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Introduction 

A country's development does not always follow a clearly defined plan due to the constant-

ly changing domestic and foreign policy environment. Consequently, the experience of 

other countries facing similar challenges can help determine the next steps. It is crucial to 

understand that strategic planning is a key factor in achieving goals. Equally important is 

analyzing the country's internal structural or administrative division to assess the efficiency 

of the established system. In any country, the system of administrative-territorial gover-

nance serves as a fundamental mechanism for implementing state policy and delivering 

public services; its effectiveness directly impacts economic development, social justice, 

and the quality of de-mocratic governance. The administrative-territorial reforms imple-

mented in Armenia over the last decade – specifically the consolidation of communities – 

aimed to enhance the efficiency of local self-government; however, actual outcomes reveal 

deep-seated systemic issues manifesting as institutional weakness, a human capital crisis, 

limited financial autonomy, and a deficit of participatory democracy.  

Methodology 

The study employs a mixed-methods approach – combining qualitative and quantitative 

techniques – to ensure analytical depth and the reliability of the findings. A comprehensive 

analytical framework was used to conduct a comparative analysis of international expe-

rience, covering digital participatory governance models in Estonia, Finland, Germany, 

and Italy; this enabled the identification of best practices and opportunities for their 

adaptation to the Armenian context. 

Literature review 

From a scholarly perspective, strategic management theory concerns adapting to the rea-

lities of local self-government, border areas, and post-crisis development. In practice, it in-

volves establishing effective linkages between community strategy, budgeting, state in-
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vestments, digital services, and public participation. It is precisely this challenge that un-

derscores the need to rethink local strategy as a comprehensive governance system capable 

of functioning both during wartime and within the horizon of recovery [OECD, 2021]. 

Conceptually, the strategic management of a community is best understood as a continuous 

process comprising the formulation of development goals, the selection of tools to achieve 

them, resource provision, implementation, monitoring, and the adjustment of decisions. 

Unlike traditional administrative plan-ning, the strategic approach focuses not merely on a 

list of measures but, first and foremost, on the logic of transforming the community's condi-

tion. That is why it requires not just a strategy, but a complete cycle—spanning from 

analysis to KPIs and feedback [Kovaliv et al., 2022, 1002]. Alongside these structural de-

velopments, the COVID-19 pandemic served as an accelerator for digitalization proces-

ses—both within public administration in general and, specifically, in the field of education 

and training for public administration. Many universities and educational institutions ra-

pidly adopted e-learning platforms, sig-naling the potential for long-term changes in the 

education of future civil servants [Moldovan et al., 2024, 79]. At the European level, key 

policy documents have highlighted digital transformation as a cornerstone of inclusive, 

transparent, and efficient governance. Notably, the Tallinn Declaration on eGovernment 

[2017] reaffirmed the EU’s stance on e-government and recognized its role in addressing 

social, economic, and environmental challenges. The Declaration emphasizes the central 

role of individual rights—such as freedom of speech and privacy—and presents e-govern-

ment as a means to empower citizens and businesses through improved digital services 

[Nemec et al., 2022]. These commitments are grounded in the European Union’s overar-

ching goal of boosting citizen trust and narrowing the so-called "democratic deficit," a 

situation where EU-level decisions often appear remote from the lives of ordinary citizens. 

However, digital transformation in public administration is not merely a matter of adopting 

new technologies. It entails rethinking organizational structures, shifting administrative 

cultures, and—frequently—reforming legal and regulatory frameworks. Scholars are inc-

reasingly focusing on the multifaceted impli-cations of digital governance, including the 

ethical dilemmas surrounding automation, the balance between transparency and data pro-

tection, and the evolving discretion of "street-level bureaucrats" [Nemec et al., 2022]. In 

Germany, where the Online Access Act (OZG) was developed to convert all public servi-

ces into digital formats by the end of 2022, progress has been uneven [Nagel, 2025, 160].  

