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ABBREVIATIONS
CEC - Central Election Commission
GRECO – Group of States against Corruption, the Council of Europe
LEPL - Legal Entity of Public Law 
LLC - Limited Liability Company
NNLE - non-commercial (non-entrepreneurial) legal entity  
OSCE - ODIHR – Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, Office for Democracy and 
Human Rights
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INTRODUCTION 
Competitive environment among the political parties is one of the pillars of democracy. It is important 
for the public to have a choice between various political groups in order to avoid autocratic rule in 
the state. The strength and popularity of political parties largely depend on their financial capabilities. 
In transitional countries, opposition parties frequently have to struggle to obtain funding while ruling 
political parties enjoy greater advantages in this regard. This leads to weakening of competition 
between the political parties, which, in turn, threatens to undermine democratic development of the 
country. Therefore, we believe that financing of political parties is a matter of concern for the public. 
Transparency International – Georgia has been observing the issue for years now and has periodi-
cally issued relevant reports on the matter.

This time we are pleased to present a study, which covers analysis of the election campaign financ-
ing for 2016 parliamentary elections. In line with the legislation, the election campaign was launched 
in Georgia four months prior to the Election Day (October 8) – it started on June 8, following prom-
ulgation of presidential decree with Prime Minister’s countersignature[1].  Second round of elections 
was scheduled for October 30 whereas the results were finally summed up on November 16. Thus, 
the present report covers the period from June 8 to November 16. 

As for the subject of the research, for purposes of the study, we have focused just on qualified polit-
ical parties.  Congruent to the Election Code of Georgia, a political party is qualified, if it is eligible to 
receive direct state funding in line with the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens.  
In 2016 pre-election period, 11 political parties were classified as such:

• Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia (hereinafter Georgian Dream)

• Conservative Party of Georgia (Consertvatives)

• Industry Will Save Georgia (Industrialists)

• Republican Party of Georgia  (Republicans)

• Free Democrats

• National Forum

• United National Movement

• Christian-Conservative Party of Georgia

• United Democratic Movement

• Alliance of Patriots of Georgia (Alliance of Patriots)

• Labor Party of Georgia (Laborists)

As the given report aims to analyze election campaign finances, instead of focusing on political par-
ties, we put emphasis on qualified election subjects. An election subject is a party registered by the 
respective election commission. It becomes qualified if the registered party is qualified, or, in case of 
a bloc, if at least one of its constituent parties is qualified.[2] 

1  Presidential Decree №03/06/02 of 3 June 2016: https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/3301488
2 Election Code of Georgia, Article 2, paragraphs „q“, „q1“ and „t1“
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It was logical to select only qualified election subjects, as apart from being top-rated players in the 
Georgian political arena, they are the only ones enjoying access to state funding. Almost 100% of 
pre-election campaign funds are at the disposal of the given parties.

For the most part, figures are retrieved from financial declarations summarizing the election cam-
paign,  which have been uploaded to the website of the State Audit Office[3]. Some data for the sec-
tion on private donations is also taken from the same website, from the database of contributors. 
Certain statistics were retrieved from the Central Election Commission (CEC) and Georgian National 
Communications Commission.

The report has been built upon qualitative and quantitative analysis of the legislation, as well as the 
statistical data. Certain part of the study methodology is based on OSCE-ODIHR Handbook for Ob-
servation of Campaign Finance.[4] Certain costs related to advertising were analyzed using a special 
methodology of parallel monitoring. Certain parts of the report are taken from the previous report of 
Transparency International - Georgia on political party finances.[5]

The report begins with an overview of the general legislative framework for political parties in Geor-
gia. The subsequent chapters cover more specific issues: a) income; b) expenses; c) financial ac-
countability and transparency; d) oversight, monitoring of finances and sanctions; as well as e) 
women, minorities and persons with special needs. The report ends with recommendations.

3 http://www.monitoring.sao.ge/
4 http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/135516?download=true
5 Political Party Finances in Georgia, Transparency International - Georgia, September 2016: https://goo.gl/ffUyLo
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KEY FINDINGS
Study of the period from June 8 to November 16, 2016 revealed the following main findings: 

Income

• In total, qualified election subjects received income of GEL 32 million. The greatest part of it, that 
is GEL 21 310 211 (66%), went to the Georgian Dream, to be followed by the United National 
Movement with GEL 2 811 045; the Alliance of Patriots comes third with GEL 1 674 908;

• Income received by the Georgian Dream is seven times higher than income of the second place 
holder United National Movement; meantime, it is nearly twice as  much as the total income all 
other qualified parties taken together. Such a huge difference in revenues of political parties has 
not been detected since 2010; 

• The following categories represent the largest sources of revenues: a) state funding, b) private 
donations and c) bank loans; 

• With the exception of the Georgian Dream and the Alliance of Patriots, state funding accounted 
for the greatest share of income for all other qualified election subjects;

• In total, qualified election subjects received GEL 21 726 165 as donations. The largest part of do-
nations, that is GEL 19 183 489 (86%) went to the Georgian Dream; it is followed by the Alliance 
of Patriots of Georgia with GEL 998 001; the United National Movement ranks third with GEL 972 
764. Such large sum of donations has been observed for the first time since 2012 Parliamentary 
Elections;   

• Donations received by the Georgian Dream 19 times exceeds donations of the Alliance of Pa-
triots and 6 times – those of all other qualified subjects taken together. Such huge defference in 
donations of the ruling party and other qualified subjects is unprecedented throughout the elec-
tion history of Georgia; 

 
• 85% of total donations came from 1 233 natural persons with the remaining 15% - coming from 

65 legal entities;

• Out of 53 donor companies of the Georgian Dream, only five got  direct state contracts through 
the simplified procedure, with a total amount of  GEL 420 000. Since the given companies  do-
nated around GEL 313 075 to the Georgian Dream, such low value of direct contracts does not 
cast doubts in terms of political corruption; 

• As for contributions by natural persons,  201 out of 1 233 donors  were somehow connected 
(including through family members) with 935 legal entities. 76 out of 201 are connected to com-
panies, which have secured at least one public procurement contract through the simplified 
procedure in 2016. 55 out of these 76 natural persons are contributors of the Georgian Dream. 
Throughout the election period, they donated a total of GEL 1 661 470 to the ruling party, where-
as 49 companies connected to these 55 individuals secured GEL 2 400 000 worth of contracts; 

• In the election period, 122 public officials and their family members donated funds. In case of 
8 officials, there are questions whether they had sufficient revenues to donate funds to political 
parties.
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Expenses

• In the election period, expenses incurred by 9 qualified subjects amounted to GEL 31 618 225. 
The greatest part of expenses - GEL 22 291 484 (70%) was incurred by the Georgian Dream. 
It is followed by the United National Movement with GEL 2 613 102; Free Democrats rank third  
with GEL 1 415 539; 

• Funds were mostly expensed for goods and services, advertising and salaries;  

• During three months before the elections, Transparency International – Georgia carried out par-
allel monitoring of costs incurred by qualified election subjects for TV advertising and billboards 
in Tbilisi. Figures declared by the election subjects do not contradict our findings, except for one 
case when the party Free Democrats did not include cost for four advertisements on TV Imedi in 
its financial declarations. 

Other issues

• Despite requirement for high standards of financial transparency and response offered by the 
State Audit Office to detected violations, reporting by political parties/election subjects in a com-
prehensive manner remains to be a major challenge. The overwhelming majority of the declara-
tions are incomplete or inconsistent. Mandatory information is missing from various fields. One 
gets the impression that political parties are not well aware about the way to fill in the declaration 
forms; they do not know which data they should include, or deliberately do not fill the forms prop-
erly;

• For parliamentary elections, five out of all qualified election subjects had complied with gender 
quotas in the party list; out of these, only the Alliance of Patriots managed to overcome the 5% 
election threshold.
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CHAPTER I. LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK 
FOR ELECTION CAMPAIGN FINANCES
As already noted in the previous report, political party finances are regulated by several legislative 
acts in Georgia. The legislative framework, in its turn, covers donations and expenses incurred by 
the election subjects during the election period, as well as transparency and effective implementa-
tion of responsibilities as stipulated by the law.[6]

Legal principles for regulating political party finances are defined by the Organic Laws on  Political 
Unions of Citizens and the Election Code, as well as  by the Law on the State Audit Office, 
General Administrative Code, Code of Administrative Offences and by the orders of the General 
Auditor of the State Audit Office.

1. LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENTS

Substential amendments to the political party financing legislation have been adopted in the last four 
years.  In this regard, the end of 2011 was a turning point, with substantial adjustments being moved 
to the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens.  New regulations served to largely fill up existing 
legislative loopholes of political financing. Certain important amendments were also moved after the 
parliamentary elections in 2012. 

With regard to year 2016, The Constitutional Court of Georgia approved on May 23 the claim of Po-
litical Union of Citizens Free Georgia  and the New Rights   against the Parliament of Georgia and 
ruled the first clause of Article 51 (5) of the Election Code as unconstitutional.   

The disputed provision defined rule for allocation of free advertisement time among election sub-
jects in the pre-election period at the Public Broadcaster, Public Broadcaster’s Adjara TV and Radio. 
The right to free advertisement time was granted only to those election subjects, which included a 
political party securing no less than 4 or 3 percent of votes in the parliamentary or local self-govern-
ment elections respectively, or participating in the previous elections as part of an election bloc that 
received the same amount of support and was number 1 on the bloc list of parties. The Court ruled 
that the provision was discriminatory towards the parties, which participated as part of an election 
bloc securing sufficient support, but were not number one on the bloc list. 

The given decision of the Constitutional Court prompted the Parliament of Georgia to adopt new 
legislative amendments, which would impose new rules on allocation of free advertisement time. The 
draft law was prepared by a small group of MPs. In fact, the whole political spectrum was disengaged 
from the process. Since the issue had direct impact on their work, all leading political parties should 
have been engaged in the preparation of the draft law.  

On June 22, the Parliament adopted new amendments, which aimed to eradicate the discriminatory 
approach towards members of the election blocs. According to the new regulation, free political ad-
vertisement time is allocated equally to all political parties that have, individually or within an election 
bloc, secured no less than 4% through proportional vote during the previous parliamentary elections, 
or no less than 3% - during the local self-government elections. 

