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winasityvaoba 

2012 wels Zalauflebis mSvidobianma da konstituciur­

ma gadacemam saqarTveloSi demokratiuli enTuziazmi 

ganaaxla. bevrs hqonda imedi, rom qveyana axla ukve 

mtkiced daadgeboda demokratiuli konsolidaciis 

gzas, xolo manamde arsebuli dominanturi politiku­

ri partiis sistema meti politikuri konkurenciiT Ca­

nacvldeboda. Sedegad, qveyana ukeT moaxerxebda ukve 

miRweuli demokratiuli da antikorufciuli warmatebis 

samomavlod gamoyenebas. aseve, gaCnda imis imedic, rom 

arCevnebis gziT xelisuflebis mSvidobiani cvlilebis 

Semdeg `qarTuli ocneba~ im demokratiul dapirebebs 

Seasrulebda, romliTac arCevnebSi damajereblad gai­

marjva. es ki ufro inkluziur, pluralistur da war­

momadgenlobiT sistemas Seqmnida, rac mravalferovan 

qarTul sazogadoebas, misi mosazrebebis ukeT gamoxa­

tvisa da maTi politikaSi ukeT asaxvis ukeTes pirobebs 

Seuqmnida.

samwuxarod, skeptikosebi ufro marTalni aRmoCndnen. 

momavali, romelic ukve dRevandelobaa, sulac ar aris 

iseTi, rogorc amas bevri eloda. imedi, rom qveyana 

ufro warmomadgenlobiTi demokratiisaken svlas ga­

nagrZobda, gacruvda. sul ramdenime weliwadSi, sapre­

zidento da adgilobrivi arCevnebis Semdgom, qveyana 

kvlav dominanturi politikuri partiis viTarebaSi aR­
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moCnda, romelsac kvlav hqonda sakonstitucio umrav­

lesoba da farTo konsensusis gareSe, swrafadve miiRo 

misTvis sasurveli sakonstitucio reforma. qveyanaSi 

oligarqiuli, araformaluri mmarTveloba damyarda, 

sadac biZina ivaniSvili daeufla saxelmwifos marTvis 

sadaveebs. xSir SemTxvevaSi, yovelgvari oficialuri 

samTavrobo an saparlamento rolis gareSe, konstitu­

ciuri SezRudvebisagan sruliad Tavisuflad moqmedeb­

da. yovelive aman SeaCera demokratiuli tendenciebi da 

manamde arsebuli eiforiac swrafadve ganelda.

araformaluri mmarTveloba Cveulebrivi movlena gax­

da, xolo axalSeqmnilma `qarTulma ocnebam~ im gamoc­

dilebiT moqmedeba ganagrZo, romlis winaaRmdeg brZo­

lis dapirebiTac igi xelisuflebaSi aRmoCnda. TviT­

mMMmarTvelobis gaRrmaveba, sasamarTlos damoukideblo­

ba, mosamarTleTa profesionalizmis amaRleba, samuSao 

adgilebis Seqmna, demokratiis gaZliereba, policiisa 

da Zalovani institutebis depolitizacia da sruliad 

proporciul saarCevno sistemaze gadasvla – im wina­

saarCevno dapirebebis mcire CamonaTvalia, romlebic 

realurad ar Sesrulebula. 

amitomac aris, rom saqarTvelo jer kidev `naxevrad 

Tavisufal~ qveynad miiCneva. samwuxarod, demokratiis 

sxvadasxva maCvenebliT, Cvens regionSi igi aseve mniSv­

nelovnad CamorCa. Jurnal `ekonomistis~ `demokratiis 

indeqsis~ (2018, 2019 ww.) Tanaxmad, mas ukusvla hqonda 

politikuri kulturisa da demokratiuli mmarTvelo­

bis komponentebSic. politikuri polarizacia, ndobis 

didi naprali politikur partiebsa da amomrCevels So­
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ris, siRaribe, umuSevrobis maRali done – yvelaferi es 

kvlav Cveni realobaa da Zirs uTxris saxelmwifos sta­

bilurobas. paralelurad, gaZlierdnen antidemokra­

tiuli da propagandistuli Zalebi, romelTac mavne 

zegavlena aqvT qarTuli politikis dRis wesrigze. yo­

velive amis Sedegia, rom qarTveli amomrCeveli aRar 

fiqrobs, rom is demokratiul qveyanaSi cxovrobs (NDI 
2020), mosaxleobis umetesobas ki sabWoTa kavSiris daS­

la negatiur movlenad miaCnia (kavkasiis barometri 

2019).

politikuri partiebi, rogorc demokratiisaTvis auci­

lebeli Zalebi, kvlav rCebian pirovnebebze fokusire­

bul, metwilad gaumWvirvale saarCevno manqanebad. 

mxolod mcire maTganma Tu moaxerxa institucionali­

zaciisa da organizaciuli stabilurobis minimaluri 

donis miRweva. zogierTi partia swrafad gauCinarda po­

litikuri scenidan. gamoCdnen axlebic, magram, iSviaTi 

gamonaklisebis garda, isini demokratiul institute­

bad ver Camoyalibdnen. es naTeli da amasTanave, mware 

gakveTilia rogorc Tavad politikuri partiebisaTvis, 

ise demokratiis mxardamWeri organizaciebisTvis.

demokratiaSi politikur partiebs mravali funqcia 

akisriaT, rac mxolod arCevnebSi monawileobiT ar Se­

moifargleba. magaliTad, amomrCevlis ganaTleba, poli­

tikuri socializacia, interesTa dajgufeba is funqci­

ebia, romelTa Sesrulebac aseve politikuri partiebis 

saqmea. miuxedavad amisa, partiebis didi nawili kvlav 

rCeba mxolod Zalauflebis xelSi CagdebisTvis Seqm­

nil organizaciebad, romelTa finansuri gamWvirvaloba 
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arasakmarisia. aseve, gaugebaria, Tu ra wesis mixedviT 

SeirCeva saarCevno kandidatebi da rogor iqmneba wina­

saarCevno programebi.

mravali politikuri partia saarCevno strategiad 

kvlav mwvave dapirispirebis taqtikas irCevs, rac qveya­

naSi arsebul isedac mZafr polarizacias kidev ufro 

aRrmavebs. saqarTvelos ki aseTi dapirispirebisa da 

krizisebis sakmaod mZime istoria aqvs. `myife qveynebis 

indeqsi~, romelsac yovelwliurad aqveynebs amerikuli 

`mSvidobis fondi~, saqarTvelos umTavres riskad, wle­

bis ganmavlobaSi, swored `politikur fragmentacias~ 

asaxelebs. pirad mtrobaze dafuZnebul, polarizebul 

politikur kulturas, rasac xSirad Tavad politiku­

ri partiebi amkvidreben, SeuZlia sasicocxlo safrTxe 

Seuqmnas qveynis demokratiul qsovils da mis sazoga­

doebas. Tanamedrove warmomadgenlobiTi demokratiis 

fuZemdebluri institutebis nacvlad, mravali poli­

tikuri partia Tavad gadaiqca demokratiis seriozul 

safrTxed qveyanaSi.

2020 wlis 31 oqtombers saqarTvelo axal parlaments 

airCevs. arCevnebi kvlavac ukiduresad daZabul, rTul 

da, kovid 19-is pandemiis gamo, uaRresad uCveulo ga­

remoSi Caivlis. iqneba es arCevnebi nabiji win Tu gagr­

Zeldeba demokratiuli daRmasvlis spirali? am SekiT­

xvaze pasuxi moqalaqeebisa da politikuri partiebis 

xelTaa. Cven imedi gvaqvs, rom es wigni swored im si­

susteebis gagebasa da aRmofxvraSi dagvexmareba, ro­

melTa gamoc saqarTveloSi TiTqmis yoveli arCevnebi 

ukiduresi samoqalaqo daZabulobisa da maRali poli­

tikuri riskebis zRvarzea.
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politikuri partiebis institucionalizacias da de­

mokratiis xarisxs erTmaneTTan mWidro kavSiri aqvs. 

qarTuli politikis mecnierebis axalgazrda Taobis ga­

morCeul jgufTan erTad, Cvenc miznad davisaxeT, Se­

gvefasebina politikuri partiebi swored im funqcie­

bis WrilSi, romlebic mniSvnelovania WeSmaritad de­

mokratiuli politikuri sistemis arsebobisTvis. gan­

sakuTrebuli yuradReba davuTmeT qalTa da umcireso­

baTa jgufebis politikuri monawileobis sakiTxebs da 

aseve, im sagareo-politikur xedvebs, romlebic qveynis 

mTavar politikur partiebs aqvT.

es wigni aris mcdeloba imisa, rom gavaZlieroT politi­

kuri partiebis kvleva saqarTveloSi da SesaZloa, sxva 

qveynebSic. misi ZiriTadi mkiTxvelebi politikosebi, 

politikis mkvlevrebi da aseve, demokratiis zogadi 

sakiTxebiT dainteresebuli adamianebi iqnebian. garkve­

ulwilad, es wigni SesaniSnavi publikaciis – `saqarT­

velos politikuri landSafti: politikuri partiebi: 

miRwevebi, gamowvevebi da perspeqtivebi~ – gagrZelebaa, 

romelic 2006 wels gia nodias da alvaro pinto sqolt­

baxis redaqtorobiT gamoica. imedi gvaqvs, am gamocemis 

meSveobiT, mkiTxvels axlandeli viTarebis saintereso 

analizs SevTavazebT da amiT qarTul demokratiasac 

davexmarebiT.

levan cucqiriZe
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saqarTvelos politikuri partiebis  
programebis ganviTareba (2008-2016 ww.)

zviad barqaia, bakur kvaSilava

Sesavali

politikur partiaTa funqciebi da roli sazogadoebis 

politikur struqturaSi mniSvnelovani diskusiis sa­

gania. politikur mecnierebaTa mkvlevrebi politikuri 

partiebis rols gansxvavebuli perspeqtividan afaseben. 

erTi mxriv, partiebi aRqmuli arian, rogorc mediatore­

bi sazogadoebasa da politikur elitas Soris, rodesac 

demokratiis pirobebSi isini Tavs uyrian sazogadoebis 

azrs, iTvaliswineben mis interesebsa Tu moTxovnebs, 

Sida interesTa konfliqtebis daZlevis Sedegad ki Ca­

moyalibebul konceptualur winadadebebs xalxsac ac­

noben da cxovrebaSi gatarebasac uwyoben xels. meore 

mxriv, partiebi warmoadgenen mizanze orientirebul 

racionalur moTamaSeebs, romlebic, politikuri sis­

temis konteqstidan gamomdinare, xarjisa da sargeblis 

analizis meSveobiT moqmedeben. es gansazRvravs partie­

bis ideologiur-funqciur pozicias da, Sesabamisad, 

gavlenas axdens maT qcevebze. kidev erTi mimarTulebis 

Tanaxmad, partiebi warmoadgenen imgvar ideologiur 

subieqtebs, romelTa funqciaa sazogadoebis politiku­
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ri ganaTleba da am meTodiT politikur procesebze ze­

moqmedeba. partiaTa funqcionirebis kognituri modeli 

yuradRebas amaxvilebs imaze, Tu ra codnas an ra ga­

mocdilebas iZens partia amomrCevelTan urTierTobis 

procesSi da TviTon ras awvdis mas (Lenin 1989; King 1969: 

111-41; Schlesinger 1984: 369-400; Nodia... 2006).

analizis amgvari meTodebi xazs usvams partiis funqci­

ebs, gavlena iqonios amomrCevelze da, Sesabamisad, po­

litikur procesebzec. am midgomis sapirwone sakvlev 

areals warmoadgens partiaze gavlenis momxdeni faqto­

rebis analizi, romelic, Tavis mxriv, partiis ideolo­

gias, qmedebas, struqturasa da, aqedan gamomdinare, po­

litikuri saqmianobis process cvlis. aRniSnul midgo­

maSi partiis qmedebis ZiriTad ganmsazRvrelad sazoga­

doebrivi azri da amomrCevlis preferenciebia aRqmuli 

(Adams... 2004: 589-610).

politikuri partiebisa da amomrCevlis urTierTobis 

erT-erTi mniSvnelovani meqanizmi partiis mier gacxade­

buli programaa. midgoma, rom partiebisa da amomrCe­

vlis interaqciis procesi masSi monawile orive mxares 

cvlis, aq aRiarebulia rogorc mocemuloba. Cveni naS­

romi nakleb yuradRebas uTmobs Teoriuli modelebis 

analizs da ufro metad orientirebulia, aRweros da 

gaaanalizos saqarTveloSi moqmedi politikuri partie­

bis ideologiuri platformebi, yuradReba dauTmos am 

politikuri organizaciebis transformacias 2008 wli­

dan 2017 wlis CaTvliT. gansakuTrebuli adgili ukavia 

saarCevno programis mimarT politikuri partiebis da­

mokidebulebis analizs. naSromSi qarTuli partiebis 

programebi Sefasebulia Semdegi sami kriteriumiT:
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1.	 Sinaarsobrivi mxare. masSi gansazRvrulia mocemu­

li partiis ideologiuri pozicia da misi SesaZlo 

saxecvlileba sakvlev periodSi. amave kriteriumis 

farglebSi dadgindeba partiebis programebis poli­

tikuri, ekonomikuri, socialuri da sxva blokebis 

urTierTmimarTeba, harmoniuloba da Tanmimdevru­

loba. analizis es safexuri saSualebas mogvcems, 

qarTul politikur landSaftSi erTmaneTisgan gav­

mijnoT populisturi da ideologiurad relevantu­

ri dapirebebi.

2.	 programebis Tvisebrivi maxasiaTeblebi. maTi gan­

xilvis Sedegad SesaZlebelia SevafasoT programaSi 

ganxiluli problemis gadawyvetis meqanizmebi. pro­

blemis mogvarebis gzebi SesaZloa, meryeobdes abs­

traqtulsa da konkretuls Soris diapazonSi. 