Fragmented IT solutions at state and municipal levels, combined with interoperability chal-

lenges, have hindered the seamless implementation of digital services. Open government 

principles have also gained prominence, as the EU Digital Agenda places strong emphasis 

on transparency, accountability, and citizen engagement. The Treaty on European Union 

explicitly calls for decisions to be taken as openly and as close to citizens as possible—a 

stance reinforced by policy frameworks such as the eGovernment Action Plan (2016–2020) 

and the "Path to the Digital Decade" [Villaplana et al., 2023].  However, the impact of 



 
 
 
 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE quarterly academic journal 

100 
 

these measures varies across member states, reflecting the diverse administrative traditions 

and governance capacities within the EU. Digital transformation often relies on co-creation 

and collaboration among the public, private, and civil society sectors – a process facilitated 

by digital tools but also dependent on stakeholder demands and institutional readiness. Wi-

thin this broader policy discussion, scholars have identified corruption and administrative 

inefficiency as potential obstacles that could hinder the transition to "Industry 4.0" and wi-

der implementation of e-government initiatives [Nemec et al., 2022].  

According to Kontogeorgis and Varotsis, [Traversa et al., 2024, 472]  the country has hi-

storically ranked among the EU member states with low DESI scores due to financial, inf-

rastructural, and administrative obstacles. However, European Union funding programs 

have served as a significant catalyst for the development of e-government. The moderniza-

tion of Greece's e-government relies on political decisions—specifically political will, the 

adoption of new public administration standards, and tax or fiscal policy re-forms—and 

has been pursued more aggressively following the financial crisis. Greece's e-government 

trajectory also highlights the crucial role of user experience and cross-border mobility in 

shaping the adoption of e-government services. Despite the growing number of online ser-

vices, user adoption remains uneven, underscoring the need for more user-centric design 

and stronger initiatives to improve digital li-teracy. The example of Finland and Estonia—

where digital public services are primarily online and mobile government applications have 

become the norm—serves as a reference point for Greek policymakers, high-lighting the 

importance of integrated digital solutions and legislative simplifications. 

Italy offers a contrasting perspective on digital governance within the EU. The 2017 Tal-

linn Declaration prompted Italian policymakers to integrate e-government at local and re-

gional levels. However, disparities in infrastructure and administrative capacity between 

northern and southern regions remain significant. These gaps threaten to exacerbate the di-

gital divide that the National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP) seeks to address 

[Traversa et al., 2024]. Developing a regional e-government indicator aligned with NRRP 

objectives enables Italian policymakers to better target interventions and monitor progress. 

Romania’s position at the bottom of the DESI ranking illustrates the challenges faced by 

new EU member states. Although the National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP) sets 

ambitious goals for the green and digital transitions, the country continues to struggle with 

limited connectivity in rural areas, a lack of digital skills among the population, and low 

integration of digital technologies [Profiroiu et al., 2022, 132]. Public administration re-

forms are continuing, with a focus on modernizing interactions between citizens, suppliers, 

and public service beneficiaries. The example of the 2022 population and housing census—

which shifted to digital methodologies—highlights both the potential and the learning cur-

ves facing Romania's administrative bodies. Germany’s Online Access Act (OZG), initia-

ted to fully digitize public services by the end of 2022, illustrates both the ambitions and 
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the complexities of digital reforms at the national level [Nagel, 2025, 155]. While Germany 

is known for its strong economy and well-developed infrastructure, its federal administ-

rative structure complicates uniform implementation. Nagel (2025) reveals that by the end 

of 2022, only 19% of services slated for digitization were available online, and even those 

services varied significantly across the country's 11,000 municipalities. Fragmented IT so-

lutions, the absence of a universal data stan-dard, and strict data protection regulations col-

lectively hindered progress. Although Switzerland is not an EU member, its digital trans-

formation at the municipal level offers note-worthy insights into cross-sector collaboration 

and co-creation that resonate within the EU context. Switzerland's experience proves that 

digital transformation depends on stakeholder demand and administrative readiness. 

