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Abstract

The thesis examines the effectiveness and relevance of the social fund bottom-up
development model in promoting community participation and enhancing local
institutional capacity within the social, political and institutional context of post-Soviet
Armenia. The thesis uses a case study of the World Bank supported Armenia Social
Investment Fund (ASIF) project. One of the objectives of ASIF was to promote
participation of local communities in their own economic and social development and to
build their capacity for effectively addressing local problems. The research was
conducted in seven rural communities in Armenia. The research found that ASIF was
not successful in promoting community participation and institutional capacity at a
community wide level. It benefited the rural elite, and hence contributed to the

perpetuation of the exiting power structures and inequalities in the local communities.

The research demonstrates that the extent and nature of participation and local
institutional capacity in Armenia are determined by the broader institutional, social and
political context within which communities live and function. In particular, participation
and local capacity are constrained by the governance environment at the macro and
micro levels and high levels of material and social deprivation in local communities.
The research findings question the effectiveness and relevance of the social fund
bottom-up development model. The bottom-up model is based on the cultural view of
institutional change, presuming that changes in the mentality, behavioural patterns and
human capabilities can result in greater participation and enhanced local capacity. The
research concludes that community based interventions may not be effective in fostering
sustainable civic institutions without addressing the structural factors that determine the

ability of individuals to realise their potential and become active agents.
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Chapter One. Introduction

This chapter sets out the rationale for the study and provides an overview of the thesis.
It consists of four sections. The first section presents the objective of this research. The
second section provides the essential contextual background to the study. In particular,
it describes the objectives and principles of community-driven development initiatives
and the economic and social conditions of post-Soviet transition in Armenia. The third
section defines the contribution of the research and introduces the reader to the key
themes of the thesis. The final section provides an overview of the structure and main

arguments of the thesis.

1.1 The Research Objective

This research examines the effectiveness and relevance of the World Bank supported
Armenia Social Investment Fund project (ASIF) in promoting community participation
and enhancing local institutional capacity within the social, political and institutional
context of post-Soviet rural Armenia. The ASIF project supported small-scale projects
(micro-projects) for the rehabilitation of schools, potable water supply networks,
irrigation systems, health care facilities and other small-scale social infrastructure. One
of the objectives of the ASIF project was to promote participation of local communities
in their own economic and social development and to build their capacity in order to
enable them to effectively solve local problems. In assessing the success of meeting this
objective, I assessed micro-project service delivery outcomes and the nature of
institutional responses and social processes stimulated by the ASIF micro-project
interventions at various stages of the micro-project cycle. I then examined how the
ASIF micro-projects influenced the existing levels of community participation and local

institutional capacity in the sample communities.

The central focus of this research is upon the interface between the ASIF’s
developmental interventions and the specific socio-economic, institutional and political
environment of local communities in post-Soviet Armenia. Thus the research identifies
broader socio-economic, institutional and political factors that influence community
participation and institutional capacity in rural communities in Armenia and examines

how ASIF’s bottom-up development model addressed these socio-economic,
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institutional and political factors. The detailed exploration of the interplay between the
ASIF interventions and the local context helped me assess the effectiveness of ASIF
interventions in promoting participation and capacity building in Armenian and distil
specific contextual factors that affected the ASIF micro-project processes, service

delivery outcomes, and participation and capacity building impacts.

In addition to contextual factors, the research identifies broader conceptual issues that
accounted for the specific participation and capacity building impacts of the ASIF
micro-projects. Thus the thesis examines how the key variables of the social fund
model, such as community participation, empowerment, social capital and social
inclusion were understood, conceptualised and operationalised in the ASIF project. The
thesis also focuses on project implementation related issues. In particular, it examines
the extent to which ASIF’s implementation methodologies supported the objectives of
participation and capacity building.