6 Political Party Finances in Georgia, Transparency International - Georgia, September 2016: https://goo.gl/ffUyLo
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Transparency International – Georgia has repeatedly highlighted shortcomings of the new 
rule. Most problematic is the fact that it contains the risk of political parties artificially joining 
the blocs to take avail of more free advertisement time. Such actions would undermine value 
of the given instrument, as parties would be granted too small advertisement time. That’s 
right the thing that happened during 2016 parliamentary elections; we came up with 20 quali-
fied parties, which means that in future, limited free advertisement time will need to be further 
distributed equally among all 20 parties. 

2. KEY PRINCIPLES

As it has already been noted,  a number of legislative acts regulate financing of political parties in 
Georgia. Consequently, key principles related to political party finances are scattered among differ-
ent laws. 

Organic Law of Georgia on Political Union of Citizens defines those persons, that fall under  the 
constraining regulations of political financing.  Specifically, the mentioned law defines the concept 
of  political parties as well as the concept of a  person with declared electoral aims. Congruent to 
the law, a political union of citizens (party) is a voluntary and independent association founded on 
citizens common vision and organizational basis and registered in accordance with the procedure 
established by the law, which operates on the basis of the Georgian Constitution and legislation.  

The Georgian legislation does not provide for special regulation for election campaign/pre-election 
period. Promulgation of a Presidential Decree with Prime Minister’s countersignature on appoint-
ment of an Election Day marks an official launch of the election campaign. In case of willingness to 
take part in elections, political parties shall register no later than 57th day before the Election Day. 
After registration, a political party becomes an election subject, which is obliged to submit to the 
State Audit Office once every three weeks financial declarations on received revenues and incurred 
costs. Within one month after summarizing the election results, an election subject shall  submit an 
overall report  of the election campaign.  Apart from political parties, an election subject can be an 
initiative group or an independent candidate; regulations concerning election campaign finances 
apply to them as well.

3. ASSESSMENTS BY INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

In terms of regulations for political party finances, Georgia is one of the leaders worldwide. According 
to NGO Sunlight Foundation’s influential rating on political party financing, Georgia holds the first 
position amongst 55 countries.[7]

Each general election is Georgia is followed by assessment from OSCE-ODIHR and other interna-
tional organizations; in their reports, they touch upon political party financing as well. In this regard, 

7 http://moneypoliticstransparency.org/

Recommendations 

It is necessary to adjust the rule of distributing free advertisement time to political parties. New 
rule should somehow consider number of votes obtained by political parties. In addition, while 
allocating advertisement time, differentiated approach should be assumed towards the parties 
that ran for elections either within election blocs or individually, with the preference given to 
the latter.
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the Group of States against Corruption (GRECO) merits particular attention, as compared to oth-
ers, it conducts extensive research on the issue. The report[8] prepared by GRECO on 15-19 June 
2015 assesses fulfillment of the recommendations, which it had proposed in its earlier reports.

GRECO’s recommendations are split into two groups. The first group concerns the criminalization of 
certain articles as per the Criminal Law Convention on Corruption, while the second one relates to 
transparency of political party finances and the election campaigns.

Given the fact that the Government of Georgia presented information on partially performed recom-
mendations just on 1 August 2016, GRECO released additional report on 2 December 2016. The 
report highlights that the Central Election Commission and the State Audit Office are working on 
the package of amendments to the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Union of Citizens and the 
Election Code, which are in line with GRECO’s previous recommendations. Overall, according to the 
report, with regard to implementation of recommendations concerning financing of political parties 
and elections campaigns, there has not been much progress since 19 June 2015.

According to GRECO, out of 2nd group of 10 recommendations, 3 have been fully fulfilled while the 
remaining 7 – just partially. With respect to legislative framework, GRECO had the following recom-
mendations:

1. GRECO called upon the government to amend the effective legislation on political financing in 
order to form a single regulatory framework between the Election Code and Law on Political Union 
of Citizens.

The aforementioned recommendation is partially fulfilled. First of all, expansion of the scope of the 
Law on Political Union of Citizens is the fact that merits attention. The given law regulates the activ-
ities of political parties; therefore, according to GRECO, its effect over other subjects is a controver-
sial matter. Moreover, in spite of the amendments, the given laws (Law on Political Union of Citizens 
and Election Code) still contain cross references on different issues, which is a source of confusion.

GRECO stresses that in this regard there has been no tangible improvement and calls upon the 
government to speed up the amendment process. 

2. According to GRECO’s assessments, definition of a person with declared election aims still re-
mains ambiguous.

Namely, by the law, only natural persons are classified as the persons with declared election aims, 
whereas legal persons are covered by the order of the State Audit Office. Moreover, the obligation to 
publish financial information in a non-election period for persons with declared election aims stems 
not from the law, but from the order of the State Audit Office. As the report states on the given mat-
ter, reform planned by the Government of Georgia envisages incorporation of relevant orders of the 
State Audit Office into the law and presentation of the package of amendments to the Parliament 
for approval. By GRECO’s recommendation, it would be advisable for the Government to pass the 
reform promptly, without any delay. 

Failure to comply with GRECO recommendations is also stressed in OSCE-ODHIR final report, 
which was issued on February 3 and covered monitoring of the parliamentary elections on 8 and 30 
October, 2016.[9] The report evaluates the election period, assesses environment and conditions be-
fore and after the elections, provides the mission’s findings and recommendations on the financing 
of the election campaign.

8 Transparency of political party finances, 3rd round of assessment,  2nd report on implementation, GRECO, 11 August 
2016:  https://goo.gl/k8Ro9n 
9 Final report on 2016 parliamentary elections, OSCE, 3 February  2017: https://goo.gl/rL7nkg
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According to the report, the legislative amendments implemented in the years 2013-2016 with re-
spect to party and election campaign financing only partly respond to international and GRECO’s 
recommendations, including the establishment of a uniform legal framework, prevention of misuse 
of administrative resources and imposition of sanctions for all types of violation.

The report notes that there is substantial mismatch in donations received by the political parties and 
independent candidates. The fact that independent candidates, in contrast to parties / blocs,   cannot 
receive state funding even if they win the elections, is negatively assessed. It contradicts the inter-
national practice.

OSCE-ODIHR report also touches upon the fact of borrowing one million US dollars from Cartu Bank 
by the Georgian Dream.[10]  According to the report, while not a violation of campaign finance regula-
tions, the fact was seen as inappropriate by stakeholders; since there are no special regulations on 
loan terms, the loan could be paid back from public funds.

OSCE - ODIHR mission also assessed the work of the State Audit Office, which is the body in charge 
of overseeing campaign finances, income and expenditures. While studying received reports, the 
SAO focused only on the income part (but still published all reports on its website every three weeks 
to ensure greater transparency). It was caused by the fact that the SAO had limited human resources 
to investigate and oversee both income and expenditures. Furthermore, the law neither sets dead-
lines for the SAO to scrutinize the reports nor obliges it to publish its oversight conclusions, which is 
contrary to international good practice. 

According to the report, effective functioning of the SAO was further weakened by the new proce-
dure, whereby the Audit Office is obliged to get the court’s permission for starting an investigation. 
Slow pace of the investigation process was further caused by delayed provision of information re-
quested from other institutions. Consequently, the OSCE-ODIHR urges the authorities to:

1. Amend the law in a way to give independent candidates  equal opportunities for financing elec-
tion campaigns through state funding;

2. To ensure efficient oversight and transparency of campaign finances, the SAO’s resources and 
capacity, including human resources, should be increased to be commensurate with its responsi-
bilities. Consideration should be given to the publication of conclusions by the SAO on contestant 
financial reports, both before and after Election Day.

3. The law should clearly define timeframes for the SAO to verify and address campaign finance 
violations. Timely access to relevant information and cooperation with other authorities should be 
clearly regulated to enable the SAO to provide effective oversight.

10 https://goo.gl/ZTBNXx
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CHAPTER II. INCOME AND EXPENSES
1. LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR INCOME

During elections, political parties generate funds from the same sources as in other periods. the 
main difference lies in the fact that suring the election period, recipient of income (as well as a party 
incurring costs) is not a party, but rather a registered election subject of a party (one or more parties). 
The subject is obliged to establish an election fund for purposes of financing an election campaign.

According to effective regulation in Georgia, election subjects are entitled to receive income from 
the following sources: 1. State funding (which includes direct funding from the state budget as well 
as non-direct funding); 2. Membership fees; 3. Donations; 4. Preparation and spread of symbolism, 
lectures, exhibitions and other public events, as well as yearly income from business and other ac-
tivities; 5. Bank loans.

1.1. STATE FUNDING

As it is evident from the category of possible income sources, political parties may be funded not 
only through the private sector but through state funding as well. As a rule, funding from the state 
constitutes a huge chunk of the overall funding received by political parties. Possible amount and 
subjects eligible for state funding are determined by the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens. 
This law determines several ways of receiving state funding.

1.1.1. DIRECT FUNDING TO POLITICAL PARTIES 

Direct funding is received by the political party registered at the Central Election Commission that 
has individually or within an election bloc has participated in elections and the party or the election 
bloc has received no less than 3% of votes in the previous parliamentary or local self-government 
elections. The amount of funding allocated is determined by a formula[11], which determines GEL 
300,000 as basic funding and which is further increased by the amount of mandates secured for the 
Parliament as well as votes secured.

However, if a party has participated individually or within an election bloc and secured more than 6% 
of the votes in the previous parliamentary or local self-government elections, then the basic funding 
is doubled to constitute GEL 600,000.

Following 2016 parliamentary elections, problems turned up with respect to direct transfer of funds 
to the parties from the state budget. The formula envisages transfer of additional GEL 300,00 to the 
party, which was registered at the Central Election Commission to participate in the last parliamen-
tary elections and whose member was elected as a member of Parliament, provided that he estab-
lished a parliamentary faction. However, even in case of meeting the given condition, overcoming of 
the 3% threshold remains to be the most important prerequisite.