3.	 politikur programebSi gansaxilveli sakiTxebis 

raodenoba da xarisxi. am sakiTxebSi moiazreba ro­

gorc politikuri, ise socialur-ekonomikuri Tema­

tika. am kriteriumis daxmarebiT SegveZleba gavar­

kvioT, ramdenad eyrdnoba partia saarCevno manifests, 

rogorc amomrCevelTan urTierTobis realur saSu­

alebas. 

aqve unda aRiniSnos imis Sesaxebac, rom ideologia ara­

sodes yofila amomrCevlis mozidvisa da mobilizaciis 

erTaderTi gza. ufro metic, Tanamedrove partiebis 

Camoyalibebis pirvel istoriul etapze, kerZod, XVIII-
XIX saukuneebis mijnaze myof inglisSi, amomrCevelsa 

da partias Soris ZiriTadad klientelisturi kavSiri 

arsebobda (Gunther... 2001: 13-15). amomrCevelsa da kandi­
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dats Soris amgvari urTierTkavSiri gulisxmobs ierar­

qiul damokidebulebas, romlis drosac kandidati Ta­

vis amomrCevels mxardaWeris sanacvlod konkretul 

sargebels sTavazobs. erTiani partiuli organizaciis 

ararsebobis gamo aseTi saarCevno strategia maSin abso­

luturad racionaluri Canda amomrCevlis mcire rao­

denobidan gamomdinare. dResac, gansakuTrebiT maJori­

taruli arCevnebisas, am midgomas saqarTveloSic iyene­

ben; gansakuTrebiT imitom, rom amomrCeveli maJoritar 

kandidats lokaluri problemis momgvareblad aRiqvams 

da es ukanasknelic Tavis saarCevno kampaniis dagegmvi­

sas swored am rols usvams xazs. marTalia, dRevandel 

maJoritars mravalricxovani amomrCeveli hyavs, magram 

arCevnebis periodSi sakmaod angariSgasawev motivacias 

warmoadgens umeteswilad socialurad SeWirvebuli 

da mTavrobis fondebze uSualod damokidebuli moqa­

laqisTvis saxelmwifo struqturebSi dasaqmebis an so­

cialuri daxmarebis gazrdis/daniSvnis SeTavazeba (ta­

bula 2018); aqedan gamomdinare, deputatobis kandidati, 

arcTu iSviaTad, kerZo sargeblis SeTavazebaze agebs 

saarCevno kampanias. bolo periodSi msoflioSi yvelaze 

metad aris gavrcelebuli amomrCevelTan kavSiris kidev 

erTi forma, romelic met yuradRebas aqcevs mimdinare 

sakiTxebs da es xdeba saprogramo gzavnilis Semcire­

bis xarjze. miuxedavad amisa, demokratiis ufro maRali 

xarisxis misaRwevad gacilebiT mizanSewonil meTodad 

aris aRiarebuli ideologiurad gamarTuli programis 

safuZvelze amomrCevlis mxardaWerisTvis brZola. aseT 

dros partiis angariSvaldebuleba amomrCevlis winaSe 

ufro cxadad Cans, partia Tavisi Sinaarsobrivi dat­

virTviT naklebad oportunistul sawyisebs efuZneba, 
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naklebad iTvaliswinebs mocemul periodSi arsebul sa- 

zogadoebriv ganwyobas, romelic xSirad winaaRmdego­

brivi da cvalebadia. aqedan gamomdinare, am naSromSi 

gansakuTrebul yuradRebas swored ideologiuri gzav­

nilis xarisxs davuTmobT.

winamdebare naSromSi gansaxilveli sakiTxebi dalagebu­

lia Semdegi principiT: pirvel nawilSi cal-calke ga­

nixileba saqarTveloSi, konkretul drois monakveTSi 

(2008-2017), aqtiurad moqmedi politikuri partiebis sa­

arCevno programebi; meore nawilSi Sejamdeba analizis 

Sedegad miRebuli dispoziciebi da saSualeba gveqneba 

gamovarCioT ideologiurad motivirebuli saarCevno 

dapirebebi populisturi SeTavazebebisgan; xolo dasas­

ruls, mimovixilavT zogad tendenciebs, rac saSuale­

bas mogvcems, davaskvnaT, Seicvala Tu ara partiebis 

damokidebuleba saarCevno programis, rogorc amomrCe­

velTan urTierTobis erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi for­

mis mimarT.

erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ (enm) 2001 wlis oqtom­

berSi saqarTvelos momavalma mesame prezidentma mixeil 

saakaSvilma daaarsa. partiam mniSvnelovani roli Seas­

rula `vardebis revoluciis~ organizebaSi, ramac sa­

qarTvelos meore prezidentis, eduard SevardnaZis xe­

lisufleba daasrula (Nodia... 2006). politikuri partie­

bis ideologiis ganmartebisTvis saWiroa gaanalizdes 

doqtrinaTa erToblioba, romelSic liderebis, partiis 
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wevrebisa da partniori partiebis faseulobebi da xed­

vebia Tavmoyrili. miuxedavad amisa, zogadi mimoxilvis 

safuZvelze SeiZleba iTqvas, rom `erTiani nacionalu­

ri moZraoba~ ideologiur WrilSi liberalizmisa da 

nacionalizmis kombinacias warmoadgens (Nodia... 2006).

rogorc es mosalodneli iyo, `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraobis~ winasaarCevno programa 2008 wels foku­

sirdeboda ekonomikur da socialur problemebze. par­

tiis ekonomikuri politika yuradRebas amaxvilebda 

iseT ZiriTad sakiTxebze, romlebic saxelmwifo gada­

saxadebisa da biurokratiisgan bazris gaTavisuflebas 

gulisxmobda. programa mxars uWerda patara mTavrobis 

ideas, ris ganxorcielebis meqanizmsac saSemosavlo ga­

dasaxadebis 25%-dan 15%-mde Semcireba warmoadgenda. 

garda amisa, partia gegmavda dividendebisa da depozi­

tis gadasaxadis srul gauqmebas. miuxedavad imisa, rom, 

erTi mxriv, programa Tavisufali vaWrobis, dabali 

gadasaxadebisa da kerZo seqtoris waxalisebisken iyo 

midrekili, meore mxriv, partia amomrCevels hpirde­

boda Zvirad Rirebul socialur proeqtebs, rogoric 

iyo pensiis gazrda asi dolaris ekvivalentamde da 

janmrTelobis sruli dazRveva mosaxleobis 30%-sTvis. 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ winasaarCevno prog­

ramis socialuri bloki ar iyo harmonizebuli ekono­

mikur blokTan. programa xSirad imeorebda partiis 

mier sayovelTaod gaxmaurebul lozungs da nakleb 

dros uTmobda konkretuli socialuri Tu ekonomiku­

ri problemebis gadaWris meqanizmebis SemuSavebas. 2008 

wlis programis politikur blokSi, analizis Sedegad 

SemuSavebuli da problemis mosagvareblad gamiznuli 
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konkretuli meqanizmebis nacvlad, lozungebi sWar­

bobda. magaliTad, programis usafrTxoebis nawilSi 

vkiTxulobT: `...mudmivad vizrunebT qarTuli jaris 

gaZlierebaze; gavxdebiT natos wevri qveyana; gaeros 

farglebSi SemuSavdeba ruseTTan urTierTobis axali 

formati; davibrunebT afxazeTsa da oseTs, da afxazeb­

sa da osebTan erTad ganvagrZobT erTiani, siRaribisgan 

Tavisufali saqarTvelos Senebas~ (enm 2008).

2008 wlis programisgan gansxvavebiT, 2012 wlis progra­

maSi suraTi radikalurad Secvlilia. partia gvTavazobs 

politikuri, ekonomikuri da socialuri proeqtebis 

farTo speqtrs. `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~, wina 

programis msgavsad, mxars uWerda ekonomikur Tavisuf­

lebas da stabiluri zrdis pirobas iZleoda. aRniSnuli 

miznis misaRwev gzebs warmoadgenda makroekonomikuri 

stabiluroba, infrastruqturuli proeqtebi, koruf­

ciisa da sajaro samsaxuris kerZo interesebisTvis ga­

moyenebis kontroli da investorebisTvis Ria ekono­

mikuri garemos Seqmna. wina manifestisgan gansxvavebiT, 

samTavrobo infrastruqturuli proeqtebi umuSevro­

bis problemis mogvarebas ki ar isaxavda miznad, ara­

med yuradReba maxvildeboda iseT proeqtebze, romle­

bic investiciebis mozidvas, biznesisTvis efeqtiani 

materialuri bazis Seqmnas da, Sesabamisad, ekonomikur 

zrdas Seuwyobda xels. socialuri proeqti 2008 wlis 

doqtrinasTan SedarebiT naklebad populisturi, Tum­

ca ufro abstraqtuli gaxda, rac Tavsebadia rogorc 

programasTan, ise partiis ideologiasTan. Tu 2008 wlis 

arCevnebis win `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ lide­

rebi maRali socialuri danaxarjis mqone proeqtebs 
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hpirdebodnen amomrCevels, 2011 wlis miwuruls wliuri 

1000 laris ekvivalentis vauCeri erTaderT socialur 

proeqts warmoadgenda. Tavdapirvelad mowonebuli jan­

mrTelobis sruli dazRvevis proeqti Seicvala axali 

programiT, romlis farglebSic dazRveva vrceldeboda 

mxolod socialurad daucvel jgufebze. partiis kidev 

erTi proeqti exeboda devnilTa gansaxlebas. socialur 

WrilSi partia exeba ganaTlebis sakiTxs da konkretul 

gegmebs saxavs, Tu rogor unda aRmoifxvras problemebi 

am mimarTulebiT (enm 2008; enm 2012).

programis ekonomikuri bloki Tvisebrivad detalize­

bulia. programaSi warmodgenilia meqanizmebi, romlebi­

Tac SeiZleba konkretuli miznebis miRweva. detalurad 

aris garCeuli saxelmwifo danaxarjebis odenoba (mSp 

– 30%), egzogenur inflaciasTan gamklavebis meTodebi, 

ekonomikuri zrdis konkretuli procentuli maCveneb­

lis mniSvneloba momavali ekonomikuri ganviTarebis­

Tvis, sabiujeto deficitis moculobis samizne maCve­

nebeli (3%), fiskaluri politikis detaluri gavlena 

ekonomikis zrdaze da sxva ekonomikuri sakiTxebi. 

socialur-ekonomikuri blokis msgavsad, `erTiani na­

cionaluri moZraobis~ programis politikurma blok­

mac mniSvnelovani transformacia ganicada 2008 wli­

dan 2012 wlamde. cvlilebis erT-erTi ganmapirobebeli 

faqtori gaxda ruseT-saqarTvelos omi. sagareo po­

litikis mimarTulebiT `erTiani nacionaluri moZrao­

bis~ aqcentebi exeba evroatlantikur organizacieb­

Si gawevrianebas. regionul ZalebTan urTierTobaze  

msjelobisas CamoTvlilia Cveni mezobeli saxelmwifoe­
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bi – TurqeTi, samxreT kavkasiis qveynebi da ruseTis 

federaciis is momijnave regionebi, romlebic geogra­

fiulad CrdiloeT kavkasias ekuTvnis. 2008 wlis mani­

festisgan gansxvavebiT, programaSi araferia naTqva­

mi ruseTis federaciasTan raime saxis urTierTobaze. 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ exeba Sidapolitikur 

sakiTxebs da sakonstitucio cvlilebasTan mimarTebiT 

gacxadebulad mxars uWers demokratiul principebs, 

ZalTa dabalansebas Sidapolitikur institutebs Soris 

da mmarTvelobis `Sereul sistemas~ (enm 2012).

mniSvnelovania `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ 2014-

2016 wlebis programebis ganxilva im TvalsazrisiT, rom 

am periodSi partia ukve aRar iyo xelisuflebaSi, rasac 

unda gamoewvia SesamCnevi cvlilebebi. 2014 wlis muni­

cipaluri arCevnebis programis Sefasebisas partiis po­

litikuri da ekonomikuri dapirebebi zogadia. Tu 2012 

wlis ekonomikuri politikis aRwerisas `erTiani nacio­

naluri moZraoba~ exeboda fiskalur, monetarul, Sida 

da saerTaSoriso ekonomikur cvladebs, maTze manipu­

laciis saSualebebsa da gavlenebs ekonomikur zrdaze, 

axal programaSi aRwerilia memarjvene ekonomikuri 

politikis zogadi sikeTeebi da naCvenebia maTi miRwe­

vis ramdenime gza. sagulisxmoa is faqti, rom SemoTa­

vazebuli gzebi TiTqmis imeorebs 2008 wlis programis 

dapirebebs: `moxdes saSemosavlo gadasaxadis Semcireba, 

dividendsa da roialtize gadasaxadis gauqmeba, aseve 

navTobproduqtebsa da bunebriv airze aqcizis gauqmeba; 

gamocxaddes moratoriumi iseT sakanonmdeblo cvlile­

bebze, romlebic gavlenas axdens ekonomikur garemoze~ 

(partiebi.ge 2014). dargobrivad partia exeba rogorc so­
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cialur, ise politikur da ekonomikur sakiTxebs, Tumca 

Tvisebrivi mxare sakmaod mwiria. politikuri winadade­

bebi lozungebis xasiaTs iRebs. ideologiurad partia 

kvlav memarjvene dogmebis erTgulia. Tumca, wina ma­

nifestebisgan gansxvavebiT, 2014 wlis programa ufro 

marjvniv ixreba, rac naTlad Cans partiis socialuri 

blokis analizisas. `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ 

socialuri problemebis mogvarebas samuSao adgilebis 

SeqmnisTvis xelSemwyobi garemos Seqmnas ukavSirebs, 

Tavad socialur daxmarebebs ki mxolod ukiduresad 

daucveli ojaxebisken mimarTavs. 

ekonomikuri politikis marjvniv gadaxra igrZnoba 2016 

wlis programaSic. klasikuri liberalizmis midgomebi 

programas laitmotivad gasdevs, partiis mTavar eko­

nomikur gzavnilebs warmoadgens samTavrobo xarjebis 

SezRudva, biznesisTvis gadasaxadebis Semcireba, eko­

nomikuri amnistia, navTobproduqtebsa da alkoholze 

saaqcizo ganakveTis Semcireba, fiskaluri politikis 

liberalizacia. partiis liderebs, rogorc es progra­

midan Cans, konkretuli warmodgenebi aqvT ekonomikuri 

da fiskaluri politikis Sesaxeb, da isini neolibera­

lur narativzea agebuli. magaliTisTvis gamodgeba par­

tiis liberaluri midgoma laris kursis regulaciis 

mimarT. doqtrinaSi aRniSnulia, rom valutis konver­

tireba adamianis sabaziso uflebaa da dauSvebelia xe­

lisuflebis mxridan am uflebis SezRudva (enm 2016).

2014 wlis dokumentTan SedarebiT, ekonomikur, poli­

tikur Tu socialur blokSi 2016 wlis programa Tviseb­

rivad gansxvavebulia. masSi konkretuli meqanizmebi 
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ufro detalizebulia. rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, anali­

zis ekonomikur nawilSi partiis dapirebebi orientire­

bulia problemaze da, Tavis mxriv, erTiani naciona­

luri moZraobis gacxadebul ideologias Seesabameba. 

politikuri bloki, romelic 2014 wlis programaSi 

praqtikulad erTi winadadebiT iyo warmodgenili, far­

Tod aris gaSlili da Seicavs konkretuli meqanizmebis 

araerT SeTavazebas. gansakuTrebuli yuradReba eTmoba 

sasamarTlos damoukideblobisa da piradi xelSeuxe­

blobis ganmtkicebas. partia mxars uWers samxareo-pro­

porciul saarCevno sistemaze gadasvlas. sagareo po­

litikis kuTxiT sakiTxi mraval WrilSia gaSlili. pro­

grama garkveulwilad gvTavazobs konkretul gzebs, 

Tu rogor unda Camoyalibdes saxelmwifo usafrTxoe­

ba – erTi mxriv, saerTaSoriso partniorebTan ufro 

Rrma samxedro interaqciis saSualebiT (wvrTnebsa da 

saerTaSoriso misiebSi monawileoba) da, meore mxriv, 

Sida praqtikuli nabijebis meSveobiT, rac SeiaraRebis 

modernizacias, rezervis sistemis Camoyalibebas, samxe­

dro pirTa socialur da ekonomikur uzrunvelyofas 

gulisxmobs. rac Seexeba sagareo urTierTobasa da usa­

frTxoebas, programaSi didi yuradReba eTmoba evroat­

lantikur aliansTan urTierTobis gazrdis sakiTxs. 

garda amisa, yuradReba maxvildeba samxreT kavkasiisa 

da Savi zRvis auzis qveynebTan TanamSromlobaze, Tumca 

programa am mimarTulebiT Tanmimdevruli ar aris da 

msjelobis procesSi mxolod ekonomikur argumentebs 

ganixilavs. saqarTvelos erovnuli usafrTxoebis Zi­

riTad arqiteqturaze msjelobisas ki mxolod zogadi 

mimoxilviT Semoifargleba. 
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2016 wlis winasaarCevno programa vrclad faravs so­
cialur da ganaTlebis sakiTxebs. socialuri proeqte­
bis analizi cxadyofs politikuri partiis ideologiis 
memarjvene-centristuli poziciidan ufro marjvniv 
gadaxras. am ideologiis cvlilebis ZiriTad gamoxa­
tulebad SeiZleba miviCnioT mTavrobis danaxarjebis 
Semcireba, ris magaliTsac warmoadgens janmrTelobis 
dazRvevis samarTliani paketis SemoReba – igi gulis­
xmobs sayovelTao jandacvis dazRvevis nacvlad mxo­
lod socialurad daucveli mosaxleobis dazRvevas. 
warmodgenili programis mixedviT, partia moqalaqeebs 
sayovelTao dazRvevis sabaziso pakets sTavazobs. misi 
erT-erTi dapirebaa pensiis 50 lariT zrdac, Tumca 
iqve aRniSnulia, rom pensiis zrdis tempi damokide­
buli iqneba qveynis ekonomikuri zrdis tempze. mniSv­
nelovania aRiniSnos, rom programis socialuri bloki 
ekonomikuri blokisadmi daqvemdebarebis poziciazea. 
ganaTlebis mimarTulebac programis danarCeni bloke­
bisadmi harmoniulia. aqcentebi aqac gadatanilia fi­
nansurad avtonomiur skolaze, finansurad da akade­
miurad sruliad avtonomiur umaRles saswavleblebze, 
rac liberalur dRis wesrigs harmoniulad esadageba. 
Tumca, aqve aRvniSnavT, rom, ekonomikuri da politiku­
ri blokebisgan gansxvavebiT, socialur da ganaTlebis 
sakiTxebSi centriskenuli tendenciebi mainc igrZno­
ba. magaliTad, ganaTlebis mimarTulebiT arsebuli 
problemebis mogvarebis gzad ganixileba skolebsa da 
baRebSi vauCeruli sistema, agreTve maRali akademiuri 
moswrebis studentTa grantebiT uzrunvelyofa. 