Scientific novelty 

A methodology for implementing digital platforms (participatory budgeting, digital voting, 

electronic systems, and local government feedback applications) has been presented as a 

mechanism to enhance the effectiveness of developing and implementing municipal stra-

tegic development programs. 

Analysis 

A comparative analysis of European experience makes it possible to present effective ways 

of addressing strategic management challenges. Polish documents, prepared with the parti-

cipation of the OECD, emphasize the importance of strengthening the capacities of local 

self-government bodies and utilizing self-assessment tools to improve the quality of gover-

nance [OECD, 2025]. The German approach to integrated urban development concepts 

views them as a vital tool for urban development programs, combining spatial, infrastruc-

tural, and social planning. Estonia's experience demonstrates that digital governance ope-

rates effectively when based on trust, identification, interregistry interaction, and service 

convenience; official e-Estonia materials highlight that 100% of public services are avai-

lable online 24/7, resulting in significant time savings [e-Estonia, 2023].  

Table 1. Global Innovation Index in the Republic of Armenia, 2018–2025 [Global 

Innovation Index: https://www.wipo.int/en/web/global-innovation-index] 

year GII Introduction of innovations Crowding out of innovations 

2018 68 94 50 

2019 64 85 50 

2020 61 83 47 

2021 69 85 56 

2022 80 82 73 

2023 72 83 62 

2024 63 79 55 

2025 59 78 53 
 

The Global Innovation Index Industrial Association Network (GIIIIAN) brings to-

gether prominent organizations representing a vibrant ecosystem of companies and 
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private-sector entities, all focused on advancing innovation. The Global Innovation 

Index (GII) ranks countries based on their innovation capabilities using 80 indica-

tors. It is calculated using two sub-indices: innovation inputs and innovation out-

puts. The innovation input sub-index, in turn, comprises five components: institu-

tions, human capital and research, infrastructure, market sophistication, and busi-

ness sophistication [Global Innovation Index 2025]. The Global Innovation Index 

(GII) 2025 ranks the most innovative economies and identifies the world's 100 in-

novation clusters. It highlights global innovation trends based on investment mo-

dels, levels, technological advancements, and socio-economic impact. According to 

the analysis of the table, it can be noted that RA's position in the Global Innovation Index 

(GNI) underwent significant changes in 2018-2025. The analyzes show changes in innova-

tion input and output rates. Also, conflicting trends are recorded: from the side of the Mi-

nistry of Economy, the rating of RA GNI for 2018-2022. It improved from 68th to 80th, 

after which there is a sharp decline in 2023-2025, falling to 59th place. On the other hand, 

the introduction of innovations is almost constantly decreasing, and the index of exclusion, 

although it increased in 2018-2022, still decreased from 73rd to 53rd in 2023-2025.  

 

Figure 1. Armenia's position according to the seven components of the GII. 

This inconsistency proves that there is a number of systemic problems in the field of inno-

vation in Armenia, which are caused by the instability of the institutional environment, as 

well as the lack of long-term structures. The decrease in RA GNI rating after 2022 and the 

combined drop in the withdrawal index deserve special attention. The study of these indica-

tors is important to evaluate the effectiveness of administrative territorial reforms, because 

the significant gap between the introduction and exclusion of innovations shows the weak 

capacities of knowledge transfer and absorption of innovations, which significantly affect 

the modernization process of administrative territorial administration. According to the 

figure, RA has occupied the highest position in the Global Innovation Index with 3 compo-

nents: knowledge and technology, creative output and global innovation index. The e-Go-

vernment Development Index represents the state of e-government development in United 

Nations member states. Along with assessing patterns of website development in a country, 

the e-Government Development Index includes access characteristics such as infrastruc-
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ture and education levels to reflect how a country is using information technology to pro-

mote access and inclusion of its population. The e-Government Development Index is a 

composite measure of three important e-Government dimensions, namely online service 

delivery, telecommunications connectivity and human capacity. 

