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Key Findings 

Transparency International Georgia studied the issue of Georgia’s political finance in 2020. 
The main focus was on those 9 political entities that received at least 1% support in the 2020 
parliamentary elections. One of them (Girchi) did not submit financial statements, therefore, 
the findings of the report are mainly based on the analysis of annual financial declarations 
provided by 8 political entities and other related issues.

In 2020, several important legislative amendments were made, which fundamentally changed 
certain aspects of Georgia’s political finance. For example: the minimum threshold of voter 
support a party needs to get public funding has been reduced; the rule of calculating the 
amount of public funding has been simplified and improved; specific sanctions were introduced 
for illegal expenses made against a political party, and so on. In addition, at the end of the year, 
members of the parliamentary majority introduced a new draft law in parliament and passed it 
in the first reading. According to this draft law, the party will lose public funding if it does not 
use its seats in parliament. The project was criticized by the Venice Commission and the OSCE 
/ ODIHR calling on the Parliament to reconsider it.

The ruling Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia party had almost half of all parties’ total 
revenues and expenditures (each amounting to about GEL 60 million), which shows an extremely 
unequal distribution of finances between the parties. Nevertheless, compared to other years, 
financial inequality has been relatively reduced, which was mainly caused by the fact that 
several financially strong new political parties appeared in 2020.

Only 19% of the total revenues received by the parties came from public funding. For comparison, 
in 2019, public funding was up to 60% of the revenues received by the parties. This is explained 
by the fact that in 2019, unlike 2020, no general elections were held. The share of private 
donations received is traditionally high in an election year.

97% of the total donations received by the parties were made by individuals and 3% by legal 
entities. Georgian political parties mainly depend on large donors and the share of small 
contribution is usually insignificant.

In 2020, as in other years, the alleged cases of political corruption and the lack of adequate 
response to them were relevant. As it turned out, the companies connected with the donors 
of the ruling party had won public tenders worth about GEL 158 million in 2020 and, in return, 
during the same period, these donors had donated GEL 1.6 million for the benefit of the Georgian 
Dream - Democratic Georgia. In addition to tenders, the companies of the individuals donating 
to the ruling party are also recipients of simplified public procurement contracts. In particular, 
companies, which are directly or indirectly connected to persons who have contributed 
approximately GEL 2.8 million to the ruling party in 2020, received around GEL 11.7 million 
from simplified public procurement contracts during the same year.

Over the years, several major groups had been formed among the ruling party’s donors who 
have been contributing large sums of money to the Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia 
in almost every election. All such groups have a common characteristic - a large part of its 
members donate money to the ruling party on the same day or 1-2 days apart, which raises 
doubts about whether such collective action is organized by someone in advance and whether 
the donations are made through third persons. The Georgian legislation prohibits third-party 
donations. In 2020, among such large groups there still were persons associated with Bidzina 
Ivanishvili, the founder of the Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia party, the former chairman 
of the same party and former Prime Minister.
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The largest expenses of political parties fell under the following categories: a) advertising; b) 
salaries; c) rental costs of the real and movable estate; d) office expenses; e) costs of organizing 
congresses or other events; and f) notary, consulting and translation costs. As 2020 was an 
election year, advertising expenses accounted for a substantial share (59%) of total expenditures 
of political parties. 

During the election period, the State Audit Office initiated administrative proceedings in 13 
cases. The proceedings were completed in 10 cases, on which this agency drew up administrative 
violation protocols and the court made decisions. Such cases did not include many alleged 
cases of political corruption related to the donations declared by parties, therefore, the State 
Audit Office, like in other years, was ineffective in investigating.

In 2020, funding of Georgian political parties from a hostile state - Russia - was topical, which 
was not followed by an adequate response from the relevant state agencies. More specifically, 
Dossier – an investigative journalism platform, published two reports describing the ties and 
financial relations of the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia with the Kremlin. This case has once 
again showed that the State Audit Office does not have relevant powers and legal tools for 
investigating such instances. As for other state agencies with investigative powers (Georgian 
Prosecutor’s Office, State Security Service), they did not consider it necessary to launch an 
investigation, leaving unanswered serious questions about interference of the hostile country 
in Georgian politics.
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Introduction

A fair and competitive election is one of the cornerstones of democratic states. The competitiveness 
of political parties is closely linked to their financial resources. Georgia’s election history shows 
that the ruling political group has always had far greater financial resources than its rivals, 
creating an unequal electoral environment. Political money is always accompanied by the risks 
of corruption, so transparency of finances and its effective oversight are important conditions 
for political competition to be fair and voter-oriented. Transparency International Georgia (TI 
Georgia) has been studying and periodically publishing reports on political party funding for 
years. 

This time the organization presents a study that analyzes Georgia’s political finance in 2020. 
Georgia’s parliamentary elections were held on October 31, 2020, in which 48 political parties, 
two electoral blocs and 11 independent majoritarian candidates participated. 9 electoral subjects 
overcame the 1% threshold in the proportional elections required to enter the Parliament. The 
winners of the first round in 17 of the 30 majoritarian constituencies were not identified, which 
is why a second round was scheduled for November 21. In each of the 17 constituencies, one 
candidate was from the ruling Georgia Dream – Democratic Georgia party (GD). As all opposition 
parties, including those whose majoritarian candidates should have run in the second round, 
refused to recognize the election results, campaign for the second round and enter parliament, 
the GD party candidates won the runoffs in all constituencies. As a result, the GD got 90 of the 
150 parliamentary seats, allowing it to regain a parliamentary majority and form a government.

From the day of announcing the Election Day, all candidates / election subjects are obliged to 
submit a financial report to the State Audit Office (SAO) once in three weeks in the prescribed 
form. In January 2021, TI Georgia published an analysis of the declarations submitted by election 
subjects for the 2020 parliamentary elections.1

In addition to the election campaign financial reports, until February 1 of each year, political 
parties are required to submit detailed financial declarations of the previous year to the SAO. 
These declarations are published on the website2 of the SAO. The present study mostly is based 
on an analysis of these financial statements, therefore, the reporting period includes the time 
interval between January 1 and December 31, 2020. Information from other years was also used 
periodically to analyze various data and trends.

As for the subjects of the study, the financial statements of those political parties were selected, 
which managed to get at least 1% of votes in the 2020 Parliamentary Elections. As already 
mentioned, this threshold was exceeded by 9 electoral subjects, including 7 individually 
participating political parties and 2 electoral blocs. Since a large part of finances of the parties 
in electoral blocs were mobilized in a single election campaign fund, the annual declarations 
of these parties were combined for the purposes of analysis. Therefore, the study had the 
following 9 subjects:

1  Campaign Finances in Georgia’s 2020 Parliamentary Elections (Final Report), Transparency International 
Georgia, 15.01.2020:  https://bit.ly/3tmGkZ1 
2  https://monitoring.sao.ge/ 

https://bit.ly/3rfsk3l
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
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 • Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia (GD);

 • Election bloc United National Movement - United Opposition “Power is in Unity” (UNM-
UOPU)3;

 • European Georgia - Movement for Freedom;

 • Lelo for Georgia;

 • Election bloc Giorgi Vashadze – the Strategy Aghmashenebeli4 (Strategy Aghmashenebeli);

 • The Alliance of Patriots of Georgia;

 • Girchi;

 • Aleko Elisashvili – the Citizens;

 • The Labor Party of Georgia.

One of these entities - Girchi - did not submit any financial statements to the SAO in the 
prescribed form, so the study provides very little information about its finances.

In addition to the annual financial declarations of political parties, the SAO’s final election 
monitoring report5 was used for the study. Two websites of TI Georgia - www.politicaldonations.ge 
and www.tendermonitor.ge – the website of the Public Procurement Agency - www.procurement.
gov.ge  and other open data were used to determine business connections of political parties’ 
donors and their interests in public procurement.

The publication was prepared based on legislative analysis as well as qualitative and quantitative 
analysis of statistical data. Some parts of the research were taken from previous reports of TI 
Georgia on political finance.

At the beginning of the study, the legislative framework that regulates the issues of political 
finances and election campaigns in Georgia is briefly reviewed. This section also includes the 
analysis of legislative changes initiated and / or implemented in 2020. The next chapter of 
the report presents the revenues received by the above-mentioned 9 election subjects during 
2020, including the regulatory framework, general statistics and key sources of revenue. Special 
emphasis was placed on private donations received by the parties and on interesting facts 
revealed in terms of alleged political corruption. The following sections of the report review 
the expenditures incurred by political parties, as well as issues of financial transparency and 
oversight. 6 Recommendations are presented at the end of the study.