2008-2012 wlebSi politikuri partiis ideologiuri 
pozicia ufro centriskenulia, vidre memarjvene, rac 
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maRali saxelmwifo danaxarjebiTa da socialuri proe­

qtebiT gamoixateba. 2012-2016 wlebSi ki partia ZiriTa­

dad klasikuri liberalizmis ideis mimdevaria da maqsi­

malurad cdilobs, xeli Seuwyos mcire mTavrobisa da, 

Sesabamisad, Semcirebuli danaxarjebis politikas. am 

transformaciis savaraudo axsnad SesaZloa gamodges 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ mier 2012 wels Za­

lauflebis dakargva.

qarTuli ocneba – demokratiuli saqarTvelo 

2011 wels `nacionaluri moZraobis~ sapirwoned saqarT­

veloSi moRvawe biznesmenma biZina ivaniSvilma koalicia 

`qarTuli ocneba~ daaarsa. masSi Sevidnen Semdegi po­

litikuri organizaciebi: `qarTuli ocneba – demokra­

tiuli saqarTvelo~; `Cveni saqarTvelo – Tavisufali 

demokratebi~; `saqarTvelos respublikuri partia~; 

`erovnuli forumi~, `saqarTvelos konservatiuli par­

tia~ da `mrewveloba gadaarCens saqarTvelos~. 

zogadi SefasebiT, 2012 wlis partiis programaSi rito­

rika antagonisturi xasiaTisaa. programa ufro zogadi 

aRwerilobiT gamoirCeva, rac ara mxolod koalicia `qar­

Tuli ocnebis~, aramed, zogadad, opoziciuri speqtris 

saprogramo dokumentebisTvis iyo damaxasiaTebeli. 

konstituciuri mowyobis nawilSi koaliciisa da mmar­

Tveli partiis xedvebi mniSvnelovnad gansxvavdeboda. 

Tu `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ politikuri mo­

wyobis Sereul models miiCnevda mmarTvelobis opti­
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malur formad – Zlieri parlamentiTa da SedarebiT 

uflebamosili prezidentiT dabalansebuli mTavrobiT, 

`qarTuli ocneba~ upiratesobas saparlamento models 

aniWebda. am modelis legitimaciis zrdas ki konstitu­

ciis sajaro ganxilvis Sedegad gegmavda. partia 2012 

wlis programaSi ukmayofilebas gamoTqvamda sasamarT­

lo xelisuflebis politizebis gamo. problemis mo­

sagvareblad liderebi mxars uWerdnen mosamarTleTa 

asakobrivi cenzis zrdas, impiCmentis wesis gamartive­

bas da zogadi politikuri garemos Secvlas. msjelobis 

kidev erTi aspeqti exeboda konkretul institutSi Za­

lis koncentrirebis saSiSroebas. aRniSnuli poziciidan 

gamomdinare, `qarTuli ocneba~ mxars uWerda samxedro 

Zalebis, policiisa da saxelmwifo uSiSroebis uwyebaTa 

gamijvnas. aRniSnul winadadebas partia adamianis ufle­

bebis dacvis argumentiT xsnida. ZalauflebaSi mosvlis 

Semdeg koaliciis poziciebi am sakiTxebis mimarT praq­

tikulad ar Secvlila. 

2016 wlis saarCevno programaSi, 2012 wlis winasaarCe­

vno dokumentisgan gansxvavebiT, sasamarTlo refor­

ma, sakonstitucio cvlilebebi da Zalauflebis ins­

titucionaluri gadanawileba metad sistemurad aris 

ganxiluli. zog sakiTxSi informaciaze sruli wvdoma 

(rac mmarTveli partiis upiratesobaa) meti konkreti­

kiT aisaxa politikur programaSi. magaliTad, Tu sa­

samarTlo reformis mimarTulebiT 2012 wlis manifes­

ti mxolod zogadi aqcentebiT Semoifargleboda, 2016 

wlis dokumenti konkretul miznebs ayalibebs, Tu ro­

gor unda ganawildes mosamarTleebs Soris saqmeebi 

SemTxveviTobis principiT, ra roli unda Seasrulos 
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nafic msajulTa institutma da ra sivrceebSi gafar­

Tovdes igi, ra formiT unda daixvewos mosamarTlis 

SerCevis wesi. sakiTxebis dakonkretebis miuxedavad, 

2016 wlis saarCevno programis politikuri bloki zog 

sakiTxze mainc zogadia da amomrCevels samomavlo wina­

dadebebs lozungis formiT sTavazobs. magaliTad, pi­

radi cxovrebis xelSeuxeblobis sakiTxze msjelobisas 

programaSi gacxadebulia, rom daixveweba saerTaSoriso 

standartebi, daculi iqneba gonivruli balansi piradi 

cxovrebis xelSeuxeblobasa da usafrTxoebas Soris da 

am mimarTulebiT Catardeba Sesabamisi samuSao sazoga­

doebis cnobierebis asamaRleblad. TavisTavad, gegmebi 

sainteresoa da aucilebeli, Tumca programaSi ar aris 

ganxiluli, yovelive es ra meqanizmiT miiRweva. unda 

aRiniSnos isic, rom 2014 wlis municipaluri arCevnebis­

Tvis momzadebul programaSi Sidapolitikur gegmebze 

arc ise bevria naTqvami da rac aris, isic zogadi xa­

siaTisaa. Sesabamisad, am blokis Sesaxeb daskvnebi 2012 

da 2016 wlebis programebis analizidan momdinareobs. 

saerTaSoriso politikisa da usafrTxoebis principebze 

msjelobisas `qarTuli ocnebis~ manifests sagrZnobi 

cvlileba ar ganucdia. 2012 wlis proeqtSi partias usa­

frTxoebis arqiteqturis Sesaxeb zogadi warmodgenebi 

hqonda, rac praqtikulad meordeba 2016 wlis progra­

maSic. dasavleTis partniorebTan urTierTobis mimar­

TulebiT `erTian nacionalur moZraobasa~ da `qarTul 

ocnebas~ Soris Tvisebrivi gansxvaveba ar SeimCneva, Tumca 

sxvaoba mniSvnelovania regionuli urTierTobebis poli­

tikaSi. `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobisgan~ gansxvave­

biT, `qarTuli ocneba~ ruseTTan dabalansebuli poli­
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tikis iniciativiT gamodis, rac, Tavis mxriv, imaSic ga­

moixateba, rom regionuli sagareo politikis aRwerisas, 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraobisgan~ gansxvavebiT, par­

tia gansakuTrebul rols ar uTmobs CrdiloeT kavkasiis 

respublikebTan urTierTobis sakiTxs. aRniSnul Temas 

partia ruseTTan urTierTobis stabilizaciis konte­

qstSi ganixilavs. 2016 wlis programa partniorebTan Ta­

namSromlobis politikas ufro mkafiod da detalizebu­

lad aRwers. partia xazs usvams aSS-Tan TanamSromlobis 

mniSvnelobas da mas saqarTvelos mTavar strategiul 

partniorad moixseniebs. aseve, siaxles warmoadgens wina­

dadeba CineTTan savaWro-ekonomikuri urTierTobis gaR­

rmavebis Sesaxeb. asocirebis xelSekrulebis farglebSi 

partia evrokavSirTan urTierTobis gaRrmavebas axal 

platformebSi integraciis meSveobiT gegmavs (aseTebia: 

evropis energetikuli gaerTianeba; saganmanaTleblo, 

samecniero da kulturuli programebi – `SemoqmedebiTi 

evropa~ da `horizonti 2020~).

Sida da sagareo politikasTan dakavSirebuli gegme­

bis gaanalizebisas naTlad gamoCnda, rom opoziciu­

ri platforma politikur organizacias ar aZlevs sa­

Sualebas, realurad Seafasos, ramdenad SesaZlebeli 

iqneba konkretuli politikis gatareba, Sesabamisad, 

partiebi iZulebuli arian zogad konteqstSi warmoad­

ginon winadadebebi. meore mxriv, mmarTvel partias pro­

blemebis mogvarebis konkretuli meTodebis SemuSavebis 

ufro didi resursi aqvs.

partiis ekonomikuri politikis Sefasebisas mkafiod 

Cans, rom `qarTuli ocneba~ centristul politikur 

doqtrinebs aRiarebs. socialuri sakiTxebis mogvarebi­
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sas ki igi centralur rols saxelmwifos akisrebs, rac 

did mTavrobas, maRal saxelmwifo danaxarjebsa da Zvir 

socialur proeqtebs gulisxmobs. `qarTuli ocnebis~ 

ZiriTadi ekonomikuri SeTavazebebia soflis meurneo­

bis, mcire da saSualo mewarmeobisa da infrastruqtu­

ruli proeqtebis ganviTareba. Tumca analizi am mimar­

TulebiT 2012 wlis programaSi Zalze zogadia. poli­

tikuri SeTavazebebi ar moicavs konkretikas, ar aris 

warmodgenili raime specifikuri meqanizmi an samsaxu­

ri, risi meSveobiTac gaumjobesdeba soflis meurneo­

ba, mcire mrewveloba da zogadad biznesgaremo. suraTi 

sagrZnoblad icvleba 2016 wlis programaSi – partia 

amomrCevels sTavazobs ekonomikuri zrdis kompleqsur 

proeqts, romelSic erTiandeba biznesis ekonomikuri da 

politikuri SezRudvebisgan gaTavisuflebis, ganaTle­

bisa da profesiuli gadamzadebis gaumjobesebis, mmar­

Tvelobis menejmentisa da qveynis sivrculi optimiza­

ciis komponentebi. partia kerZo seqtoris waxalisebas 

Semcirebuli dabegvris politikiT cdilobs, rasac Tan 

erTvis `startapebis~ subsidireba da sakanonmdeblo ba­

zis liberalizaciis politika. midgoma ufro konkretu­

lia da problemis gadaWris Tanmimdevrul analizsa Tu 

konkretul gzebsac gvTavazobs, gansakuTrebiT fiska­

luri politikis liberalizaciis mxriv. Tumca, fiska­

luri liberalizaciisa da naklebi dabegvris politika 

Tvisebrivad winaaRmdegobrivia maRaldanaxarjiani so­

cialuri da jandacvis proeqtebisa, romlebic ganxilu­

lia programaSi. am kuTxiT partiis programa SegviZlia 

SevafasoT rogorc Sinaganad araharmoniuli dokumen­

ti. `qarTuli ocnebis~ programis mixedviT, mTavrobis 
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roli ekonomikur da politikur aspeqtebSi mniSvnelo­

vania, magram partia monetarul politikas liberalu­

ri perspeqtividan uyurebs da xelisuflebas inflaciis 

regulirebis pasuxismgeblobisgan aTavisuflebs laris 

mcuravi kursis sasargeblod. aRniSvnis Rirsia partiis 

politika saxelmwifo valisa da sabiujeto deficitis 

Sesaxeb. 2016 wlis programis pirobebSi partia sakre­

dito resursis mozidvas gegmavs, rac TavisTavad imoq­

medebs saxelmwifo valis zrdaze. aRniSnuli politika 

kidev erTxel amtkicebs partiis centristul midgomas, 

rac gamoixateba liberalur-ekonomikuri narativisa da 

Tanasworobaze orientirebuli socialuri proeqtebis 

sinTeziT. maRali saxelmwifo valis politika mTliani 

saarCevno programis Sesabamisia.

socialuri politikis konteqstSi unda ganvixiloT `qar­

Tuli ocnebis~ 2012 wlis jandacvis politikac, romelic 

Tavidan, erTi SexedviT, ufro populistur proeqts 

warmoadgenda, vidre racionalurad gaTvlil, danaxar­

jebsa da sargeblis analizze orientirebul gegmas. 

partiis proeqtis mixedviT, saxelmwifos mier gansazR­

vruli da dafinansebuli bazisuri sargeblis kalaTSi 

Setanili punqtebi moicavda hospitalur momsaxurebas 

(maT Soris, stentireba da Suntireba gul-sisxlZarRvTa 

daavadebebis dros); orsulTa movlasa da mSobiarobas; 

uSvilobis diagnostikasa da mkurnalobas; onkologiur 

daavadebaTa mkurnalobas (maT Soris, sxivur Terapias). 

gegma ukiduresad konkretuli da harmoniulia partiis 

maRali danaxarjebis ekonomikur politikasTan. Tumca 

xelisuflebaSi mosvlis Semdeg partiis midgoma am sa­

kiTxTan mimarTebiT odnav bundovani gaxda. 2016 wlis 
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programaSi partia inarCunebs arCeul jandacvis kurss, 

rac arsebuli programebis, magaliTad, sayovelTao jan­

dacvis funqcionirebis SenarCunebas gulisxmobs. Tumca 

iseTi sakiTxebi, rogoric aris medikamentebze xelmi­

sawvdomoba, maTi xarisxis uzrunvelyofa, onkologiu­

ri daavadebebis mkurnalobis ganviTareba, fsiqikuri 

janmrTelobis programis moculoba da xarisxi, mxolod 

zogadad aris ganxiluli. es SeiZleba aixsnas imiT, rom 

maTTvis xelmisawvdomi gaxda srulfasovani informacia 

da gaaCina kiTxva, ramdenad SeZlebs mTavroba realu­

rad Seasrulos aseTi proeqtebi. 

daskvnis saxiT SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom `qarTuli ocneba~ 

kargad acnobierebs programis mniSvnelobas amomrCevel­

Tan urTierTobaSi. programaSi ganxiluli sakiTxebi Zi­

riTadad faravs sazogadoebisTvis saWirboroto yvela 

aspeqts. politikur, ekonomikur Tu socialur blokeb­

Si programa moicavs yvela im problemas, romlebic dRis 

wesrigSia. 2012 wlidan moyolebuli, politikuri partia, 

umniSvnelo gadaxrebis miuxedavad, centristuli ideo­

logiuri modelis erTgulia. dokumentebis analizisas 

transformacia igrZnoba 2012 wlisa da 2016 wlis pro­

gramebs Soris, ris ganmsazRvrelad gamodgeba partiis po­

zicia ZalauflebasTan mimarTebiT. roca partia opozi­

ciaSi iyo, programis politikuri da ekonomikuri bloki 

bundovani SeTavazebebisgan Sedgeboda, xelisuflebaSi 

mosvlis Semdeg zogadi ganmartebebi konkretulma pro­

eqtebma Caanacvla. gamonaklisi am mimarTulebiT ramde­

nime socialuri proeqtia, romlebzec 2012 wels partia 

konkretulad msjelobda, Tumca 2016 wlis programaSi 

zogad grZelvadian perspeqtivaSi gadaitana. 
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saqarTvelos respublikuri partia

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraobisa~ da `qarTuli ocne­

bisgan~ gansxvavebiT, `saqarTvelos respublikuri par­

tia~ xelisuflebaSi 2012 wels koaliciis farglebSi 

moxvda. Sesabamisad, partiis programis analizisas ga­

moyenebulia 2008 da 2016 wlebis winasaarCevno prog­

ramebi. 2012-2014 wlebis monacemebis mopoveba logikuri 

garemoebebis gamo ver moxerxda. 