11 According to Article 30 (4) of the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Union of Citizens, funding of the parties is calculated 
by the following formula:
Z=B+(M*600*12)+(L*100*12)+(V*1,5)+(W*1)+(H), where Z – amount of funds to be allocated; B – basic funding amount; 
M – number of MPs elected through the proportional system (under 30 or 30); L – number of MPs elected through the 
proportional system above 30; V – number of votes secured under 200 000; W – number of votes secured above 200 000; 
H – party, which has been registered at the central election commission and whose member has been elected as an MP, 
if he established a faction, for purposes of the given formula H=300 000 GEL.
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In line with the given provision of the law,  Chair of the Central Election Commission allocated addi-
tional funds to the party Industry Will Save Georgia. The party will get annual funding in the amount 
of GEL 536 572 and will be amongst those 7 parties, which enjoy the right to having a representative 
in the CEC. 

In our opinion, decision of the CEC with regard to financing contradicts the electoral law, as the 
party „Industry Will Save Georgia has secured only 0.78% of votes in the parliamentary elections; in 
addition, establishment of a parliamentary faction by the given party is a controversial issue[12]. We 
believe that the record of the law “provided that it establishes a parliamentary fraction” is vague, as 
neither does the Organic Law on Parliamentary Factions, nor the Law on the Political Union of Citi-
zens define when a faction is considered to be established by a single party. In this case, the faction 
Georgian Dream – Industrialists brings together five MPs from the Georgian Dream party list and 
one – from the Industry Will Save Georgia.  Thus, it is not quite clear what criteria served as a basis 
for considering the given faction as established by the party Industry Will Save Georgia.

The party „Irakli Alasania - Free Democrats” appealed  the given ordinance of the CEC Chairman 
and requested its partial cancellation. The party was represented at the court hearings by Young 
Lawyers’ Association[13] while Transparency International – Georgia participated in the court dispute 
under the status “friend of the court” (Amicus Curiae). Regardless of our arguments, courts of the 
first and second instances rejected the appeal and upheld the order issues by the Chair of the Cen-
tral Election Commission. As a result, the party – Irakli Alasania - Free Democrats, supported by 
4.63% of the population, was deprived of the right to representation in the CEC while it was granted 
to the party supported by just 0.78% of voters.

1.1.2. FUNDING FOR COVERING ELECTION CAMPAIGN EXPENSES

An election subject, which has secured 5% or more in the proportional vote of the parliamentary 
elections, or more than 10% in the first round of presidential elections, will receive one-time compen-
sation in the maximum amount of GEL 1,000,000 from the state budget.

A single payment of GEL 500,000 will be made if the election subject secures more than 3% of votes 
in the council elections.

The election subjects will receive such single compensation payments only after presenting a report 
on their expenditures during the election campaign.

1.1.3. FUNDING ON THE BASIS OF GENDER EQUALITY

A political party, which receives funding from the state budget, will secure a 30% increase on its base 
funding if within the given party or within the election bloc the first, second and in every ten candi-
dates there is at least 30% different gender composition.

12 https://goo.gl/WqLN4D
13 https://goo.gl/lBVwkn

Recommendations 

The formula used for calculating direct funding of parties from the state budget should be re-
fined in a way to avoid all kind of ambiguity. 
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1.1.4. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO THE PARTIES THROUGH THE CENTER OF ELECTION 
SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT, REFORMS AND TRAINING 
 
Apart from the funding from the state budget, funds are annually allocated from the state budget to 
LEPL Center of Electoral Systems Development, Reforms and Trainings. The Center aims to sup-
port development of parties and non-governmental sector and introduction of competitive political 
system. The funding from the state budget is half of the directly allocated funds. The funds allocated 
by the Centre to the political parties is divided proportionally based on their base funding. The funds 
are allocated only for purposes of research, learning, conferences, work trips, regional projects, and 
educational programs on civic and electoral issues

1.1.5. PARTY FUNDING FOR TV ADVERTISEMENTS DURING THE ELECTION PERIOD  

To offer financial support to political parties for election campaigning during the election year, addi-
tional funds are allocated from the state budget to cover the expenses of TV political advertisements. 
Only those political parties are eligible to receive the funds, which have earned the right to be funded 
from the state budget based on their performance in the previous general election. To calculate the 
amount of funding, the number of votes received by the party in the last general elections is multi-
plied by three and then divided by the number of political unions that make up the election subject. 
Size of the allocated funding cannot exceed GEL 600,000. At least 15% of the money allocated to 
the election subjects should be used for pre-election advertisements on at least seven broadcasters, 
which do not represent national ones.

1.1.6. FUNDING OF REPRESENTATION IN DISTRICT AND PRECINCT COMMISSIONS ON 
THE ELECTION DAY

To ensure representation in district and precinct commissions on the Election Day, qualified election 
subjects will receive GEL 100 for every precinct and GEL 150 for every district. Moreover, the elec-
tion bloc that does not include any of the qualified parties, but includes at least one party that has 
secured at least 3% in the last parliamentary elections or last general proportional elections in the 
local self-government elections, will receive GEL 100 for every representative per precinct and GEL 
150 for every representative per district on the Election Day. The funding is allocated no later than 3 
days prior to the Election Day.

1.1.7. FREE ADVERTISEMENT TIME

Apart from direct funding from the state budget, the legislation provides for non-direct funding for 
political parties as well. While campaigning during the general elections, the national broadcaster 
is obliged to air advertisements provided by all eligible election subjects free of charge and without 
discrimination a minimum of 90 seconds within a 3-hour period.

It is forbidden to receive state funding or other income, which does not fall into the aforementioned 
categories. 

1.2. PRIVATE FUNDING 

Fundraising from private sector remains to be a major challenge for political parties; congruent to 
the law, the following are the largest sources of private funding: a) membership fees; b) donations; 
c) bank loans 
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1.2.1. MEMBERSHIP FEES 

Prior to the amendments of 28 December 2011, membership fees were not duly regulated and there 
were no restrictions in place. With the given amendments, a maximum cap was set for membership 
fees – GEL 1,200. Establishment of the cap was a well-justified decision as otherwise, there was a 
risk of it being used as a loophole for avoiding restrictions on donations. 

1.2.2. DONATIONS 

Regulations on donations have experienced a number of changes over the recent years; to bring an 
example, the right of legal persons to make donations was abolished in 2011, whereas in 2013, they 
were granted such right anew, though on certain conditions.   As of today, the effective legislation 
defines donations as follows:

• Money deposited on the account of a party by a physical of legal person;

• Material or non-material support (including, a preferential loan) or service (except for work per-
formed through volunteering)  secured by a party free of charge or on discount/preferential terms 
from a physical or legal person.  

• While making donations, the law imposes qualitative as well as quantitative restrictions:  

• The physical person who donates should be a citizen of Georgia;

• The legal persons who are donating should be registered on the territory of Georgia  while its 
partners and end beneficiaries  - citizens of Georgia;

• A donator cannot be a legal person, which in the last calendar or election year has had 15% or 
more of its actual income from simplified state procurements;

• Donations received by a party from a single citizen shall not exceed GEL 60 000 a year, while 
donations from a single legal person – GEL 120 000 over a year;

• Furthermore, it is forbidden to receive donations from: 

• Physical and legal persons of other countries, international organizations and movements; 

• State agencies, state organizations, legal persons of public law, societies with state stock own-
ership;

• Non-commercial legal entities and religious organizations;  

• Anonymous sources

With respect to donations, GRECO had specific recommendations in its 2015 report. According 
to GRECO, the government should have adopted relevant measures, in order to ensure effective 
identification of non-monetary support from donators. In spite of a number of positive amendments, 
according to GRECO, the Order of the General Auditor does not outline clear and precise guidelines, 
which would provide for periodic publication of information on non-monetary donations by political 
parties and other election subjects. Moreover, it should be clearly defined that not all non-monetary 
goods and services have clearly determined market values. In addition, a hard-and-fast line should 
be drawn between professional and non-professional voluntary work.[14]

14 https://goo.gl/uNXz4l
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1.2.3. BANK LOANS

A political party has the right to take a credit of maximum 1 million GEL in a calendar year only from 
a Georgian commercial bank. 

2. INCOME RECEIVED BY QUALIFIED ELECTION SUBJECTS  

Congruent to the Election Code of Georgia,  a party entitled to direct funding from the state budget by 
the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens is classified  as qualified; In 2016 pre-election period, 
there were 11 such parties: 

• Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia ( Georgian Dream)
• Conservative Party of Georgia (Conservatives)
• Industry Will Save Georgia (Industrialists)
• Republican Party of Georgia (Republicans)
• Free Democrats
• National Forum
• United National Movement
• Christian-Conservative Party of Georgia
• United Democratic Movement
• Alliance of Patriots of Georgia
• Labor Party of Georgia” (Laborists)

Since the present report aims to analyze the election campaign finances, we have focused on the 
study of qualified election subjects rather than of political parties. An election subject is a party reg-
istered by the respective election commission and it becomes qualified in the event the registered 
party is qualified, or in case of a bloc, if at least one of its constituent parties is qualified.[15]

The reason for selecting only qualified subjects was the fact that they are the top-rated players in the 
Georgian political arena; in  addition, out of the parties running for elections, they are the only ones 
eligible to receive funding from the state. Almost 100% of pre-election campaign funds are at the dis-
posal of the given parties. As noted above, the study covers the period from June 8 to November 16. 

For the most part,  figures come from financial declarations summarizing the election campaign 
finances,  which are being uploaded to the website of the State Audit Office[16]. Section on private 
donations is also taken from the same website, from the database of contributors. Certain statistics 
have been retrieved from the Central Election Commission (CEC).

In general, it should be noted that the majority of the declarations filled in by the election 
subjects contained certain gaps such as presentation of erroneous and/or incomplete data, 
inconsistent practice of filling in declarations and etc. Due to this, we encountered certain 
problems in the study period. They are more thoroughly covered in different chapters of the 
given report. 

2 out of 11 qualified parties – Conservative Party of Georgia and Chistian-Conservative Party of 
Georgia did not register their election subjects; consequently, only 9 qualified subjects  took part in 
the elections (qualified subjects and their constituent parties – see table 1).