1.2 Situating the Research: Promoting Community Driven Development in
Armenia

Since the mid-1990s, international aid agencies have been advocating and supporting
various decentralised and participatory programmes and projects as a means to improve
service delivery, enhance local self-reliance and empower the poor. At the World Bank,
these programmes and projects are often promoted under the Community Driven
Development (CDD) paradigm. Most commonly, CDD refers to development
interventions that provide local community groups with resources and decision-making
responsibility in order to enable them to pursue their immediate priority needs. CDD is
viewed as a mechanism to support local community groups in delivery of local goods
and services, promote citizen participation and empowerment, and enhance local
governance and local institution building (Dongier et al 2003). CDD encompasses a
broad range of development projects and initiatives, including social investment funds
and similar demand-driven projects, community based natural resource management
schemes, group-based micro-credit programmes and social safety net targeting

initiatives. ' CDD initiatives are often intended to complement state reforms to

' The CDD paradigm originated within the World Bank, at the same time, ‘community-driven’,
‘community-based’ or ‘community-linked’ development has also been actively supported by other
development agencies such as the UNDP, IADB and USAID and many international and national NGOs.
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decentralise the delivery of public services to the lower levels of government. CDD has
become a cornerstone of the World Bank’s Comprehensive Development Framework

and poverty reduction policies.

As of date, the main model designed and used by development agencies, such as the
World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), to promote local
development in many transition and developing countries have been represented by
social investment funds or social funds. Social funds are intermediary institutions that
provide grant financing for small-scale projects (micro-projects) generated and managed
by local agents, including community groups, local governments, non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), local offices of line ministries and other local actors. Social
funds pursue multiple objectives that vary from country to country. Most commonly,
social funds provide finance for construction and rehabilitation of essential social and
economic infrastructure, including schools, clinics, irrigation systems, water supply and
sanitation, roads and communal areas. Social funds have been increasingly seen as
important instruments for strengthening local social capital and institutional capacity
and empowering the poor. In the last decade, the World Bank has financed 108 social
funds and similar demand-driven, multi-sectoral projects in 57 countries. Total World
Bank financing to FY0S5 (planned) is $3.716 billion; with donor and government co-
financing included, the total is estimated at $8.9 billion.? In the Europe and Central Asia
(ECA) region alone, the World Bank has supported sixteen social fund projects in
eleven countries. Social funds represent “one of the first large-scale attempts to
implement a bottom-up model based on locally generated initiatives” (Rawlings et al
2004: 2).

CDD projects and programmes, including social funds, have become popular in the
ECA region since the mid-1990s. In 2000, the World Bank developed a strategy to
‘scale up’ CDD in the ECA region as part of its poverty reduction and good governance

agenda‘.3 CDD activities in the ECA region pursue several objectives. Firstly, CDD is

All these programmes and projects share similar bottom-up, community-based institutional arrangements
for service delivery and capacity building.

2 Available from < www.worldbank.org/socialfunds> [Accessed on 10 June 2005].

? The pilot countries and a pilot sub-region chosen for scaling up CDD include Armenia, Albania,
Romania, Russia, and Central Asia.

* This section synthesises CDD objectives laid out in the World Bank’s CDD Strategy Notes (World
Bank 2000a; 2001a; 2001b) and official publications (World Bank 2000b; 2001c; 2001d).
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promoted to build local institutional capacity, increase local self-reliance and improve
people’s living standards. The administratively and financially weak state institutions in
the region, especially in the low income countries of the South Caucasus and Central
Asia, have been unable to effectively deliver essential services and provide adequate
social protection for the newly impoverished population. Participation of communities
in development efforts is promoted to reduce dependence on central or local
governments and to ensure the delivery of essential services. It is thought that
community-driven service delivery can contribute to local economic and social
development by “ﬁlling a gap in poverty reduction efforts that market-driven operations
and national public sector programs alone cannot cover” (World Bank 2001c: 1).
Secondly, it is thought that community participation can reduce the cost of service
provision and improve the quality and sustainability of local services. Finally, CDD is
promoted in the ECA region for empowering individuals and vulnerable groups, for

building inclusive institutions and for improving local and national governance.

A commonplace assumption behind CDD initiatives is that most post-Soviet countries
lack genuine civic participation and that post-Soviet local institutions are weak and
underdeveloped (World Bank 2000a; 2000b; 2001b, 2001d). It is thought that
ideological restrictions and public sector domination in Soviet times enforced ‘citizen
passivity’ and expectations that authorities should be responsible for the community
welfare. Implicit in this assumption is the idea that the cultural and normative
orientations of citizens, i.e. the ‘Soviet mentality’ factor, present a serious obstacle to
developing active, self-organising communities. Thus, generally assuming that
community level institutions and social capital are weak, CDD initiatives are aimed at
building new community institutions, strengthening social capital and promoting greater
community involvement in local development. This objective of CDD is believed to be
achieved through bottom-up interventions at the local level. It is believed that by
devolving resources and decision-making responsibility to local communities and
supporting their participation in development projects, CDD interventions can enhance

their capacity and willingness to act collectively to pursue their common interests.