2008 wlis winasaarCevno programis didi nawili arse­

buli politikuri sistemis analizsa da mmarTveli 

partiis kritikas eTmoba. `respublikelebis~ strategia 

ganxilulia xuT ZiriTad blokSi. esenia: saxelmwifo 

mmarTvelobis sistema, sasamarTlo sistema, ekonomiku­

ri struqtura, ganaTlebisa da kulturis sfero da so­

cialuri uzrunvelyofis sfero, romelic jandacvasac 

moicavs. `respublikelebs~, sxva politikuri organiza­

ciebisgan gansxvavebiT, amomrCevelTan mkacrad for­

malizebuli urTierToba axasiaTebs, rac gamoixate­

ba programis detalizebul struqturaSi. saxelmwifo 

mmarTvelobis sistemaSi 2008 wlis da 2016 wlis prog­

ramebs Soris fundamenturi cvlileba ar aris. orive 

SemTxvevaSi ritorika opoziciuria da liberaluri 

ideologiuri narativiT aris SemoTavazebuli. orive 

programaSi partia emxroboda saparlamento sistemas. 

`respublikelebi~ mxars uWerdnen TviTmmarTvelobebis 

gaZlierebasa da unitaruli saxelmwifos elementebis 

Sesustebas. Tu 2008 wels prezidentis institutis Se­

susteba partiis erT-erT mTavar miznad saxeldeboda, 

2016 wlis programaSi `respublikelebi~ prezidentis­

Tvis arapolitikuri saxelmwifo institutebis for­
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mirebaSi monawileobis uflebas iTxoven. es cvlileba 

SeiZleba aixsnas saqarTveloSi arsebuli politikuri 

konteqstiT. 2008 wels prezidentis instituts hqonda 

politikuri Zalaufleba. 2016 wels partiis mier koa­

licia `qarTuli ocnebis~ datovebam `respublikele­

bi~ gaaTavisufla sxva ZalebTan politikuri poziciis 

koordinirebis aucileblobisgan, ramac politiku­

ri partiis 2012-2016 wlebSi arsebuli Sexedulebebis 

transformacia gamoiwvia. 2008 wlis saprogramo do­

kumentSi saxelmwifo mmarTvelobis sistemis bloki 

principulad ewinaaRmdegeboda samxedro Zalebis, 

saxelmwifo usafrTxoebisa da policiaze pasuxismge­

bel uwyebaTa gaerTianebas. es pozicia ar Secvlila 

2016 welsac. `respublikelebis~ programis politikuri 

punqtebi konkretikiT xasiaTdeba. miuxedavad imisa, rom 

partia mravalwaxnagovnad faravs detalebs, romlebic 

konkretuli sakiTxis irgvliv SeiZleba ganviTardes, 

mainc SesamCnevia 2012-2016 wlebSi partiis liderebis 

xelisuflebaSi yofnis faqtori. magaliTad: sasamarT­

lo xelisuflebis reforma, romelic 2008 wels sakmaod 

detalizebuli iyo, 2016 wlis programaSi kidev ufro 

met detalizacias iZens da faravs iseT konkretul sa­

kiTxebs, rogoric aris: mosamarTleebis arCevis wesi 

da kandidatTa SerCevis kriteriumebi (asaki, samuSao 

gamocdileba); gamWvirvalobis uzrunvelyofa konkre­

tuli tipis kenWisyriT; iusticiis sabWos da iusticiis 

umaRlesi skolis gancalkeveba da am ukanasknelisTvis 

avtonomiis miniWeba, raTa miukerZoeblad SearCios kan­

didatebi; mosamarTleTa eleqtronuli wesiT SerCe­

vis tradiciis damkvidreba; prezidentis CarTuloba 

mosamarTleTa daniSvnis procesSi. rogorc `qarTuli 
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ocnebis~ programaze msjelobisas aRiniSna, `respubli­

kelebis~ programaze mniSvnelovani gavlena iqonia 2012-

2016 wlebSi `qarTul ocnebasTan~ erTad xelisuflebaSi 

yofnam. informaciis damatebiTma nakadma, rac xelisu­

flebaSi yofnis kidev erTi upiratesobaa, partias misca 

SesaZlebloba, ufro metad daexvewa programa da ufro 

mkafio xedva Seeqmna politikaze.

mmarTvelobis sistemisa da sasamarTlo xelisuflebis 

analizis msgavsad, `respublikelebis~ programaSi Camo­

yalibebuli ekonomikuri koncefcia ZiriTadad libe­

ralur faseulobebs efuZneba. sawyis etapze partia 

sakanonmdeblo doneze gegmavda ekonomikis liberali­

zacias, Semdegi nabiji gadasaxadebis etapobrivi Sem­

cireba unda yofiliyo. unda aRiniSnos, rom partiis 

ekonomikuri politika ZiriTadad iuridiul WrilSi 

ganixileba, ekonomikuri cvladebis manipulirebis meqa­

nizmi 2008 wlis programaSi ar aris mocemuli. am mxriv, 

sruliad sapirispiroa 2016 wlis programa. ekonomikuri 

analizi sagrZnoblad dakonkretebulia. magaliTad, Tu 

2008 wlis programis mTavar ekonomikur ganmsazRvrels 

drakonuli kanonproeqtebis gauqmeba da biznesisTvis 

liberaluri sakanonmdeblo sivrcis Seqmna warmoadgen­

da, 2016 wels partia amomrCevels sTavazobs danaxarje­

bis Semcirebas, saprocento ganakveTis dawevas da, Se­

sabamisad, xelmisawvdom kredits, sagadasaxado proce­

sis gamartivebas da mikrobiznesis yovelwliur stimu­

lirebas 60 milioni lariT. socialuri da ekonomikuri 

blokebi Tvisebrivad da zomiTac aRemateba politikur 

bloks, rac mniSvnelovani sxvaobaa 2008 wlis progra­

masTan SedarebiT. aq gvinda kidev erTxel xazi gaesvas 
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saarCevno programis Sinaarsis politikur konteqstTan 

kavSirs da xelisuflebaSi yofniT miRebuli gamoc­

dilebis efeqts. 

ekonomikuri problemebisgan gansxvavebiT, partia sakma­

od zogadi terminebiT ganixilavs monetaruli da fiska­

luri politikis niuansebs. `respublikelebs~ arc 2008 

wels da arc 2016 wels ar SemouTavazebiaT konkretuli 

meqanizmi, Tu rogor unda daregulirdes laris kur­

si, sagadasaxado sistemis konkretuli menejmenti da 

mogvardes sxva administraciuli sakiTxebi, romlebic 

erTianobaSi ekonomikur zrdas qmnis. fiskaluri poli­

tikis bundovani xasiaTi SeiZleba aixsnas imiT, rom par­

tiis ideologia naklebi regulaciis momxrea.

sagareo da usafrTxoebis politikis mimarTulebiT 

`respublikelebi~ mxars natosa da evrokavSirSi gaer­

Tianebas uWeren. am mimarTulebiT 2008 wlis programis 

punqtebi praqtikulad ucvlelad aris gadmotanili 

2016 wlis dokumentSi. aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom usa­

frTxoebis arqiteqturis analizi moklebulia konkre­

tikas da, Sesabamisad, ganxilulia mxolod zogadad. 

daskvnis saxiT SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom `saqarTvelos 

respublikuri partiis~ winasaarCevno programis anali­

zisas gamoikveTa ramdenime saintereso tendencia: pir­

vel yovlisa, partia grZnobs politikuri konteqstis 

cvlilebas da es programaSic aisaxeba. meore da mniSv­

nelovani tendenciaa xelisuflebaSi yofnis gavlena 

politikur SeTavazebebze. opoziciuri platformidan 

partiis programas konkretika aklda, Tumca mas Semdeg, 

rac organizaciam koaliciaSi yofnis farglebSi infor­
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maciis akumulireba moaxdina, programis konkretikac 

gaizarda. partias ideologiuri transformacia ar ga­

nucdia da is liberalizmisa da parlamentarizmis prin­

cipebis erTguli darCa. `respublikelebis~ programebi 

moicavs sazogadoebisTvis sasicocxlo da saintereso 

seqtorebs, xarisxobrivi TvalsazrisiT politikuri 

da samarTlebrivi blokebi, ekonomikur da socialur 

blokebTan SedarebiT, ufro kargad aris warmodgenili. 

yovelive amas, SesaZloa, ganapirobebs partiis lider­

Ta, rogorc eqspertTa, maRali done.

demokratiuli moZraoba – erTiani saqarTvelo

opoziciuri speqtris erT-erT aqtiur politikur or­

ganizacias warmoadgenda saqarTvelos parlamentis yo­

fili Tavmjdomaris, nino burjanaZis mier Seqmnili `de­

mokratiuli moZraoba – erTiani saqarTvelo~. partias, 

sxva partiebTan SedarebiT, gansxvavebuli sagareo-po­

litikuri xedva aqvs. sxva mxriv, politikuri da eko­

nomikuri mimarTulebiT, partia ar aris amovardnili 

zogadi konteqstidan. 

`erTiani saqarTvelos~ mTavari ekonomikuri gzavnili 

isaa, rom is akritikebs mmarTveli politikuri partie­

bis mier biznesgaremos mxolod formalur gaTavisuf­

lebas da gamosavals biznesis realur TavisuflebaSi 

xedavs. Tumca am mimarTulebiT gasatarebeli poli­

tikis mimarTulebebi zogadia. partia gadasaxadebis Sem­

cirebas eTanxmeba, riTac qarTul politikaSi arsebul 
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liberalur-ekonomikur tendencias ar scdeba. meore 

mxriv, sagadasaxado politika ar aris harmoniulad 

Serwymuli partiis socialur politikasTan. `erTiani 

saqarTvelo~ amomrCevels sTavazobs iseT proeqtebs, 

rogoricaa: maswavleblebisTvis xelfasis 1300 laramde 

zrda, saarsebo minimumisa da pensiis zrda 160 laridan 

250 laramde, xelfasebis indeqsacia inflaciasTan mi­

marTebiT, axlad Seqmnili ojaxebisTvis sacxovrebeli 

farTis gamoyofa aramomgebiani saxelmwifo fondidan 

da saxelmwifo grantebis meSveobiT sayovelTao jan­

dacvis dafinanseba. am proeqtebis Sesruleba moiTxovs 

saxelmwifo biujetidan xarjebis sagrZnob zrdas, rac 

dabali gadasaxadebis pirobebSi ver moxerxdeba. konkre­

tuli analiziT xasiaTdeba ekonomikuri politikis is 

sfero, romelic TviTmmarTvelobebis ganviTarebas uz­

runvelyofs. partiis programuli dokumentis Tanaxmad, 

ganviTarebis ekonomikuri winapiroba SeiZleba gaxdes 

municipaluri avtoparkis SezRudva da sapremio Tanxe­

bis sekvestri. miuxedavad imisa, rom problemis mo­

gvarebis gzebi konkretulia, SeTavazebis formulireba 

ufro metad mainc lozungad aRiqmeba, vidre problemis 

mogvarebis realur meqanizmad.

ekonomikuri da socialuri programebisgan gansxvave­

biT, romelic met-naklebad imeorebs sxva partiebis 

xedvas, `erTiani saqarTvelo~ mniSvnelovnad gansxvave­

bul sagareo da usafrTxoebis politikas gvTavazobs. 

Tu `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~, `qarTuli ocne­

bisa~ da `saqarTvelos respublikuri partiis~ sagareo 

politikis ZiriTadi veqtori evrokavSirsa da natoSi 

gawevrianebas gulisxmobs, `erTiani saqarTvelosTvis~ 
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prioritetulia ubloko statusi. am partiis warmo­

madgenelTa mosazrebiT, saqarTvelos neitralitetis 

SemTxvevaSi ganeitraldeba ruseTis federaciidan mom­

dinare safrTxec. dawyebuli konstituciuri cvli­

lebebidan, neitralitetis sakiTxi partiis programis 

yvela politikur nawils laitmotivad gasdevs. ubloko 

statusi aseve ganxilulia, rogorc afxazeTTan da oseT­

Tan urTierTobis regulirebis winapiroba, rac gamoxa­

tulia Semdeg winadadebaSi: `viTvaliswinebT afxazebisa 

da osebis interess, romelTac ar xiblavT saqarTvelos 

gawevrianeba Crdiloatlantikur aliansSi~. partia ar 

iTvaliswinebs konfliqtis gaanalizebis yvela cvlads 

da urTierTobis mogvarebis gzebs liderTa rwmena-mo­

sazrebebze afuZnebs. bundovania mizezSedegobrioba sa­

qarTvelos sagareo veqtoris Secvlasa da okupirebuli 

teritoriebis dabrunebas Soris. programa ZiriTadad 

xasiaTdeba emociuri mimarTvebiT, rogoricaa, magali­

Tad, `sisxliani reJimi~, sasamarTlo ganxilulia, ro­

gorc borotebis damkanonebeli organo. 2014 wlis pro­

gramaSi pasuxgaucemelia aseTi dokumentisTvis auci­

lebeli araerTi punqti, rasac ver vityviT 2016 wlis 

programaze, romelic sakiTxTa vrcel speqtrs faravs. 

orive teqsti emociurad datvirTulia da xSir SemTxve­

vaSi Tanamimdevrulobas kargavs. 

