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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Georgian Institute of Public Administration F&) was established in 1993. The goal of the
institute and its programs is to positively impt effectiveness of public administration andréspect
for public service in Georgia by educating a caufrpublic servants in public administration.

Since its founding, GIPA has been supported bytgriiom the Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs of the U.S. Department of State to the Nia#il Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) in
Washington, D.C. The Institute also receives supgicectly from the Public Affairs Section of thgsS.
Embassy in Georgia. Within the U.S. Departmerftate, grants to the National Academy of Public
Administration have been administered by the Oftit€itizen Exchanges.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT

This independent evaluation of the Georgian Intiaf Public Administration concludes that the
Institute is well run by the Georgian staff, effeet and exceeds its initial goals. The only aspé
Institute management that needs sustained atteistibe role played by the National Academy of Rubl
Administration. Better record-keeping, recruitmehtt more diverse group of American faculty, amel t
creation of basic orientation materials are dedigitalled for. Despite some disorganization an th
American side, GIPA students are well screenedigiedously trained. The institute has developed a
reputation for excellence that is luring Georgiaést and brightest into the field of public admirsigon.
Alumni are highly sought after in both the publitdgprivate sector. Though the financial temptatmn
enter the private sector work is strong, a substiamtoportion of alumni choose employment in the
public sector.

The institute has come to stand for integrity, ggeand creativity in public administration. Degyitis
youth and small size, the Georgian Institute oflieuldministration is becoming a growing influence
Georgian public administration. The Institute ns®ke impact on public administration through its
alumni, workshops, internship program, guest istms, and guest speakers. Its existence and tHe wo
of its alumni are improving the image of public adistration in Georgia.

We strongly urge the U.S. Department of State tdginae funding this program when it comes up for
renewal in 2003. Itis a very small program ligiato most of the FREEDOM Support Act Exchange
Programs in the region and its results are easidemnonstrate. In addition, we suggest that tig U.
Department of State seriously consider increasingihg by a few thousand dollars to cover the aallit
of three logically-related projects. The evaluatimcovered the need for: 1) a case study workshop
where alumni could learn how to turn their emploptexperiences into teaching materials for future
cohorts, 2) a small grants program to fund worlpagers in targeted issues of public policy, and 3)
small grant to fund the creation of a Georgian leagg textbook of public administration.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

GIPA offers a nine-month masters program, whiabpien to people who both hold a bachelor’'s degree
and possess sufficient fluency to take a courstualy in English. The program has admitted 30-35
students a year, beginning with the class of 19858tead of having multiple semester-long courses,
courses are presented consecutively in three-tovieek blocks. The GIPA program begins in January
with a series of preparatory courses in English.




Substantive courses begin in April and extend tinéilend of October. Typically eight core couraes
taught. The mixture of courses varies slightly, &mong the courses commonly taught are: Budgéting
Finance, Case Studies, Economics, Ethics & Reslpititysin Government, Human Resources
Management, Law & Public Administration, Organinatl Management, Public Policy Analysis, and
Research Methodology. Each core course entade thours of class-time each morning, five days a
week. All courses run for 45 hours (3 weeks), pkéar economics, which runs for 60 hours (4 weeks)
The core courses are taught by visiting Americanlfg and lecturers, in English.

The curriculum is supplemented by short courseS@orgia-specific issues, taught by Georgian experts
in Georgian. Typical short courses include: thei&asf Management, Applied Psychology and
Philosophy, History of the Georgian State, Geor@anstitution & Law, Georgian Public
Administration, Conflict Resolution & NegotiationSgorgian Tax Administration, Role of NGOs in the
formation of Civil Society, Geopolitics, Currentd&twmic Development of Georgia, Basics of Georgian
Budgeting, and the Development of the Local Goveminsystem in Georgia.

When formal coursework is completed, all studeatsigipate in a one-month internship at a
governmental institution, as arranged by the GIRAf s In addition to coursework, GIPA has instedt

an annual policy paper project that the student&wo and then present to relevant U.S. and Geworgia
government officials. In previous years the papange focused on corruption in Georgian government
and health care reform. The Class of 2001 heldeptasons at GIPA and USAID on their project “How
to increase Georgian Government Revenue.” MostAlRiBiting professors incorporated work for this
project into their courses.

Evaluation Methodology

This evaluation was conducted by Lehmann SurvegRasearch, a small women-owned consulting
firm with long-term collaborative ties with acadesifrom the former Soviet Union. The evaluation
began in 2000 with a review of program files atth&. Department of State’s Office of Policy and
Evaluation and the National Academy of Public Adistiration (NAPA) in Washington, D.C. — the
contractor for the program.