In Armenia, the need for poverty reduction policies and effective service delivery and
capacity building institutional arrangements became pertinent after the break-up of the

Soviet Union in 1991. With the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Armenia experienced a
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virtual collapse of its economy, which has had a serious long-lasting effect on the living
standards of the population. Between 1990 and 1993, the country lost about 60 percent
of its GDP (World Bank 2003c: 20). The collapse of the socialist economy resulted in
the fall in real wages and widespread unemployment. At the end of 1993, real average
wages had fallen to about 6 percent of their 1991 level (World Bank 1996b: 2). The
economic growth resumed in Armenia in 1994 at an average GDP growth rate at about
7.5 percent. Although positive growth has allowed a slight economic recovery, real
wages in Armenia are very low and unemployment is widespread. Between 1998 and
2001, the actual unemployment increased from 27 percent to 30 percent of the labour
force (World Bank 2003c: 44). Material poverty in Armenia is severe and persistent,
with about 50 percent of population below the official income poverty line.” The poor
governance environment and social exclusion contribute to the widening of income
inequality and further impoverishment of households and individuals unable to adjust to
the conditions of the market economy (Babajanian 2004). Some of the manifestations of
poverty in Armenia include deteriorating health, decline in fertility and marriage rates,
decreasing school attendance, psychological stress, social dislocation due to economic

migration and human trafficking.

As part of the Soviet Union, Armenia had a highly centralised state dominated by the
Communist Party. The socialist state took full responsibility for the provision of public
welfare.® The foundations of social welfare policy were based upon Marxist-Leninist
ideology. The system of socialist welfare was supposed to be the practical expression of
class solidarity (Dixon and Kim 1992: 4). The promotion of the well-being of the nation
was officially seen as the primary objective of the socialist state, and social security was
a guaranteed ‘constitutional’ right for all Soviet citizens (Wiktorow 1992: 184).
Financial security was provided to all individuals equally through employment, which
was guaranteed to all citizens by the state. An important role in supporting people’s
welfare was played by the pricing structure that subsidised housing, essential public
utilities, and food. The Constitution provided citizens with the rights for free education
and health care. In addition, the Soviet state provided an extensive web of cash transfers

and in-kind benefits, including social assistance for mothers and children, old age and

> This refers to the overall or general poverty line defined by the National Statistical Agency of Armenia
and the World Bank. More discussion on poverty lines follows in Chapter Six.

® For discussion of the socialist welfare system see McAuley (1979; 1981; 1991); Deacon (1983); Dixon
and Kim (1992); and Andrews and Ringold (1999).
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disability pensions, and preferential benefits and services for privileged groups (e.g.,
Party members, model workers, etc.). Despite inefficiencies inherent in the socialist
planned economy,’ the Soviet welfare system achieved substantial progress in the

alleviation of poverty and the reduction of inequality (McAuley 1991: 207).2

The break-up of the Soviet Union has had important political, economic and social
repercussions for Armenia. It has brought an end to the authoritarian Communist regime
and offered an opportunity to form political institutions based on principles of
democratic pluralism. At the same time, the collapse of the socialist economy resulted
in the decline in official income and living standards of the population (World Bank
1999b: 3). Many of the functions of the socialist welfare state stopped or were reduced
‘by default’. The end of open-ended subsidisation of enterprises and the emerging
competition as a result of privatisation meant an end to life-long guaranteed
employment. A wide array of benefits and services that were channelled through state
enterprises and farms were abandoned. The decline in government revenues resulted in
massive cuts in social transfers and the inability of the public sector to sustain essential
social services and infrastructure (World Bank 1999b: 3). The inadequate capacity of
the state to ensure operation and maintenance of important economic and social
infrastructure led to the deterioration of the physical condition of many schools, health
facilities, potable water and irrigation networks throughout the country. This in turn had
disastrous effects with regard to the quality of the services delivered by these

infrastructures and access to these services by the population.