3  Consisting of 5 political parties:
•	 United National Movement
•	 Movement - State for the People
•	 Progress and Freedom
•	 Republican Party of Georgia
•	 European Democrats

4  Consisting of 2 political parties:
•	 Giorgi Vashadze – the Strategy Aghmashenebeli
•	 Law and Justice

5  Final Report on Financial Monitoring for October 31, 2020 Elections,  Political Finances Monitoring 
Department of the State Audit Office of Georgia, 19.02.2021: https://bit.ly/3h0o84M 
6  Information on revenues and expenditures of political parties was mainly taken from the declarations 
they filled out. Therefore, TI Georgia is not responsible for the accuracy of all data. 

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
http://www.tendermonitor.ge
http://www.procurement.gov.ge
http://www.procurement.gov.ge
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Chapter I. Legislative Framework and Amendments

The main legal principles for regulating Georgia’s political finance are defined by the Organic 
Law on Political Associations of Citizens and the Election Code, as well as by the Law on 
the State Audit Office, the General Administrative Code, the Code of Administrative 
Offences, and by orders of the Auditor General.

The Organic Law of Georgia on Political Associations of Citizens defines the entities covered 
by restricting regulations on political finance. In particular, the said law is familiar with the 
concepts of both a political party and a person with declared electoral goals. According to the 
law, a political union of citizens (a party) is an independent and voluntary association of citizens 
established on a common ideological and organizational basis and registered in accordance with 
the procedure established by the law to conduct its activities within the scope of the Constitution 
and the legislation of Georgia. The Georgian legislation contains a special regulation for the 
election campaign/pre-election period, which starts 60 days before the polling day.   

1. Legislative amendments of July 2, 2020

On July 2, 2020, the Parliament of Georgia made amendments to the electoral legislation. 
According to the amendments to the Organic Law on Political Associations of Citizens:

The threshold for receiving public funding7 was reduced. The State Budget of Georgia 
annually allocates funds for financial support of the activities of parties and for the development 
of the party system. Whereas the Law previously established a threshold of 3% for receiving the 
funds – i.e. a party was to have received the support of at least 3% of voters who had cast votes 
at the latest parliamentary or local self-government elections – the amendments changed the 
criteria and parties will now receive public funding only based on the results of parliamentary 
elections. In addition, the threshold for receiving the funding was decreased from 3% to 1%.8 
This rule became effective after the day of publication of the summary protocol of the results of 
2020 parliamentary elections. 

The rule of determining the amount of public funding was simplified and improved. 
According to the old rule, the amount of budgetary funding to be received by a party was 
calculated with the following formula: Z=B+(M*600*12)+(L*100*12)+(V*1,5)+(W*1)+(H), 
where Z means the amount of budgetary funding to be received by a party; B – the amount of 
basic funding; M – the number of Members of Parliament equal to 30 or up to 30 elected under 
a proportional system; L – the number of Members of Parliament above 30 elected under a 
proportional system; V – the number of the votes received from up to 200,000 voters; W – the 
number of the votes received from more than 200,000 voters; H – a party that was registered 
with the Georgian Central Election Commission (CEC) for the purpose of participating in the 
recent parliamentary elections and whose members were elected to the Parliament of Georgia, 
provided that the given party creates a parliamentary faction. For the purposes of the given 
formula H=GEL 300,000.

The amendments abolished this formula and determined the rule of funding in the following 
way: a party will receive GEL 15 for each of the first 50,000 real votes, and GEL 5 for each of 
the subsequent real votes.9 This rule also became effective after the day of publication of the 
summary protocol of the results of the 2020 parliamentary elections.  

7  Public funding and state funding are used as synonyms 
8  Organic Law of Georgia on Political Associations of Citizens, Paragraph 2 of Article 30; accessible at: 
https://bit.ly/3dJonxn [Accessed on: 20/10/2020]  
9  Ibid. Paragraph 3 of Article 30 

https://bit.ly/3dJonxn
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A sanction was established for incurring unlawful expenses with the aim of the 
campaign against a political party. The old wording of the law imposed a sanction on a party, 
an electoral subject, or a person with declared electoral goals only for an unlawful donation or 
membership fee.10 The amendments extended this article to incurring unlawful expenses with 
the aim of getting an individual to refrain from supporting a party, as well as to the transfer 
of tangible or intangible assets or delivery of services free of charge/at a discount (except for 
voluntary work performed by volunteers).11 

The criteria for a donating legal person were specified. In the old wording, a partner of a 
donating company could be a legal person registered abroad as long as its final beneficiary was 
a citizen of Georgia.12 According to the amendment, a donor may only be a legal person which 
is registered in the territory of Georgia and whose partners are only citizens of Georgia and legal 
persons registered in Georgia, whose final beneficiaries are only citizens of Georgia.13 

The liability for vote buying has changed. In the old wording, making a transaction with the 
aim of bribing voters, if the value of such transaction did not exceed GEL 100, resulted in the 
imposition of an administrative fine equal to 10 times the value of the transaction on the party 
or party representative and the imposition of a fine equal to twice the value of the transaction 
on the natural person.14 As a result of the amendments, the said norm was removed from the 
Organic Law of Georgia on Political Associations of Citizens and moved to the Criminal Code, 
and it envisages a fine.  

Electronic turnover of documents became possible. The SAO was allowed to use the system 
of electronic turnover of documents and electronic signatures in the process of monitoring of 
political finance; electronic documents and their printouts will have the same legal force as 
written documents.15 

Personal data of donors became more protected. According to the old wording, the full 
name, personal number, and place of registration of a donating natural person were supposed 
to be publicly available.16 As a result of the amendment, the place of registration will no longer 
be public.17

The definition of prohibited funding was expanded. As a result of an amendment to 
the law, a donation, membership fee, and expense made/incurred by an authorized person 
specified in this law using the undocumented property are also deemed as a prohibited donation, 
membership fee or expense.18

As a result of an amendment to the Election Code: 

A sanction was directly defined for the placement of an advertisement by one 
electoral subject for the benefit of another within its advertising time.19 Although such 
facts should also have been deemed as a violation of the law before the amendments, further 

10  Ibid. Paragraph 2 of Article 342 
11  Ibid.
12  Ibid. Subparagraph B, Paragraph 2, Article 25 
13  Ibid.
14  Ibid. Paragraph 6 of Article 342

15  Ibid. Subparagraph C1, Paragraph 2, Article 341   
16  Ibid. Paragraph 6 of Article 26 
17  Ibid. Subparagraph B, Paragraph 6, Article 26
18  Ibid. Subparagraph D, Paragraph 16, Article 342

19  Organic Law of Georgia – Election Code of Georgia, Paragraph 1 of Article 83; accessible at: 
https://bit.ly/34d5K1O   

https://bit.ly/34d5K1O
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clarification of this issue and writing it directly into the law is a welcome fact. This amendment 
became effective after the new convocation of the Parliament of Georgia attained its full power. 20  

2. Draft law on termination of public funding for parties 

On December 16, 2020, a legislative initiative21 of MPs of the ruling GD party was registered 
in the Parliament of Georgia, the main part of which is contrary to the European standards of 
public funding of parties and severely undermines the financial position of opposition parties. 
The draft law envisages changes in the rules of political parties receiving state funding and free 
advertising time. The proposed amendments were adopted by Parliament in the first reading in 
2020, but the document was later forwarded to the Venice Commission and the OSCE / ODIHR 
for evaluation. The second reading was planned after these institutions published their position. 

22 The Venice Commission and the OSCE / ODIHR issued a joint opinion on 20 March 2021, in 
which the adoption of the amendments was unequivocally criticized. 23

2.1. The essence of the amendments
According to the submitted draft law, the state funding will be given to a party that, together 
with the support of at least 1% of the voters in the parliamentary elections, will realize at least 
half of the mandates allocated to it. In addition, a political party that is cut off from state funding 
will not be able to receive free airtime either.

In the explanatory note the initiators state the goal of the draft law: “political parties get state 
funding for effective and constructive participation in the democratic political process. In a 
situation where a party opposes a democratic political process and the country’s main democratic 
institution, sabotages the parliament, its funding from state budget plays a counterproductive 
role and is fundamentally against the legal task of funding.” 24

2.2. TI Georgia’s assessment 
TI Georgia believes that the major part of the proposed changes will worsen financial conditions 
of opposition parties on an illegitimate basis, negatively affecting political pluralism and a 
competitive political environment.

Article 3 of the Constitution of Georgia deals with democracy and the activities of political parties 
are covered by this article. According to the Constitution: “Political parties participate in the 
formation and implementation of the political will of the people.” Accordingly, the Constitution 
directly links the activities of political parties to the existence of democracy in the country, and 
any legislative restriction that affects the activities of political parties and weaken them are 
considered a step backward for democracy.