Two surveys were designed by Dr. Lehmann for théduation — a Faculty Survey and a Survey for
Students and Alumni. Overall, fifteen GIPA fagudind 86% of students and alumni from the claskes o
1995-2001 completed the surveys. Some facultyestgd additional interviews, which were conducted
by Dr. Lehmann. In Georgia Dr. Lehmann also mektiaterviewed the PAO in Thilisi, Sharon Hudson-
Dean, GIPA Dean Mzia Mikeladze, and GIPA’s Rectar@ Margvelashvili. A total of five focus
groups of 8 to 10 people each were held in Thilisate May and early June of 2001. Dr. Lehmanth an
her staff co-conducted the focus group sessioasmixture of English and Russiamthout a translator

or GIPA staff present. Each session lasted betw8eaminutes and 2 hours.

The final data collection involved in-depth perdangerviews with Georgian public officials. These
interviews were conducted in Thilisi, Georgia besgwélay 28th and June 8th 2001. The six personal
interviews subjects were chosen for a combinatfmeasons including their knowledge of GIPA, their
knowledge of the current challenges faced by Gaargublic administrators, and their knowledge of
American institutions of public administration. gather they drew from their experiences in the
Georgian Ministries of Commerce, Finance, Justog, Transport, the Georgian Parliament — Human
Resources Division and Research Division, and thtioNal Bank of Georgia. Several have studied in
the U.S. or worked for international NGOs. Dr.rydtf. Hough, James B. Duke Professor of Political
Science, Duke University conducted these interviewtis oversight by Dr. Lehmann. The interviews
were conducted at the interviewee’s place of wiorlEnglish or Russian. No translators or GIPA
administrative personnel were present during tterviews.




Key Findings
Student Profile

* The parents of students and alumni are from thelmiand upper classes of Georgian society. The
most common occupations of fathers were: engirle®r], scientists (excluding college teachers)
(10%), information technology professions (8%),dseaf state organizations and subdivisions (6%),
and physicians (6%). Mothers typically were: sdheachers (21%), physicians (13%), scientists
(excluding college professors) (9%), engineers (@4l college professors (6%).

* Incoming GIPA students have bachelor’'s degrees B@meeparate major fields. The most common
majors from which GIPA draws are English (18.5%pr@mics (11.7%), Western European
languages & literatures (4.8%), and mathematics) (4Phese overall figures hide large gender
differences in GIPA’s student pool. Fully one thaf the female students are English majors; less
than 4% of the male enrollees are English majbrsoming students vary in terms of their interests,
but on average a third of them are interestedderfd government administration. Finance and
taxation are also strong interests of the students.

Student Selection Process

* Most students and alumni report that they heardita®tPA from other GIPA alumni or friends.
Approximately 25% heard about the school from tleessmedia. Relatively few (5%) learned about
GIPA from an event at their school.

» Students and alumni give GIPA high marks for haxangbjective selection process — something that
is not taken for granted in Georgia. Ninety-five percehthose interviewed thought the selection
process was completely (54%) or somewhat (41% xtitge

Curriculum

» The GIPA curriculum was compared to the curricdlthe top American schools of public
administration and public policy. Based on the parison, the 6 courses that should receive serious
consideration for addition to the GIPA curriculune:a

. Macroeconomic Analysis

. Microeconomics & Public Policy/ Managerial Ecamios for Public Administrators

. Executive Leadership/Governance & Leadershipelpment

. Information Systems for Managers/ Informatiorcimology Management in the
Public Sector/ Technology & Information Manageti Public Management of
Information Systems

. Public Management Workshop/ Management SciarrcBublic Affairs

. Policy Analysis & Political Choice/ Mobilizingf Political Action/ Responsibilities
of Public Action

A OWNPF
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* Tothe extent that it is possible, NAPA should eilts contacts with international programs of
public administration to assist GIPA in locatindedst one professor with substantive experience of
the problems associated with overcoming traditi@akhinistrative norms and cultures.




NAPA Program M anagement

* NAPA had kept extremely poor records of yearly cuta. What did exist was an often inaccurate
proposed curriculum submitted to the U.S. Department of State andmawveended. There were no
guidelines or vetting procedures for selecting figcuNo printed instructions to new faculty were
designed or systematically given out. Few couyHlals were on file. In short, program
management at NAPA is not up to the basic stand#rds American graduate program at an
accredited school.

