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KEY FINDINGS

TI Georgia has been monitoring campaign revenues and expenditures of the presidential candidates 
running in the 2018 election. In the reporting period of 1 August to 15 October 2018, this effort has 
revealed several key findings:

Candidates’ Campaign Revenues

• Salome Zurabishvili, a presidential candidate backed by the ruling Georgian Dream party, and five 
main candidates, nominated by so-called qualified political parties, have raised a total of GEL 6 
762 283 from all sources;

• Zurabishvili generated the highest of all amount – GEL 4 145 207 – 61 per cent of the total figure. 
Next comes Grigol Vashadze, a presidential candidate of the United National Movement, with 
GEL 1 360 023 in campaign revenues. The third highest amount was raised by Davit Bakradze, a 
presidential candidate of the European Georgia party, whose campaign fund received GEL 864 
046. Zurabishvili is ineligible for public funding; still, her revenues were three times greater than 
the amount raised by Vashadze and 1.5 times greater than the sum of those raised by the five 
opposition candidates altogether; 

• Salome Zurabishvili was the only presidential candidate to have taken a bank loan. She borrowed 
GEL 1 million from Cartu Bank, at an annual interest rate of 10 per cent, for a three-month period;

• The six presidential candidates received a total of GEL 4 226 120 in donations, 99 per cent of which 
are donations from individuals. The largest share of the money, GEL 3 105 011 – 73 per cent of 
the total figure – was raised by Salome Zurabishvili, followed by Grigol Vashadze (GEL 583 820), 
Davit Bakradze (GEL 516 404), Davit Usupashvili (GEL 13 290), Kakha Kukava (GEL 6 596), and 
Shalva Natelashvili (GEL 1 000). Donations raised by the Zurabishvili campaign are approximately 
five times greater than those attracted by Grigol Vashadze and 2.5 times larger than those raised 
by the five opposition candidates altogether; 

• Salome Zurabishvili received donations from 148 individuals, out of whom 92 are associated with 
356 various legal entities as shareholders or directors. Out of these legal entities, only 18 were 
companies that received at least one government contract through an uncompetitive, simplified 
procurement process as of 31 July 2018, until when the data is available. The total sum of funds 
deposited through such government contracts was GEL 243 875, while the individuals associated 
with these companies donated GEL 815 008 to Zurabishvili. Therefore, there are no worrying 
trends in this regard. 

• At the beginning of October, over a dozen of doctors working at Chachava and Ghudushauri clinics, 
who contributed to the Zurabishvili campaign on 2 and 3 October, appeared in the public and media 
spotlight. This raised questions about a possible donation by a third-party donor – practice not 
allowed by Georgian legislation and subject to a fine twice the amount of the donation. The State 
Audit Office is already looking into the case;

• Out of 148 donors of the Zurabishvili campaign, 46 had also contributed to other electoral subjects 
in previous elections. 41 individuals, who contributed GEL 836 000 to Zurabishvili, had previously 
donated to Georgian Dream, making up 28 per cent of all donations. In previous years the same 
persons had donated around GEL 1 950 000 to Georgian Dream. Eight of Zurabishvili’s donors 
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had also given donations amounting to a total of GEL 425 000 to the United National Movement 
in 2012;

• In general, political parties do not use public events for campaign fundraising. In leading democracies, 
electoral candidates often rely on party campaigning and outreach with the constituency with the 
goal of attracting donations, giving them an opportunity to diversify their revenue sources. Parties 
are less reliant on a few large donors and less prone to being part of corrupt funding schemes. 
This is less than common in Georgia: political parties largely depend on the funding from the state 
coffers. While the ruling and a few opposition parties additionally raise donations, they largely 
rely on a few key donors, raising many questions among the public.  