20  Ibid. 18 of Article 186 
21  Draft Amendments to the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Associations of Citizens; available: 
https://bit.ly/2PkPEOJ, 
22  Georgian Dream will send 2 disputed draft laws to the Venice Commission and the OSCE / ODIHR, Rustavi 
2, December 23, 2020; Available: https://cutt.ly/GxbZJ4C
23  ON AMENDMENTS TO THE ELECTION CODE, THE LAW ON POLITICAL ASSOCIATIONS OF CITIZENS AND THE 
RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE PARLIAMENT OF GEORGIA, EUROPEAN COMMISSION FOR DEMOCRACY THROUGH 
LAW (VENICE COMMISSION) and OSCE OFFICE FOR DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS (OSCE/
ODIHR), JOINT OPINION, CDL-AD(2021)008, Strasbourg, 20 March 2021; available: https://cutt.ly/MxOaySK
24  Explanatory Note of the draft amendments to the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Associations of 
Citizens; Available: https://bit.ly/3sgLGoJ

https://bit.ly/2PkPEOJ
https://cutt.ly/GxbZJ4C
https://cutt.ly/MxOaySK
https://bit.ly/3sgLGoJ
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Funding is one of the most important basis for the functioning of a political party. In Georgia, due 
to a grave economic and social situation, obtaining funding from private sources is very hard, 
consequently, political parties largely depend on state funding. 

Moreover, the European Court of Human Rights notes25: “State funding for political parties is 
aimed at preventing corruption and avoiding excessive reliance by parties on private donors. 
It follows that this funding is intended to strengthen political pluralism and contributes to the 
proper functioning of democratic institutions.26

In Georgia direct funding of political parties from the state budget was introduced by the Law 
on Political Associations of Citizens in 1997, and its acquisition has never been linked to party’s 
entry into parliament. 

Conditions have changed several times since the introduction of state funding. The last 
amendment was made on July 2, 2020, and under current legislation, state funding can be 
received by a party that gets the support of at least 1% of the electorate participating in the 
parliamentary elections. Prior to that, in different years, the funding threshold was lower than 
the threshold for parliamentary seats. For example, in 2016, a party had to get at least 3% 
in the parliamentary elections to receive state funding, and had to cross the 5% threshold to 
enter parliament. Moreover, a party could receive funding without running in the parliamentary 
elections - based on the results of the local self-government elections.

As mentioned above, state funding of political parties aims to lay the groundwork for their 
ability to present their ideas to the public in the face of scarce resources and to compete with 
large, and primarily ruling parties. 

Such funding cannot be directly and imperatively linked to the acquisition of parliamentary 
seats, as its function is not to support parliamentary activities (for which there are other types 
of funding, such as MPs’ salaries, reimbursements of expenses and other types of additional 
privileges), but party activities. Political activism can take many forms, including the use of 
a form of protest such as a parliamentary boycott or rejection of mandates. Therefore, the 
presented initiative contradicts this principle.

The legislative initiative also runs counter to the recommendations of the Venice Commission, 
which considers receiving state funding and obtaining a parliamentary mandate as unrelated 
concepts. According to a Venice Commission’s recommendation issued in 2010 with the OSCE / 
ODIHR: “[...] it is in the interest of political pluralism to have a lower threshold for public funding 
than the electoral threshold for the allocation of a mandate in parliament”. 27

The lack of a link between receiving funding and obtaining parliamentary seats is a widespread 
practice across Council of Europe countries. The European Court of Human Rights in the judgment 
already mentioned above (ÖDP) v. TURKEY notes: “In the member States other than Turkey, the 
minimum share of the vote a political party must obtain in order to qualify for public funding 
varies between 0.5% and 5% of the votes cast in the preceding election, and is often lower than 
the electoral threshold required in order to secure seats in Parliament. Hence, in addition to the 
parties represented in Parliament, new political parties which have a minimum level of support 
among citizens also receive public funding in proportion to their share of the vote.” 28  

25  CASE OF ÖZGÜRLÜK VE DAYANIŞMA PARTİSİ (ÖDP) v. TURKEY, Judgment of the European Court of 
Human Rights, 10.05.2012. Available: https://bit.ly/3lPySDy
26  Ibid.
27  Guidelines on Political Party Regulation by OSCE/ODIHR and Venice Commission, CDL-AD(2010)024, 
par.185.available: https://bit.ly/3sgn5QP
28  CASE OF ÖZGÜRLÜK VE DAYANIŞMA PARTİSİ (ÖDP) v. TURKEY, Judgment of the European Court of 
Human Rights, 10.05.2012. Available: https://bit.ly/3lPySDy

https://bit.ly/3lPySDy
https://bit.ly/3lPySDy
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It is noteworthy that once in the history of Georgia there was a case when the opposition parties 
were deprived of the right to receive state funding through legislative changes due to the non-
recognition of the parliamentary elections in 2008 and the refusal to accept parliamentary seats. 
This change was then negatively assessed by the Public Defender of Georgia, who noted29 that 
it was a direct blow to the development of democracy and pluralism. 

Irakli Kobakhidze, the current Chairman of the ruling GD party, also criticized the change in his 
book. 30 Due to sharp criticism, the amendment was repealed by the Parliament the same year.

2.3. Joint opinion of the Venice Commission and OSCE/ODIHR 
On March 20, 2021, the Venice Commission and the OSCE / ODIHR issued a joint assessment31 of 
the draft law stressing that participation in parliamentary activities is an important cornerstone 
for a political party to present its electorate in the legislature. However, parliamentary activity 
is not the only purpose of a political party, as indicated in Article 30 of the Law on Political 
Associations of Citizens. According to this article, parties receive funding for “financial support 
of party activities and development of the party system.” Even in a situation where a majority 
of elected parliamentarians relinquish their seats, the cessation of any state funding is an 
excessive and disproportionate measure. In some cases, a lack of such funding may suspend 
the party altogether.32

According to the Venice Commission and the OSCE / ODIHR, the proposed changes also violate 
the political party’s right to equal opportunities. According to the bill, in addition to losing state 
funding, parties also lose the right to enjoy free airtime. The refusal of free political advertising 
for these parties should be considered unfounded and disproportionate, as they are the ones 
who need additional resources to present their positions and election programs to the electorate. 
In addition, there is no clear link between the use of free political advertising and state funding, 
which could justify such changes. 33

According to the opinion, the introduction of such regulation also is not in the public interest, 
as it reduces the chances of the public being more informed to make the appropriate choice. 
According to the authors of the assessment, the proposed changes should be revised to ensure 
that political parties are not unreasonably restricted in their ability to inform their electorate. 
According to the Venice Commission and the OSCE / ODIHR, there are much more proportionate 
and appropriate ways to achieve the set goal, in particular by imposing sanctions on individual 
parliamentarians. According to them, this way is more in line with the Constitution of Georgia 
and international standards. The proposed broad sanctions against political parties, even if they 
refuse to conduct their parliamentary activities, are not found in any of the Venice Commission 
and / or OSCE / ODIHR member state. 34

29  Public Defender Opposes Amendments to the Law on Party Financing, Civil.ge, July 8, 2008; Available: 
https://bit.ly/3d1dJlE
30  Excerpt from the book: p. 135: “It is inadmissible to repeal state funding to a political party due to its 
boycott of the Parliament.” Available: https://cutt.ly/lxbGppR
31   ON AMENDMENTS TO THE ELECTION CODE, THE LAW ON POLITICAL ASSOCIATIONS OF CITIZENS AND 
THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE PARLIAMENT OF GEORGIA, EUROPEAN COMMISSION FOR DEMOCRACY 
THROUGH LAW (VENICE COMMISSION) and OSCE OFFICE FOR DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS AND HUMAN 
RIGHTS (OSCE/ODIHR), JOINT OPINION, CDL-AD(2021)008, Strasbourg, 20 March 2021; Available: 
https://cutt.ly/MxOaySK
32  Ibid.
33  Ibid.
34  Ibid.

https://bit.ly/3d1dJlE
https://cutt.ly/lxbGppR
https://cutt.ly/MxOaySK
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Chapter II. Revenues of Political Parties 

1. Legislative framework

According to the Georgia legislation being in force in 2020, political parties were allowed to receive 
income from the following sources: (1) public funding (including direct monetary contributions 
from the state budget to the political party, indirect state contributions, and reimbursement 
of expenditures); (2) membership fees; (3) private 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.

As already mentioned, on July 2, 2020, the Parliament of Georgia amended the Law on Political 
Associations of Citizens and the Election Code, which substantially changed the rules for the 
distribution of public funding, abolished funding of political parties coming through the LEPL 
Center for Electoral Systems Development, Reforms and Training (so-called Fund), amended 
the rules for obtaining additional funding for gender balance and so on. 35 The law set the date 
for the publication of the summary protocol of the results of 2020 parliamentary elections 
(December 3) as the moment of entry into force of the most substantial of the listed changes, 
therefore, the old version of the law was in force for most of the reporting period (11 months). 
That is why this section describes the regulations valid in the period when political parties were 
receiving their income.