» Specifically, fully 42% of American faculty surveyeeported receiving their invitation to teach at
GIPA at thelast minute. Twenty percent said that thegver received a general program description
or orientation materials, another twenty perceit #ay received them at the last minute. Moratha
half either never received teaching guidelines (B6f&eceived them at the last minute (18%).
Forty-five percent received the course materias they ordered at the last minute.

» Satisfaction with NAPA's performance was extrentadlyh when it came to arranging housing,
resolving personal, travel, and academic mattBisfault can be found in these realms.

Faculty & Teaching Evaluation

» Half of students and alumni thought that GIPA fagcwuere better than expected. Only 8 percent
thought that they were worse than expected. Sgsent percent of students and alumni reported
that they had been asked to submit formal teacksuations and they were “satisfied that their
comments were considered by the administrativé. staf

» A satisfactory match between student interestscandse materials indicates that GIPA’s selection
process is on track. It also indicates that GIFA=uiting literature and advertisements are not
misleading.

» Forty-seven percent of students and alumni thotigtitthe course selection was better than expected.
Thirty-seven percent thought that course compraébensss was better than expected. More than
half thought that course content was better thayeebed. Both students and alumni were extremely
positive about the usefulness of the informatiat they learned in GIPA classes.

Student Performance Evaluation

» Three quarters of the students and alumni thoungttttheir English was always adequate to
understand class lectures, read assignments, dedassignments. For the most part faculty
concurred.

» Several faculty members recommended more commaguction prior to the start of the program.
It was thought that in addition to being able tatevand copy documents, students needed to have
more facility with the spreadsheet program Excdliclv several courses use.

» Despite some initial shortcomings, faculty wereymgositive when asked to rate the typical student i
their most recent class. The main exception careckhomework preparation, which 43% of faculty
rated as “poor” or “fair.” Twenty-eight percentfaiculty thought that class participation could use
improvement as well. Final coursework receivedhigiest rating with 57% of faculty judging the
performance to be either “very good” or “excellént.




Partly as a result of instituting signed contraatd increased vigilance on the part of both thenDea
and the faculty, there has been a great redudiidiscipline-related complaints regarding the Class
of 2002. Instances of cheating, which plaguedezipus class, have been dramatically reduced
according to faculty assessment of the problem.

Internship Training

Of the 150 internships held between 1995 and 208%; were hosted by federal ministries or
agencies, 7% by international assistance organizatb% by local government, 5% by private
companies, and 3% by NGOs.

Overall 52% of GIPA alumni rate their internshigs‘axcellent” or “good.” A quarter rate them as
“satisfactory,” and 17% rate them as “unsatisfactorSome internship hosts do not know how to
best make use of the students’ talents and abilitiérst time internship hosts were the least gmeqh

Internship hosts liked to have the students atimg®tvith foreigners because their GIPA training
prepared interns to understand not only the Enghsifus, but also the Western concepts and
priorities. Interns could translate Western coneégto a Georgian framework, and vice versa.

Looking at the first job that GIPA graduates tofteagraduation — typically 1-2 months after their
internships were completed — we find that 29% ofradi from the classes of 1995-2000 accepted a
position with their internship host organizatidrRates of return differ. Sometimes employers fail to
offer jobs, either because they have no openingsecause the fit between GIPA alumni and the
position is not good enough.

Employment

Most of the alumni are working either in the puldector — primarily in the federal government
(27%), for international assistance agencies sadDARE, the UN, the Red Cross, USAID (20%), or
for Georgian and International NGOs (7%). Reld§ifew are working in private foreign firms
(27%).

Most alumni seem to switch jobs every couple ofryea so, although those working for international
assistance organizations are the most likely tortemployed as they switch from contract to
contract. Looking at the data for the first job post gradoatiinterim job (where available), and the
current job, one finds that more than two-thirdsioimni tend to stay in the sector they initially
chose, e.g. health, energy, finance, foreign affaitc.

There is surprisingly very little movement from doyment in the state sector to the private sector.
There is some movement from the private sectorthdastate and federal government agencies.
There is also some movement from working for Intiéional NGOs to working for Georgian NGOs.
Thus in a very short space of years, GIPA alumaisimovemeninto the public sector, despite the
lower salaries, political instability, and interteiit chaos of reform.

85% of students and alumni report that the mosbmat thing they consider when looking for a job
is the salary. The second criterion is that thekvb@ interesting (65%), and the third that theyena
an opportunity to help society (30%).