Candidates’ Campaign Expenditures

• Georgian Dream-backed candidate Salome Zurabishvili and the qualified electoral subjects reported 
spending a total of GEL 6 911 676 in the given period; 

• The highest amount – GEL 4 124 047, 60 per cent of the total figure – was spent by the Zurabishvili 
campaign, followed by Vashadze (GEL 1 485 604) and Bakradze (GEL 882 313). As demonstrated, 
Zurabishvili’s expenditures are three times higher than Vashadze’s and 1.5 times higher than 
those of all five opposition candidates altogether; 

• Most expenditures went towards advertising, real estate lease payments, and salaries;

• Zurabishvili spent GEL 3 368 507 (82 per cent of the total figure) on advertising, which is 2.5 times 
more than all other candidates. The six presidential candidates spent a total of GEL 4 678 893 on 
advertising, out of which Zurabishvili’s share was 72 per cent;

• Eight qualified electoral subjects were giving up their air time for free political advertising to other 
presidential candidates, which should be considered as a donation. Such practice is not allowed 
by Georgian legislation and is subject to a fine twice the amount of donation. The State Audit 
Office is looking into the case;

• Salary expenses of Salome Zurabishvili’s campaign are also of special interest. Against the total 
spending of over GEL 4 million, whereas there are more than 80 campaign offices throughout the 
country and dozens of electoral meetings have been held, the amount spent on salaries – GEL 19 
625 – looks modest. For comparison, some other candidates have declared spending 10 times 
higher on salaries only. 

Other Issues 

• Incomplete financial reporting by the electoral subjects remains a serious problem. The absolute 
majority of financial declarations is missing some information or contain inconsistencies. 
Information required by the financial forms are left blank on multiple occasions. It seems that 
the electoral subjects either do not know how to properly fill out the declaration forms and how 
the information needs to be presented, or are deliberately making these mistakes;

• This issue has persisted for years and the State Audit Office has been ineffective at addressing this 
problem. Especially worrying is the situation in regards to the monitoring of campaign expenditures. 
The State Audit Office representatives have said multiple times that they lack relevant resources 
to carry out such monitoring;
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• The State Audit Office has been ineffective in following up on the instances of suspicious donations. 
The process of examining these donations is usually rather protracted and final outcomes are 
not satisfactory;

• The State Audit Office has not revealed a single violation to date;

• Transparency around the sponsored political content on Facebook remains a challenge. The 
State Audit Office is, for objective reasons, unable to determine the identity of those advertising 
political content on social media. 
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INTRODUCTION

A fair competition between political parties is one of the cornerstones for the functioning of a 
democracy. To reduce the risks of one-party rule, it is vital that the public has an option to choose 
between various political groups. Strength and popular acclaim of political parties is closely linked 
to their financial resources. In countries going through a transition, opposition parties often struggle 
with raising revenues, putting the political team in the government in an advantageous position. This 
limits a healthy competition between political parties, which, in turn, hinders democratic processes. 
For this reason, we believe that transparency of political party finances should be of public interest. 
For years now, Transparency International Georgia has researched and monitored party finance in 
Georgia. 

In this study, Transparency International Georgia looks into the finances of the 28 October 2018 
presidential election campaign. Following Georgian legislation, the pre-election campaign started on 1 
August, when the presidential decree, countersigned by the Prime Minister, set the date for the vote.1 
This interim report covers the period of 1 August to 15 October. Final monitoring report, covering the 
full period, will be released after the elections. 

The 2018 presidential election campaign was unprecedented in the sense that the ruling Georgian 
Dream party did not nominate own party candidate and have openly endorsed Salome Zurabishvili. 
Zurabishvili was nominated by an initiative group and is formally registered as an independent 
candidate. The report also looks at the finances of five other candidates, who were nominated by 
various so-called qualified political parties2. Another new development is that out of 25 formally 
registered candidates, several have openly endorsed other candidates, even though their names will 
also appear on the ballot. Strength in Unity, an informal coalition of presidential candidates who have 
endorsed Grigol Vashadze – a candidate nominated by the United National Movement, deserves 
attention in particular. Hence, Vashadze has support of at least four other presidential candidates, 
who go as far as contributing their own resources to him. We, therefore, take the resources of these 
four formal candidates in view when monitoring the finances of the Vashadze campaign. Such 
collaboration between the candidates, in some cases, could be stretching the law, and the report looks 
into these instances. Consequently, this report zooms into the campaign finances of the following 
electoral subjects: 

1  Decree N01/08/02 of the President of Georgia, 2018: https://bit.ly/2ytQhtQ 
2  According to the Electoral Code of Georgia, a political party that receives funding from the state coffers following 
the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens is a “qualified political party”.

https://bit.ly/2ytQhtQ
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#2 Davit Bakradze, the Movement for Liberty – European Georgia

#5 Grigol Vashadze, United National Movement

Other electoral subjects who contribute their own resources to his campaign:

• #1 Mikheil Antadze, State for People Movement

• #13 Zviad Mekhatishvili, Christian-Democratic Party of Georgia 

• #22 Zviad Baghdavadze, Civic Platform – New Georgia

• #27 Zviad Iashvili, National-Democratic Party

#10 Shalva Natelashvili, Labor Party of Georgia

#21 Kakha Kukava, Free Georgia

#25 Davit Usupashvili, Free Democrats

#48 Salome Zurabishvili, Initiative group of voters

The report scrutinizes the data provided by electoral subjects in their financial declarations that 
cover three-week periods. The declarations are made available through the website of the State Audit 
Office.3 Each electoral subject has, to date, submitted four declarations. Further, in order to establish 
links between private campaign contributors and their involvement in public procurement, we used 
the website prepared by Transparency International Georgia, politicaldonations.ge. 

The report employs the analysis of Georgian legislation as well qualitative and quantitative analysis 
of relevant public data. Particular aspects of the research methodology have been based on the 
“Handbook for the Observation of Campaign Finance” of the Office for Democratic Institutions 
and Human Rights of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE/ODIHR).4 
Certain parts of the report follow the methodology used in Transparency International Georgia’s past 
monitoring efforts. 

The report starts with an overview of the legal framework that sets rules for political party finance. 
Further, we delve into concrete issues – individual chapters are dedicated to campaign revenues and 
expenditures of candidates, and to campaign finance transparency and oversight. Finally, we offer 
our recommendations going forward. 

3  www.monitoring.sao.ge  
4  http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/135516?download=true

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
http://www.monitoring.sao.ge
http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/135516?download=true
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CHAPTER I. GENERAL LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

In Georgia, the matters concerning political party finance are regulated by several legislative acts. 
Government regulation covers issues related to the reporting of campaign revenues and expenditures, 
as well as to the transparency of funds and an effective execution of obligations stipulated by the law. 

Key legislative foundations for the regulation of political party finance are found in the organic laws 
of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens and the Electoral Code; as well as the laws of Georgia on 
the State Audit Office, General Administrative Code, Administrative Offenses Code, and the orders of 
the Auditor General. In 2018 so far, neither of these legislative acts have been amended substantially 
enough to affect any aspect related to the funding of political parties.

The Organic Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens determines the parties affected by 
limitations imposed by the regulations related to the financing of political parties. Specifically, this 
law recognizes the political party, as well as an individual with electoral aspirations. Following the 
law, a political union of citizens (party) is an independent, voluntary union of citizens, united by a 
common worldview and organizational affiliation, is registered according to the law and is operating 
within the framework of the Constitution of Georgia and other legislation. 

Georgian legislation has specific regulations in place for the election campaign / pre-election period. 
The election campaign official starts the day presidential decree, countersigned by the prime minister, 
sets the date for the vote. 

In order to nominate their candidates, political parties and initiative groups must address the chair 
of the Central Election Commission no less than 50 days prior to the vote. Upon registration, the 
presidential candidate assumes the status of an “electoral subject”. They must submit financial 
declarations – reports on their campaign revenues and expenditures every three weeks to the State 
Audit Office. Within a month after publication of the final results of the vote, electoral subjects must 
present full financial reports for the entire period of the campaign. 

Other than political parties, initiative groups can also nominate presidential candidates. Political 
finance regulations relevant to election campaigning extend to such candidates. 
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CHAPTER II. CANDIDATES’ CAMPAIGN REVENUES

In the pre-election period, the sources of funding of political parties are the same as in other periods. 
The main difference is that the receiver of funds (as well as spender) is not a political party, but a 
registered electoral subject who represents one or more political parties. An electoral subject must 
create an electoral campaign fund, out of which the campaign is financed.  

Georgian legislation allows the electoral subjects to raise funds from the following sources: (1) public 
funding (including direct monetary contributions from the state budget to the political party, in-kind 
contributions, and reimbursement of expenditures); (2) membership fees; (3) donations (no more 
than GEL 60 000 from an individual donor and GEL 120 000 from a legal entity); (4) revenues earned 
from selling merchandise, lectures, exhibitions and other public events, as well as annual capital 
income from publishing and other activities; (5) bank loans. 