15 Election Code of Georgia - Article 2 „q“, „q1“ and „t1“
16 http://www.monitoring.sao.ge/
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Table 1. qualified election subjects

Name of the election subject Party (parties) in the election subject

Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia

Topadze - Industrialists, Our Homeland

Topadze – Industrialists (Industry Will Save 
Georgia)

Our Homeland”

Usupashvili  - the Republicans Republican Party of Georgia

Irakli Alasania – Free Democrats Free Democrats

National Forum National Forum

United National Movement

United National Movement

European Georgia

Nino Burjanadze Democratic Movement

Democratic Movement – United Georgia

United Democratic Movement

Shalva Natelashvili – Labor Part of Georgia Labor Party of Georgia

Davit Tarkhan-Mouravi, Irma Inashvili – 
Alliance of Patriots of Georgia, United 
Opposition

Alliance of Patriots of Georgia

Traditionalists

Kahkha Kukava – Free Georgia

Freedom  - Road of Zviad Gamsakhurdia

Political Movement of Georgian Veterans and 
Patriots 

New Christian-Democrats
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In the reporting period, the qualified election subjects totally received income of GEL 32 million (see 
diagram N1). The greatest chunk of it, that is GEL 21 310 211 (66%), went to the Georgian Dream”; 
the United National Movement comes next with GEL  2 811 045, while Alliance of the Patriots of 
Georgia ranks third with GEL 1 674 908.

As the diagram shows, income received by the Georgian Dream is seven times as much as 
that of the United National Movement, which hold the 2nd position and twice as much as in-
come received by all other qualified subjects taken together. Such a huge difference between 
the party finances has not been detected since 2010. 

Diagram N2 reflects income of qualified subjects by three major categories: funding from the state 
budget, private donations and bank loans. 
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DIAGRAM 1. TOTAL INCOME OF ELECTION SUBJECTS FOR ELECTION
CAMPAIGN (GEL)
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The diagram demonstrates that with the exception of the Georgian Dream and Alliance of Pa-
triots of Georgia, funding from the state budget constitutes the greatest share of financing 
for all elections subjects. It is also evident that unequal funding of Georgian Dream is due 
to large size of attracted private donations; in the given component, the ruling party enjoys 
much superiority over its competitors. 

In the subsequent sections, we provide detailed analysis for each source of income. 

DIAGRAM N2: MAIN TYPES OF ELECTION SUBJECTS' INCOME (GEL) 
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2.1 FUNDING FROM THE STATE BUDGET

As already mentioned above, funding from the state budget includes direct allocation of funds to the 
parties as well as indirect, targeted ways of funding. 
 
Direct state funding is tied to the results of the previous general elections, as provided by Article 30 
of the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens and is calculated using a formula.[17] Diagram N3 
shows direct state funding of election subjects in the reporting period:

Apart from direct transfer of funds, which the election subjects are free to dispose of at their own 
discretion, the law also provides for funding though LEPL Center of Election Systems Development, 
Reforms and Training. Funds are disbursed exclusively for the purpose of surveys, studies, confer-
ences, business trips, regional projects and educational programs on civic and electoral issues. Dia-
gram N4 shows the amount of funding allocated to election subjects in the given category. Based on 
the declarations presented by the election subjects, National Forum accounts for the greatest share 
(421 104 GEL); However, according to CEC figures, National Forum  received GEL 78 908 worth of 
funding throughout the year.[18] Apparently, one of these figures is incorrect. The figure provided by 
the CEC seems to be more reliable.

17  Detailed information on types of funding from the state budget is presented in the 1st section of the given chapter.
18 Funding of political unions and elections subjects from the state budget https://funding.cec.gov.ge/
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DIAGRAM N3: DIRECT STATE FUNDING TO ELECTION SUBJECTS (GEL)
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Apart from direct funding from the state budget, election subjects also get non-direct funding for 
representation in election commissions and for advertising.  Funding of a representative in the elec-
tion commission implies transfer of funds to the representative of the subject in precinct and district 
commissions on the Election Day. Funding of advertisement costs entails reimbursement of adver-
tisement costs within certain limits. Detailed information on the given types of non-direct funding may 
be found in sections 1.1.5 and 1.1.6 of the given chapter. Diagrams 5 and 6 depict distribution of the 
given funding among the election subjects. 
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DIAGRAM N4: FUNDING OF ELECTION SUBJECTS FROM THE CENTER
OF ELECTION SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT, REFORMS AND TRAINING (GEL)
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DIAGRAM N5: FUNDING OF REPRESENTATIVES TO ELECTION
SUBJECTS (GEL)
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DIAGRAM N6: FUNDING OF ADVERTISEMENT COSTS TO ELECTION
SUBJECTS (GEL)

In the beginning of the election period, five parties  - Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia, United 
National Movement, Alliance of Patriots of Georgia, Labor Party of Georgia and Nino Burjanadze 
Democratic Movement – took avail of free advertisement time.

Following the decision of the Constitutional Court, whereby the distribution rule of free advertisement 
airtime was declared unconstitutional, the Parliament approved amendments to the Election Code 
on June 22; As a result, 6 other parties were added to the list of the election subjects.  All the qualified 
election subjects were granted the given privilege. Ultimately, as the Conservative Party of Georgia 
and Christian-Conservative Party did not take part in the elections, free advertisement airtime was 
distributed among 9 election subjects. 

Apart from the listed types of funding, for overcoming 5% threshold in the parliamentary elections, 
three qualified subjects - Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia, United National Movement and 
Alliance of Patriots received GEL 1 million apiece to cover election campaign expenses. 

2.2. DONATIONS 

Income of political parties from private sources has always been in the spotlight in Georgia.  It holds 
particularly true for donations. Since Georgia is a small and a poor country, big donations to political 
parties always trigger legitimate questions who actually stands behind such financial transactions 
and whether there are signs of corruption.    

It is quite difficult to detect corruptive and unlawful schemes; however, in the past years TI Georgia 
has tried to provide the public with more information on donators of political parties and their busi-
ness interests, as well as state procurement contracts secured by their affiliated companies through 
simplified rule.
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To more easily detect such business interests, „Transparency International – Georgia” has estab-
lished a special web platform www.politicaldonations.ge, which provides information on all the dona-
tions made to political parties in the period between 2012 and November 2016. Meantime, the site 
allows to study business interests of the donators as well.   

Based on the data available at the platform,  we analyzed all donations made in the period of 2016 
elections, namely, data on business companies of the donators and their participation in state pro-
curements.  Moreover, we analyzed revenues of those donators, who had filled in asset declaration 
forms designated for public officials. The aim was to check whether official revenues indicated in 
asset declarations enabled the donators to extend that big contributions to the political parties. 

2.2.1. CUMULATIVE DATA

According to the data of the State Audit Office, during 2016 elections, qualified election subjects 
totally received GEL 21 726 165 in donations. The party Georgian Dream received the greatest part 
of the donations - GEL 19 183 489  (86%). It is followed by Alliance of Patriots of Georgia with GEL 
998 001. The third largest recipient is the United National Movement with GEL 972 764. It is the first 
time that we observe such large amount of donations since 2012 parliamentary elections. 

Donations received by the Georgia Dream during the election period 19 times exceeds those 
of the  Alliance of Patriots and 6 times of all the qualified subjects taken together. Such dif-
ference between donations of the ruling party and those of other election subjects is unprec-
edented throughout the elections history in Georgia.
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DIAGRAM N7: DONATIONS TO ELECTION SUBJECTS (GEL)
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As already mentioned above,  due to inconsistencies in declaration forms of the SAO, there is certain 
margin of error  in different numbers. For instance, there is slight difference between the amount of 
the donations indicated in the database and the amount presented in declarations. We have already 
outlines declaration data above. According to the database of donators, in the reporting period, 
qualified subjects totally received GEL 22 555 960 in donations; out of these,  1 233 naturals 
persons donated GEL 19 061 205 and 65 legal entities - GEL 3 494 755.
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2.2.2 BUSINESS INTERESTS AND DIRECT STATE CONTRACTS OF DONATORS  

Out of  65 legal entities, 53 were donators of the Georgian Dream while the remaining ones donated 
to Alliance of Patriots of Georgia,  the National Forum and the United National Movement. 11 com-
panies were the largest contributors – with each donating the maximum amount of GEL 120 
000 to the Georgian Dream. The given companies are:  LTD “GMP”, LTD MFO “Leader Credit”, 
LTD “Kakheti National Winery”, LTD “Alpha”, LTD “New Georgia – 555” and LTD “Gamsakhu-
rdia 5”, LTD “CTN Georgia”, LTD  “BOLERO COMPANY”, LTD “LION”, LTD “Giorgi -2004” and 
LTD „Gagra+”. 

Out of 53 companies donating to the Georgian Dream, in 2016 only 5 got public procurement con-
tracts worth of GEL 420 000 through simplified procedure. Since the given companies donated 
around GEL 313 075 to the Georgian Dream, such low value of direct contracts is not  indicative of 
political corruption.

As for contributions by natural persons, 201 out of 1 233 donors had some type of connection 
(personally or through a family member) with 935 legal entities. 76 out of 201 are connected to the 
companies that have secured at least one state procurement contract in 2016 through the simplified 
procedure.  55 out of these 76 natural persons are contributors to the Georgian Dream; overall, 
throughout the election period, they have donated GEL 1 661 470 to the Georgian Dream. As for 49 
companies connected to these 55 individuals, they secured a total of GEL 2 400 000 direct contracts 
in public procurement. 

Amongst these people, the following ones deserve particular attention: 

• Giorgi Gvelesiani, Temur Ustiashvili and  Levan Gogsade – together, all three of them donat-
ed GEL 157 950 to the ruling party, while their company „GT Group” secured around GEL 425 
000 in direct public procurement contracts in 2016; 

• Giorgi Jabidze – donated GEL 55 000 to the ruling party, while his company “Fundashen” se-
cured nearly GEL 380 000 in direct public procurement contracts; 

• Ivane Nikolaishvili – donated GEL 40 000 to the Georgian Dream, while a company connected 
to him „FoodService” secured around GEL 130 00  worth of direct public procurement contracts;  

• Giorgi Robakidze – donated GEL 22 000 to the ruling party; his company „Kavkasavtomagistra-
li” secured nearly  GEL 220 000 in direct public contracts; 

• Ioseb Bregvadze – donated GEL 10 000 to the party while hid LTD „O. Gudushauri National 
Medical Center” secured nearly GEL 390 000 in direct public procurement contracts. 