1.1. Public funding
1.1.1 Sources of public funding

As mentioned, one of the sources of the political party finances may be funds received from the 
state. The amount and subjects of public funding are determined by the Organic Law on Political 
Associations of Citizens. The law lists the following ways of obtaining funding from the state:

 • direct monetary contributions from the state budget 

A political party registered with the CEC, which participated in the elections independently or 
as part of the electoral bloc, receives the money directly from the budget if it or its electoral 
bloc received 3% of the votes or more; Or in the last parliamentary elections its majoritarian 
candidate was elected a member of the parliament and it could create a parliamentary faction. 
Annual funding is determined by the formula36, according to which, in addition to the basic 
public funding, which amounts to GEL 300,000, additional funding is added in accordance with 
the mandates obtained in the Parliament and the votes received in the elections. However, if 
a party or electoral bloc that has run independently in an election has received 6% or more of 
the votes in the last parliamentary or local self-government elections, its basic funding will be 
doubled to GEL 600,000.

35  See Chapter I of the report for details on the changes.
36  According to Article 30 (4) of the Organic Law on Political Associations of Citizens, the amount of public 
funding to be received by political parties will be calculated according to the following formula:
Z = B + (M * 600 * 12) + (L * 100 * 12) + (V * 1,5) + (W * 1) + (H), where Z is a total public funding allocated to 
a political party; B - base funding; M - the number of MPs (up to 30 MPs) elected through  proportional system; 
L - the number of MPs (above 30 MPs) elected through the proportional system; V - the number of votes 
received under 200,000; W - the number of votes received above 200,000; H - a party that was registered with 
the CEC of Georgia to participate in the last parliamentary elections and its majoritarian nominee was elected 
a member of the Parliament and he/she formed a parliamentary faction. H = GEL 300,000 for the purposes of 
this formula.
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 • Reimbursement of campaign expenditures

An election subject, which receives 5% or more of the votes cast in the proportional system 
in the parliamentary elections or receives 10% or more of the votes in the first round of the 
presidential elections, receives up to GEL 1,000,000 from the state budget of Georgia. Those 
who get 3% or more of the votes in the countrywide City Assembly elections will also be funded 
by GEL 500,000 from the state budget.

The election subjects will receive such funding after submitting a report on the expenses incurred 
during the election campaign.

 • Gender funding

A political party, which receives public funding, gets a supplement to the base funding in the 
amount of 30% of it, if it has at least 30% of candidates of different sex in each ten-person group 
of candidates given in the party list (in the local self-government elections - in all party lists).

 • Distribution of public funds to the political parties through the Electoral Systems 
Development, Reform and Training Center

In addition to direct public funding of political parties, certain funds are transferred annually 
from the state budget to the Center for Electoral Systems Development, Reforms and Training, 
which aims to promote the development of political parties and non-governmental sector and 
establish a healthy and competitive political system. This kind of funding equals to half of the 
amount of direct public funding and is distributed to political parties in proportion to the base 
public funding they receive. The money is allocated only for research, teaching, conferences, 
business trips, regional projects, and civil and electoral education projects for voters.

 • Targeted funding for TV advertising for political parties in election years

In order to financially support election campaigns of political parties, additional funding is 
allocated from the state budget to cover the costs of placing TV commercials. Only parties that 
have the right to receive public funding will receive this additional money. In order to calculate 
the allocated amount, the number of votes received by the relevant election subject in the last 
general election is multiplied by three and divided by the number of political parties within the 
election subject. Such funding does not exceed GEL 600,000 per political party. At least 15% of 
the amount allocated to the election subject must be used to place pre-election advertisements 
on at least 7 broadcasters that are not national broadcasters.

 • Public funding given to political parties for their representatives in the district 
and precinct election commissions on Election Days 

A qualified election subject (a subject that is qualified for getting public funding) receives 
funding of GEL 100 (GEL 150 for electoral blocs) for each polling station and GEL 150 (GEL 200 
for electoral blocs) for each election district to ensure representation in the district and precinct 
election commissions on Election Days. The electoral bloc that does not include any of the 
qualified parties, but the bloc member parties in the last parliamentary or local self-government 
elections jointly got more than 3% of votes, will also receive the same funding as qualified 
political parties. This funding is provided no later than 3 days before the Election Day.

 • Free advertisement time 

During the election campaign, the National Broadcasters are obliged to allocate at least 7.5 
minutes every 3 hours free of charge for advertisements of qualified election subjects, which 
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should be distributed equally and without discrimination. The Georgian Public Broadcaster 
should allocate 5 minutes per hour for the same purpose.

Political parties are prohibited to receive other kinds of public funding or in-kind public 
contributions that do not fall into the categories described above.

1.2. Private funding
In addition to public funding, political parties have the right to raise funds from private sources. 
According to Georgian legislation, the largest categories of private funding are:

 • Membership fees

The ceiling of the annual amount of membership fees is GEL 1,200.

 • Donations

Donations are defined as follows: 

o Money deposited on the account of a political party by a natural or legal person; 

o Material or in-kind contribution (including, a preferential loan) or service (except for 
work performed through volunteering) secured by a party free of charge or on discount/
preferential terms from a natural or legal person.

The law imposes qualitative as well as quantitative restrictions on donations: 

o A natural person who donates should be a citizen of Georgia; 

o A donating legal person should be registered on the territory of Georgia while its partners 
and end beneficiaries - citizens of Georgia; 

o A donor 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;

o Donations received by a party from a single natural person shall not exceed GEL 60,000 
a year, while donations from a single legal entity – GEL 120,000; 

Furthermore, it is forbidden to receive donations from: 

o Natural and legal persons of other countries, international organizations and movements; 

o State agencies, state organizations, legal persons of public law, societies with state stock 
ownership; 

o Non-commercial legal entities and religious organizations; 

o In an anonymous form

 • Bank credits

A political party has the right to take a credit of a maximum GEL 1 million in a calendar year only 
from a Georgian commercial bank.
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2. Revenues received by political parties: review and analysis

As already mentioned, the study analyzed the financial declarations of the political entities that 
exceeded the 1% threshold in October 31, 2020 elections. One of the parties that overcame the 
barrier, the political union Girchi has not submitted a declaration. Accordingly, the remaining 
eight entities will be discussed in the sections of revenue and expenditure analysis.

In 2020, the studied 8 political entities received a total revenue of GEL 60,221,705, which is 
almost 3 times more than in 2019 (in 2019, 19 parties earned a total of GEL 20,739,364). The 
ruling GD party got almost half (48.4%) - GEL 29,166,087 of this amount, the election bloc 
UNM-UOPU took second place with GEL 8,037,276, and Lelo for Georgia was third with GEL 
8,036,077 (see Figures 1 and 2).

Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

In 2020, 77% (GEL 46,586,370) of the total revenue received by political parties came from 
private donations, 19% (GEL 11,314,940) - from public funding37, and 4% - from other types of 
income, including loans from commercial banks (see Figure 3). For comparison, in 2019, public 
funding was up to 60% of the revenues received by the parties. In addition, in 2019, almost all 
opposition parties (those receiving public funding) got most of their income from state funding,38 
as for 2020, only one of the parties studied - the Labor Party of Georgia - received more than 
half of the revenue from the state budget (see Figure 4). This can be explained by the fact 
that in 2019, unlike 2020, no general elections were held. The share of donations received is 
traditionally high in an election year.

37  The category of public funding includes direct budget funding received by parties and funds received 
through the LEPL Center for Electoral Systems Development, Reforms and Training.
38  Georgia’s Political Finance in 2019: Revenues and Expenditures of Political Parties and Financial 
Oversight, TI Georgia, 09/07/2020, pg. 15-18: https://bit.ly/3mIrKYL  

Figure 2. Distribution of total revenues received by political parties in 2020
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

Figure 3. Sources of revenues received by political parties in 2020, GEL, %
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 11,314,940 - Public funding
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

2.1. Public funding
As it was mentioned, in 2020, only 19% (GEL 11,314,940) of the total revenues received by the 
political parties came from public funding. Traditionally, the ruling GD party received the largest 
sum – GEL 4,222,546 (42% of total public funding), followed by the election bloc UNM-UOPU 
(GEL 2,121,660) and the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia (GEL 1,959,750) (see Figure 5).
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

Lelo for Georgia gained public funding as a result of 2020 parliamentary elections, accordingly, 
it received the money only in December 2020. This explains why this party had significantly 
smaller public funding than others. As for Aleko Elisashvili – the Citizens, this party also became 
qualified for public funding, but it refused to receive it.

2.1.1. Additional funding to increase women’s participation in politics

On July 2, 2020, the norm of the Organic Law on Political Associations of Citizens was changed, 
according to which the parties received financial benefits due to the gender-balanced party list. 
Both the minimum share of women representation to be met by the parties to receive additional 
funding and the amount of funding have been increased.

In particular, before the changes, a party could receive a financial supplement if at least 30% 
of the first, second and every subsequent ten on its list were of the opposite sex. After the 
changes, a party will be able to receive financial incentives if at least one of each of the three 
members of the list is of the opposite sex. Accordingly, the minimum number of members of the 
opposite sex increased to 33%.