In the reporting period, electoral subjects raised a total of GEL 6 762 283 in campaign revenues. The 
highest amount – GEL 4   145 207 (61 per cent) – was raised by Salome Zurabishvili. Up next, Grigol 
Vashadze, the presidential candidate of the United National Movement raised GEL 1 360 023, followed 
by the presidential candidate of European Georgia, Davit Bakradze, whose campaign fund received 
GEL 864 046. As previously discussed, we include the revenues and expenditures raised by four other 
qualified parties making up the Strength in Unity coalition in the figures for Grigol Vashadze, as they 
have publicly stated that they do not have independent political aspirations and instead endorse 
Vashadze.

Salome Zurabishvili is ineligible for public funding; still, her campaign revenues were three times 
greater than the amount raised by Vashadze and 1.5 times greater than the sum of funds raised 
by the five opposition candidates altogether (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). In previous elections, the 
difference between funds raised by the government and opposition political parties was greater. This 
can be explained by the mere fact that Georgian Dream is eligible for state funding, while Salome 
Zurabishvili is not, and Georgian legislation does not stipulate direct state funding for independent 
candidates.5

5  However, in case the independent candidate acquires support of 10 per cent or more voters in the election, 
following the Electoral Code of Georgia, Article 56, their pre-election expenditures will be reimbursed. 
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Source: Financial declaratons of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects

FIGURE 1. CAMPAIGN REVENUES RECEIVED BY PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES IN 
THE CAMPAIGN PERIOD (GEL)
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FIGURE 2. CAMPAIGN REVENUES RECEIVED BY PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES IN THE 
CAMPAIGN PERIOD, INCLUDING QUALIFIED CANDIDATES SUPPORTING GRIGOL VASHADZE (GEL)
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Figure 3 demonstrates campaign revenues received by electoral subjects according to three largest 
categories – public funding, private donations, and bank loans. As the chart shows, public funding 
is the primary source of revenue of candidates other than Salome Zurabishvili, Grigol Vashadze, and 
Davit Bakradze. 

 

Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

FIGURE 3. KEY CATEGORIES OF REVENUES RECEIVED BY PRESIDENTIAL 
CANDIDATES (GEL)
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Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

Salome Zurabishvili is the only presidential candidate to have taken a bank loan In the pre-election 
period. On 1 October, she borrowed GEL 1 million from Cartu Bank. Her financial declaration does 
not specify the terms of the loan, as since last year, the financial reporting form no longer includes a 
respective field. According to the State Audit Office, the annual interest rate of this loan is at 10 per 
cent, and the loan has been taken for a three-month period. 

On 10 October, another presidential candidate, Zurab Japaridze also applied for a loan at Cartu Bank. 
The Bank is yet to reach a decision on his application. 

1. Donations
Private revenue streams of political parties have always been a matter of great public interest. 
Donations, in particular, have always been interesting. Georgia is a small, middle-income country, and 
generous contributions to political parties often raise legitimate questions regarding real individuals 
and entities behind the financial transactions and whether or not these donations are made as part 
of a corrupt deal. 

It is not easy to decipher corrupt and illegal schemes. Still, in previous years, Transparency International 
Georgia tried to disclose as much information as possible on the donors of political parties and their 
commercial interests, as well as government contracts awarded to their companies through a non-
competitive, simplified procurement process. 

To detect these links more effectively, Transparency International Georgia created a dedicated website 
politicaldonations.ge, which amasses all donations made to political parties from 2011 to 15 October 
2018. What is more, company affiliations of donors can also be viewed on the website. 

FIGURE 4. PUBLIC FUNDING RECEIVED BY PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES (GEL)
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http://www.politicaldonations.ge/
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The ongoing presidential campaign is especially interesting in this regard, as the ruling party does 
not have a formally nominated candidate and has publicly called on its supporters to donate to the 
campaign fund of Salome Zurabishvili. This raises the question of legality of these potential donations 
and calls for vigilance in detecting suspicious developments.  

In this reporting period, presidential candidates raised a total of GEL 4 226 120 in private donations, 
99 per cent of which were donations made by individuals. The largest share of the money, GEL 3 105 
011 – 73 per cent of the total figure – was raised by Salome Zurabishvili, followed by Grigol Vashadze 
(GEL 583 820), Davit Bakradze (GEL 516 404), Davit Usupashvili (GEL 13 290), Kakha Kukava (GEL 
6 596), and Shalva Natelashvili (GEL 1 000). Donations raised by the Zurabishvili campaign are 
approximately five times larger than the funds raised by Grigol Vashadze and 2.5 times larger than 
all five opposition candidates altogether (see Figure 5).  

Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze 

In general, political parties do not use public events as an opportunity for fundraising. In leading 
democracies, electoral candidates often rely on party campaigning and outreach with the constituency 
in order to attract donations, allowing them to diversify their revenue sources. This way, parties 
become less reliant on a few large donors and less prone to being part of corrupt funding schemes. 
This is less than common in Georgia: political parties largely depend on the funding from the state 
coffers. While the ruling and a few opposition parties tend to attract private donations, they largely 
rely on a few key donors, raising many questions among the public.  

FIGURE 5. DONATIONS RAISED BY PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES (GEL)
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1.1. Commercial interests of donors and non-competitive government contracts 
As discussed, individual donations made up 99 per cent of total private donations to presidential 
candidates. Only five legal entities contributed approximately GEL 35 000, in total, to various candidates. 

Salome Zurabishvili received donations from 148 individuals, out of whom 92 are associated with 
356 various legal entities as a shareholder or a director. Out of these legal entities, only 18 were 
companies that received at least one government contract through an uncompetitive, simplified 
procurement process in 2018.6 The total sum of funds deposited through such government contracts 
was GEL 243 875, while the individuals associated with these companies donated GEL 815 008 to 
Zurabishvili. Therefore, there are no worrying trends in this regard. 

1.2. High-risk donations
One of the objectives of this study is to reveal any donors who could be part of illegal funding 
schemes. We have also found that one donor of the Zurabishvili campaign has contributed to other 
political parties in the past. Such practice is permitted by the law; still, we consider this a matter of 
public interest. 

1.2.1. Possibly third-party donations
At the beginning of October, over a dozen of doctors working at the Chachava and Ghudushauri 
clinics, who contributed to the Zurabishvili campaign on 2 and 3 October, appeared in the public and 
media spotlight. 

According to media reports, over the course of just two days, the staff members of these clinics donated 
to Zurabishvili over GEL 100 000. Some doctors were reportedly summoned by the administration 
and instructed to make a donation to Zurabishvili. According to the reports, the owners of the clinics 
were to allocate the funds and the medics were meant to lend their personal details. The doctors 
were asked to sign a document and told that their details would not be publicized, and the financial 
transactions were executed without their involvement. 

These allegations must be studied by the State Audit Office, as these could constitute a donation 
by a third-party donor – practice not allowed by Georgian legislation and subject to a fine twice the 
amount of the donation.7

1.2.2. Donors contributing to more than one political party
In the reporting period, we have revealed that out of 148 donors8  who contributed to Salome 
Zurabishvili’s campaign, 46 had donated to other political parties in previous years. The list includes 
41 individuals who had formerly contributed to Georgian Dream. Zurabishvili’s campaign fund received 
a total of GEL 836 000 from these contributors, which constitutes 28 per cent of all donations. These 
individuals had donated approximately GEL 1 950 000 to Georgian Dream in previous years. Further, 
eight of Zurabishvili’s donors had contributed a total of GEL 425 000 to the United National Movement 
in 2012. These donors are listed in the table below. 

6  Including the period until 31 July 2018. 
7  https://bit.ly/2NvCZBP 
8  This figure does not include those 92 individuals who transferred 30 tetri (GEL 0.3) into Salome Zurabishvili’s 
campaign fund. 

https://bit.ly/2NvCZBP
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Table 1. Donors of the Zurabishvili campaign, who had donated to other electoral subjects between 2012-2017

N Donor name

Amount 
donated to 
Zurabishvili 

(₾)

2017 2016 2014 2013 2012

Subject Amount (₾) Subject Amount (₾) Subject Amount (₾) Subject Amount (₾) Subject Amount (₾)