2.2.3. HIGH-RISK DONATIONS

The source of donations is one of the most interesting questions in the field of political party finances. 
The main question is whether donations are legitimate, and whether there is some foul play involved 
with third-parties standing behind the transactions. Such violations could motivated with the intent to 
bypass qualitative or quantitative restrictions established by the law on donations. 

It is hard for public organizations to detect such facts, since information on the income of donators is 
of private nature and could be accessed only state agencies. 

Nevertheless, we tried to work out a specific methodology that would allow us to detect suspicious 
donations. To this end, we selected contributors, who were civil servants and thus were obliged 
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by law to have public asset declarations; afterwards, we compared their income to the amount of 
contributions they made to political parties. We determined GEL 5,000 as the minimum amount of 
donation, as donations below the given limit do not trigger much suspicions.

2.2.3.1 DONATIONS MADE BY PUBLIC SERVANTS 

In the election period, nearly 122 public officials and their family members donated funds to political 
parties.  We chose to focus on those civil servants, whose contributions to the parties made up a 
substantial portion of their declared income.  

It is noteworthy that in declarations, income of the state official and his/her family members are indi-
cated from the previous year; therefore, in certain cases, we compared contributions made in 2016 
to 2015 revenues, whereas in others – to income figures for 2016. It depended on the period of filling 
in the declarations by the public officials – whether declarations were filled in 2016 or 2017.

In case of 8 out of 122 officials, there are questions whether they had sufficient income to donate to 
political parties:  

a) Members of Parliament

• Zviad Kvachantiradze – according to 2017 asset declaration, income of Kvachantiradze totaled 
GEL 66 465 in 2016; the same year, he paid USD 21 600 on his mortgage loan and paid GEL 6 
750 in tuition fee for his children. As a result, net declared income of Zviad Kvachantiradze for 
2016[19] made up GEL 8 594.[20]  Nevertheless, Kvachantiradze managed to  donate GEL 30 000 
to the Georgian Dream, which constitutes  349% of his annual income.  The picture does not 
change much even if we take into account GEL 12 170 saving included in the declaration; income 
of the MP still would not suffice to make contribution worth of GEL 30 000; it is also noteworthy 
that information on donated funds is not included in the declaration, which contradicts require-
ments of the law.  

• Zaza Papuashvili – donated GEL 45 000 to the Georgian Dream. His income for the previous 
year totaled GEL 78 885; meantime, Papuashvili paid USD 23 984 on USD 36 000 loan services 
throughout the year.   Consequently, net income of Papuashvili totaled GEL 24 442, implying that 
by contributing GEL 45 000, he donated 184% of his annual net income  to the Georgian Dream.

• Pati Khalvashi – her income in 2016 totalled GEL 57 610; for servicing USD 40 000 mortgage 
loan, she paid  USD 7 920; as a result, net annual income of Khalvashi made up GEL 39 632. 
In September, she donated GEL 20 00 to the Georgian Dream, which is 50% of her net income.

 
• Zurab Abashidze – his income for 2015 made up GEL 58 314; meantime, for servicing two 

loans of GEL 102 000, he paid GEL 18 712 throughout the year. On 7 October 2016, Abashidze 
donated GEL 20 000, that is 50% of his net income to Free Democrats. 

19 Net income = Gross declared income – gross declared expenses
20 USD expenses are converted to GEL using average annual FX rate  for corresponding year, 2015: 1 USD - 2.27 GEL, 
2016: 1 USD - 2,37 GEL.
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b) Local authorities

• Irakli Baramidze - (Member of the Supreme Council of Adjara Autonomous Republic) in 2015, 
his family income totaled GEL 71 247; for servicing a bank loan, he paid USD 5 562 during the 
year; as a result, his net family income dropped GEL 58 621. Baramidze donated GEL 25 000, 
that is 43% of his net family income for the previous year to the Georgian Dream;

• Meri Maghradze – spouse of Teimuraz Chkheidze, Deputy Gamgebeli of Kharagauli Municipal-
ity. Their family income for 2015 totaled GEL 19 400. Meantime for servicing a bank loan, they 
paid GEL 3 600 during the year; as a result, net family income constituted GEL 15 800. In 2016, 
Maghradze donated GEL 10 000, that is 63% of her net family income for the previous year to 
the Georgian Dream;

• Koba Nakaidze (Director of LEPL- Public Helath Center of Adjara Autonomous Republic) – Fam-
ily income of Nakaidze for 2015 totaled GEL 59 675; the declaration stated that he has a 10-year 
mortgage loan, on which Nakaidze paid USD  21 600 in 2015; in addition, he paid GEL 4 500 fin 
tuition fee for his children; as a result, net income remains to be just GEL 6 143. Nevertheless,  
Koba Nakaidze donated GEL 10 000 to the Georgian Dream in 2016 – that is 163% of his net 
income for the previous year.  

c) Other officials

• Irma Kachiuri – sister of Davit Kachiuri, deputy supervisor of Dusheti Regional Division of 
Mtskheta-Mtianeti Police Department – in his declaration, Davit Kachiuri defines her as a family 
member and a person permanently residing at his place. Thus, all revenues and expenses of 
Irma Kachiuri are included in the declaration.  She donated GEL 20 000 to the Georgian Dream, 
whereas considering a 10-year mortgage loan, net family income totaled  GEL10 327 in 2015. 
It implies that Kachiuri donated 193 % of net family income of the previous year to the Georgian 
Dream.

Checking accuracy of the figures presented in asset declarations was not an issue we intended to 
focus on in the present report.  However, it is noteworthy that in frequent cases, declarations turn 
out to be incompletely filled in by public officials, costs are declared by mistake for other periods, 
revenues received through various agreements are not duly laid out and etc. 

2.2.4. OTHER HIGH-RISK DONATIONS

We also studied timing and size of donations. As we revealed, it was common for all the major parties 
to get extensive contributions on one and the same day, whereas on other days, much lower activity 
was observed. 

Occasions when a few individuals donate exactly the same amount of money to a single party on 
the same day deserve particular attention. There were hundreds of such contributions.  Cases when 
figures are not rounded up but still match, raise further  suspicions. To bring an example, on June 
8, two individuals (Giorgi Tripolski, Kakhaber Chikhladze) donated exactly   GEL 21 100 - 21 100. 
On June 9, right the same amount was donated to the same party by two other individuals (Giorgi 
Nozadze and Irina Murusidze). On May 25, Georgian Dream again received donations from two indi-
viduals (Davit Matikashvili and Mikheil Kvedeliani), with each of them contributing GEL 21 400. One 
day earlier, the same amount of money was donated to the party by Zurab Rusishvili (see table 1).
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Table 1. High-Risk Contributions

Date Contributor Contributed 
amount Recipient Party

2016-06-20 Vazha Mamatsashvili 
(01003012466) 21,500 Georgian Dream – 

Democratic Georgia 

2016-06-20 Shavlegi Skhirtladze 
(38001009209) 21,500 Georgian Dream – 

Democratic Georgia 

2016-06-08 Kakhaber Chikh-
ladze (01006011154) 21,100 Georgian Dream – 

Democratic Georgia 

2016-06-08 Giorgi Tripolski 
(01024001112) 21,100 Georgian Dream – 

Democratic Georgia 

2016-06-09 Giorgi Nozadze 
(01008002971) 21,100 Georgian Dream – 

Democratic Georgia 

2016-06-09 Irina Museridze 
(01017007408) 21,100 Georgian Dream – 

Democratic Georgia 

2.2.5 RESPONSE TO HIGH-RISK DONATIONS  

According to statistics of the State Audit Office, with respect to donations, 152 natural persons were 
interviewed during 2016 election period (see table 2). Out of these, fines were applied to 7.  6 dona-
tors were for the party State for People, whereas  one donator  - for  Alliance of Patriots. The overall 
amount of fines made up GEL 241 734, which were allocated as follows:  

• Donator of the Alliance of Patriots – GEL 183 200; 
• Donator of the movement State for People - GEL 58 534. 

It is noteworthy that the Audit Office issued acts for violation by two contributors of the Georgian 
Dream, with overall value of  GEL 8 000;[21]  however, the court did not uphold argument of the SAO 
and fines were not charged on the contributors. The case of David Buchukuri, donator of State for 
People, which entails fine of GEL 120 000 is still under consideration.

21 Ramina Beradze and non-profit entity Georgian Dream -  Healthy Future
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Table 2. People interviewed by the State Audit Office

Recipient of the donations Number of donators interviewed

Movement State for People 59

Georgian Dream 38

Alliance of Patriots of Georgia 22

United National Movement 14

Donators of other subjects 19

Total 152

2.3 BANK LOAN 

Only Georgian Dream took avail of the bank loan, withdrawing GEL 1 million from Cartu Bank on 
September 14. Duration of the loan was 4 months, interest rate – 11% per annum. According to the 
declaration presented by the election subject, Article 56 (1) of the Election Code served as a collater-
al, whereby an election subject overcoming 5% threshold in the parliamentary elections shall receive 
up to GEL 1 million from the state budget for covering election campaign costs. Being sure that they 
would manage to overcome 5% threshold and would be eligible to receive GEL 1 million from the 
budget, representative of the Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia exercised their statutory right 
of commercial borrowing in advance and thus secured access to additional financial resources. 

3. EXPENSES 

Declaring only income of the party naturally is not sufficient to ensure complete financial transpar-
ency. The legislation obliges political parties to present the State Audit Office with a detailed report 
of income, as well as expenses. The State Audit Office, in return, is obliged to make public all this 
information.
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The Law on Political Union of Citizens determines the maximum amount of expenses: the annual 
expenses incurred by a political party should not exceed 0.1% of the country’s GDP from the previ-
ous year. The given amount also includes expenses incurred by the party/election subject and other 
expenses incurred in its favor.[22] The expenses include costs for the elections, financing of public 
events, salaries, work trips and other goods and services acquired free of charge (with their market 
value assigned). Independent majoritarian candidates are also limited in their expenses.[23]

Apart from limiting the annual expenses of political parties, the law also stipulates specific restric-
tions on certain types of expenses: charges on expert-consultative services should not exceed 10% 
of the annual maximum limit (0,1% of the GDP from previous year).