Sesajameblad SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom `erTiani saqar­

Tvelos~ programa ufro metad populisturia da mo­

saxleobis konkretul kontingentSi emociuri ganwyo­

bis Seqmnas emsaxureba. partiis ekonomikuri politika 

ar aris misi socialuri politikis Sesabamisi. partia 

gadametebul pozitiur mniSvnelobas aniWebs qveynis 
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sagareo veqtoris rols teritoriuli mTlianobis mo­

gvarebis sakiTxSi. `erTiani saqarTvelos~ politikur 

programas Tvisebrivi transformacia ar ganucdia da­

arsebis dRidan. rTulia partiis ideologiur plat­

formaze daskvnebis gamotana, radgan `erTiani saqarT­

velos~ programa moicavs rogorc memarjvene, ise cen­

tristuli didi mTavrobis elementebs. 

sxva partiebi

srulfasovani analizisTvis mniSvnelovnad migvaCnia 

mokled mimovixiloT qarTul politikur sivrceSi arse­

buli im politikuri partiebis programebi, romlebic 

politikur procesze raime saxis zegavlenas axdenen. 

am mimarTulebiT aRsaniSnavia `saqarTvelos leiboris­

tuli partia~, romelic erT-erT gamokveTil memarcxe­

ne pozicias warmoadgens. `leiboristebis~ programa 

ZiriTadad maRal saxelmwifo danaxarjebsa da Zvirad 

Rirebul socialur proeqtebzea agebuli. ganxiluli 

sakiTxebi farTo speqtrs ki moicavs, Tumca konkretiki­

sa da funqciuri meqanizmebisgan daclilia. zogierTi 

programa realobas sruliad moklebulia. magaliTis­

Tvis SeiZleba moviyvanoT `leiboristebis~ dapireba – 

`axalSeuRlebulT biujetidan gadauricxon 3000 lari 

da yvela Svilze 1500 lari gadascen ojaxs~. msgavsi 

lozungebi axasiaTebs iseT politikur gaerTianebas, 

rogoricaa `zviadis gza – uflis saxeliT~. `erTiani sa­

qarTvelos~ msgavsad, es partiac qveynis neitralitets 

emxroba. partiis programis xarisxi dabalia, Semoifar­
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gleba zogadi mowodebebiT, romlebsac aranairi kavSiri 

ar aqvs raime ideologiasTan. `saqarTvelo mSvidobisT­

vis~ – am politikuri partiis programac Zalian zoga­

dia. zemoT aRniSnul partiebs ar gaaCniaT Tanmimdev­

ruli ekonomikuri politika. politikuri bloki Ziri­

Tadad mmarTveli jgufis kritikiT iwyeba da gadadis 

zogad mowodebebze, romelTa ganxorcielebis gzebi 

naCvenebi ar aris. igive SeiZleba iTqvas socialur po­

litikazec – gazrdili saxelmwifo danaxarji ararele­

vanturia Zviri programebis Sesasruleblad. partiebis 

ekonomikuri politika populisturia da, imavdroulad, 

aSkarad Cans, rom aqtorebs ar esmiT ekonomikur cvlad­

Ta interaqciis mniSvneloba da warmodgenac ki ar aqvT 

qveynis ekonomikis efeqtiani marTvis Sesaxeb. 

winamdebare naSromi ar moicavs iseTi partiebis prog­

ramebs, romelTac qveynis politikur procesSi garkve­

uli wvlili Seitanes, Tumca dRes, rogorc politikuri 

erTeulebi aRar arseboben. kvlevis yuradRebis sagans 

ar warmoadgens politikuri gaerTianebebi, romelTa 

politikuri aqtivoba didwilad ar moicavs sakvlevad 

arCeul droiT diapazons. aq ar gangvixilavs, magali­

Tad, iseTi politikuri Zalis programa, rogoric aris 

`patriotTa aliansi~, romelmac pirvelad 2014 wlis ad­

gilobriv arCevnebSi miiRo monawileoba. cxadia, Cvens 

sakvlev arealSi ver moxvdnen politikuri partiebi, 

romlebic qarTul politikur sivrceSi ar aqtiuroben 

da, amasTanave, arsebul politikur suraTs raime mimar­

TulebiT ar cvlian. daskvnis saxiT SegviZlia vTqvaT, 

rom opoziciur partiebs, romlebic xelisuflebaSi 

arasdros mosulan, ar gaaCniaT konkretuli warmodge­
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na problemis mogvarebis meqanizmebze. leiboristebis 

garda, partiebis umetesobas ar gaaCnia ideologiuri 

platforma, xSir SemTxvevaSi, maTi politikuri pro­

gramebi ar icvleba arCevnebidan arCevnebamde da Ziri­

Tadad populisturia.

daskvna

winamdebare naSromiT SevecadeT, gagveanalizebina sa­

qarTveloSi moqmedi politikuri partiebis programe­

bi. saamisod gamoyenebuli ZiriTadi kriteriumebis Se­

degad: 1. Sinaarsobrivi analizis dros mimovixileT 

konkretuli partiis ideologiuri pozicia; 2. progra­

maTa Tvisebrivi maxasiaTeblebis ganxilvisas SevafaseT 

programaSi SemoTavazebuli problemis gadawyvetis me­

qanizmi; da 3. SeviswavleT politikur programebSi gan­

saxilveli sakiTxebis (ekonomikuri, socialuri, poli­

tikuri) raodenoba da xarisxi. 

partiebis programebis ganxilvis Sedegad gamovlinda 

saintereso tendenciebi. ideologiuri pozicia xSir Sem­

TxvevaSi damokidebulia partiis xelisuflebaSi yofna-

aryofnaze. `qarTuli ocnebisa~ da `erTiani nacionalu­

ri moZraobis~ programebis analizis Sedegad gamoCnda, 

rom xelisuflebaSi yofnisas politikuri partiebi 

ufro centristuli poziciisken ixrebian, xolo Za­

lauflebis dakargvis Semdeg Tav-Tavisi ideologiuri 

poziciis SedarebiT radikalur formebs ubrundebian. 

xarisxobrivi TvalsazrisiT partiebis programebi aseve 

dakavSirebulia xelisuflebaSi yofnis faqtorTan, rad- 
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ganac informaciis floba didwilad xelisuflebaSi 

yofnasTan asocirdeba. informacia, Tavis mxriv, gana­

pirobebs programaSi konkretikis donis zrdas. 

partiebis programebi xSirad araTanmimdevrulia. Zi­

riTadi tendencia, rac am mimarTulebiT vlindeba, so­

cialur politikasa da ekonomikur politikas Soris 

konfliqtia. partiebis didi nawili ekonomikur Tavisu­

flebas gadasaxadebis daweviT gamoxatavs, Tumca, imav­

droulad, Zvirad Rirebul socialur proeqtebs uWers 

mxars. opoziciuri partiebi xSirad mizanmimarTuli po­

pulizmisken ixrebian, rac qarTuli ekonomikis pirobe­

bSi rTulad Sesasrulebeli programebis mxardaWeraa. 

qarTul politikur sivrceSi moqmedi partiebi ideo­

logiisadmi erTgulebiT ar gamoirCevian. ideologia 

ar aris politikuri saqmianobis warmmarTveli, momwes­

rigebeli da SeuZlebelia winaswar ganWvrito, rogor 

moiqceva esa Tu is partia konkretul politikur si­

tuaciaSi – politikuri konteqsti sagrZnoblad cvlis 

partiebis programebs. Tumca analizis Sedegad naTlad 

gamoCnda, rom politikuri organizaciebis ekonomiku­

ri xedva centristul-memarjvene narativSi Tavsdeba, 

gamonaklisi am mimarTulebiT leiboristebi arian. 

politikuri sivrcis ganviTarebam organizaciebis for­

malizacia gamoiwvia, ramac, Tavis mxriv, partiebi aiZu­

la yuradReba daeTmoT programebisTvis. arada, Cve­

ni azriT, programebis analizi warmoadgens erT-erT 

cvlads, romlis meSveobiTac advilia politikuri sivr­

cis analizi. qarTul realobaSi kvlevis es platforma 

srulfasovnad ar aris aTvisebuli, rac mkvlevrebs mu­

Saobis farTo areals sTavazobs. 
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saarCevno sistemebi da maTi gavlena  
politikuri partiebis ganviTarebaze  
saqarTveloSi

bakur kvaSilava

Sesavali

politikuri partiebi demokratiis yvelaze mniSvnelo­

van moTamaSeebad rCebian. Tamamad SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 

politikuri partiebis gareSe, nebismier politikur 

garemoSi ukiduresad rTuli iqneboda mmarTvelobis 

demokratiuli formis damkvidreba da SenarCuneba; de­

mokratiuli wyobilebis pirobebSi, maRalganviTarebu­

li politikuri instituciebis gareSe, SeuZlebelia im 

kompleqsuri amocanebis, movaleobebisa da valdebule­

bebis Sesruleba, rac Tanamedrove saxelmwifoebs akis­

riaT. sakamaToa mosazreba, rom SesaZlebelia Tanamed­

rove saxelmwifos pirdapiri demokratiiT marTva da 

amas istoriac mowmobs; aq SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom 

am formiT mxolod iseTi politikuri erTeulis mar­

Tvaa SesaZlebeli, romelic milionze bevrad naklebi 

moqalaqisgan Sedgeba. qveynebis umetesoba ki, metisme­

tad didia amgvari sarisko eqsperimentis Casatareblad. 

esec rom ar iyos, politikuri partiebi Tavs ideben 

sxvadasxva mniSvnelovan funqcias, romlis Sesruleba 

nebismieri sxva instituciis mier SeuZlebelia.
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sayovelTaod cnobilia, rom saarCevno sistema poli­

tikuri partiebis sistemis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani 

ganmsazRvrelia. arCevnebis organizebis meTods pirda­

piri gavlena aqvs imaze, Tu romeli da ramdeni partia 

miaRwevs warmatebas politikaSi. es ar niSnavs, rom sxva 

faqtorebi ar zemoqmedebs partiis ganviTarebaze; so­

cialuri ryevebi, kultura da istoria mniSvnelovan 

rols asrulebs aRniSnul procesSi. miuxedavad amisa, 

saarCevno da konstituciuri dizaini gadamwyvet ga­

vlenas axdens partiis formirebaze. es faqtorebi Se­

darebiT martivi samarTavia da Sesabamisad, mocemul 

qveyanaSi konkretuli partiuli sistemis Camoyalibeba­

ze zegavlenisTvis mniSvnelovan instruments warmoad­

gens. swored amitom saarCevno sistemis mowyobas did 

yuradRebas aqceven rogorc mecnierebi, aseve politi­

kosebi. 

araerTi mkvlevari amtkicebs, rom axal demokratia­

Si, da gansakuTrebiT, demokratizaciis procesSi myof 

qveynebSi, sadac politikuri mravalferovneba da de­

mokratia istoriulad ar arsebobda, saarCevno proce­

sis mowyoba naklebad mniSvnelovan rols asrulebs, 

sul mcire, politikuri institucionalizmis momwi­

febamde (Moser... 2012). miuxedavad amisa, grZelvadian 

perspeqtivaSi, saarCevno wesebi mainc axdens gavlenas 

da rogorc saqarTveloSi Seqmnili mwvave politikuri 

diskusia cxadyofs, politikur partiebs miaCniaT, rom 

es moklevadian perspeqtivaSi kidev ufro mniSvnelova­

nia. saqarTvelos damoukideblobis pirvelive dRidan, 

debatebs arCevnebTan da saarCevno sistemebTan dakav­

Sirebul politikur dRis wesrigSi yvelaze mniSvnelo­
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vani adgili eWira da sayovelTao yuradRebas iqcevda. 

Tuki, Tavdapirvelad, diskusia arCevnebis Catarebasa 

da Sesabamis procedurebs Seexeboda gamWvirvalobi­

sa da samarTlianobis uzrunvelsayofad, 2007 wlidan 

saarCevno sistemebis mowyoba debatebis ufro da ufro 

aqtualuri Tema gaxda. moqmedi partiebi Tanmimdevru­

lad uWerdnen mxars maJoritarul an erTmandatian 

sistemas, xolo opoziciuri partiebi – proporciuli 

sistemis iseT variaciebs, romlebic dabal saarCevno 

bariers iTvaliswinebdnen. mniSvnelovania aRiniSnos, 

rom igive politikuri subieqtebi, mTavrobaSi yofni­

sas, upiratesobas arCevnebis maJoritarul sistemas 

aniWebdnen, xolo opoziciaSi yofnisas – proporciul 

sistemas. amrigad, rogorc Cans, ZiriTadma politikur­

ma aqtorebma konsensuss miaRwies, romlis mixedviTac 

saarCevno sistemis maJoritaruli forma xelsayrelia 

mTavrobaSi myofi partiisTvis, xolo proporciuli 

forma opozicias ufro konkurentunarians xdis. am 

naSromis mizania Seafasos, aris Tu ara es Sexeduleba 

TeoriiT ganmtkicebuli da gaaanalizos romeli saar­

Cevno sistema Seuwyobs xels ufro metad saqarTvelos 

demokratiul transformacias. es ukanaskneli yvelaze 

mniSvnelovani amocanaa, romlis warmatebiT Sesrulebac 

qveyanas saSualebas miscems, miaRwios yvelaze mniSvne­

lovan mizans – SeuerTdes evroatlantikur sivrces 

rogorc usafrTxoebisa da politikis, aseve ekonomiku­

ri TvalsazrisiT. 

jerjerobiT, saqarTvelo rogorc warmatebis, aseve wa­

rumateblobis magaliTadac SeiZleba gamodges. qveyanas 

icnoben msoflioSi erT-erTi yvelaze Tavisufali eko­
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nomikuri sistemiT, antikorufciuli reformebi da ko­

rufciasTan brZola didwilad gamarjvebiT dasrulda, 

saxelmwifos efeqtianoba ki mniSvnelovnad gaumjobes­

da; samagierod, ekonomikuri zrda, mediis Tavisufleba 

da politikuri pluralizmis maCveneblebi arastabi­

luria, xolo umuSevroba, saxelmwifo instituciebis 

mimarT undobloba da arc ise didi saSualo fenis 

arseboba xels uSlis qveynis Semdgom ganviTarebas. Se­

degad, bolo aTwleulis ganmavlobaSi regionSi sauke­

Teso Sedegebis miuxedavad, qveyanam jer kidev ver moi­

pova Tavisufali qveynis statusi Tavisuflebis indeq­

sis mixedviT, romelsac `Freedom House~ aqveynebs – es 

aris yvelaze cnobili kriteriumi, romlis mixedviTac 

demokratiuli miRwevebi fasdeba (Freedom House 2018). 

imave Sefasebas viRebT maSinac ki, Tuki sxva indeqsebs 

gamoviyenebT (magaliTad, demokratiis indeqsi), umetes 

SemTxvevaSi, garda Polity IV proeqtisa, romelic qveynebs 

maTi avtoritaruli da demokratiuli Tvisebebis mixe­

dviT anawilebs, saqarTvelo ganekuTvneba nacrisfer 

zonas – e. w. hibridul reJimebs. Tumca, aqve unda aRi­

niSnos, rom bolo ramdenime wlis ganmavlobaSi miRebu­

li Sefasebebi saqarTvelos gacilebiT axlos ayenebs 

demokratiasTan, vidre avtoritarizmTan.

Zalze mniSvnelovania yvela SesaZleblobis gamoyeneba, 

raTa qveyanam warmatebiT daasrulos demokratizaciis 

procesi, da radgan saarCevno models gadamwyveti mniSv­

neloba aqvs aRniSnul sakiTxSi, aucilebelia sruli Za­

lisxmevis mimarTva im konkretuli modelis mosaZebnad, 

romelic am mizans emsaxureba. wignis es Tavic am miznis 

miRwevis xelSewyobis mcdelobaa. 
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winamdebare naSromi gayofilia sam nawilad. pirveli 

nawili eTmoba Sesabamis Teoriul diskusias Tanamedrove 

konteqstis WrilSi. aq ganvixilavT saarCevno sistemis 

gavlenas politikur sazogadoebaze, gansakuTrebuli 

aqcenti daismeba maJoritarul da proporciul siste­

mebs Soris gansxvavebebze. meore nawilSi gavaanalizebT 

saarCevno sistemebis gavlenas uSualod saqarTveloze, 

2008 wlidan dRemde. mesame nawili ki moicavs mignebebsa 

da zogad rekomendaciebs saqarTvelos saarCevno siste­

mis reformirebasTan dakavSirebiT.