The amount of funding has also changed. Prior to the amendments, this amount was 30% of the 
base public funding (GEL 300,000 or 600,000), and after the changes, the supplement is 30% of 
the total public funding, which is significantly higher than the previous amount. 39

39  Paragraph 1 of Article 391 of the Organic Law of Georgia on Political Associations of Citizens, [Version of 
15.07.2020]
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TI Georgia found out how many parties benefited from these incentives and submitted a gender-
balanced list to the CEC during their registration.

According to the CEC, only the following four out of 9 election subjects met the mentioned 
requirement:

1. Bakradze, Ugulava, Bokeria - European Georgia - Movement for Freedom

2. Davit Tarkhan-Mouravi, Irma Inashvili – the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia

3. Election bloc Giorgi Vashadze – the Strategy Aghmashenebeli

4. Aleko Elisashvili – the Citizens.

One of these four entities - Aleko Elisashvili – the Citizens did not use the additional financial 
benefits as this party refused to receive public funding at all.

2.2. Donations
Donations of political parties have always been a matter of great public interest in Georgia. 
Georgia is a small, middle-income country, and generous contributions to political parties 
often raise legitimate questions regarding the 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 detect corruption and illegal schemes. Still, in previous years, TI Georgia tried to 
disclose as much information as possible on the donors of political parties and their commercial 
interests, as well as public procurement contracts awarded to their companies. 

To detect these links more effectively, TI Georgia created a website www.politicaldonations.
ge, which accumulates all donations made to political parties from 2011. What is more, the 
company affiliations of donors can also be viewed on the website. 

In 2020, the studied 8 political entities received a total of GEL 46.586,370 in donations, of 
which almost half - GEL 23,881,521 went to the ruling GD party. Lelo for Georgia took second 
place with GEL 7,975,594, and the election bloc UNM-UOPU was third with GEL 5,740,011 (see 
Figure 6). 

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
http://www.politicaldonations.ge
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

It should be noted that, compared to the 2016 parliamentary elections, the ruling party’s 
share in total donations has decreased. In particular, in 2016, the GD got 68% of the total 
donations received by political parties. In 2019, this figure was even higher, as this year the GD 
received 84% of total donations attracted by all parties.40

Such a decrease in the difference between the donations received by the ruling party and other 
parties was mainly caused by the fact that a new political party Lelo – for Georgia and the 
electoral bloc Giorgi Vashadze – the Strategy Aghmashenebeli were added to the traditional list 
of previously existing financially strong parties. In spite of this, the ruling GD party still had a 
significant financial advantage. 

97% of the total donations received by the 8 political entities were made by natural persons, 
and 3% – by legal persons. About 37% of the donors of the Georgian political parties have 
donated more than the average annual gross salary in Georgia (GEL 14,72841). Such donations 
accounted for about 83% of the donations received by all parties, which shows their dependence 
on large donors.

2.2.1. Donations containing a high risk of political corruption

Donations received by the ruling party are more likely to be accompanied by particularly high 
risks of political corruption, because the authorities have the lever to make a deal with a potential 

40  Georgia’s Political Finance in 2019: Revenues and Expenditures of Political Parties and Financial 
Oversight, TI Georgia, 09/07/2020, pg. 4: https://bit.ly/3mIrKYL   
41  https://www.geostat.ge/ka/modules/categories/39/khelfasebi 
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donor in return for certain benefits. For this reason, in our research we put a special emphasis 
on the donations to the GD. With this purpose, we studied the donors of the ruling party that 
had donated funds for the benefit of the GD in 2020. In particular, we looked at how many of 
them were connected with companies that received certain benefits from public procurement 
the same year. 

As it turned out, the companies connected with the donors of the ruling party had won public 
tenders worth about GEL 158 million in 2020 and, in return, these donors had donated GEL 
1.6 million in favor of the GD during the same period. 

Table 1 shows a list of the top 10 companies that have won the highest-value tenders. Especially 
noteworthy is G & K Technology LLC, which won tenders worth GEL 17.2 million during the 
year, while its owner, Roman Abramishvili, donated GEL 60,000 to the GD in February. 
Interestingly, Abramishvili made the donation after his company won several large tenders in 
a short period of time. It should be noted that this company was also included in TI Georgia’s 
report on political finance in 2019 for similar action.42 

A similar fact occurred in the case of L Georgia LLC. In September-October 2020, the owner 
of the company, Tariel Giorgadze, and the director, Dimitri Kupatadze, donated a total of GEL 
101,000 to the ruling party. In September-December of the same year, L Georgia LLC won 
four large public tenders worth a total of GEL 26.4 million. The dates of the won tenders and 
donations were also quite close to each other in the cases of Tsekuri LLC, Gravita LLC and 
G-T Group LLC.

Another large state contractor is L. and K. LLC, which won tenders worth GEL 33.9 million in 
2020, while its owners donated GEL 22,000 to the ruling party.

Zimo LLC is also worth mentioning, which won public tenders worth up to GEL 9 million in 
2020. This company is related to Bidzina Ivanishvili, the founder of the GD party, the former 
chairman of the same party and former Prime Minister about whom more information is given 
at the end of the section.

42  Georgia’s Political Finance in 2019: Revenues and Expenditures of Political Parties and Financial 
Oversight, TI Georgia, 09/07/2020: https://bit.ly/3mIrKYL 

https://bit.ly/3mIrKYL
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Table 1. 10 companies connected with the donors of the GD that have won the highest-value 
public tenders in 2020 
# Public 

procurement 
contractor

Total value of 
tenders won 
in 2020, GEL 
million

Political donor 
directly or indirectly 
connected with 
public procurement 
contractor company

Amount of 
donations made 
in favor of the 
GD in 2020,  
GEL

Total amount 
of political 
donations 
made since 
2011, GEL

1 L. and K. LLC 33.9 Davit Kapanadze 15000 47000
Levan Lursmanashvili 7000 42000

2 L Georgia LLC 26.4 Dimitri Kupatadze 41000 41000
Tariel Giorgadze 60000 60000

3 G & K Technology 
LLC

17.2 Roman Abramishvili 60000 187000
G & K Technology LLC 0 40000

4 Balavari LLC 9.8 Davit Baindurashvili 60000 120000
5 V-I-P + LLC 9.8 Mamuka Khelaia 15000 45000
6 Zimo LLC 8.9 Alexandre Maghradze 5000 5000

Alexandre Ivanishvili 52300 262300
Gia Urotadze 17000 32000
Levan Marshania 5000 9996
Zurab Kiknadze 25000 90000
Davit Dugladze 35000 215000
Archil Mamatsashvili 10000 55600
Giorgi Mikaberidze 20000 87000
Zaal Dugladze 25000 115000
Kakha Kobiashvili 40000 180000
Davit Galuashvili 40000 225429
Beka Kvaratskhelia 40000 179600
Gocha Chikviladze 40000 201630
Givi Lebanidze 45000 171800
Zurab Gogua 45000 188000
Leri Kapanadze 50000 256400
Nato Khaindrava 50000 312600
Ilia Kavtaradze 13000 18000
Rostom Chabradze 10000 80000
Bitchia Demetrashvili 10000 53078
Eter Deminashvili 7000 20000
Citadel LLC 50000 290000

7 Mshenebeli 80 
LLC

8.3 Vasil Sanadze 60000 65000

8 Ili Group LLC 8.1 Lasha Ughrelidze 50000 110000
9 Ktsia LLC 6.2 Paata Shubitidze 60000 60000

10 Gravita LLC 5.1 Revaz Zirakadze 30000 30000

Data source: www.politicaldonations.ge; https://monitoring.sao.ge/; www.procurement.gov.ge

In addition to tenders, the companies of the natural persons donating to the ruling party are 
also recipients of simplified public procurement contracts. In particular, Companies, which 
are directly or indirectly connected to persons who have contributed approximately GEL 2.8 
million to the ruling party in 2020, received around GEL 11.7 million from simplified public 

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
http://www.procurement.gov.ge/
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procurement contracts the same year. Five contractor companies that received the largest 
simplified procurement contract are given in Table 2.

Among these five companies Weekend LLC is the most notable, from which the Ministry of 
Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labor, Health and Social Affairs of 
Georgia purchased medical equipment worth USD 1,329,680 (approximately GEL 4.2 million at 
the time) on April 6, 2020. From October 30 to November 2, 2020, Bondo Goletiani, the owner 
of Weekend LLC, and his three business partners contributed a total of GEL 125,000 in favor of 
the GD.