Forty-one percent of alumni reported that GIPArireg has been a crucial factor in receiving a new
job or a promotion. Eighty-five percent overallghat GIPA training helped.




e Seventy-nine percent report that their decisiokingaresponsibilities have increased. Almost two-
thirds report that their supervisory responsilgtind their income have increased as a result of
graduating from GIPA.

Stakeholders' Overall Assessment of GIPA Program

* When asked to rate the impact of GIPA on their oppaty for career advancement, half of alumni
said that the program impa@iceeded their expectations. Half of alumni also thougbttbthat
GIPA’s impact on their employment satisfactiexceeded their expectations, and that GIPA’s impact
on their professional qualifications hexteeded their expectations.

» Half of the American faculty said that teaching=dPA was one of the more rewarding teaching
experiences that they had had in their lengthyerareHalf said that teaching at GIPA was one ef th
threemost rewarding teaching experiences that they had leagr

* The National Academy of Public Administration haslltoo casual an attitude toward their
obligations regarding program management. Thituav@r agrees with the assessment of Carole
Neves, Case Studies instructor and NAPA's programager for several years prior to her move to
the Smithsonian Institution. She wrote that GIRds “Sustained, dedicated attention in
Washington, D.C."

Alumni Contact & Activities

* Most faculty (80%) report that at least one studerst contacted them for subsequent career advice or

academic assistance. Approximately one quartdreofaculty report having developed a
collaborative relationship with former studentsud&nts corroborate this high level of post-
graduation contact, half of it personal, half gbriofessional.

» Ten percent of alumni report starting joint progeatth American professors, 9% with internship
hosts, 5% with Georgian professors, 15% with GlEAmistrators, and 19% with fellow GIPA
students and alumni.

* Athird of GIPA alumni report that they continuegi@gram of study elsewhere after completing
their GIPA degree.

GIPA faculty and staff have been extremely activarranging for guest speakers, meetings, and
conferences. But less than a third of alumni kiabaut these special events. Additional fundinguiho
be set aside for staff assistance with alumni ivatifon of guest speakers and special topic seminar




Recommendations

For NAPA Administrators

* NAPA needs to become more disciplined about linipdhe instructors several months prior to the
start of the year. They need to keep a copy ofseosyllabi used by previous instructarsl make
thisinformation available to new instructors. They need to set up teaching guidelines and tatien
materials for new faculty, which give the facultgense of the type of teaching situation they will
encounter.

* NAPA needs to cast a wider net in securing facultiiey need to branch out beyond the usual
suspects at NAPA and really try to advertise tlogpm at similar schools in the U.S. Many of the
basic GIPA courses can be taught at least as E#8cby junior faculty. Junior faculty are much
more likely to appreciate a nominal extra salang #re opportunity to set up new research contacts.
They are more likely to be able to travel to Geaifgr a month. Most importantly, they have their
entire careers ahead of them for collaborative w&@kntacts made with young Georgians will have a
greater chance of blossoming into joint projecid publications in American journals.

* NAPA should make syllabi from previous instructaksilable so that instructors who follow know

what material has been covered over the courdeeofdar in all courses, and what material is
typically covered in the course they are teachorghie first time.

For GIPA Administrators

* The GIPA application committee works hard to se@udiverse group of applicants. The main
problem is that too large a percentage of the ferapplicants are English students. They need to
strategize about ways to broaden the profile, paleily of female applicants.

» GIPA has an honor code, but faculty indicate tloates students do not take it seriously enough.
Though honor codes have a mixed history of effectdss in the U.S., studies indicate that they work
best in small schools where social pressure cappked. We strongly recommend that GIPA have
each student discuss the honor code individuallly etiaff, sign the code in their presence, and
receive a clear list of actions that will be takemase the honor code is violated. Dean Mikeladze
response to this issue, contained in the bodyisfréport, indicates than several of these measures
have been taken in the year since faculty wereeyex.

» Institute a regime by which each faculty membetesgria short evaluation of each student and leaves
this in the student folder in the faculty officBven a quick checklist of common issues such afystu
habits, academic strengths and weaknesses, asdodasdeportment would be very useful for the
incoming faculty to review. Given the teachingaagements, GIPA faculty have little or no contact
with each other. This written record would foiteahpts by students to take advantage of faculty
ignorance.

* Invite traditional civil servants to teach and leetat GIPA. Their resulting knowledge of the
students—and appreciation for the teaching honarari-gives them an incentive to help place
students as interns and to subsequently hire senmeamently.




