of the linkage are unclear; less is known about the link with sustainable development. Lacking such information, change efforts tend to be means-based, reliant upon assumptions about means-ends relationships. Structural analysis shows how different groups seeking different ends cause “structural conflicts” that produce oscillation not progress. Redesigning the approach in alignment with structural principles requires special rigor in identifying desired results or outcomes, specifying appropriate measures, and monitoring the impacts so as to adjust actions and programs as necessary. This alternative framework offers promise for strengthened civil society and improved governance in the post-communist world.  

References

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1969). to improve the effectiveness of the American federal system through increased cooperation among national, state, and local levels of government. Washington, D.C. : U.S. G.P.0. 

_____ (1981). American Agenda for American Federalism: Restoring Confidence and Competence. Washington: D.C.: U.S. G.P.O.

AtKisson, Alan (1997). "Why Civil Society Will Save the World." In ed. John Burbidge, Beyond Prince and Merchant: Citizen Participation and the Rise of Civil Society. NY: Pact Publ., pp. 285-292.
Asryan, Armine (1999). Civil society or The Third Sector: the Case of Public Organizations in Armenia, Master’s Thesis. Warsaw: CEU. 

Bridger, Jeffrey C. and A.E. Luloff. “Building the Sustainable Community: is Social Capital the Answer?” forthcoming in Sociological Inquiry.

Business and Economy (2003). “Lack of Strong Legal Framework, Corruption, Hinder Foreign Investment in Armenia.” In Business and Economy, March 15, 2003.


Coe, Barbara A. (2001). ”The Role of Civil Society in sustainable development for the NIS: The Armenian Example.” For the Conference of the International Association of Schools of Public Administration, June, 2001.


_____  (2002). “Rethinking Decentralization: A Strategic Approach.”  In Proceedings, Conference of the 2002 Conference of the International Association of Schools of Administrative Sciences, Athens, Greece, July, 2002.


_____  (1999). “From Partnership to Collaborative Community: A Design Question,” presented to the Annual Conference of the Community Development Society, Spokane, WA. July, 1999.
_____. “How Structural Conflicts Stymie Reinvention,” Public Administration Review 57, Number 2, March/April 1997: 168-173. 

“Open Focus: Implementing Projects in Multi-Organizational Settings, International Journal of Public Administration, Vol. 11, No. 4, 1988.
Coleman, James (1988). Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital. In American Journal of Sociology (Supplement) 94, S95-S210.

Department for International Development (2000). ”Central Asia and South Caucasus, Strategy Paper,” October, 2000.

deTocqueville, A. (1969) [1835]. In ed. J.P. Mayer, Democracy in America. NY: Harper Perennial.   

Dowdeswell, Elizabeth. “Lessons Learned in Sustainable Development, “Keynote 

Address to Sustainable Development in the Arctic: Lessons Learned and the Way Ahead.” In The Northern Review #18: 57-63.  

Epstein, Paul, Randall Solomon, and Stuart Grifel (2000). “High Value Performance Measurement: For Sustainable Results that Matter to Citizens.” The Bottom Line, (2000) 5:15.

Flora, Jan L. and Cornelia B. Flora, Mary Garcia Brava, and Edith Fernandez-Baca. (2001). “Social Capital and Advocacy Coalitions: Examples of Environmental Issues from Ecuador.” Unpublished paper.

Focus groups, (2002). Conducted by Barbara A. Coe, Armenia.

Fritz, Robert (1996). Corporate Tides: The Inescapable Laws of  Organizational Structure. San Francisco: Berrett:Koehler. 

Fukuyama, Francis (1995). Trust. NY: Free Press Paperbacks.

Government Performance and Results Act, 1993. U.S. Government.

International Foundation for Election Systems (2001). “Citizens’s Awareness and Participation in Armenia Survey.”

Lindblom, Charles (1976). “Still Muddling Through: Not Yet through.” In Public Administration Review. Washington, DC: American Society for Public Administration. Vol. 39. pp. 517-526.

NGO Center (undated). “Results of Community Investigation Carried out in Yerevanyan Khjoughi District of Gyumri City.” 
Portes, Alejandro and Patricia Landolt. (1996). “Unsolved Mysteries: The Tocqueville Files II: The Downside of Social Capital.” The American Prospect. vol. 7 no. 26, May 1, 1996 – June 1, 1996. 

Putnam, Robert (1993). Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. NY: Princeton University Press. 

____(2000). Bowling Alone. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Radio Free Europe. “Corruption in Armenia Now ‘More Visible.’” In Caucasus Report: A Weekly review of Political Developments in the North Caucasia and Transcaucasia. 10 May, 2003, Vol. 5, Number 16.   
Tumanyan, David. Pers. Comm. 2002. 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework (2000). Common Country Assessment: Armenia.  
Vanoyan, Mais and Arthur Drampian (2002). “Participatory Urban Assessment in Capital Planning: Armenia’s Experience.” In Gina Gilbreath Holdar and Olha Zakharchenko, Eds., Citizen Participation Handbook. Ukraine: People’s Voice Project, International Centre for Policy Studies, August, 2002.
World Learning Armenia (2001). “Armenia: NGO Sector Assessment.” 

Acknowledgements

Sincere thanks to the Fulbright Commission, whose sponsorship enabled me to conduct the research. Also, thanks to the many participants in both interviews and Focus Groups who provided valuable information and insights.

Barbara A. Coe, barbaracoe@yahoo.com, 

U.S. Address: P.O. Box 382, Reardan, WA 99029

(509) 796-2863

Figures:

[image: image1]

[image: image2]

[image: image3]

[image: image4]

[image: image5]
14

[image: image6.jpg]