Table 2. 5 companies connected with donors of the GD that have got the highest-value 
simplified public procurement contracts in 2020
# Public 

procurement 
contractor

Total value 
of simplified 
public 
procurement 
contracts 
obtained in 
2020, GEL 
million 

Political donor 
directly or 
indirectly 
connected 
with public 
procurement 
contractor 
company

Amount of 
donations made 
in favor of the 
GD in 2020,  GEL

Total amount of 
political donations 
made since 2011, 
GEL

1 Weekend LLC 4.6 Bondo Goletiani 60000 145000
Tchitchiko 
Goletiani

50000 145000

Salome Meladze 5000 12000
Shalva Eristavi 10000 125000

2 Sairme Resort LLC 2.7 Davit Kipiani 5000 5000
3 Ibercompany LLC 0.6 Gocha Enukidze 55000 280000
4 Geoferum LLC 0.5 Davit Kapanadze 15000 47000

Levan 
Lursmanashvili

7000 42000

5 New Tiflis LLC 0.5 Simon 
Gegelashvii

35000 160000

Data source: www.politicaldonations.ge; https://monitoring.sao.ge/; www.procurement.gov.ge

TI Georgia’s report on political finance in 2019 noted that, over the years, several major groups 
had been formed among the ruling party’s donors that contributed large sums of money to the 
GD in almost every election. All such groups had a common characteristic that a large 
part of its members donated money to the ruling party on the same day or 1-2 days 
apart, which raised doubts about whether such collective action was organized by 
someone in advance and whether the donations were made through third persons. 
The Georgian legislation prohibits third-party donations.

Among such groups, first of all, there are people directly or indirectly connected with Bidzina 
Ivanishvili, who have been steadily donating to the GD in various years since 2011. In 2020, 
22 persons linked to Ivanishvili contributed a total of GEL 634,300 in favor of the ruling party. 
The same individuals have made more than GEL 3 million in political donations since 2011 (see 
Table 3).

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
http://www.procurement.gov.ge/
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Table 3. The GD donors allegedly affiliated with Bidzina Ivanishvili 

Name and last 
name of donor 

 Amount of 
donation 
(GEL)  

 Exact date of 
making donation 
in 2020 

Total amount 
of political 
donations 
made in every 
year (GEL) 

Connection

Alexandre 
Ivanishvili 

52300 20.02.2020; 
02.04.2020; 
05.10.2020

262300 Dugladze Wine 
Company LLC and other 
companies, Bidzina 
Ivanishvili's brother 

Gia Urotadze 17000 20.03.2020; 
23.03.2020

32000 Zimo LLC

Levan Marshania 5000 3/23/2020 9996 Zimo LLC
Alexandre 
Maghradze

5000 3/20/2020 5000 Zimo LLC

Ilia Kavtaradze 13000 20.03.2020; 
23.03.2020

18000 Zimo LLC

Zurab Kiknadze 25000 3/20/2020 90000 Zimo LLC
Davit Dugladze 35000 05.05.2020; 

14.08.2020
215000 Dugladze Wine Company 

LLC 
Archil Mamatsashvili 10000 8/12/2020 55600 JSC Insurance Company 

Caru 
Giorgi Mikaberidze 20000 8/13/2020 87000 JSC Insurance Company 

Cartu 
Zaal Dugladze 25000 5/5/2020 115000 Dugladze Wine Company 

LLC 
Kakha Kobiashvili 40000 8/12/2020 180000 Accept LLC, Bidzina 

Ivanishvili's nephew 
Davit Galuashvili 40000 3/16/2020 225429 JSC Cartu Bank
Beka Kvaratskhelia 40000 3/16/2020 179600 JSC Cartu Bank 
Gocha Chikviladze 40000 3/16/2020 201630 JSC Cartu Group 
Givi Lebanidze 45000 3/16/2020 171800 JSC Cartu Bank
Zurab Gogua 45000 3/16/2020 188000 JSC Cartu Bank 
Leri Kapanadze 50000 4/2/2020 256400 Accept LLC
Nato Khaindrava 50000 3/16/2020 312600 JSC Cartu Bank 
Rostom Chabradze 10000 4/15/2020 80000 Association Atu
Bitchia 
Demetrashvili

10000 10/30/2020 53078 Association Atu

Eter Deminashvili 7000 8/14/2020 20000 Association Atu
Citadel LLC 50000 12/8/2020 290000 Alexandre Ivanishvili 

owns a 75% stake
Total 634,300 3,048,433

Data source: www.politicaldonations.ge; https://monitoring.sao.ge/

The second group of traditionally large funders of the ruling party is affiliated with Lilo-Mall 
LLC. In 2020, the owners of this company and their business partners contributed a total of 
GEL 595,000 in favor of the GD (see Table 4). The same individuals have donated more than 
GEL 2 million to political entities in different years. Sevsamora LLC, the company linked to the 
same group has received large funding from the state program “Produce in Georgia” in 2020 

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
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and earlier. This company received up to GEL 4 million from the state for the construction of a 
hotel complex in the village of Saguramo, Mtskheta Municipality.

Table 4. The owners of Lilo-Mall LLC and their business partners who have made political 
donations

Name and last name of 
donor 

 Amount of 
donation (GEL)  

 Exact date of making 
donation in 2020 

Total amount of 
political donations 
made in every year 
(GEL) 

Davit Alibegashvili 15000 3/6/2020 120000

Irakli Petriashvili 15000 3/4/2020 170000

Giorgi Kvaratskhelia 20000 5/15/2020 35000

Nikoloz Usanetashvili 25000 5/27/2020 40000

Bacho Kapanadze 25000 5/15/2020 40000

Gocha Chikoshvili 25000 3/5/2020 135000

Davit Gagua 50000 5/15/2020 80000

Ilia Shonia 60000 5/27/2020 244000

Tengiz Gavasheli 60000 5/15/2020 228000

Davit Kapanadze 60000 5/15/2020 140000

Gia Andguladze 60000 5/15/2020 247000

Levan Gagua 60000 5/15/2020 100000

Giorgi Gagua 60000 5/15/2020 237000

Vazha Usanetashvili 60000 5/15/2020 256010

Total 595,000 2,072,010

Data source: www.politicaldonations.ge; https://monitoring.sao.ge/

Another such group includes individuals directly or indirectly affiliated with Bombora and 
Children LLC, who donated a total of GEL 255,000 to the ruling party in 2020 (see Table 5).

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
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Table 5. Political donors directly or indirectly connected with Bombora and Children LLC

Name and last name of 
donor 

 Amount of 
donation (GEL)  

 Exact date of 
making donation in 
2020 

Total amount of 
political donations 
made in every year 
(GEL) 

Giorgi Svanidze 15000 9/9/2020 70000

Gela Chkheidze 30000 9/9/2020 60000

Nikoloz Khmaladze 40000 9/10/2020 90000

Giorgi Khmaladze 20000 9/16/2020 20000

Marine Sichev 50000 10/9/2020 85000

Davit Kvatadze 60000 9/15/2020 190000

Giorgi Adeishvili 60000 9/9/2020 85000

Total  275,000  600,000 

Data source: www.politicaldonations.ge; https://monitoring.sao.ge/

The owners of Pace Georgia LLC also were among the major sponsors of the ruling party. 
This company is implementing the Poti Port expansion project. In 2020, three months after 
receiving the land use permit for the expansion of the Port, the company’s shareholders - Irakli 
and Teimuraz Kervalishvili, Laura Larioni and Irakli Tateishvili - donated a total of GEL 
200,000 to the GD. In different years, these individuals have made a total of GEL 670,000 in 
political donations (see Table 6).

Table 6. Political donors connected with Pace Georgia LLC

Name and last name of 
donor 

 Amount of 
donation (GEL)  

 Exact date of 
making donation in 
2020 

Total amount of 
political donations 
made in every year 
(GEL) 

Irakli Kervalishvili 60000 7/3/2020 180000

Teimuraz Kervalishvili 30000 7/3/2020 140000

Irakli Tateishvili 50000 7/3/2020 170000

Laura Larioni 60000 7/7/2020 180000

Total  200,000  670,000 

Data source: www.politicaldonations.ge; https://monitoring.sao.ge/

http://www.politicaldonations.ge
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
http://www.politicaldonations.ge
https://monitoring.sao.ge/
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2.2.2. Donations of Majoritarian MP Candidates

As the public has an opinion that majoritarian MPs of parties are often rich people who are 
more interested in the protection of their own business interests than in law-making, we have 
separately studied the donations of the majoritarian MP candidates of parties.  

As opposition party candidates did not run in the second round of parliamentary elections due 
to a boycott, the ruling party’s candidates in all 30 constituencies became majoritarian MPs.

7 of the 30 majoritarian MPs of the ruling GD party (including their family members and business 
partners) have donated over GEL 1 million to the party in 2020.  

All the seven majoritarian MPs are big businessmen and are connected with 127 companies 
in total. These MPs are: Zaal Dugladze, Anton Obolashvili, Gocha Enukidze, Zaza 
Lominadze, Irakli Khakhubia, Davit Songhulashvili, and Vasil Chigogidze. 