Teoria da konteqsti

civi omis dasrulebam ara mxolod ori zesaxelmwifos 

– amerikis SeerTebul Statebisa da sabWoTa kavSiris 

dapirispirebas dausva wertili, aramed ganaaxla de­

mokratiisa da liberaluri sazogadoebis iseT adgile­

bSi mSeneblobis interesi, sadac aseTi mmarTvelobis 

formas arasodes uarsebia. `mesame talRad~ cnobili 

demokratizaciis procesi am movlenamde aTwleulze 

meti xnis win daiwyo (Huntington 1993), magram frensis 

fukuiamas sityvebiT, es konkretuli movlena – sabWo­

Ta kavSiris daSla – iyo `istoriis dasasruli~, radgan 

amiT damTavrda ideologiuri brZola mmarTvelobis 

organizebis saukeTeso gzis saZieblad (Fukuyama 1989: 

3-18). dRes am Sefasebas eWvqveS ayenebs CineTis swrafi 

ekonomikuri zrda da bolo periodSi – ruseTis gaZlie­

rebac, rac calke gansaxilveli sakiTxia; am mosazreba­

ze aseve mniSvnelovani gavlena iqonia yofili sabWoTa 
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blokis 30-mde qveynis gadawyvetilebam – dasdgomoda 

demokratiis mSeneblobis gzas. 

swored amitom, politologebisa da praqtikosi poli­

tikosebisTvis mTavari amocana gaxda iseTi gzebisa da 

saSualebebis SemuSaveba, romliTac daexmarebodnen aR­

niSnul qveynebs demokratizaciis warmatebiT dasrule­

baSi. aman gamoiwvia debatebis ganaxleba demokratias­

Tan dakavSirebuli iseTi ZiriTadi sakiTxebis Sesaxeb, 

rogoricaa demokratiis arsi (Karl... 1991), demokratiuli 

transformacia da konsolidacia, partiebisa da ideo­

logiebis roli, konstituciuri mowyoba da saarCevno 

sistemebi. udavoa, rom am sakiTxebis umravlesoba ukve 

safuZvlianad iyo Seswavlili, magram axla am debate­

bis Sedegs pirdapiri gavlena hqonda asobiT milioni 

adamianis keTildReobaze. amdenad, bevri Teoriuli va­

raudi, modeli da paradigma xelaxla gansaxilvelad da 

axal TeoriebTan da ideebTan Sesadareblad gamovida 

dRis sinaTleze. 

warmomadgenelTa SesarCevad mravali gza arsebobs, mag­

ram uxeSad SegviZlia maTi or ZiriTad jgufad dayofa: 

proporciuli da pluraluri, anu maJoritaruli siste­

mebi. proporciul arCevnebSi amomrCevlebi xmas aZleven 

partiebs da miRebuli xmebis wili, winaswar gansazR­

vruli formulis gamoyenebiT, aisaxeba am politikuri 

partiis/blokis/koaliciisTvis mopovebuli adgilebis 

raodenobaSi, romelsac es erTeuli arCeviT organoSi 

miiRebs. am meTodis yvelaze farTod gavrcelebuli 

formaa proporciuli daxuruli sia, sadac partiebi 

amomrCevels sTavazoben kandidatebis ranJirebul sias 
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da Tuki partia gadalaxavs saarCevno bariers (aseTis 

arsebobis SemTxvevaSi), es kandidatebi Sesabamisi ri­

giTobiT daikaveben adgils sakanonmdeblo organoSi. 

siis dasawyisSi myofi kandidatebi pirvelebi miiReben 

mandats da ase gagrZeldeba partiisTvis gankuTvnili 

adgilebis srulad gadanawilebamde. am sistemas daxu­

ruli siis sistema ewodeba, radgan amomrCevels ar aqvs 

SesaZlebloba gansazRvros kandidatebis rigiToba – 

arCeuli partiisTvis xmis micemiT, isini aseve eTanxme­

bian partiis mier SeTavazebul kandidatebs da maT 

rigiTobas. proporciuli Ria siis SemTxvevaSi amomr­

Cevlebs saSualeba aqvT Tavad airCion maTi sasurve­

li kandidati SeTavazebuli partiuli siidan. arsebobs 

sxvadasxva tipis Ria siis sistema, romelic erTmane­

Tisgan gansxvavdeba amomrCevlis xelT arsebuli ber­

ketebis raodenobiT, romlis meSveobiTac mas SeuZlia 

gansazRvros kandidatebis rigiToba. aqve aRvniSnavT, 

rom proporciul sistemebSi yvelaze xSirad daxuru­

li siebi gamoiyeneba, Tumca isinic gansxvavdebian ori 

mniSvnelovani maxasiaTebliT. pirveli es aris minimalu­

ri xmebis raodenoba – saarCevno barieri, romelic par­

tiebma arCeviT organoSi adgilebis mosapoveblad unda 

gadalaxon. arseboben qveynebi, romelTac aRniSnuli 

barieri ara aqvT an Zalze dabalia. xolo im qveynebis 

umravlesobaSi, romlebic ufro metad iyeneben am ins­

truments, saarCevno barieri xmis saerTo raodenobis 

3-5%-s Soris meryeobs. zogierT qveyanaSi, rogoricaa 

TurqeTi, minimaluri barieri SesamCnevad ufro maRalia 

da xmebis 10%-s Seadgens. meore, rac proporciul daxu­

rul saarCevno sistemebs erTmaneTisgan ganasxvavebs, 
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saarCevno olqebis zomaa, romelic SeiZleba iyos erTi­

ani da mTel qveyanas moicavdes an regionuli. pirvel 

SemTxvevaSi, qveyana mTlianad miCneulia erT saarCevno 

olqad da adgilebis gadanawileba xdeba partiebis mier 

miRebuli xmebis wilis mixedviT. regionuli propor­

ciuli sistema gulisxmobs erTze met saarCevno olqs, 

sadac xmis wili da Sesabamisi adgilebis raodenoba wi­

naswar gansazRvrul saarCevno regionebSi miRebuli 

xmebis mixedviT gamoiTvleba.

maJoritaruli arCevnebic ramdenime tipisaa. propor­

ciuli sistemisgan gansxvavebiT, maJoritaruli sis­

temis arsebobis pirobebSi, amomrCevlebi xmas aZleven 

individebs da ara partiebs. marTalia, xSir SemTxveva­

Si, es pirovnebebi partiebs warmoadgenen, Tumca for­

malurad, amomrCevlebi irCeven individebs politikuri 

partiebis, blokebis an kartelebis nacvlad. yvelaze 

farTod gavrcelebuli meTodi gulisxmobs arCevnebs, 

sadac kandidatebi ibrZvian erTi adgilis dasakaveblad 

konkretul olqSi. aseT SemTxvevaSi, gamarjvebuli ga­

movlindeba xmebis fardobiTi umravlesobiT an xmebis 

umravlesobiT. pirvel SemTxvevaSi imarjvebs kandidati, 

romelmac miiRo xmaTa umravlesoba (`airCeva pirveli~ 

an FPTP), meore SeTxvevaSi gamarjvebulma kandidatma 

unda miiRos amomrCevelTa xmebis naxevarze meti. aseT 

dros, maJoritaruli sistema, erTmandatiani olqe­

bis SemTxvevaSi, gamarjvebulis dasadgenad arCevnebis 

meore turis Catarebas moiTxovs. zogjer maJoritaru­

li arCevnebi moicavs mravalmandatian olqebs da sa­

kanonmdeblo organoSi erTze meti kandidati airCeva. 

aseT SemTxvevaSi gamoiyeneba xmebis daTvlis sxvadasxva 
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meTodi da amomrCevlebs arCevanis gakeTeba kenWisyris 

Sesabamisi meTodiT SeuZliaT. magaliTad, erTi gada­

cemadi xmis sistemis SemTxvevaSi, amomrCeveli axdens 

kandidatTa rangirebas upiratesobebis mixedviT da mas 

Semdeg, rac pirveli gamarjvebuli kandidati miiRebs 

amomrCevelTa xmebis saWiro raodenobas, misi saarCevno 

biuletenebi gadaunawildeba sxva kandidats, imis mixe­

dviT, Tu vis mianiWa upiratesoba (vin iyo misi meore 

arCevani) saarCevno yuTTan misulma amomrCevelma. sabo­

lood, momdevno kandidati miiRebs xmebis saWiro rao­

denobas da sakanonmdeblo organoSi swored is moxvde­

ba. procesi ganmeordeba manam, sanam yvela adgili ar 

Seivseba. erTi aragadacemadi xmis sistema, meore mxriv, 

Zalian hgavs erTmandatian olqebze Catarebul arCev- 

nebs, im gansxvavebiT, rom am SemTxvevaSi TiToeul 

ubanze, erTis nacvlad, ramdenime adgili modis. maJo­

ritaruli arCevnebis kidev erT saxesxvaobas rogorc 

istoriulad, aseve Tanamedrove msoflioSi, iseTi forma 

warmoadgens, sadac amomrCevels erTis nacvlad ramde­

nime xma aqvs. aseT SemTxvevebSi amomrCevels SeuZlia, 

erT kandidats erTze meti xma misces (kumulaciuri) an 

SezRudos xmis raodenoba (SezRuduli) (Shepsle... 1997). 

mravalmandatiani da msgavsi kenWisyris meTodebi sak­

maod rTulia da amitomac ar aris iseTi gavrcelebu­

li, rogorc erTmandatiani. im qveynebis umravlesoba, 

romlebic maJoritarul sistemas iyeneben, swored am 

ukanaskneli meTodiT sargebloben.

saarCevno sistemebis gavlena politikur sistemaze pir­

velad safuZvlianad ganixila frangma politologma 

moris duverJem Tavis naSromSi `politikuri partiebi~, 
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romelic 1951 wels gamoqveynda. duverJe amtkicebda, 

rom erTmandatiani pluraluri saarCevno sistema, sadac 

gamarjvebuli ganisazRvreba xmaTa ubralo umravleso­

biT, iwvevs orpartiuli sistemis formirebas, xolo 

proporciuli sistema da maJoritaruli saarCevno sis­

tema (sadac gamarjvebulma monawileTa xmebis 50%-ze 

meti unda miiRos) xels uwyobs orze meti partiis arse­

bobas mocemul politikur sistemaSi. duverJe ufro 

darwmunebuli iyo misi argumentis pirvel nawilSi, ro­

melsac SemdgomSi `duverJes kanoni~ ewoda, xolo meore 

nawili SedarebiT ufro frTxilad hqonda Camoyalibe­

buli da Sesabamisad, is `duverJes hipoTezis~ saxeliT 

aris cnobili (Riker 2003). `duverJes kanonis~ gamamyare­

beli argumenti efuZneba or urTierTdakavSirebul me­

qanizms: meqanikur da fsiqologiur efeqts. meqanikuri 

efeqti amoqmeddeba, radgan gamarjvebulis gamovle­

nis meqanizmi umciresobebis sakanonmdeblo organoeb­

Si warmomadgenlobis kidev ufro SezRudvas iwvevs. es 

meqanizmi patara partiebs naklebad konkurentunarians 

xdis da kidev ufro aZlierebs ZiriTadi partiebis gav­

lenas. erTmandatiani pluraluri arCevnebis fsiqo­

logiuri Sedegebi ufro Rrmaa, magram debatebi maTi 

universalurobis Sesaxeb jer kidev mimdinareobs. es 

Sedegebi SeiZleba gamowveuli iyos arCevnebis rogorc 

moTxovnis, aseve miwodebis mxareebis gaTvaliswinebiT. 

moTxovnis mxriv amomrCevlebs eqmnebaT motivacia, gaa­

keTon strategiuli arCevani – isini xmas miscemen ara 

aucileblad maTTvis yvelaze sasurvel kandidats, ara­

med im partiis warmomadgenels, romelsac aqvs mogebis 

gonivruli Sansi da am kriteriumiT sxvebze upiratesia. 
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miwodebis mxriv patara partiebs naklebi stimuli aqvT 

konkurenciis gasawevad, radgan qveynis masStabiT war­

matebis mopovebis Sansebi didi partiebis mxaresaa. maT 

aseve aqvT naklebi materialuri SesaZlebloba, radgan 

kerZo pirebi da biznesis warmomadgenlebi uars ityvian 

maTi aqtivobebisa da kampaniebis dafinansebaze imave 

mizezis gamo. am efeqtebis erToblivi zemoqmedeba gana­

pirobebs imas, rom arCevnebis Sedegad erovnul doneze 

ori dominanti partia ikveTeba, rasac Tavisi safuZveli 

aqvs – arCevnebis 3-4 ciklis Semdeg amomrCevlebi acno­

biereben, rom maSinac ki, roca adgilobriv doneze me­

same partiis warmomadgeneli imarjvebs, mas ar SeuZlia 

mniSvnelovani politikuri gavlena iqonios erovnul 

doneze, radgan naklebad savaraudoa, rom misi partia 

umravlesobaSi iqneba. unda aRiniSnos, rom wminda saxiT 

orpartiuli sistema ukiduresad iSviaTia, magram `du­

verJes kanoni~ sworad asaxavs tendencias orpartiul 

dominantur sistemis Camoyalibebis TvalsazrisiT. 

proporciuli sistema Zalze patara partiebsac aZlevs 

warmomadgenlobis yolis SesaZleblobas, Tuki saarCe­

vno barieri ar arsebobs. aqedan gamomdinare, am tipis 

arCevnebi mravalpartiuli sistemis Seqmnas ufro me­

tad uwyobs xels. duverJes ideebma udidesi yuradReba 

miipyro, radgan misma naSromma interesi aRZra im po­

litikur partiebSi, romlebic aTwleulebis ganmavlo­

baSi pasiurebi iyvnen. mas Semdeg, rac robert miqel­

sis `politikuri partiebi~ 1911 wels pirvelad gamo­

qveynda, zogierTi kritikosi aRniSnavda im empiriul 

SemTxvevebs, romlebic Teorias ewinaaRmdegebodnen, 

sxvebi alternatiul axsna-ganmartebebs iZleodnen an 
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Riad uaryofdnen jgufis upiratesobebis Seswavlis Se­

saZleblobas racionaluri arCevanis Teoriis mixedviT 

(Cox 2007: 11).