In addition to the ‘natural’ break-down of the socialist welfare state, the stabilisation
and structural adjustment reform programme introduced in 1994 further dismantled the
existing welfare institutions. One of the objectives of the programme was to remove the
inefficiencies of the Soviet planning system and adjust the Armenian economy to the
needs of the market. These reforms entailed reduction in the amount and coverage of

social assistance benefits, rapid removal of subsidies on prices, housing and utilities,

7 See, for example, Kornai’s (1992) comprehensive analysis of the socialist planned economy.

¥ It is diffuclt to assess the extent of real poverty in the Soviet Union because of restrictions on data.
There are estimates suggesting that poverty did exist in the Soviet Union (McAuley 1979; Matthew 1986;
Atkinson and Micklewright 1992). For example, using family budget survey data, Atkinson and
Micklewright (1992: 241) estimate that 14 percent of the population of Armenia fell below the official
minimum consumption basket in 1989 (this estimate may not capture income from informal economic
activities). They also point out that social and regional inequalities of varying degree existed in all Soviet
Republics.
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privatisation and decentralisation of important public services and introduction of user
charges for many public services and utilities. It is likely that such measures
exacerbated social problems and further eroded living standards in Armenia (World
Bank 1996b: 2-3; Babajanian 2004).”

A number of external shocks have also induced high social cost for the population and
created an enormous social and economic strain on the Armenian state. The devastating
earthquake of 1988 left one fourth of the country in ruins and 100,000 people
homeless.'® The continuing effects of the earthquake still present a major challenge to
the economic and social recovery of Armenia. Currently, 14,000 households still live in
temporary housing (domiks) in the earthquake area. The 1988-94 military conflict with
Azerbaijan over Nagorno Karabakh induced more than 300,000 ethnic Armenian
refugees from Azerbaijan and an estimated 60-70,000 internally displaced people from
border areas. More than 10,000 refugees still live in temporary shelters and experience
extreme material and social deprivation. Many important infrastructure facilities, such
as schools, clinics, hospitals, potable water networks and irrigation systems. in the

earthquake area and the bordering areas with Azerbaijan suffered significant damages.

It was against this backdrop of extreme material, human and social deprivation, that the
World Bank supported the Armenia Social Investment Fund (ASIF) project. The ASIF
project provided grant finance for small-scale micro-projects for the rehabilitation of
schools, potable water supply networks, irrigation systems, health care facilities, village
access roads and other local infrastructure. In 1996-2000, ASIF supported 300 urban
and rural communities in Armenia. The ASIF project was financed through a $20
million World Bank concessional credit. In January 2001, it was followed on by the $30
million ASIFII project. The key mission of ASIF was to help local communities quickly
and effectively rehabilitate important local infrastructure and gain or improve access to
essential services. Another important objective of ASIF was to promote local self-
reliance through promoting community participation, building the capacity of local

communities and strengthening partnerships between local governments and community

° There is currently little literature documenting the social impact of structural adjustment reforms in
Armenia. See Babajanian (2004) on the impacts of cost recovery measures in health and utilities sectors.
19 According to the October 10, 2001 population census, Armenia’s permanent population is 3.2 million
and the present population is 3 million. The census suggests that more than 700,000 Armenians emigrated
between 1993 and 2000 (NSS 2002: 115).
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groups. ASIF was conceived to serve as a ‘vehicle’ for community development in
Armenia. Armenia was the first country in the former Soviet Union to introduce a social
fund, and it served as a model for other social funds in the region. The ASIF project was
considered one of the ‘success stories’ of the World Bank, and it was one of the ten
‘flagship’ projects, the status of which was directly reported to World Bank President
James Wolfensohn.

1.3 Key Themes and Contributions of the Research

This research makes a number of original contributions to knowledge. Thus, it
specifically contributes to the existing knowledge about the ASIF project and expands
the empirical and theoretical knowledge about social funds and other community-driven

projects generally.