The law does not impose other special limitations on expenses incurred for election campaigns. It is 
just important for election expenditures to fit the above-mentioned restrictions. 

However, Georgian legislation establishes restrictions on media organizations, with indirect impact 
on political parties:

• According to the first part of Article 50 of the Election Code, no later than 50 days prior to the 
election day the holders of a broadcasting license, authorized broadcaster, public broadcaster, 
public broadcaster’s Adjara TV and radio are obliged to abide by the following rules: paid ad-
vertisement time for a day should not exceed 15% of its total broadcast time for a day and no 
election subject should be allocated more than one third of this total air time;

• From the day the elections are announced to the day of summing up the results, newspapers, 
which are financed from the central or local budget, should not allocate more than one-third of its 
space in a single issue or over a week to an election subject

Though the aforementioned restrictions do not apply to political parties, they indirectly limit their 
advertisement expenses. The restrictions are imposed within reasonable terms and serve to putting 
political parties on equal grounds while spreading information. 

4. EXPENSES INCURRED BY QUALIFIED ELECTION SUBJECTS

Overall expenses incurred by 9 qualified subjects make up GEL 31 618 225 (see diagram N9). The 
greatest share  - GEL 22 291 484 (70%) was incurred by the Georgian Dream, after comes the Unit-
ed  National Movement with GEL 2 613 102; Free Democrats hold the third position with GEL 1 415 
539.

22  Article 251 of the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens
23 Cap of the independent majoritarian, according to Article 25 (1) of the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens, is cal-
culated in the following way: the cap of financial expenses of a party is divided by the total amount of voters in the country 
and the result is multiplied by the respective number of precincts
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Just like the revenues, there is huge imbalance in expenses as well – costs incurred by the 
Georgian Dream are 8.5 times higher than those of the United National Movement and nearly 
2.5 times as much as the costs incurred by all other qualified subjects taken together.  

During the elections, qualified subjects used to expense the greatest funds for goods and services, 
advertisement and salaries (see diagram N10). Traditionally, as advertisement costs make up sub-
stantial portion of total expenditures by political parties, the given category is the most interesting 
one. The given trend persisted during 2016 parliamentary elections as well. To bring an example, 
Georgian Dream spent GEL 13 million on advertising; United National Movement was lagging be-
hind  (with around GEL 1 million) to be followed by the Alliance of Patriots  with GEL 800 000.

586,856

807,868

811,956

840,124

959,421

1,291,875

1,415,539

2,613,102

22,291,484

Labor Party of Georgia

Usupashvili - Republicans

National Forum

Nino Burjanadze Democratic Movement

Topadze-Industrialists, Our Homeland

Alliance of Patriots of Georgia

Free Democrats

United National Movement

Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia

DIAGRAM N9: OVERALL COSTS OF ELECTION SUBJECTS IN THE
ELECTION PERIOD (GEL)

ELECTION CAMPAIGN FINANCES IN GEORGIA: 2016 PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS 30



In general, TV and outdoor advertising accounts for the greatest share in advertisement costs. With 
the given factor in mind, we decided to apply parallel monitoring to these two cost categories. Find-
ings of the study are presented in the chapter below.  

4.1. PARALLEL MONITORING OF TV AND OUTDOOR EXPENSES OF QUALI-
FIED ELECTION SUBJECTS 

4.1.1. INTRODUCTION

There are a number of different systems available worldwide for tracking expenditures of political 
parties; though urgency of the given issue varies from one country to another, it is still problematic 
worldwide. As a rule, state agencies are in charge of monitoring expenses of political parties. Howev-
er, in countries where the public confidence in state institutions, for various reasons, is exceedingly 
low, or the agency does not have enough resources, need for public monitoring of elections subjects’ 
costs emerges. In such circumstances, in Ukraine for example, there were cases when the Public 
Oversight has revealed quite a lot of problems, mainly related to discovery of undeclared expenses 
incurred by the election subjects. Such public activity forces election subjects as well to pay more 
attention to this issue and take charge of their own financial affairs.

In Georgia, such type of public monitoring was carried out by Transparency International – Geor-
gia in 2014. It was aimed at parallel counting/monitoring of political party spending during 2014 
local government elections. We have carried out such initiative for 2016 parliamentary elections as 
well. However, the monitoring could hardly cover all the expenses for certain objective and subjec-
tive reasons. Accordingly, the project was carried out based on some restrictions and assumptions. 
Therefore, the study cannot be claimed to be exhaustive, absolutely accurate in comparisons and 
calculations; however, it allows for detection of large-scale violations in political parties’ finances.
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Restrictions of monitoring

a. Restrictions with selection

Just like for other sections of the present report, 9 qualified subjects were selected for parallel mon-
itoring. 

b. Restrictions with selection of cost categories

The project was aimed at covering as much expenses of the political parties as possible and thus 
presenting complete picture to the public. That’s the reason we have selected the largest cost cate-
gories, which could be tracked by public organizations.  In particular:

• Paid TV advertising;
• Ourdoor advertising - billboards (the project does not cover outdoor advertisements such as 

“light boxes”, large screens installed in streets, advertisements on transports and etc.) 

As a rule, political parties have other expenses as well, though they are exceedingly hard to track  
for external persons;  moreover, it can even be impossible. Therefore, the study does not include ex-
penses, such as costs for goods and services, salaries, work trips, advertising print posters, Internet 
ads, transportation and etc.  

c. Geographical restrictions

Almost all major national and regional broadcasters have been taken for paid TV advertising; moni-
toring of billboards was performed just within Tbilisi electoral district.  

d. Time restrictions

Monitoring continued for three months and covered the period from July 8 to October 8.  Accordingly, 
the study does not include the 1st month of the pre-election period and the period between the first 
and second tours.  

4.1.2. METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED FOR MONITORING

Different methodology was employed for various types of costs; while elaborating on the methodolo-
gy, we have counted on the experience the organization had accumulated in the course of oversee-
ing 2014 local self-government elections.

a. monitoring of paid political advertisements

The Georgian legislation provides for both free and paid political / pre-election advertising. To be 
eligible for free advertising, an election subject should meet certain criteria, while paid advertising 
can be applied by any subject. All 9 election subjects participating in the study were granted certain 
free advertisement time by law. However, as the elections showed, some political parties aired paid 
commercials on TV as well, which is associated with a lot of expenses.
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For the purposes of monitoring, which was implemented from July 8 to October 7, we selected those 
TV channels, which were most likely to be used by election subjects for paid advertisements.  In 
particular, the given TV companies include:

• Rustavi 2;
• TV Imedi;
• Caucasus;
• Studio Maestro
• Media union Obiektivi;
• GDS;
• Iberia TV;
• Marao;
• Tabula;
• Trialeti;
• Rioni;
• Kvemo Kartli TV-radio Company;
• TV Channel 25.

We commissioned monitoring of certain TV companies to IPM, whereas study of others was per-
formed by our observers.   Monitoring entailed collection of the following data: time of airing paid 
advertisements, duration (in seconds) and a brief description. Afterwards, we used tariffs of TV 
channels to estimate the costs and compare them to financial declarations of the parties, available 
on the website of the State Audit Office[24]  as well as to CEC figures on advertisement costs covered 
from the state budget.
  
b. Monitoring of outdoor advertisements - billboards

In Tbilisi, there are several companies operating in the market of outdoor advertising. The largest 
players are: LTD “Outdoor.ge” and LTD “Alma”. For monitoring outdoor advertising, given our pre-
vious experience, we have selected just billboards. As for other types of outdoor advertisements, it 
was exceedingly hard, even impossible for organizational observers to monitoring due to inherent 
specifics.  

Monitoring of billboards took place throughout Tbilisi and covered the period from July 8 to October 
8. Observers selected in advance the streets and sites, where installation of billboards was highly 
probable. Monitoring was carried out by two working groups. They used to move around the city by 
car; they were marking on the map location of billboards for various election subjects and approxi-
mate sizes. To this end, Tbilisi was divided into four zones, two zones assigned to each groups.  

Based on the data collected by the observers and prices charged by LTD “Outdoor.ge”, apprixamate 
costs incurred by election subjects for billboards were estimated and compared with figures of finan-
cial declarations, available at the website of the State Audit Office.[25]

24 http://monitoring.sao.ge/declarations/elections/2016-elections
25 Ibid.
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4.1.3. FINDINGS OF THE MONITORING

Paid TV advertisements

Firstly, it should be noted that out of 13 channels covered by the study, only 11 aired paid political 
advertisements in the reporting period. TV companies “Tabula” and “Marao” had no such ads. It 
should also be noted that, as declarations of election subjects show, apart from using the given 11 
channels for paid advertisements, the parties used other channels as well,  which fall beyond the 
scope of our monitoring. 

Out of the given 11 channels, TV Imedi was the one to recive the greatest amount from qualified sub-
jects for political advertisements (3 407 137 GEL); ads of the “Georgian Dream” account for the lion’s 
share. “Maestro” (GEL 723 396),   GDS (GEL 524 055), „Rustavi 2” (GEL 500 365) and „Obiektivi” 
(GEL 378 265) are much lagging behind TV Imedi. (See diagram N11).
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Source: Overall election campaign declarations for qualified elections subjects and the CEC information on political adver-
tisements covered from the state budget

All the political parties, except for the Alliance of Patriots started airing of paid advertisements from 
the beginning of September. Some of them used only one or two weeks before the elections for this 
purpose. The only exception, as already mentioned, was the Alliance of Patriots, whose paid adver-
tisements could be seen on TV Obieqtivi from the beginning of out monitoring – that is, from July 10  
and was remarkable for high intensity.

We compared numbers indicated in declarations of election subjects with our monitoring results. It is 
worth mentioning that the task turned out rather time-consuming, as for the most part, declarations 
are not complete and do not contain sufficient details.
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Study of the declarations allowed us to verify that figures indicated by the election subjects 
do no contradict our findings, with the exception of one case: four days prior to the elections 
– on October 4-7 – we saw 4 paid advertisements of Free Democrats, with total duration of  
468 seconds; in total, they should have cost around GEL 5 000. The fact is further confirmed 
by weekly information submitted by TV Imedi to National Communications Commission.  
Nevertheless, financial declaration of Free Democrats does not contain any reference to cost 
of advertisements aired on TV Imedi.  