1 Kakha Kaladze 55,125 Georgian Dream 1,250 Georgian Dream 52,500 Georgian 
Dream 51,800     Georgian 

Dream 60,000

2 Davit Dugladze 10,000 Georgian Dream 60,000 Georgian Dream 50,000        
United 

National 
Movement

60,000

3 Gocha Enukidze 60,000 Georgian Dream 50,000 Georgian Dream 55,000        
United 

National 
Movement

60,000

4 Zaza Charkviani 20,000         Georgian 
Dream 15,000 Georgian 

Dream 20,000    

5 Davit Kapanadze 5,000 Georgian Dream 20,000 Georgian Dream 10,000            

6 Malkhaz Kanchaveli 5,000 Georgian Dream 50,000 Georgian Dream 50,000            

7 Zurab Svanidze 5,000 Georgian Dream 30,000 Georgian Dream 40,000            

8 Irakli Kapianidze 60,000 Georgian Dream 40,000 Georgian Dream 50,000            

9 Shorena Chankvetadze 9,000 Georgian Dream 20,000 Georgian Dream 10,000            

10 Zurab Bubuteishvili 50,000 Georgian Dream 60,000 Georgian Dream 60,000            

11 Levani Chikvaidze 500     Georgian Dream 27,900     Georgian 
Dream 20,000    

12 Nikoloz Kintraia 20,000 Georgian Dream 40,000 Georgian Dream 60,000            

13 Davit Shengelia 60,000 Georgian Dream 55,000            
United 

National 
Movement

60,000

14 Paliko Kintraia 10,000 Georgian Dream 20,000 Georgian Dream 40,000            

15 Davit Balanchivadze 55,000 Georgian Dream 60,000 Georgian Dream 60,000            

16 Aleksandre Ivanishvili 45,000 Georgian Dream 30,000 Georgian Dream 30,000         Free 
Democrats 20,000*

17 Zurab Darakhvelidze 50,000     Georgian Dream 60,000            

18 Giorgi Natroshvili 24,000 Georgian Dream 30,000                

19 Natia Khvistani 50,000 Georgian Dream 55,000                

20 Tamr Kachibaia 5,000     Georgian Dream 15,000            

21 Nikoloz Ksnelashvili 8,000     Georgian Dream 40,000            

* In 2012, Aleksandre Ivanishvili also donated GEL 20 thousand to the National Forum and the Republican Party, each
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22 Marine Archvadze 5,000     Georgian Dream 15,000            

23 Mariam Khosroshvili 5,000     Georgian Dream 15,000            

24 Lela Chkhikvadze 5,000     Georgian Dream 8,000            

25 Khatuna Vashadze 1,300     Georgian Dream 50,000            

26 Marika Zardiashvili 5,000     Georgian Dream 15,000            

27 Lela Bregadze 7,000     Georgian Dream 9,000            

28 Beka Kikaleishvili 5,000     Georgian Dream 30,000            

29 Irakli Khakhubia 60,000                
United 

National 
Movement

10,000

30 Natalia Pirtskhalava 8,000     Georgian Dream 20,000            

31 Marina Toklikishvili 7,000     Georgian Dream 8,000            

32 Chichiko Goletiani 35,000                
United 

National 
Movement

60,000

33 Vazha Lekishvili 15,000 Georgian Dream 40,000                

34 Bondo Goletiani 25,000                
United 

National 
Movement

60,000

35 Giorgi Ksovreli 60,000                
United 

National 
Movement

60,000

36 Nikoloz Kartsivadze 50,000     Georgian Dream 40,000            

37 Ketevan Mikadze 1,401     Georgian Dream 15,000            

38 Alina Chkhaidze 5,000     Georgian Dream 15,000            

39 Dimitri Adamia 60,000     Georgian Dream 30,000            

40 Merabi Zumbadze 5,000     Georgian Dream 10,000            

41 Manana Elisashvili 8,000     Georgian Dream 30,000            

42 Tamar Gamgoneishvili 5,000     Georgian Dream 12,700            

43 Mariam Gotsiridze 7,000     Georgian Dream 25,000            

44 Giorgi Tavberidze 20,000     Georgian Dream 40,000            

45 Manana Makharadze 5,000 Georgian Dream 20,000                

46 Shalva Eristavi 60,000                
United 

National 
Movement

55,000
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CHAPTER III. CANDIDATES’ CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES

The mere reporting of electoral subjects’ campaign revenues is naturally not enough for ensuring the 
full financial transparency of political parties. Georgian legislation requires that electoral subjects (and, 
during non-campaign periods, political parties) provide the State Audit Office with detailed expense 
reports. The State Audit Office is obligated to publish these submitted reports. 

The Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens mandates the maximum amounts for campaign 
expenditures: a total annual sum of all expenditures by a political party / electoral subject cannot be 
more than 0.1 per cent of Georgia’s gross domestic product (GDP) for the previous year. This figure 
includes expenses of a political party / electoral subject and other individuals / entities who have 
made payments in their support.9 Expenditures include expenses for financing the elections and 
other events, salaries, expenses for business trips and other events, as well as in-kind contributions 
and services (expressed through market prices). 

Apart for setting limits on the total annual expenditures by a political party, the law also stipulates 
limitations on certain types of expenditures: fees for experts and consultants should not be more 
than 10 per cent of the top limit for campaign expenditures (0.1 per cent of previous year’s GDP). 

Georgian legislation does not make limitations on the types of purchases and payments during the 
election campaign, as long as electoral subjects conform to the above-mentioned ceilings. 

Total expenditures of electoral subjects amounted to GEL 6 911 676 in the reporting period (see 
Figure 6). Salome Zurabishvili’s campaign spent the largest share of the total figure – GEL 4 124 
047 (60 per cent). Next comes Grigol Vashadze10 with GEL 1 485 604 in expenses, followed by Davit 
Bakradze with GEL 882 313. As demonstrated, Zurabishvili’s expenditures are three times higher 
than Vashadze’s and 1.5 times higher than those of all five opposition candidates.  

9  Organic Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens, Article 251, part 1. 
10   The figure includes the sum of revenues of all five electoral subjects who support his candidacy.
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Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

Presidential candidates spent most of the funds on advertising, real estate lease payments and 
salaries (see Figure 6). 

 

FIGURE 6. EXPENDITURES OF PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES IN THE CAMPAIGN 
PERIOD (GEL)

0 1000000 2000000 3000000 4000000 5000000
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Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

In general, advertising constitutes a major part of the electoral subjects’ total expenditures. We 
observed this trend in the pre-election period, too. Zurabishvili spent GEL 3 368 507 (82 per cent of 
total expenditures) on advertising, which is 2.5 times more than all the other candidates. The six 
presidential candidates spent a total of GEL 4 678 893 on advertising, out of which Zurabishvili’s 
share was 72 per cent (see Figure 8).

FIGURE 7. EXPENDITURES OF PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES BY THREE LARGEST 
CATEGORIES (GEL)

0 500000100000015000002000000250000030000003500000

Lease payments

Salaries

Advertising

Kakha Kukava

Shalva Natelashvili

Davit Usupashvili

Grigol Vashadze*

Davit Bakradze

Salome Zurabishvili  19,625

  27,300

         247,119

     117,618

     124,448

9,313

   85,445

   72,063

     129,231

 9,929

313

0

        3,368,507

          645,499

          631,328

8,579

3,625

1,355
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Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

With respect to categories among advertising expenditures, per usual, television and outdoor 
advertising take up the largest shares (see Figure 9). Transparency International Georgia conducted 
parallel monitoring of expenditures on these two advertising types in the pre-election period. The 
results of this monitoring will be included in the final report on 2018 presidential election campaign 
finances. 

FIGURE 8. ADVERTISING EXPENDITURES, SHARE AMONG TOTAL (%)

Kakha Kukava

Shalva Natelashvili
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14%
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0%
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Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

As discussed in the Introduction, out of 25 registered presidential candidates, several were running 
only formally, with no intention to campaign for themselves. This has meant that they do not have real 
electoral aspirations and are oriented towards supporting another candidate. Relevant to this point, in 
the process of monitoring the unpaid television advertising of candidates, Transparency International 
Georgia found that eight electoral subjects were giving up their share of television advertising to other 
presidential candidates, which should be regarded as donations.11 

A clear manifestation of this practice can be found in the financial declaration of Zviad Iashvili, a 
candidate of the National-Democratic Party, which shows that Iashvili made use of unpaid television 
advertising worth GEL 200 000 in various TV stations, and that the subject of these commercials 
was “Grigol Vashadze, United Opposition”.12 This is a clear case of a donation by one party/subject 

11  https://bit.ly/2A6TfFV 
12  See election declaration of National Democratic 12.09-2.10, form N5.5, https://goo.gl/mwkWQK 

FIGURE 9. ADVERTISING EXPENDITURES OF PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES BY 
CATEGORIES (GEL)
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to another, which is forbidden by the Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens and is subject to 
a fine of twice the amount of the donation. 

The State Audit Office is looking into these cases but has not reached a conclusion yet. At the time 
of writing, the commercials are still airing. 