This research contributes to expanding the knowledge base about the ASIF project. It
examines the processes of community participation in the ASIF micro-project cycle,
micro-project service delivery outcomes and the impacts of the ASIF micro-projects on
community participation and institutional capacity. ASIF’s impact on community
participation and institutional capacity has not been sufficiently explored and
understood. ASIF has carried out two beneficiary impact assessments (ASIF 1997,
2000). These assessments mostly focus on ASIF’s contribution to improving quality of
and access to essential social and economic services. These assessments do not provide
rigorous evidence for making definitive conclusions about the specific effects of the
ASIF micro-projects. It is not clear from these how ASIF micro-projects exactly
affected community participation, social organisation and local institutions in
beneficiary communities. In addition, these studies do not identify important contextual
factors that account for the specific micro-project outcomes. They do not contain in-
depth analysis of local social relations, power dynamics and institutional structures of

local communities in Armenia. Thus this thesis fills that gap.

More generally, this research allows theoretical generalisations and ‘lesson-drawing’
about the effectiveness and relevance of social funds for inducing institutional change in
particular development contexts. Lewis and Ritchie (2003: 267) suggest that there are

various interpretations of theoretical generalisations. Some researchers believe that such
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generalisations must be truly universal and context-free, others stress the importance of
contextually bound theories. Careful context-specific studies that establish patterns of
success and failure in particular social, political and cultural settings can help building
theoretical generalisations and drawing lessons for more general application. This
research generalises to theories of social funds and of other community-driven projects
and contributes to theory building in the field of social development. In particular, the
research distils types of impacts, patterns and processes, which social funds and similar
community-driven interventions can incur within specific contextual settings. These

theoretical generalisations have immediate relevance for policy and practice.

This research expands the existing empirical and theoretical knowledge base about the
participation and capacity building effects of social funds. There has been little research
carried out to understand the participation and capacity building effects of social funds.
In particular, the long-term impact of social funds on existing forms and nature of
participation, social organisation and local institutions has not been sufficiently
explored. The main instrument for assessing the impact of social funds is beneficiary
impact assessments (BAs). BAs are commissioned by most social funds as part of their
on-going project monitoring and evaluation efforts. Social fund BAs are mostly
concerned with the assessment of micro-project processes and beneficiary perceptions
of micro-project benefits, and have limited focus on long-term social and institutional
impacts. Many BAs are based on quantitative surveys, and do not reveal the complexity
of institutional and social relations at the local level. BAs are normally conducted
during the life of the social fund project and/or shortly after its completion, and they are
most likely to document the most immediate effects of social funds. The World Bank’s
review of social fund BAs did not generate much information about the participation
and capacity building effects of social funds. It suggests that “the longer-term effects of
social fund projects on community capacity are little understood and deserve further
research” (Owen and Van Domelen 1998: 32).

The World Bank has conducted two major cross-country evaluations of social funds,
which have limited focus on participation and capacity building effects of social funds.
The World Bank’s 2001 cross-country evaluation of six social funds (Rawlings et al
2004) mostly concentrates on social fund impacts on infrastructure sustainability,

poverty targeting, cost-efficiency and human welfare. As of date, the evaluation of
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social funds by the World Bank’s Operations Evaluations Department (OED) (OED
2002) is the main study that explicitly discusses the effect of social funds on local social
capital and organisational capacity. The OED evaluation is based on the results of
household surveys, and a synthesis of findings of qualitative assessments of several
social funds, including OED’s evaluation of FOPAR in Argentina and the study of the
Jamaica Social Investment Fund (Rao and Ibéiiez 2003). The OED evaluation provides
some interesting indications about the impacts of social funds on social capital and

organisational capacity. The findings of the OED evaluation are discussed in this thesis.

This research contributes to our understanding of participation and capacity building
impacts of CDD and other community-driven projects. In particular, many of the
research findings can be relevant to other types of community-driven initiatives that
share the social fund bottom-up model for promoting participation and capacity building.
Participation and capacity building effects of CDD and other community-driven
projects have not been sufficiently researched and understood. Cleaver (2001: 36)
argues that “there is little evidence of the long-term effectiveness of participation in
materially improving the conditions of the most vulnerable people or as a strategy for
social change”. She concludes that while there is some evidence for efficiency, the
evidence with regard to empowerment is rather “reliant on assertions of the rightness of

the approach and process rather than convincing evidence of outcomes”.