There were also cases when business partners of one majoritarian MP donated the same amount 
of money to the party on the same day:    

 • Zaal Dugladze and his brother (Davit Dugladze) - each donated GEL 25,000 to the GD on 
May 5;

 • Another interesting date is September 10, when five different business partners of three 
majoritarian candidates (Zaal Dugladze, Anton Obolashvili and Gocha Enukidze) donated a 
total of GEL 148,000 for the benefit of the GD.  

15 of the 25 majoritarian candidates (including their family members and business partners) 
nominated by the election bloc UNM – UOPU donated up to GEL 600,000 to the parties 
comprising the election bloc in 2020. Out of this amount, GEL 105,000 was donated by four 
business partners (Dimitri Dzagnidze, Giorgi Chiviashvili, Giorgi Gelkhauri and Beka 
Basilaia) of the majoritarian candidate Murtaz Zodelava on the same day – October 8. Among 
major donors there were two companies of majoritarian candidate Kakha Okriashvili and his 
business partners, who donated a total of GEL 340,000 to the UNM – UOPU in 2020. Another 
majoritarian candidate, Tsezar Chocheli, and his brothers donated a total of GEL 150,500 to 
the same party.

7 of the 29 majoritarian candidates nominated by the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia donated 
GEL 421,990 to the party two months before parliamentary elections. From this amount, GEL 
185,000 was contributed by four majoritarian candidates (Ioseb Shatberashvili, Kakhaber 
Dzagania, Paata Jibladze and Archil Benidze) on the same day – September 10. 

6 of the 28 majoritarian candidates (including their family members and business partners) 
nominated by the Lelo for Georgia party donated GEL 354,200 to the party in 2020. Most of 
this amount – GEL 275,000 – was donated by business partners of Badri Japaridze.   

11 of the 20 majoritarian candidates (including their family members and business partners) 
nominated by the European Georgia – Movement for Freedom donated GEL 216,000 to the 
party in 2020. 

The spouse of one of the two majoritarian candidates nominated by the Strategy Aghmashenebeli, 
Giorgi Vashadze, and his spouse’s business partner, donated GEL 119,958 to the party in 
September 2020. 

8 of the 10 majoritarian candidates nominated by the Labor Party of Georgia donated GEL 
41,086 to the party during two months before the 2020 elections.
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2.3. Bank loans
Only the ruling GD party had an opportunity to take a bank loan to fund its campaign. This 
party received a loan of GEL 1 million from Liberty Bank on October 20. Unlike the financial 
statements submitted to the SAO during the 2016 elections, this time the declaration submitted 
by the party did not contain Form N9.7.1, which is specifically designed to declare detailed 
information about the bank loan. Accordingly, information about the loan term, annual interest 
rate, how it is secured, etc. is not available. The reason for this is that a few years ago the SAO 
removed this form from the financial statement template.



31

Chapter III. Expenditures of Political Parties

1. Legislative framework 

Georgian legislation requires political parties to provide the SAO with detailed reports on their 
expenses. The SAO is obligated to publicize this information. The Law of Georgia on Political 
Associations of Citizens sets ceilings for political party expenditures: a total annual sum of 
all expenditures made by a political party / electoral subject cannot be more than 0.1% 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. Expenditures include expenses for financing campaign and other events, salaries, 
expenses for business trips and other events. 

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% of the ceiling set for political party expenditures (0.1% of the previous 
year’s GDP). 

2. Expenditures of political parties: review and analysis

According to the annual declarations submitted by the parties to the SAO, the studied 8 political 
entities spent a total of GEL 60,267,443 in 2020, of which 49% - GEL 29,817,933 was spent 
by the ruling GD party, Lelo for Georgia took second place with GEL 7,995,487, and the UNM-
UOPU was third with GEL 7,818,767  (see Figure 7)

This data shows that the ruling party has spent much more than other parties. As for the ceiling 
of expenditures allowed by law, by 2020 it was around GEL 49 million43. Therefore, no party has 
exceeded this threshold.

43  0.1% of Georgia’s nominal GDP in 2019. 
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

The largest expenses of political parties fell under the following categories: a) advertising; b) 
salaries; c) rental costs of real and movable estate; d) office expenses; e) costs of organizing 
congresses or other events; and f) notary, consulting and translation costs. As 2020 was an 
election year, advertising expenses accounted for a substantial share (59%) of total expenditures 
and exceeded GEL 32 million (see Figures 8 and 9).

0 50000001000000015000000200000002500000030000000

Aleko Elisashvili – the Citizens

The Labor Party of Georgia

Election bloc Giorgi Vashadze – 
the Strategy Aghmashenebeli

The Alliance of Patriots of Georgia

European Georgia - Movement for Freedom

Election bloc United National Movement - 
United Opposition Power is in Unity 

Lelo for Georgia

Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia

Figure 7. Total expenditures of political parties in 2020, GEL

             29,817,933 

        7,995,487 

        7,818,767 

      5,523,793 

      4,206,195 

    3,425,030 

      1,229,396 

   250,843 



33

Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

Figure 8. Expenditures of political parties in 2020, by expense categories  GEL, %
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

The ruling GD party spent GEL 14,387,881 on advertising, which was 45% of all parties’ 
advertising spending. The party Lelo for Georgia was in the second place with GEL 5,177,163, 
and the UNM-UOPU was third with GEL 4,453,857. It should be noted that the party Aleko 
Elisashvili – the Citizens spent the largest share (92%) of its budget on advertising. Giorgi 
Vashadze – Strategy Aghmashenebli was second in this regard by 76% of its expenditure allocated 
for advertising. For comparison, the ruling party spent 48% of its total annual expenditure on 
advertising (see Figure 10).
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Figure 9. Expenses of political parties on salaries, rent, and consulting in 2020, GEL 
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Data source: Annual financial declarations submitted by political parties to the State Audit 
Office

As in previous years, most parties spent the largest amount of money on television advertising. 
Only one party - the GD spent more on outdoor advertising than on television advertising. The 
amount spent by the ruling party on outdoor advertising accounted for 64% of its advertising 
expenses (see Figure 11).
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Figure 10. Advertising expenses of political parties in 2020 and its share 
in total expenditures, GEL, %
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Figure 11. Advertising expenses of political parties made in 2020, 
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Chapter IV. Transparency and Oversight of Political 
Finances

1. Legislative framework

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. 

As it was mentioned, the Law on Political Associations of Citizens regulates the issue of financial 
accountability of political parties to the SAO. In particular, the legislation sets an obligation to 
submit reports on both periodic and specific electoral processes. As already mentioned, before 
February 1 of each year, political parties send financial reports of the last year to the SAO 
together with the conclusion of the auditor (audit firm). The financial declaration reflects political 
party’s annual revenues and expenditures, as well as its assets and liabilities. Each declaration 
includes several report forms to be completed in accordance with the Auditor General’s May 
5, 2016 Order #2915/21. In addition, the SAO established forms for submitting information on 
donations and withdrawals from the account.

The law also provides access to declarations submitted by electoral subjects. Financial 
declarations of political parties are published by the SAO on the website www.monitoring.sao.
ge, where the list of donors is also public, including full name / surname and personal number. 
Declarations are available in Microsoft Excel and scanned PDF document formats.

Article 342 of the Law on Political Associations of Citizens prescribes sanctions in various cases 
of violation when the authorized persons of the SAO draw up a protocol on administrative 
offenses and send it to the court for consideration:

	• In case of prohibited donation, a fine of double the amount and an obligation to transfer the 
received amount to the budget is envisaged;

	• In case of violation of general requirements of the law, a fine of GEL 5 000 is set;

	• A fine of GEL 1 000 is imposed on individuals and GEL 2 000 - on legal entities if they do not 
fulfill the obligation to provide the information required by law.

2. Quality of financial declarations

In 2020-2021, unlike other political parties, Girchi did not provide the SAO with information 
about its own finances in the prescribed form. Instead of submitting declarations, this party 
sent a letter several times only stating that the income received and the expenses incurred 
during the given period amounted to 0. Girchi is a political party that has been demonstratively 
violating regulations on transparency of political finances for several years. In addition to the 
fact that the party does not provide the required information to the SAO, through various open 
sources it is easy to detect alleged violations committed by the party. For example, politicians of 
Girchi  receive donor funding on personal bank accounts, not on just party accounts. Moreover, 
there is a suspicion that Girchi uses the funds raised by a religious organization called Biblical 

http://www.monitoring.sao.ge
http://www.monitoring.sao.ge
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Freedom44 for political activities. This organization was founded by party members, which gets 
income from Georgian citizens in exchange for exemption from compulsory military service. 
Nevertheless, the SAO has been taking a passive and ineffective position on this issue for years.