Outdoor advertisements - billboards

Billboards are one of the major categories of outdoor advertising and surely, the greatest number 
of them are to be found in Tbilisi. The present elections were special in the sense that unlike the 
previous ones, many of the election subjects had financial capability to use billboards. Out of the 
qualified subjects, the following parties had at least one billboard: Georgian Dream, United National 
Movement, United Democratic Movement, Alliance of Patriots, Free Democrats and Republicans.

In political party declarations, outdoor advertising is presented as a separate category; however, 
just like TV advertising, fields are not completely filled in by election subjects. As a result, it turned 
out rather difficult to accurately calculate and compare figures. In this regard, Georgian Dream and 
Republicans are the ones to present the most detailed and easy-to-use information. 

Declarations allowed us to determine that Georgian Dream has expensed the greatest amount on 
billboards (GEL 4 363 979); Republicans have spent GEL 11 421. As for other qualified subjects, 
available data do not allow to calculate expenses incurred by other election subjects only in Tbilisi. 
Therefore, we offer billboard statistics for other qualified subjects throughout the country, including 
Tbilisi: United National Movement – GEL 359 505; United Democratic Movement - GEL 202 601, 
Free Democrats - GEL 65 507, Alliance of Patriots - GEL 148 194. 

Within the parallel monitoring, over the period of three months we discovered 240 billboards of the 
Georgian Dream with total area of approximately 5, 000 square meters – the process of installation 
started in September and continued gradually; United National Movement had 76 billboards, United 
Democratic Movement - 27, Free Democrats - 25, Alliance of Patriots - 11 and Republicans - 7 (see 
diagram N12).

Our observation results do not contradict numbers provided in declarations; though, given  incom-
plete data, accurate comparison can hardly be performed.
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CHAPTER III. FINANCIAL 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY
The existence of obligation for the financial accountability of political unions/election subjects and 
their openness is a prerequisite for transparency and forming trust in the society towards the elec-
toral processes. Moreover, it is important that the reporting process is written in a way to guarantee 
control mechanisms, but not be overburdening for political subjects at the same time.

Georgian legislation envisages the obligation of periodical reporting, as well as reporting on specific 
electoral processes. Till February 1 of every year the parties should send a financial declaration 
of the previous year and the finding of the audit to the State Audit Office. The financial declaration 
shows the annual income and expenses, as well as public asset declaration. Moreover, parties 
should present information on donations and membership fees within 5 day period to the State Audit 
Office. The declaration for the election period should be presented within 1 month after the votes are 
counted

Article 321 of the same law stipulates that all initiative groups, parties that participate in the elections 
on an individual basis or within a bloc, should present a financial report to the State Audit Office 
within three weeks after the start of the election period. If a party doesn’t timely present the financial 
declaration to the State Audit Office, then the latter issues a note of warning and asks for the issue 
to be corrected within a five day period. If the party fails to deliver, then it loses the right of receiving 
state funds in the next year. Each declaration is composed of several reporting forms, which should 
be filled in according to the Order №2915/21 of the General Auditor of May 5, 2016. Moreover, the 
State Audit Office has special forms for filling in information on donations and reporting on cash 
money withdrawals. The law guarantees the accessibility of the declarations provided by the election 
subjects. All information pertaining to the financial reporting of political parties should be published 
on the official webpage of the State Audit Office, including information on the donators, with names/
surnames and ID numbers.

It is obligatory for election subjects to open an election campaign fun in a licensed Georgian com-
mercial bank. Election subjects (political parties, election blocs, initiative groups, independent candi-
dates) are obliged to provide the State Audit Office with information on the bank details of the elec-
tion campaign fund, which will be used to finance the expenses for the election campaign. Moreover, 
the election subject should notify the credentials of the manager and accountant of the fund to the 
State Audit Office. According to Article 54 (6) of the Election Code, it is forbidden for election subjects 
to finance their election campaign expenses from any other account by the election campaign fund. 
After the opening of the respective fund and the end of the elections, all expenses should be made 
from the election campaign fund. This rule makes spending of the election subject systematic and 
reduces the risk of bypassing the restrictions established by law.
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CHAPTER IV. OVERSIGHT OF FINANCES, 
MONITORING AND SANCTIONS
Independent and professional agencies are paramount to the existence of a transparent political 
finance system, which will keep an effective oversight and control over the fulfillment of responsibil-
ities as imposed by the law. As per Georgian legislation, the State Audit Office holds the mandate 
of monitoring the transparency and legality of political finances. The State Audit Office conducts 
monitoring of the financial dealings of political unions as stipulated by the Election Code and Law 
on Political Union of Citizens. The State Audit Office has the right to conduct audits, to sequestrate 
public assets of physical and legal persons, and to formulate an administrative offense protocol.

Article 97 of the Constitution of Georgia defines the status of the State Audit Office and its functions 
include the monitoring of public funds and the use of other material assets. The Constitution also 
stipulates that the State Audit Office is independent in its work. The State Audit Office is responsible 
to the Parliament of Georgia. The General Auditor is elected with a five-year term, with majority of the 
list by the Parliament, having been presented by the Chairperson of the Parliament.

The functions and rights of the State Audit Office is stipulated in the Law on State Audit Office. As it 
has been mentioned, the 2015 report by GRECO reads that the Article 97 of the Georgian Consti-
tution requires amendments, as to prescribe it more powers in political finances, which is currently 
defined only by law.

The Georgian legislation determines the independence and inviolability of the General Auditor. 
Namely, the General Auditor can be charged with a criminal offense, arrested or detained, have his/
her house or car searched, only with the consent of the Parliament of Georgia. Moreover, the Gener-
al Auditor can be removed from office only after the consent of the Parliament, according to Article 64 
of the Constitution of Georgia, which refers to the violation of the Constitution and the impeachment 
procedure.

When conducting its work, the State Audit Office has the right to request information on finances 
from administrative organs and commercial banks. If required, the State Audit Office, upon the deci-
sion of the Court, can request private information on the credentials or donators of parties and other 
individuals, be the physical or legal persons. The mandate of the State Audit Office also implies 
mechanisms to respond to the violations of legislation, in which case it has the right to use sanctions 
as defined by the law. If violations are found, then it also addresses the Prosecutor’s office.

The legislation determines the way the State Audit Office collects and assesses information. Ac-
cording to the law, the State Audit Office can demand an explanatory note, which means inviting the 
person in question to present the requested information. The interviews are conducted if the State 
Audit Office deems that additional information is required, or if there is suspicion of a violation. The 
goal of the interview is thus to receive additional information from the respective persons involved. 
The interview process should not be aimed at collecting private information, including political stanc-
es, not related to the case. 

During the 2012 Parliamentary elections, there were questions regarding the selective application of 
rights by the State Audit Office. According to the last report of OSCE-ODIHR for the 2012 Parliamen-
tary elections, the State Audit Office was given expanded rights, but in overall was unable to deliver 
a transparent, independent and systematic work; it was largely focused on the political opposition. 
There were several questions towards this, which put into question the just process and independent 
judiciary. The work of the State Audit Office in 2012 was in overall assessed as negative by local 
monitoring organizations.
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There were fewer concerns towards the State Audit Office during the 2013 Presidential elections and 
the 2014 local self-government election. In 2016, the work of the State Audit Office was once again 
positively assessed.

The order [26] of the Auditor General of the State Control, which regulated the procedures related to 
the procurement of advertising, along with other issues caused some misunderstandings in 2016.

According to Article 10 of the Order “the procurement of pre-election advertisement (TV, radio, In-
ternet, newspapers, outdoor advertisement) is carried out on the basis of advance payment. During 
the pre-election campaign, the election subject must pay in advance the cost of allocation of paid 
advertisement within one week in accordance with the established tariffs.”

Despite the fact that the previous regulation required the election subjects to make pre -payment of 
pre-election advertisment and in fact, the rule was not changed, the Order caused certain misunder-
standings among political parties and the media. This provision was interpreted as if the parties were 
required to make a full repayment the procurement of an advertisement for the pre-election period 
in advance.   After communication of the Audit Office with the media and political parties, in which 
Transparency International – Georgia was also involved, it was explained that this rule implies that 
political parties should cover advertising costs only in proportion to the order. 

According to the 3 February 2017, 26-29 April 2016 report by the OSCE, the law doesn’t define the 
dates for checking the financial declarations of candidates as well as the dates requiring the State 
Audit Office to publish their findings. The law also doesn’t define the dates in which the State Audit 
Office should react to violations. The lack of human resources of the State Audit office is also con-
sidered problematic by the report. The Office did not have sufficient resources to properly and effec-
tively perform its functions during the pre-election period[27]. One of recommendations by GRECO 
related to the existence of an independent mechanism that would monitor the political party financing 
and election campaigns. It is important for this mechanism to be supported by a legislative mandate 
and rights, as well as respective resources, which are vital to conducting an effective oversight. Ac-
cording to GRECO, the State Audit Office had enough guarantees on the legislative level; however 
there were problems in the practical side. However, according to the reports presented after the 2013 
Presidential elections and the 2014 local self-government elections, the objectivity of the State Audit 
Office’s work no longer came under question. In view of the abovementioned GRECO considers that 
the situation has improved in this regard. GRECO also considers that Article 97 of the Georgian Con-
stitution, which relates to the constitutional mandate of the State Audit Office, should be amended 
as to provide more clarity into the rights and duties[28]  of the State Audit Office in political financing.

Reacting to violations of the legislation related to the party funding and imposing sanctions foreseen 
by the law is one of the duties of the State Audit Office  

To duly and effectively fulfill the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens, the State Audit Office has 
the following rights:

• To formulate the annual financial declaration form for parties;
• To check the legality and correctness of the financial declarations and election campaign fund 

accounts of parties;
• To conduct an audit[29] of the financial spending of political parties, at least once a year;
• To request information on political party finances from administrative bodies and commercial 

banks, if required;
• To impose sanctions and address the Prosecutor’s office if any violations are found.