The World Bank’s review (World Bank 2002a) of CDD in Central Asia concludes that
the types of impact of these projects are not clear, and there is no evidence to indicate
whether the CDD approach is more effective than traditional approaches. One of the
reasons for the lack of clarity is the lack of systematic and rigorous impact evaluation.
The review maintains, “Neither documents nor interviews yield many lessons regarding
what works, what does not work, and what was the result of an activity or series of
activities. Analysis seems to be limited to descriptions of field challenges as they
emerge, it is not clear that there has been much effort made to understand the social
origins of the challenges or their implications, or to articulate insights gained from the
experience of dealing with them” (World Bank 2002a: 9). Mansuri and Rao (2003: 22)
in their review of the evidence on CDD activities for the World Bank conclude that

“few studies have attempted a rigorous and credible evaluation of the social impact of
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CDD projects”, and that there is little evidence available on the propensity of CDD to

enhance sustainability and improve social capital.

The central focus of this research is upon the contextual setting of rural communities in
post-Soviet Armenia. Thus, the research assesses the impacts of the ASIF micro-
projects on participation and capacity building within the specific institutional, social
and political context of Armenia. Williams (2004: 95) argues that there is a need to
research the institutional impact of participatory techniques and programmes within a
broader contextual environment. He goes on to say, “Both proponents and critics alike
have perhaps focused too much on the minutiae of participatory methods and events,
and too little on their wider context”. Donor evaluations of CDD and other community-
driven projects are often preoccupied with technical issues concerning design, planning
and implementation methods. They tend to explain project outcomes by shortcomings in
the design and implementation, with little focus on the specific interface between the

design and implementation issues and the existing contextual environment.

This study adopts an institutional approach. It presumes that in order to promote
participation, development interventions must induce institutional change. Thus, in
order to become a ‘normal’ way of getting things done, participation must be
institutionalised. This implies that development interventions must promote a change in
the existing institutional and organisational arrangements for service delivery, problem-
solving and decision-making in the contexts where participation is not an accepted or
usual way of getting things done. This research challenges the cultural theory of
institutional change. In particular, it finds that the bottom-up development model alone
may not be an effective policy instrument for promoting institutional change to support
meaningful participation and enhance local institutional capacity. The bottom-up model
is based on the cultural theory, which presumes that changes in the mentality,
behavioural patterns, social norms, and technical and organisational skills and abilities
can translate into greater community participation and self-reliance. The research
concludes that other factors, such as the institutional environment and socio-economic
conditions, play an important role in affecting participation and shaping local social

relations.
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The thesis critically reviews the current conceptualisation and application of the notion
of social capital in development practice. The thesis argues that the ‘social capital’
framework used by development agencies is not adequate for analysing conditions
affecting participation, but mainly suggests a framework for analysing co-operation. In
particular, the research shows that the availability of social capital (i.e., relations of trust
and reciprocity and social networks) in a community may not necessarily translate into
community participation. The thesis suggests that development interventions that focus
on building social capital as a means to promote participation may not be effective

without addressing broader structural factors affecting participation.

This research contributes to expanding the existing knowledge base and theories on
civil society and community participation in Armenia and in other post-Soviet countries.
The dominance of the Western model of civil society and the compartmentalisation of
the study of civil society and community participation have contributed to the rigid and
superficial understanding of the concept and the substance of civil society and
participation in post-Soviet countries. Western views and perceptions, which often
significantly influence local views and perceptions, dominate the academic and
professional spheres.'! The prevailing opinion is that civil society was subjugated by the
Soviet regime, which suppressed any civic activism and initiative in its citizens. As a
result, the regime produced passive citizens, reliant on the state and unable to undertake
independent action to solve their problems. This thesis demonstrates that community
participation in Armenia exists, although its forms and manifestation are different from
the Western model of citizen participation and civil society. This thesis provides
explanations for the specific forms, nature and limitations of participation in Armenia. It
disproves the cultural argument, and asserts that the limits to civil society are rooted in

the post-Soviet institutions.

'" Thus, there are ‘parallel’ narratives about community participation in Armenia. Many Armenian civil
society and community development practitioners repeat the Western assertions about the lack of civil
society in Armenia, either because they find the logic behind the Western argument compelling, or
because advancing the ‘local’ understanding of the concept with their foreign counterparts can be difficult.
When I asked an experienced Armenian community development specialist whether there is such a thing
as ‘community participation’ in Armenia, he replied: “Well, if you were asking me this question as a
foreign consultant, I would have said ‘no’. As you are Armenian, I can tell you that there is community
participation in Armenia, and it has various manifestations in different communities, but foreigners would
not really understand it”.
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