As for the quality of financial declarations filled out by other parties, the study did not reveal any 
significant inaccuracies, although there are circumstances that make it difficult for stakeholders 
to fully verify the accuracy of the records in the declarations. In particular:

	• There are several summary forms in the declaration, which summarize different broken 
forms (e.g. election campaign fund expenses summarize labor costs, advertising, business 
trips and other expenses). However, the sum of the numbers indicated in the broken forms 
sometimes did not match with the numbers given in the summary forms, which, as it turned 
out later, had legitimate reasons, although it was virtually impossible to find out it without 
further communication with the SAO;

	• Insufficient detailing of the instructions for declaration forms leads to inconsistent practices 
by different parties, which complicates the verification process.

3. Supervisory activities of the SAO

On February 19, 2021, the SAO published the final report45 on the financial monitoring of the 
2020 parliamentary elections, according to which the agency took the following actions and 
measures during the election period:

	• Has requested information on the income of 1,714 individual private persons from the Revenue Service;

	• In order to substantiate their income 5 persons have been interviewed for additional 
explanations;

	• A written request was sent to a total of 161 donors to provide additional information on revenues.

As a result of the complaints submitted to the SAO during the election period, data following 
the media monitoring carried out by the institution and information provided by the electoral 
subjects, administrative proceedings have been initiated in 13 cases: 

	• One administrative offence case was dismissed by the SAO due to the absence of such case;

	• One administrative offence case was dismissed by the Tbilisi City Court due to the absence 
of such case;

	• Proceedings have been completed for 10 cases on which administrative offence protocols 
have been drawn up and relevant decisions have been made by the court;

	• An administrative offence protocol was drawn up on one offence and sent to the Tbilisi City 
Court, which has not been reviewed yet. 46

The SAO usually records and publishes more detailed information in a table in the register of 
violations.47 However the cases of 2020 have not been entered in the register yet. Because of 
this, TI Georgia grouped this information itself (see Table 7).

44  https://www.girchi.com/ge/media/news/446-bibliuri-tavisuplebis-repormatsia 
45  Final Report on Financial Monitoring for October 31, 2020 Elections,  Political Finances Monitoring 
Department of the State Audit Office of Georgia, 19.02.2021: https://bit.ly/3h0o84M
46  Ibid, pg. 8-12.
47  https://monitoring.sao.ge/ka/elections/registry-of-offenders 

https://www.girchi.com/ge/media/news/446-bibliuri-tavisuplebis-repormatsia
https://www.girchi.com/ge/media/news/446-bibliuri-tavisuplebis-repormatsia
https://www.girchi.com/ge/media/news/446-bibliuri-tavisuplebis-repormatsia
https://www.girchi.com/ge/media/news/446-bibliuri-tavisuplebis-repormatsia
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https://monitoring.sao.ge/ka/elections/registry-of-offenders
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Table 7. Administrative proceedings initiated by the State Audit Office in 2020 and their 
consequences 

N Name of an 
alleged offender

Alleged offence Result

1 Georgian Dream – 
Democratic Georgia

Donations made by the 
employees of RMG Gold LLC and 
Lilo-Mall LLC in favor of the GD 
party.

Proceeding was stopped 
due to lack of grounds.

2 Free Georgia Non-fulfillment of the declaration 
obligation by the party (did not 
submit information on cash 
payment).

The court found the party 
an offender and issued a 
warning.

3 Social Democrats 
for Georgia’s 
Development

The money was donated to 
the party by a legal entity, 
the shareholder of which is a 
company registered abroad.

The party returned the 
donated money. The court 
issued a warning to the 
legal entity.

4 Lelo for Georgia A natural person donated 
an amount to the party that 
exceeded the upper limit set by 
law.

The party returned the 
money and the court 
issued a warning to the 
individual.

5 The Whites The party did not file a 
declaration.

The court found the 
party guilty and issued a 
warning.

6 The Alliance of 
Patriots of Georgia

TV Obieqtivi aired advertisements 
in favor of the party, which 
was considered an undeclared 
donation.

The court fined the party 
by GEL 6,212.

7 Girchi Girchi TV aired advertisements 
in favor of the party, which 
was considered an undeclared 
donation.

The court fined the party 
by GEL 1,656.

8 Georgian Choice The party received a donation of 
GEL 13,800 in cash.

The court fined the party 
by GEL 27,600.

9 Our United Georgia  • The party received a donation 
of GEL 14,400 in cash from 
individuals;

 • The party carried out a cash 
withdrawal operation and 
did not submit a special cash 
withdrawal form to the SAO.

The court fined the party 
by GEL 2,800 and issued 
a warning for part of the 
cash withdrawal.
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10 The Alliance of 
Patriots of Georgia

Based on the materials received 
from the General Prosecutor’s Office 
and the information spread through 
the media, the information about 
the party donors was examined. The 
SAO requested information on the 
income of 37 people from banks and 
the Revenue Service interviewed 2 
people. One person, in the opinion 
of the SAO, could not substantiate 
the origin of the donation and a 
protocol of administrative violations 
was drawn up against him, which 
was sent to the court.

The court found no 
violation and the case was 
dismissed.

11 Georgian Choice The SAO sent a declaration without 
an audit report.

The court fined the party 
by GEL 5,000.

12 Let’s Finish 
It, a nonprofit 
organization 

Political ads of the Facebook 
pages - “არქივი • Archive”, 
“პოლიტიკური მოთვალთვალე” and 
“დავასრულოთ” were sponsored by 
a nonprofit Let’s Finish It. By law, 
it is prohibited to accept donations 
from nonprofit organizations. 

An administrative violation 
protocol drawn up by the 
SAO was sent to the Tbilisi 
City Court. The case has 
not been considered at 
this stage.

Among the cases studied by the SAO the case of the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia48 was 
noteworthy. This study was stemmed from the journalistic investigation by the Dossier 
investigative journalism platform, which was published in two parts on August 2449 and August 
3150 and described the ties and financial relations of the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia with the 
Kremlin. It was clear from the beginning that given the powers and resources of the SAO, it was 
impossible to fully examine all the circumstances of the case, thus making it clear once again 
that the SAO does not have the appropriate powers and legal leverage to investigate such cases. 
Other state agencies with investigative powers (Georgian Prosecutor’s Office, State Security 
Service) did not consider it necessary to launch the investigation, leaving serious questions 
unanswered about alleged interference of the hostile country in Georgian politics.

The management of the SAO has been openly declaring for years now that the agency does 
not have the relevant powers and legal tools for monitoring party finance and finds it extremely 
difficult to study possible cases of political corruption. In the opinion of the agency’s management, 
it is necessary to give this function to an agency that will have investigative powers. TI Georgia 
also shares this idea. For this reason, the organization took an active part in the development 
of a relevant draft law that provides for the creation of an independent anti-corruption agency.51 
This agency will be equipped with investigative powers and will also oversee political party 
finance together with other matters. Several MPs have already registered the said draft law in 
the previous convocation of the parliament. However, the newly convened parliament refused 
to consider it.

48  See Table 7, row 10.
49  Как Кремль вмешивается во внутреннюю политику соседних стран: Часть первая: выборы в 
Грузии, Центр Досье, 24/08/2020: https://dossier.center/georgia/ 
50  Как Кремль вмешивается во внутреннюю политику соседних стран: Выборы в Грузии: продолжение, 
Центр Досье, 31/08/2020:  https://dossier.center/georgia2/
51  A new legislative initiative, if supported, to greatly improve anti-corruption capacity of Georgia, TI 
Georgia, 01/09/2020: https://bit.ly/383EeWF  

https://dossier.center/georgia/
https://dossier.center/georgia2/
https://bit.ly/383EeWF
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Recommendations

 • Since the competencies of the SAO are not sufficient to adequately respond to alleged 
cases of political corruption, including corrupt transactions between donors and parties, and 
illegal financing schemes, an independent anti-corruption agency should be established. 
This agency should be equipped with investigative powers and, among other things, should 
oversee the financing of political parties;

 • In order to avoid worsening the standards of political party funding in the country, the 
Parliament should refuse to adopt the draft registered on December 16, 2020, which 
unreasonably restricts the access of political parties to state funding and other benefits.

 • The SAO should respond more effectively and promptly to relevant violations, including the 
deficiencies identified in this report. Cases of deliberate and systematic violation of the law 
by the political party Girchi needs special response;

 • It would be good if the SAO systematically updates and places more information in the 
register of violations;

 • The SAO should consider returning the Form N9.7.1 to the financial declaration template, 
or establish another mechanism by which political parties / election entities will be able to 
disclose detailed information about their loans;

 • The SAO should pay more attention to strengthening the capacity of political parties to 
complete financial statements and develop more detailed and comprehensive instructions 
to establish consistent practices.
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Abbreviations

CEC – Central Election Commission of Georgia

GEL – Georgian Lari

GD – Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia

MP – Member of Parliament

SAO - State Audit Office of Georgia

TI Georgia - Transparency International Georgia 

UNM-UOPU - United National Movement - United Opposition “Power is in Unity”
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