Teoriuli kritika scdeba `duverJes hipoTezas~. aq Se­

iZleba gamoiyos ori ZiriTadi mimarTuleba. pirveli 

aCvenebs individis racionaluri arCevanis jgufur saer­

To arCevanSi gadaTargmnis SeuZleblobas konkretul 

SemTxvevebSi, magaliTad, rogoric aris `kondorses pa­

radoqsi~, da aqedan gamomdinare, uaryofs jgufebis ra­

cionaluri qcevis cnebas. es, Tavis mxriv, gulisxmobs, 

rom jgufebs Soris upiratesobis formirebis safuZve­

li arasworia. aqedan gamomdinare, saarCevno sistemebi 

an sxva instituciebi da mowyobebi ver iqneba miCneuli 

jgufis qcevis swor ganmsazRvrelad (Cox 2007: 12-13). 

politologebis umetesoba, rogorc mosalodnelia, am 

mosazrebas uaryofs; misi miReba gamoiwvevda aRniSnu­

li Temebis srul Camocilebas akademiuri kvlevidan 

ara mxolod politikur mecnierebaSi, aramed saerTod, 

socialur mecnierebaSic. Tumca, aseve arsebobs vrce­

li mimdinareoba, romelsac safuZveli seimor lipsetma 

Cauyara da romelic, saarCevno sistemis nacvlad, poli­

tikuri partiis sistemis Camoyalibebis pirvelad mize­

zad sazogadoebriv faqtorebs ganixilavs (Lipset 2017). 

am mosazrebis Tanaxmad, sxvadasxva faqtori, rogori­

caa socialuri dayofa, istoria, tradicia, politiku­

ri kultura da ekonomikuri struqtura, ganapirobebs 

ara marto partiis konkurentunarianobas, aramed saar­

Cevno sistemis bunebasac. sxva sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, 

es mravalferovani faqtorebi gamoixateba konkretul 

saarCevno mowyobaSi da ara piriqiT. miuxedavad amisa, 
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arseboben mecnierebi, romlebsac miaCniaT, rom sazoga­

doebrivi mocemulobebi da saarCevno sistema Tanabrad 

axdens gavlenas erTmaneTze; mxolod konkretuli 

SemTxvevis analizis Sedegad SeiZleba ganisazRvros, 

Tu romeli faqtori SeiZleba aRmoCndes ganmsazRvre­

li. aseTi midgoma, ra Tqma unda, ufro axlosaa realo- 

basTan, magram Cveulebriv, mas, rogorc Teoriul sa­

xelmZRvanelo models, simkveTre aklia, radgan konkre­

tuli Sedegebis prognozirebis procesSi, bevri faqtis 

Semotanas bundovanebac sdevs Tan.

miuxedavad amisa, rogorc wina diskusiidan Cans, poli­

tikuri sistemebis mkvlevarTa umetesoba Tanxmdeba, rom 

saarCevno sistema mniSvnelovan rols asrulebs poli­

tikuri sazogadoebis konkretuli tipis Camoyalibeba­

ze, romelic gamoxatulia partiebis raodenobiT, maTi 

struqturiT, stabilurobiT, ideologiuri konkuren­

ciis bunebiT da zogadad, im politikuri konkurenciiT, 

romelic mocemul politikur garemoSi dominirebs. 

mkvlevarTa uTanxmoeba didwilad exeba gavlenis dones, 

rac saarCevno sistemas aqvs politikur sazogadoebaze, 

konkretuli garemoebebis gaTvaliswinebiT. 

orpartiuli da mravalpartiuli sistemebis arsisa 
da gavlenis Sedareba 

mas Semdeg, rac ganvixileT ZiriTadi argumentebi, rom­

lebic ukavSirdeba saarCevno sistemis gavlenas konkre­

tulad, partiis formirebasa da zogadad, politikur 
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sazogadoebaze, mniSvnelovania vnaxoT, Tu rogor Se­

iZleba politikuri sazogadoebis sxvadasxva modelis 

warmoSoba gansxvavebuli saarCevno sistemebis gziT. 

aseTi analizis mizania davinaxoT, Tu rogor aZlierebs 

demokratiuli mTavrobisa da misi liberaluri Rire­

bulebebis idealebs TiToeuli politikuri kultura 

da institucia, romelsac is ayalibebs. 

demokratia abraam linkolnis mier ganisazRvreba, ro­

gorc mmarTveloba, romelic modis `xalxisgan, xor­

cieldeba xalxis mier, xalxisTvis~. es gancxadeba Cvens 

yuradRebas amaxvilebs im yvelaze fundamentur ele­

mentebze, romelic demokratias Rirebulebas sZens. 

Tumca, vinaidan SeuZlebelia adamianebma pirdapiri 

gziT marTon Tanamedrove saxelmwifo, Tanamedrove 

samyaroSi demokratia gvTavazobs garkveuli saxis war­

momadgenlobiTobas, da swored aq asrulebs arCevnebi 

Seucvlel rols. warmomadgenlobas ormagi mizani aqvs: 

pirveli – man unda uzrunvelyos, rom xalxis xma is­

modes da sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis mowyobasTan da­

kavSirebuli maTi ideebi sinamdviled iqces da meore 

– mTavrobam sargebeli unda misces xalxs, anu arsebob­

des xalxisTvis. es ori mizani zogjer ewinaaRmdegeba 

erTmaneTs, radgan sazogadoebrivi azri xSirad ixreba 

ararealisturi, moklevadiani xedvisa da politikisken, 

romelTa implementaciac saerTo keTildReobas safr­

Txes uqmnis. es diqotomia metad gamoixateba maJorita­

rul arCevnebSi, radgan am SemTxvevaSi kavSiri amomr­

Cevelsa da maT mier arCeul warmomadgenels Soris 

ufro pirdapiria. amas ganapirobebs is, rom arCeuli 

warmomadgenlebi xelisuflebaSi yofnisas Tavs ufro 
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valdebulad grZnoben, Seasrulon sakuTari kampaniis 

msvlelobisas gacemuli dapirebebi, radgan maJorita­

ruli saarCevno sistema, Cveulebriv, erTpartiul mmar­

Tvelobas ayalibebs. amrigad, xelisuflebisTvis ufro 

rTuli xdeba micemuli pirobebidan gadaxra, radgan am 

SemTxvevaSi braleuloba nawildeba koaliciur politi­

kasa da partniorebze, radgan maT, Cveulebriv, ar uwevT 

Zalauflebis sxvasTan gaziareba, swored amitomac 

ufro logikuria, upirveles yovlisa, Sefasdes maJo­

ritaruli saarCevno modelis potenciuri sargebeli da 

xarvezebi, gansakuTrebiT maSin, Tuki gaviTvaliswinebT, 

rom istoriuli TvalsazrisiT am tipis arCevnebi win 

uZRoda proporciuli arCevnebis sistemas, romelic 

mogvianebiT SemoiRes wina sistemis negatiuri gavlenis 

gamosasworeblad. 

maJoritaruli arCevnebis yvelaze xelSesaxebi demokra­

tiuli xibli isaa, rom igi uzrunvelyofs pirdapir kav­

Sirs xalxsa da mis warmomadgenels Soris. Sesabamisad, 

arCeuli Tanamdebobis piris angariSvaldebulebac ufro 

sagrZnobia. meore mxriv, SesaZloa, angariSgebas sxva 

konteqstSi Zalian gansxvavebuli mniSvneloba hqondes. 

politikuri konkurenciis tipis mixedviT, amomrCevel­

sa da maT warmomadgenels Soris kavSirebi SeiZleba 

efuZnebodes ideologiur, racionalur an klientelis­

tur safuZvlebs. rTulia imis danaxva, Tu ratom Se­

iZleba iyos es ukanaskneli maxasiaTebeli demokratiu­

li ganviTarebisTvis mniSvnelovani wvlili. maJorita­

ruli arCevnebis meore efeqti aris is, rom warmomad­

geneli amomrCevlis mimarT ufro met pasuxismgeblobas 

grZnobs, vidre partiis mimarT, swored amitom xalxis 
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xmas aseT SemTxvevebSi ufro meti wona aqvs. mesame efeq­

ti isaa, rom ufro meti yuradReba eqceva adgilobrivi 

mosaxleobis saWiroebebs, radgan warmomadgeneli, upir­

veles yovlisa, angariSvaldebulia im olqis mosaxleo­

bis winaSe, sadac airCies. Sesabamisad, ikveTeba interes­

Ta mravalferovneba, romelic dafuZnebulia sxvadasxva 

eTnikuri da/an religiis amomrCevelTa geografiul ga­

nawilebaze. es aris is dauyovnebeli gavlena, rac maJo­

ritarul arCevnebs aqvs individualuri olqis doneze. 

qveynis masStabis an kombinirebuli efeqti did gavle­

nas axdens politikuri sazogadoebisa da kulturis ti­

pis gansazRvraze. rogorc es meTodi zRudavs partie­

bis zrdas meqanikuri da fsiqologiuri zemoqmedebis 

gamo, zemoT aRwerili sistema mxars uWers orpartiul 

konkurencias, sadac ori mxare gadamwyvet rols as­

rulebs. es ar niSnavs imas, rom arCevnebis yvela cikl­

Si erTi da igive ori partia ibrZvis, magram nebismier 

arCevnebze ori partia dominirebs. movlenebis aseTi 

ganviTareba iwvevs erTpartiuli mmarTvelobis ufro 

met SemTxvevas, rac mmarTvelobis efeqtianobas zrdis. 

swored es aris mTavari argumenti maTTvis, vinc mxars 

uWers ganviTarebul demokratiul qveynebSi maJorita­

rul arCevnebs; amavdroulad, ganviTarebad demokra­

tiebSi an gardamaval reJimebSi amomrCevlebTan pir­

dapiri angariSvaldebulebis argumenti ufro xSirad 

aris gamoyenebuli, rogorc es saqarTvelos SemTxveva­

Si xdeba. individualuri angariSvaldebuleba martivad 

gadaiTargmneba zogadze, radgan erTpartiuli wesis 

Tanaxmad, moqalaqeebma zustad ician, Tu vin unda daa­

danaSaulon, vis daakisron brali an vin Seaqon mTavro­
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bis mier Sesrulebuli saqmisTvis. es procesi rTulde­

ba, roca mTavroba erTze meti partiisgan Sedgeba. am 

sistemis meore dadebiTi saerTo efeqti isaa (Putnam 

2000: 23), rom mas, piradi sargeblis nacvlad, SeuZlia 

Seasrulos Suamavlis roli politikur sazogadoebaSi, 

sadac sxvadasxva socialuri, eTnikuri da religiuri 

jgufebi erTiandebian or msxvil politikur partiad, 

radgan patara partiis brZola gamarjvebisTvis uaR­

resad araefeqtiania. putnemis da maTi azriT, vinc am 

arguments iziarebs, Suamavloba afarToebs monawileTa 

xedvas da acnobs maT sxva monawileebis damokidebule­

bebs, rac sazogadoebis gansxvavebul jgufebs Soris 

met urTierTgagebas uwyobs xels.

maJoritaruli saarCevno sistemis uaryofiTi Sedege­

bi didwilad ukve aRwerili dadebiTi argumentebis 

sapirispiros warmoadgens. amrigad, pirdapiri kavSi­

ri arCeul kandidatsa da amomrCevels Soris SeiZleba 

efuZnebodes saerTo mizniT gansazRvrul konkretul 

interesebs. amavdroulad, arCeuli kandidati advilad 

veRar eqvemdebareba partiul sanqciebs, radgan misi 

sakanonmdeblo organoSi yofna uSualod miRebul xme­

bzea damokidebuli da ara partiis xelmZRvanelobis 

keTilganwyobaze. marTalia, partiis xelmZRvanelo­

bis interesebis gauTvaliswineblad parlamentis rigi­

Ti wevri mxolod mciredis gakeTebas SeZlebs, magram, 

radgan imave partiis yvela wevri analogiuri princi­

piT irCeva, izrdeba albaToba, rom mTavroba saxelmwi­

fo biujets xmebis mopovebisken mimarTul proeqtebSi 

daxarjavs. meore, politikuri, ekonomikuri, socialu­

ri an/da kulturuli umciresobebis jgufebi naklebad 
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arian warmodgenili, gansakuTrebiT im SemTxvevaSi, Tu 

isini ar arian geografiulad koncentrirebuli. mesame, 

istoriulad mowyvladi jgufebi, rogorebicaa qalebi, 

eTnikuri da religiuri umciresobebi, agreTve nakle­

bad arian warmodgenilni. es ganpirobebulia imiT, rom 

sistema xels uwyobs ufro Zliers, radgan sanacvlod 

jildovdeba principiT – `gamarjvebuli iRebs yvela­

fers~. zogadi gavlenac imave logikas misdevs; maJo­

ritaruli arCevnebi, romelic orpartiul sistemasa 

da erTpartiul mTavrobas ayalibebs, da zrdis xeli­

suflebis efeqtianobas, amcirebs warmomadgenlobas, 

radgan bevri jgufi ver laxavs winaRobas – yvelaferi 

gamarjvebuls ergeba. maJoritaruli pluraluri erT­

mandatiani da proporciuli daxuruli siis saarCevno 

sistemebs Soris Tanabari upiratesobis Sesaxeb arsebu­

li kamaTis ZiriTad azrs swored efeqturobisa da war­

momadgenlobis Tanabari sazomi warmoadgens. Sesabami­

sad, umciresobaTa warmomadgenlebis ararseboba qmnis 

risks, rom sistemis mier daCagruli jgufebi Tavisi 

interesebis realizebisTvis gamoiyeneben arakonstitu­

ciur gzebs, magaliTad, daumorCileblobis kampaniebs, 

terorizmsa da ajanyebas. erTpartiuli mmarTveloba, 

romelic, erTi mxriv, SeiZleba iyos stabilurobisa da 

mTavrobis simtkicis garanti, amavdroulad, SesaZloa 

safuZvels uqmnides e. w. `arCeviT diqtaturas~ (Norris 

2004: 69), roca arCeuli kandidati/politikuri Zala ar 

iTvaliswinebs opoziciis kritikas an sazogadoebriv 

protests misi samoqmedo vadis dasrulebamde.

amdenad, proporciuli arCevnebi ayalibebs mravalpar­

tiul sistemas da xSirad – koaliciur mTavrobas. Se­
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degad, uzrunvelyofilia mcire jgufebis CarTulo­

bac ki, rac am saarCevno sistemis ZiriTadi dadebiTi 

efeqtia. aravin rCeba politikuri procesis miRma da 

koaliciuri mTavroba sargebels xedavs konsensusSi, 

da ara poziciebis brZolaSi, rogorc es maJoritaru­

li orpartiuli mmarTvelobis dros xdeba. amave dros, 

rogorc empiriuli monacemebi da Teoria aCvenebs, koa­

liciuri mTavrobebi ufro arastabiluria da mTavroba 

Tavis qmedebebSi ufro metad SezRudulia. aqedan ga­

momdinare, mkveTri politikuri cvlilebebis gatare­

ba, maSinac ki, roca es aucilebelia, TiTqmis SeuZle­

belia. zemoT xsenebulis safuZvels warmoadgens is, 

rom koaliciebSi yvela partniors aqvs sakuTari dRis 

wesrigi da hyavs amomrCeveli, romlis gulic unda moi­

gos. aqedan gamomdinare, garkveul sakiTxebze kompro­

misis miRweva sakmaod kompleqsur midgomas moiTxovs, 

rasac, Cveulebriv, didi dro sWirdeba; maSinac ki, 

roca SeTanxmeba miRweulia, es naklebad mniSvnelova­

ni sakiTxia, radgan koaliciis wevrebi cdiloben, rac 

SeiZleba mcire daTmobaze wavidnen da am gziT Seinar­

Cunon TavianTi amomrCevlebis mxardaWera momaval ar­

CevnebSi. koaliciur mTavrobebs axasiaTebT ara marto 

arastabilurobisa da simtkicis deficiti, aramed isini 

ganicdian angariSvaldebulebis difuziasac; mTavrobis 

araswori qmedebisTvis amomrCevels uWirs koaliciis 

monawile konkretuli partiis dadanaSauleba, radgan 

am SemTxvevaSi partiebi pasuxismgeblobas iziareben da 

erT politikur partias SeuZlia yovelTvis amtkicos, 

rom Sedegi ukeTesi iqneboda, rom ara sxva koaliciu­

ri partniorebis interesebis gaTvaliswineba. garda 
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amisa, proporciuli sistemis dros politikis Sesaxeb 

debatebi sajaro da gamWvirvalea, radgan politikuri 

partiebi ibrZvian erTmaneTis mxardasaWerad da amav­

droulad, cdiloben sakuTari interesebis Sesabamisad 

Secvalon sazogadoebrivi azri. maJoritarul sisteme­

bSi es debatebi imarTeba gamarjvebuli partiis SigniT, 

rac farTo sazogadoebisTvis Znelad dasanaxia. pro­

porciuli sistema mxars uWers socialurad aradomi­

nant jgufebs, rogoricaa qalebi, eTnikuri, religiuri 

an/da kulturuli umciresobebi. proporciuli siste­

ma aseve gulisxmobs amomrCevelTa umaRlesi aqtivobis 

waxalisebasac, Sesabamisad, demokratiuli procesis 

monawile xdeba meti moaqalaqe, radgan sistema xels 

uwobs im jgufebsac ki, romlebic mxars mcire partie­

bs uWeren sakanonmdeblo organoSi adgilebis dasakave­

blad (Lijphart 1996: 170). maJoritarul sistemaSi, patara 

partiebis ramdenime mxardamWeri mainc aaridebs Tavs, 

mxari dauWiros ori ZiriTadi kandidatidan erT-erTs 

da, Sesabamisad, ar miiRos arCevnebSi monawileoba. 