Salary expenses of Salome Zurabishvili’s campaign are also of special interest (see Figure 10). Against 
the total spending of over GEL 4 million, whereas there are more than 80 campaign offices throughout 
the country and dozens of electoral meetings have been held, the amount spent on salaries – GEL 
19 625 – looks modest. For comparison, some other candidates have declared spending 10 times 
higher on salaries only. 

Source: Financial declarations of electoral subjects
* Includes the sum of revenues of those electoral subjects who support Grigol Vashadze

FIGURE 10. SALARY EXPENDITURES OF PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES (GEL)
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CHAPTER IV. TRANSPARENCY AND MONITORING OF CAMPAIGN 
FINANCES

The existence of a requirement for the political unions / electoral subjects to prepare financial reports 
and their oversight are important preconditions for increasing the transparency of electoral processes 
and public confidence. At the same time, it is crucial that these reporting and follow-up processes 
allow for an effective oversight but do not inadvertently create an unnecessary burden on political 
parties. 

Georgian legislation requires political parties to submit financial reports periodically and with respect 
to certain electoral processes. In the election period, electoral subjects are required to fill out the 
financial report forms and submit to the State Audit Office within three weeks of appointment of the 
election date, and then again every three weeks.

The existence of an independent, professional agency that effectively monitors the fulfillment of the 
requirements stipulated by the legislation is vital in ensuring the transparency of money in politics. 
Georgian legislation mandates the State Audit Office with the authority to monitor the legality and 
transparency of political finances. The State Audit Office conducts oversight of the finances of political 
parties within the competencies ascribed to it by the Organic Law of Georgia on the Electoral Code 
and the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Unions of Citizens. 

In the reporting period of 1 August – 15 October, each electoral subject submitted four financial 
declarations to the State Audit Office, who published these on its website. The State Audit Office 
informed that all subjects submitted their reports in due time. Nevertheless, as we had observed 
during previous elections, incomplete financial reporting by electoral subjects remain a serious 
problem. The absolute majority of financial declarations are missing some information or contain 
inconsistencies. Information required by the reports are left blank on multiple occasions. It seems 
that the electoral subjects either do not know how to properly complete the declarations and what 
information needs to be presented in which way, or are deliberately making these mistakes. 

This issue has persisted for years and the State Audit Office has been ineffective at addressing this 
problem. Especially worrying is the situation in regards to the monitoring of campaign spending. The 
State Audit Office representatives have said multiple times that they lack relevant resources to carry 
out such monitoring. 

Further, the State Audit Office has been ineffective in following up on the instances of suspicious 
donations. The process of examining these donations is usually rather protracted and final outcomes 
are not satisfactory. The State Audit Office has not revealed a single violation to date. 

Sponsored political content on social media, primarily Facebook, remains one of the major challenges 
to the transparency of campaign finances in Georgia. Identity of those who pay for ads on social 
media is not public information. Such advertising has included text, video and photo content of 
political nature. As a rule, such advertising is directed towards smearing one or the other candidate 
or a public official. It is clear that this is unaccounted campaign financing which may serve bypassing 
the limitations stipulated by legislation. The State Audit Office is unable to determine who has been 
behind such advertisements as Facebook has declined to provide the information. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS

• The State Audit Office must pay closer attention to identifying high-risk donations. Such donations 
need to be examined in the shortest possible time-frame, in order for the Office to work effectively 
and increase public trust;

• The State Audit Office must urgently examine the issue of eight electoral subjects – political parties, 
party coalitions of initiative groups registered by the Central Electoral Commission – transferring 
their air time for free political advertising to other electoral subjects;

• The State Audit Office must pay closer attention to the capacity building of political parties in the 
area of financial reporting. They must also examine the content of declarations – especially the 
expenditures, and if appropriate, follow up and take necessary measures; 

• The State Audit Office must take interest in reported salary expenditures of the Zurabishvili 
campaign and determine whether or not the amounts presented in their declarations are accurate; 

• The State Audit Office should restore Form 9.7.1 in its financial reporting forms, which asks the 
political parties / electoral subjects to specify terms of their bank loans;

• Political parties / electoral subjects should do more to raise donations through events and 
campaigns. Parties that fundraise in such a way are usually less reliant on a handful of key donors 
and find themselves entangled in corruption schemes. 
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