26 https://goo.gl/J6VqAW
27 https://goo.gl/rL7nkg
28 https://goo.gl/uNXz4l
29 The State Audit Office can address the Court to hold an extraordinary audit if there are reasonable suspicions
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The subjects of sanctions are political unions (blocs, parties, candidates), persons[30]  with declared 
election aims and donators. The subjects of monitoring are political finances, or funds, which are 
used to achieve political aims. Only these type of funds may be identified and monitored by the State 
Audit Office

The violations and sanctions are determined by Article 34 (2) of the Organic Law on Political Union 
of Citizens. In short, these are:

• Illegal donations[31]  for parties[32]  as defined by the law or hiding those donations are transferred 
to the State Audit Office’s budget and the party is fined for twice the amount of the donation;

• Illegal donations made by an individual, which was not aware of the illegality of his actions and 
could not have been aware, is fined for twice the amount of the donation made;[33]

• Violations of this law by parties will incur a fine of GEL 5,000;

• If due information is not provided to the State Audit Office by an individual, there is a GEL 1,000 
fine. In the case of a legal person – GEL 2,000;

• Vote buying by parties, as well as illegal gifts, income, services and use of assets not exceeding 
GEL 100[34] will incur a fine of ten times for the party, and twofold for the individual;

• If a party has expenses exceeding 0.1% of the total GDP from the previous year, then the party 
is fined twofold of the exceeded amount. In a repeated offense, the fine is twofold of the previous 
fine

The representative of the State Audit Office fills out an administrative offense protocol for the afore-
mentioned violations. The protocol is then sent to the First Instance Court, which makes a decision 
on the administrative protocol within a 15-day period. Instance Court may be appealed within a 10-
day period. The decision of the Appeals Court is final and cannot be further appealed.

The legitimate interest to take a decision in limited time in the pre-election campaign reflects on the 
timely delivery of decision; as a rule, both instances of the Court make a decision within a five-day 
period, and within a 72 hour[35]  period once the appeal has been made.

It is noteworthy, that the sanctions from the Article 342 have been amended several times. Sanctions, 
which according to the current edition imply a twofold fine in case of a violation, was a ten-fold fine 
up until May, 2012 and the fine was five-fold until July, 2013. The reason for this was the unpropor-
tionality of sanctions in 2012. For example, in June 2012 State Audit Office fined Bidzina Ivanishvili 
by GEL 148,000,000.[36]  in 2013, the fines by the administrative offense protocols by the State Audit 
Office amounted to GEL 96,000, while in 2014 – GEL 454,000. Since 2012, the number of fines and 
use has dramatically decreased.

GRECO has touched on the issue of sanctions quite extensively in its last report. According to 
GRECO, a GEL 2,000 fine for an administrative resource misuse is not effective or proportionate. 
Moreover, an even lower fine of GEL 1,000 is envisaged for issuing political canvassing permits in 

30 as defined by Article 26 (1) of the Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens
31 Illegal donations are: those donated with violation of procedure, those that exceed the maximum amount.
32 Here we also imply a person with declared election aims
33 In case of hiding the information, the person will also be fined two-fold of the amount
34 If the value of the property (service) or a transaction is over 100 GEL then criminal liability arrises in accorudance with 
the Article 1641 of the Criminal Law 
35 The Court is obliged to hand in the decision no later than 12 hours after it has been made
36 http://www.transparency.ge/node/2145
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institutions where it is forbidden or for barring equal access to state funds for election subjects. Due 
to this, GRECO calls upon the government to change its stance towards sanctions, in order to pro-
vide for preventive mechanisms.[37]

According to one more recommendation by GRECO, the sanctions for the violation of the Election 
Code and Law on Political Unions should be determined by the laws themselves, rather than through 
the Code of Administrative Offenses. Moreover, there was a need of establishing more uniform and 
consistent system of sanctions for the violation of election campaign rules.[38]

GRECO also notes that the legislation has been amended and the sanctions for violating the rules 
on election campaigning are now spelled out in the laws themselves rather than through the Code 
of Administrative Offenses. Moreover, a more uniform and consistent system has been created, 
nevertheless, different sanctions may be imposed on similar violations. Moreover, the fulfillment of 
the obligations[39] was not spelled out for all parties involved. 
 
As far as the timely publication of financial reports by political parties are concerned, GRECO notes 
that the sanction for its violation is too strict, and that it may negatively impact the work of the par-
ties[40]   during the election period.

GRECO’s last recommendation relates to raising the statute of limitations for the violation of elec-
tion financing. The organization welcomed the amendments to the law on political unions which 
increased the statute of limitations to 6 years, however, negatively assessed the fact that similar 
changes[41] were not reflected in the Election Code.

1. SANCTIONS APPLIED BY THE AUDIT SERVICE DURING THE 
ELECTION PERIOD 

The Audit Service reviewed a total of 50 complaints/information during the election period, inter-
viewed 15 representatives of various political parties and government agencies. 17 cases were 
terminated due to lack of competence of the Audit Service and 26 due to lack of violation. One com-
plaint was resolved, 4 complaints were forwarded to the Prosecutor’s Office and 2 cases are under 
examination.   

The Service filled out 19 protocols for offences against the election subject and 10 protocols against 
donators:

37 https://goo.gl/uNXz4l
38 https://goo.gl/uNXz4l
39 https://goo.gl/uNXz4
40 https://goo.gl/uNXz4
41 https://goo.gl/uNXz4
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Table 3. Response of the State Audit Service to the violations

N Subject Name Content Sanction (GEL)

1 Our Homeland
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

2 People’s Party
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

3 Georgia Idea
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

4 Public Authority
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

5 Party-Georgia
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

6
National-Demo-
cratic  Movement 
(Eden)

non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

7 Tamar Iarajuli
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

8 Davit Jgenti
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

9 Nestan Danelia
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

10 Merav Peradze
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note
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Table 3. Response of the State Audit Service to the violations

N Subject Name Content Sanction (GEL)

11 Levan Jokhadze
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

12 Public Authority
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

on going

13 Avtandil Goduadze
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

14 Zauri Gurgenidze
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

on going

15 Robert 
Jaghatspanian

non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

1000

16 Davit Peradze
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

17 Tamaz Kerdzevadze
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

18 Marina Kajashvili
non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note

19 Aleksandre 
Vardosanidze

non- submission of information (3 
weeks of non-submission of 
declarations)

note
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Donators

N Name Parties receiving donations Sanction (GEL)

1 Giorgi  Kldiashvili State for the People 10 000

2 Aleksandre  
Gaprindashvili State for the People 10 000

3 Davit
Kakhurashvili State for the People 10 000

4 Levan Pirtskhalava State for the People 10 000

5 Konstantine  
Morhoshia Alliance of Patriots of Georgia 183 200

6 Ramina Beradze Georgian Dream – Democratic 
Georgia

4 000 - not 
satisfied

7
NELP Georgian 
Dream – Healthy 
Future

Georgian Dream – Democratic 
Georgia

4 000 - not 
satisfied

8 Giorgi Lekishvili State for the People 8 540

9 Zaza   Mezurnishvili State for the People 9 994

10 Davit Buchukuri State for the People 120 000 – on 
going
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Despite the high standards of financial transparency and response to violations by the State 
Audit service, full filling of the financial statements of the political parties/election subjects 
remains a significant problem.  These problems have already been discussed in the previous 
chapter. The vast majority of declarations are incomplete and inconsistent. In many fields of 
the report, mandatory information is not specified. It seems that political parties do not know how to 
fill out the form of declarations and what information and in what format they should indicate, or even 
deliberately do not fill it properly.

Recommendation

The State Audit Service should pay more attention to building the capacity of political parties 
in terms of filling out financial statements. It should also go deeper into the contents of the 
declarations, if necessary, take appropriate actions.
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CHAPTER V. WOMEN, ETHNIC 
MINORITIES AND PERSONS WITH 
SPECIAL NEEDS
Georgian legislation, which aims at establishing a system of political party financing, can be said to 
be neglectful towards stimulating the engagement of underrepresented groups. The only existing 
law that seeks to increase the representation of women in the Parliament is Article 30 (71) of the 
Organic Law on Political Union of Citizens. This article determines that the party that receives state 
funding will receive an additional 30% to its base funding (minimum 90 000 GEL, maximum 180 000 
GEL) if the within its party or within the election bloc the first, second and in every ten candidates 
there is at least 30% different gender composition.
 
The aforementioned Article 30 (71) went into power on December 2011, however it had a different 
wording and only 10% additional funds were allocated to parties who had at least 20% different gen-
der composition in its party list. The funding and the quota was raised on March 2014. Notably, the 
current 30% quota is voluntary, and the party is thus not obliged to fulfill it.

Due to the voluntary nature of this article, not a lot of parties have used it. During the 2014 local 
self-government elections, only one party – United Democratic Movement – and bloc – United Na-
tional Movement – fulfilled the respective quotas. Both of them received 180 000 in additional fund-
ing during 2014-2016. During the 2016 Parliamentary elections, five parties out of qualified 
subjects satisfied the quota requirements. These were: The Republican Party of Georgia, 
Free Democrats, United Democratic Movement, Georgian Patriot’s Alliance and Labor Party 
of Georgia. However, only the “Patriotic Alliance” overcame the barrier.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
We consider that the fulfillment of the following recommendations will greatly improve political party 
financing in Georgia:

• The rule on allocation of free advertisement time amongst political parties needs to be changed.

• New rules should determine by proportion the number of votes received by a party. Moreover, 
allocation of free advertisement time should be differentiated between parties that are part of 
election blocs and parties that are individually participating in elections, preference should be 
given to the latter; 

• It is necessary to improve the formula for calculating the amount that must be transferred directly 
to the party in such a way that no uncertainty remains; 

• The State Audit Service should pay more attention to building the capacity of political parties in 
terms of filling out financial statements. It should also go deeper into the contents of the declara-
tions, if necessary, take appropriate actions;

• The State Audit Office should pay more attention to the identification of high-ris donations. The 
court should also deal more qualitatively with cases with a high probability of illegal donations, 
in fact, the actual practice of the Court makes it impossible to reduce the risks of corruption in 
this area;

• It is recommended for the Georgian government to fully fulfill the recommendations in GRECO’s 
and OSCE ODIHR’s latest report, especially the one related to improving the sanction mecha-
nisms with particular attention to the further improvement of the sanction.
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