For Faculty

» Faculty recommend that new instructors be discaddgpm using bulky textbooks. Students are
more likely to complete the reading assignmentisaf are given out in smaller increments. Faculty
recommend handing out syllabi and making vocabulaty with definitions of key English words.

* Faculty and alumni recommend supplementing U.Ss tekh more frequent use of examples from
newly emerging democracies. When possible, intenmal case studies would be extremely useful.
In particular this material should draw on examptem southern and eastern countries. Lebanon,
Greece, southern Italy (especially Sicily), Spaimd Portugal were particularly suggested.

For the Office of Citizen Exchanges

The institute presently has no funding or faciitte undertake policy research on its own. Howebher
institute has received multiple requests from saat local government officials who would like @yfi
reports on various topics.

» Our estimate is that 10-15 alumni per year wouke tadvantage of an opportunity to write a policy
paper. This task would be in addition to theil-fihe job obligations. If this idea is appealiriigis
recommended that the stakeholders work togethagttout clear guidelines with respect to topic
selection, length, seriousness, and quality. Sjeecibncrete problems could be addressed in a paper
that could be completed in one month. More fund#aigolicy issues, such as a plan for
restructuring a particular government agency oblgms of tax administration in Georgia would take
up to six months to analyze and should be paidrdotgly. (See Appendix A for a cost estimate for
such a program.) These papers could be widelylaited in the U.S. government, the Georgian
government, used in GIPA classes, and offereddbtigation in journals and textbooks.

» Consider David Darchiashvili’s suggestion thatth8. Department of State institute a requirement
that the Georgian government hire a certain peagendf GIPA graduates as a condition of its
continued support of GIPA. He recommends thatktl& Embassy in Thilisi exercise broad
oversight to ensure that an effort is made tolfulie condition. Perhaps a nicer way to achidnee t
same end would be to trade off policy assistancg@foplacement assistance.

Many attendees of the five focus group sessionsesgpd an interest in writing up employment
experiences in the form of case studies for useubient and future students. Currently the casdies
course is one of the most popular, but there aveGeorgian cases to review.

* Now that there are 200+ alumni available to wripecases, it is strongly suggested that additional
funding be provided to pay for an instructor tochalweeklong case writing workshop for alumni.
Alumni who write complete cases and submit thei@ A for instructional use should be rewarded
for their efforts with an honorarium. (See Appendifor a cost estimate for such a program.)

» Currently there is no basic textbook on public adstration written in Georgian. Yet several alumni
expressed an interest in taking on this projecindig should be made available to support a few
alumni who could work with the American faculty amge GIPA's facilities. The production of this
textbook would move the institute significantly dowhe road to Georgianization of the curriculum.




For Future Discussion Among the Stakeholders

* The curriculum currently falls short the requirentssior a U.S. Master’s Degree in Public
Administration. A serious discussion among staladrs should be held as to discuss whether it is
necessary and/or desirable to increase the letfigtindy beyond 10 months. If the course of study
were to be extended several courses could be dddie curriculum to make it more comparable to
U.S. Master’s Programs in Public Administratioith¢ body of the report contains specific courses
recommendations and their rationale.) On the dihed, graduates are already highly sought after
and considered to be better trained than theil aapetition.

* A Muskie Ph.D. program was launched in 2001. Seha@rGIPA’s most successful alumni were
finalists in this program. The GIPA program goasno train Georgians to effect change in
Georgian public administration. The most succeégghduates were in pivotal positions in the
Georgian government. They resigned those posiaodsvent to the U.S. for 3-5 years as Muskie
Ph.D. students. A certain percentage will nevemrreto local government in Georgia. Those that do
return will be “out of the loop” having been goreeleng. Currently U.S. Embassy personnel actively
support GIPA alumni as candidates for the MuskiddPprogram. This raises two issues of concern.
First, are GIPA’s people adequately trained toreateh.D. program in the U.S., given that their
Master’s program is truncated? Second, at prekerg is the appearance of a conflict of intemest i
sacrificing the goals of one U.S. funded progra@&P@) to more easily attain an applicant pool for a
different U.S. funded program (Muskie Ph.D.) Stakders should decide how much encouragement
GIPA alumni should be given to apply for the MuskieD. program. While it is unlikely that the
best course of action would be to bar GIPA alumminfthe Muskie competition, there are several
levels of support that fall short of the curreneaf active sponsorship. Specifically, stakeholder
should discuss whether support be limited to Isttérecommendation, help with the application,
passive advertisement of the Muskie Ph.D. progaragtive recruitment and sponsorship of
candidates.