 
Figure 2. Components of the e-governance index in Armenia, 2025. 

Based on the chart, it can be observed that Armenia’s e-government index reflects relative-

ly high figures, yet there is significant disparity among the components. The telecommuni-

cations infrastructure index and the human capital index stand at very high levels, demonst-

rating both the development of digital infra-structure and the population's digital literacy 

and educational attainment. While the online services index is high, it lags behind the other 

two, indicating that Armenia’s digital infrastructure and human potential are not being fully 

utilized. This key discrepancy reveals that the fundamental challenge regarding Armenia's 

administrative-territorial reforms lies not in the educational or technological spheres, but 

rather in institutional capacities, political will, and approaches to service design. 

 
Figure 3. Systemic issues of the RA administrative-territorial governance system 

The diagram illustrates the logical model for overcoming systemic challenges in administ-

rative-territorial governance, where the key solution lies in integrating digital participatory 

tools (participatory budgeting, digital voting, electronic systems, and feedback applica-
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tions). Implementing these innovative me-chanisms directly enhances the efficiency of for-

mulating and executing municipal strategic development plans, ultimately leading to a 

"new quality of development" in territorial governance and community life. The provision 

of digital services by the state—specifically through the www.e-gov.am platform—helps 

reduce the time required for transactions with government bodies, which in turn encourages 

citizens to actively use such digital tools. A positive and efficient experience with digital 

services can foster greater trust in state institutions. Any state-provided service involving 

digital transformation must ensure ease of use and a high level of accessibility. In this con-

text, digital trust plays a crucial role; it is defined by citizens' confidence in the reliability, 

security, and data protection capabilities of digital systems, processes, and technologies. 

The level of trust in digital systems in the Republic of Armenia is not yet sufficient, with 

concerns regarding personal data security and privacy being among the primary reasons. 

Based on the analysis regarding Armenian communities, the adaptation of European expe-

rience should not be limited to the token borrowing of isolated practices; rather, it should 

be structured around four practical components: 

✓ The first is integrated planning—a combination of strategy, budgeting, spatial 

priorities, logistics, and infrastructure investments.  

✓ The second is participatory governance: transforming consultations, petitions, and the 

state budget into a regular mechanism for influencing strategic decisions. 

✓ The third is digital maturity: a public KPI dashboard, digital consultations, open data, 

and project portfolio analysis. 

✓ The fourth is inter-municipal and cross-border cooperation: a legislative initiative 

similar to the Law "On Cooperation of Territorial Communities" (modeled on the 

example of Ukraine), as well as coordination with regional and state priorities.  

Conclusions 

The analyses demonstrate that systemic issues within Armenia’s administrative-territorial 

governance system—manifesting as institutional weakness, low government effectiveness, 

insufficient human capital development, a lack of knowledge-transfer mechanisms, and a 

crisis of participatory democracy—signifi-cantly hinder the effective implementation of 

community strategic development plans; furthermore, relatively high indicators for digital 

infrastructure and human capital do not translate into commensurate levels of online ser-

vice quality or business development, a situation driven by "symbolic digitalization," whe-

rein technological capabilities remain underutilized due to a lack of institutional coordina-

tion, interoperability, citizen engagement, and political will. Based on the above, it is pro-

posed to implement a second phase of institutional reforms in administrative-territorial go-

vernance. This phase includes enhancing public administration efficiency, increasing fun-

ding for education and research, strengthening university-industry cooperation, and intro-

ducing an integrated methodology for digital participatory tools—mandating the use of 
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participatory budgeting, digital voting, and feedback mechanisms across all stages of muni-

cipal strategic planning based on "once-only," user-centric, and co-creation principles. Ad-

ditionally, recommendations inc-lude developing digital infrastructure in remote commu-

nities, ensuring the active application of a unified interoperability framework, establishing 

effective inter-agency coordination mechanisms, implementing continuous digital literacy 

training programs for civil servants, strengthening legal liability and accountability mecha-

nisms for local self-government bodies, and introducing municipal digital system for the 

periodic monitoring of maturity, which will enable not only the identification and resolu-

tion of existing systemic vulnerabilities but also the sustainable modernization of the admi-

nistrative-territorial governance system and the inclusive and equitable development of 

communities. Based on this foundation, the key directions for improving the strategic ma-

nagement of community development can be formulated as follows: 

1. First, it is necessary to create a dynamic investment portfolio prioritizing logistics, 

agricultural processing, small-scale industry, road services, tourism, and utility 

infrastructure. 

2. Second, annual public reporting on strategy implementation—supported by a KPI 

dashboard—must be institutionalized. 

3. Third, a mandatory link between strategic goals and budgetary programs needs to be 

established. 

4. Fourth, digital participation tools must be expanded, shifting them from localized 

sections to a mechanism for managing priorities. 

5. Fifth, the human resource capacities of executive bodies need to be strengthened in 

areas such as project management, donor relations, and spatial and analytical planning. 6. 

Sixth, it is recommended to introduce the practice of an annual "strategic audit," where 

results are compared not only against the plan but also against environmental risks. 

 

References 
1. OECD. (2025). Effective public investment toolkit. https://www.oecd.org12.O  

2. Kovaliv, M., Skrynkovskyi, R., Yesimov, S., Khmyz, M., Krasnytskyi, I., Kniaz, S., Khmyz, 

V., & Ohirko, O. (2022). Strategic  planning  as  a  factor  of  public  administration  in  Ukraine. 

Path  of  Science, 8(4),  1001–1009. https://doi.org/10.22178/pos.80-19 

3. Androniceanu, A., & Georgescu, I. (2023). Hierarchical clustering of the  European countries  

from  the  perspective  of  e-government,  e-participation,  and  human development. In NISPAcee 

Journal of Public Administration and Policy (Vol. 16, Issue 2, pp. 1–29). Sciendo. 

https://doi.org/10.2478/nispa-2023-0011  

4. Kontogeorgis,  G.,  &  Varotsis,  N.  (2021).  Reinstating  Greek  e-governance:  A framework 

for e-government benchmarking, improvement and government policies. In Voprosy 

Gosudarstvennogo i Munitsipalnogo Upravleniya - Public Administration Issues  (Issues  6,  2,  

pp.  103–127).  Natl  Res  Univ  Higher  Sch  Economics. https://doi.org/10.17323/1999-5431-

2021-0-6-103-127 

5. Maulana, R. Y., Durnik, M., & Decman, M. (2024). Collaborative approach on digital 

government  transformation:  In-depth analysis  from  expert  interview. In  NISPAcee Journal of 



 
 
 
 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE quarterly academic journal 

106 
 

Public Administration and Policy (Vol. 17, Issue 1, pp. 94–119). Sciendo. 

https://doi.org/10.2478/nispa-2024-0005  

6. Moldovan, O., Macarie, F. C., & Barnes, D. (2024). Public administration education during the 

COVID-19 pandemic: Teaching experiences  and  policy  implications.  In Transylvanian  Review  

of  Administrative  Sciences  (Issue  72E,  pp.  78–97). Babes-Bolyai Univ. 

https://doi.org/10.24193/tras.72E.5  

7. Nemec, D., Machova, Z., Kotlan, I., Kotlanova, E., & Klikova, C. (2022). Corruption in public 

administration as a brake on transition to industry 4.0. In SAGE Open (Vol. 12, Issue 1). SAGE 

Publications Inc. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221085009  

8. Johansson, J. (2024). Research on digital discretion: The subjectification of street-level work  

in  public  administration.  In  Review  of  Policy  Research.  Wiley. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ropr.12637  

9. Nagel, M. L. (2025). The challenge of balancing innovation and tradition in the public sector: 

The role of street-level bureaucrats in digital transformation. In Administration &  Society  (Vol.  

57,  Issue  1,  pp.  154–181).  SAGE  Publications  Inc. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00953997241296100  

10. Villaplana, F. R., Megias, A., & Sandri, G. (2023). From open government to open parties in 

Europe: A framework for analysis. In Frontiers in Political Science (Vol. 5). Frontiers Media SA. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2023.1095241  

11. Traversa, S.,  & Ivaldi, E.  (2024).  eGovernment implementation  in  Italy: Regional index  for  

NRRP  goals  evaluation.  In  Social  Indicators  Research.  Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-024-03361-4  

12. Pirni, A., Giampellegrini, P. P., & Raffini, L. (2019). Digital transformation and e-government: 

For a research agenda on the Liguria region. In Obets-Revista de Ciencias Sociales (Vol. 14, Issue 

2, pp. 471–490). Univ Alicante, Inst Univ Desarrollo Social & Paz-IUDESP. 

https://doi.org/10.14198/OBETS2019.14.2.07 

13. Profiroiu, C. M., & Negoia, I. C. (2022). Public administration reform in Romania: Assessing  

the  past  and  looking  into  the  future.  In  Transylvanian  Review  of Administrative  Sciences  

(Issue  SI,  pp.  131–149).  Babes-Bolyai  Univ. https://doi.org/10.24193/tras.SI2022.9  

14. Weissmueller, K. S., Ritz, A., & Yerramsetti, S. (2023). Collaborating and co-creating the  

digital  transformation:  Empirical  evidence  on  the  crucial  role  of  stakeholder demand  from  

Swiss  municipalities.  In  Public  Policy  and  Administration.  SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/09520767231170100   

15. OECD.    (2021). Better    governance,    planning    and    services    in    local    self-

governments    in    Poland. https://www.oecd.org  

16. Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development. (2024). 

Integrated urban development concepts. https://www.bbsr.bund.de  

17. e-Estonia. (2023). e-Governance in Estonia: 100% digital, 100% trusted. https://e-estonia.com, 

.European Commission. (2020). New Leipzig Charter: The transformative power of cities for the 

common good. https://ec.europa.eu6 

18. Global Innovation Index 2025:  https://www.wipo.int/web-publications/global-innovation-

index-2025/en/index.html  

19. Global Innovation Index: https://www.wipo.int/en/web/global-innovation-index  

20. E-Government Development Index (EGDI): 

https://data360.worldbank.org/en/dataset/UN_EGDI  

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE quarterly academic journal 

107 
 

Tsovinar KARAPETYAN, Marine HARUTYUNYAN 

Systemic problems of territorial-administrative governance and the role of digital 

participatory platforms (participatory budgeting, digital voting, e-systems, and local 

government feedback applications) in enhancing the effectiveness of community 

strategic development programs 
Key words: administrative-territorial governance, systemic issues, digital participatory platforms, 

strategic community development, digital transformation, participatory budgeting, public 

administration efficiency, local self-government. 
 

Despite the reforms undertaken in Armenia to promote community consolidation and digi-

tal transformation, the systemic problems of the administrative-territorial governance sys-

tem remain a complex combination of institutional weakness, a human capital crisis, 

limited financial autonomy, and a deficit of participatory democracy. This is evidenced by 

Armenia’s low performance in the Global Innovation Index, the E-Government Develop-

ment Index, and digital readiness assessments, particularly in the areas of knowledge trans-

fer, university–industry collaboration, and government effectiveness. The purpose of this 

study is to analyze the methodological potential of implementing digital participation plat-

forms (participatory budgeting, digital voting, electronic systems, and local government 

feedback applications) as instruments for improving the effectiveness of community strate-

gic development programs. The study combines a comparative analysis of international 

experience with an analysis of assessment results from Armenian communities, employing 

a combination of qualitative methods (semi-structured interviews and document analysis) 

and quantitative methods (processing of indices and statistical data).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