rogorc argumentebi da maTgan gamomdinare logika 

gviCvenebs, pluraluri erTmandatiani da proporciu­

li daxuruli siis saarCevno sistemebi erTmaneTis sa­

pirispiroa; erTis dadebiTi mxare warmoadgens meoris 

uaryofiT gavlenas da piriqiT. 

swored amitom, gasuli saukunis 90-iani wlebSi demokra­

tiulma qveynebma, romlebic socialisturi blokis na­

wili iyvnen, gadawyvites, orive samyarosgan saukeTeso 

aeRoT da moexdinaT e. w. Sereuli an paraleluri saar­

Cevno sistemis institucionalizacia, romlis fargleb­
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Sic sakanonmdeblo organos garkveuli nawili airCeva 

umravlesobis mier, xolo meore – proporciuli meTo­

dis gamoyenebiT (Inter-Parliamentary Union 2018). Sedegebi 

gansxvavebuli iyo da zogierTi damkvirveblis mtkice­

biT, es mcdeloba sinamdvileSi warmoadgenda orive sis­

temidan yvelaze cudis aRebas. sabolood, im qveynebis 

umetesobam, romlebmac warmatebiT daasrules demokra­

tiisken tranzicia, TandaTanobiT Seicvales saarCev­

no sistema srulad proporciulisken. xolo qveynebis 

meore nawilis didi umravlesoba, romelmac es ase ar 

gaakeTa, jer kidev rCeba rux zonaSi an avtoritarul 

qveynad iqca (O’Neil 2013: 153).

orpartiuli da mravalpartiuli sistemebis gansxva- 
vebuli politikuri kultura

proporciul daxurul siebs da pluralur erTmanda­

tian arCevnebs demokratiuli sistemebi sxvadasxva po­

litikuri idealisken mihyavs, pirveli uzrunvelyofs 

sazogadoebrivi jgufebisa da interesebis saTanado 

warmomadgenlobas, xolo ukanaskneli – arsebuli mmar­

Tvelobis efeqtianobas. orive mniSvnelovania da, ro­

gorc gamocdilebidan Cans, maT Soris arCevanis gakeTe­

bisas aucilebelia arsebuli konteqstis gaTvaliswineba. 

arend lipartma Tavis naSromSi `demokratiis nimuSebis 

Sesaxeb~ Seiswavla 36 arsebuli demokratia da gaanawila 

isini or jgufad, orpartiuli da mravalpartiuli sis­

temis mixedviT. im aT kriteriumze dayrdnobiT, rome­

lic man gamoiyena partiebis politikuri gavlenis Sesa­



bakur kvaSilava

66

faseblad, pirvelma jgufma gamoavlina demokratiuli 

mmarTvelobis urTierTdapirispirebuli, xolo meorem 

– konsensualuri forma (Lijphart 2012).

karli da Smiteri TavianT mokle, magram mniSvnelovan 

statiaSi: `ra aris, da ar aris demokratia~ – aRweren 

demokratiis am or zogad tips (Karl... 1991). maJoritaru­

li demokratia mWidrod ukavSirdeba erTpartiul mTav­

robas, Zalauflebis koncentracias, erTian saxelmwi­

fosa da Zlier aRmasrulebels, xolo proporciuli 

sistema qmnis konsensusze dafuZnebul politikas ufro 

Zlieri sakanonmdeblo xelisuflebiTa da federaluri 

saxelmwifoTi. pirvel SemTxvevaSi, politikuri proce­

si ganisazRvreba konkurenciiT, xolo meoreSi, mraval 

politikur subieqts Soris saerTo SeTanxmebis moZeb­

nis aucileblobiT.

demokratizaciis mesame talRam politikur arenaze 

bevri axali demokratia gamoiyvana da empiriulma mo­

nacemebma aCvena, rom zog SemTxvevaSi ori sistemis sa­

varaudo efeqti molodinebis Sesabamisad ar moqmedeb­

da. gamodis, rom axal demokratiaSi maJoritaruli ar­

Cevnebi ar iwvevs ori partiis dominirebuli sistemis 

warmoqmnas (Moser... 2012: 9-10). amis mizezi unda yofi­

liyo am qveynebSi susti institucionalizebuli po­

litikuri partiebis arseboba – Tuki partiebi susti 

aRmoCndebian, isini ver SeZleben maJoritaruli siste­

misgan saukeTesos miRebas, radgan maTi wardgena yvela 

saarCevno olqSi nakleb savaraudoa (Sartori 2003: 67-68). 

am SemTxvevaSi pluralizmis formulam SesaZloa ufro 

metad gamoiwvios partiebis proliferacia, vidre pro­

porciulma meTodma.
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saqarTvelos magaliTi

1995 wlidan saqarTvelo iyenebda rogorc maJoritarul, 

aseve proporciul saarCevno models, romelic cnobi­

lia, rogorc paraleluri sistema, sadac amomrCevels 

ori xmis micema SeuZlia, erTi – partiisTvis da meore 

– raionuli warmomadgenlisTvis. am dros demokratiza­

ciis procesi dasrulebuli ar aris da miuxedavad imisa, 

rom politikurma viTarebam ukve ramdenjerme miaRwia 

`Freedom House~-is indeqsis zRvrul qulas, barieri, ro­

melic ganasxvavebs nawilobriv Tavisufal qveynebs Ta­

visufali qveynebisgan, ar gadalaxula.

1995 wlidan 6 saparlamento arCevnebi Catarda da yve­

la maTgani erTpartiuli mmarTvelobiT dasrulda. 

politikuri partiebis sistema yovel jerze sustad 

institucionalizebuli da naklebad diversificire­

buli rCeboda. saqarTveloSi 250-ze meti politikuri 

partiaa registrirebuli, magram maTgan mxolod ori 

aTeulia aqtiuri. miuxedavad amisa, Sedegs ar mogvitans 

qarTuli partiuli sistemis kategorizacia, romelic 

ocze met partias moicavs, radgan maT umravlesobas 

arasodes mouxdenia raime mniSvnelovani gavlena poli­

tikaze. aseTi garemoebebis gaTvaliswinebiT, SemuSavda 

ramdenime kriteriumi, romelic jer kidev farTod ga­

moiyeneba. amdenad, sartoris TqmiT, es kvalificirde­

ba, rogorc dominanturi partiis sistema, aqedan ga­

momdinare, arCeul kandidats `...Tanmimdevrulad mxars 

uWers amomrCevelTa umravlesoba (absoluturi umrav­

lesoba). aqedan gamomdinareobs is, rom predominantur 

mxares SeuZlia nebismier dros dakargos dominanturi 
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mdgomareoba. roca es moxdeba, ...paterni xelaxla dam­

kvidrdeba (Sartori 2005: 245)~. garda amisa, laaksos da 

taageperas efeqturi partiebis raodenobis (ENP) indeq­

sis gamoyenebiT (Laakso... 1979: 3-27) SegviZlia davadgi­

noT, rom mocemul periodSi qveyanaSi efeqturi par­

tiebis saSualo maCvenebeli iyo 4-dan 1.5-mde, saSualod 

2-ze odnav meti. orive es midgoma miznad isaxavs gasc­

des daregistrirebuli partiebis ubralo aRricxvas da 

gaaanalizos is partiebi, romlebic mniSvnelovan gavle­

nas axdenen politikur cxovrebaze.

am droisTvis partiebi sust da arastabilur organiza­

ciebad rCebian. realurad, yvela partia, romelic arCe­

vnebSi damarcxda, wyvetda arsebobas, garda 2012 wlis 

SemTxvevisa, roca xelisufleba Seicvala. ufro metic, 

partiebi, romlebic tovebdnen koalicias, swrafad kar­

gavdnen gavlenas, xmebs da adgilebs. aseTi tendencie­

bi saukeTesod izomeba partiebis arastabilurobis in­

deqsiT, romelic pedersonma SeimuSava (Pedersen 1979). 

es indeqsi zomavs politikuri partiis stabilurobas 

partiebis warmomadgenlobis cvlilebis Sefasebis sa­

fuZvelze erTi mowvevis sakanonmdeblo organodan me­

oremde. amrigad, sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, partiebis ara­

stabilurobis indeqsi zomavs politikuri partiebis 

warmomadgenlobas sxvadasxva saarCevno ciklSi. mona­

cemebis Tanaxmad, 1995 wlidan saqarTveloSi partiis 

meryeobis indeqsi wamoadgenda saSualod 48%-s, rac 

regionSi arsebuli axali demokratiis saSualo maCvene­

blebze gacilebiT maRalia. mocemuli ricxvebis mniSv­

neloba aSkara xdeba, Tuki aRvniSnavT, rom es yovel 

momdevno arCevnebSi politikuri partiebis naxevaris 

gauCinarebas niSnavs.
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arsebobs kidev erTi kriteriumi, romlis ganxilvac Cve­

ni raodenobrivi Sefasebis srulyofisTvis aucilebe­

lia: qarTuli partiis sistema saarCevno dizainis gav­

lenis mxriv – galaheris indeqsi (Powell 2000: 28) – rome­

lic zomavs disproporciis dones xmebisa da SerCeuli 

saarCevno formulis mixedviT ganawilebul adgilebs 

Soris. aq vxedavT, rom 2012 wlis saparlamento arCev­

nebTan SedarebiT, es maCvenebeli Zalian maRalia. maga­

liTad, 2016 wlis saparlamento arCevnebis maCvenebeli 

gaxldaT 20.82, rac 30%-iT ufro maRalia, vidre maJori­

taruli arCevnebis Sedegad warmoqmnili disproporcie­

bi. Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, rom pauelis monacemebis Ta­

naxmad, am ukanasknels ufro maRali disproporciuli 

qulebi aqvs, amgvari gansxvavebis masStaburoba ufro 

aSkara xdeba.

imavdroulad, rogorc empiriuli monacemebi aCvenebs, 

socialurad upiratesobis armqone jgufebis warmomad­

genloba, maT Soris, qalebis warmomadgenloba saqarT­

velos kanonmdeblobaSi, evropis demokratiul qveyneb­

Tan mniSvnelovnad dabalia (Inter-Parliamentary Union 2018). 

analizi da rekomendaciebi

is, rom saarCevno sistema mniSvnelovania saqarTveloSi 

partiebis ganviTarebisa da SemdgomSi maTi warmatebu­

li demokratizaciisTvis, dadasturebulia saarCevno 

reformasTan dakavSirebuli dausrulebeli debatebiT 

xelisuflebasa da opozicias Soris, romelic 2007 wels 
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daiwyo da dRemde mimdinareobs. partiebis susti ins­

titucionalizacia, sajaro dawesebulebebSi ndobis da­

bali done, Zalian mcire saSualo klasi, umuSevrobis 

maRali maCvenebeli, msxvili sajaro seqtori da erT­

partiuli dominirebis tradicia iwvevs Semowmebebisa 

da kontrolis meqanizmebis dasustebas sakanonmdeblo 

da sasamarTlo xelisuflebis nawilisTvis. es yovelive 

mianiSnebs imaze, rom qveynis warmatebuli demokratiza­

cia damokidebulia iseT reformaTa kompleqtze, rome­

lic gaaZlierebs politikur asparezze myof sust mo­

nawileebs. saarCevno reforma ki erT-erTi umTavresi 

komponentia, romelmac SeiZleba xeli Seuwyos am miznis 

miRwevas.

rogorc adre aRvniSneT, arCevnebi da saarCevno refor­

mebi wlebis ganmavlobaSi warmoadgenda erT-erT um­

Tavres sakiTxs politikuri dapirispirebisTvis moqmed 

saxelisuflebo da opoziciur partiebs Soris. faqto­

brivad, mixeil saakaSvilis mTavrobasTan dakavSirebu­

li ZiriTadi saprotesto talRa, romlis kulminaciad 

noembris masobrivi saprotesto gamosvlebi, opoziciu­

ri telekompania `imedis~ iZulebiTi daxurva, prezident 

saakaSvilis gadadgoma da 2008 wlis ianvris riggareSe 

saprezidento arCevnebi mohyva, daiwyo mTavrobis mier 

saprezidento da saparlamento arCevnebis erTdrou­

lad Catarebis gadawyvetilebis gamo, nacvlad cal-

calke Catarebisa, rogorc es Tavdapirvelad iyo dageg­

mili. mTavrobam es gadawyvetileba sajaro resursebis 

dazogvis surviliT ganmarta, xolo opoziciis mxridan 

gamoiTqva SiSi imisa, rom ori arCevnebis erTdroulad 

Catareba gazrdida saparlamento arCevnebSi `erTia­
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ni nacionaluri moZraobis~ (enm – mmarTveli partiis) 

warmatebis Sansebs. amgvari efeqti marTlac mosalod­

nelia zogi mecnieris azriT, romlebic amtkiceben, rom 

naxevrad saprezidento an saprezidento sistemebSi aR­

masrulebeli xmis floba sakanonmdeblo xmis flobasac 

aRniSnavs (Shugart... 2008). Tanmdevi dramatuli procesebi 

da Sedegebi, ra Tqma unda, ganpirobebuli iyo sxvadasxva 

faqtoriT, maT Soris mTavrobis Seusabamo reagirebiT; 

magram, mainc, saprotesto aqciebis mTavar mizezs saar­

Cevno sakiTxebi warmoadgenda.

analogiurad, 2010 wels 8 opoziciuri partia gaerTianda 

mTavrobis winaaRmdeg da saarCevno reforma moiTxova. 

maT 4 oqtombers erToblivi winadadeba warudgines `er­

Tian nacionalur moZraobas~. winadadeba miznad isaxav­

da erTmandatiani olqebis gauqmebas da mis Canacvlebas 

regionuli proporciuli siebiT. ufro konkretulad, 

radgan saqarTvelos parlamenti Sedgeba paralelu­

ri xmis micemis sistemiT arCeuli 150 wevrisgan, sadac 

naxevari (amJamad 73) maJoritaruli wesiT aris arCeu­

li da meore naxevari – daxuruli siebis proporciuli 

sistemiT, warmodgenili winadadebis mixedviT cvlile­

ba mxolod pirvel naxevarSi myof adgilebs Seexebo­

da da isini zemoT aRniSnuli regionuli proporciu­

li siebiT Canacvldebodnen (civil.ge 2018). winadadeba ar 

miiRes, radgan koaliciis wevrTa Soris azrTa Sejereba 

ver moxerxda. miuxedavad amisa, opoziciam garkveuli 

sargebeli miiRo, radgan sajaro dafinansebis kanoni 

Seicvala da barieri 7%-dan 5%-mde Semcirda.

saarCevno reformaze saubari 2012 wlis saparlamen­

to arCevnebSi `qarTuli ocnebis~ gamarjvebisa da xe­
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lisuflebaSi mosvlis Semdegac gagrZelda. 2016 wlis 

saparlamento arCevnebisTvis opoziciurma partiebma 

moiTxoves saarCevno reformis Catareba imave pirobeb­

Si, rogorc 2010 wlis winadadebaSi iyo wardgenili. am 

SemTxvevaSi situacia ufro gamwvavda maJoritaruli 

olqebis sididis uTanasworobis gamo da veneciis komi­

siam rekomendacia gasca, aRmofxvriliyo xarvezi, ro­

melic gavlenas axdenda moqalaqeTa warmomadgenlobis 

samarTlianobaze. amave dros, saqarTvelos sakonsti­

tucio sasamarTlom 28 maisis dadgenilebis mixedviT, 

maJoritarul olqebSi disbalansi arakonstituciurad 

cno da ganacxada, rom es yovelive arCevnebis samarT­

lianad Catarebas xels uSlida. mmarTvelma gundma 

(`qarTuli ocneba~) gadawyvita sasamarTlos gadawyve­

tilebis dacva da maJoritaruli sistemis Canacvlebis 

nacvlad, 2020 wlamde mxolod olqebis sazRvrebi Secva­

la. mogvianebiT, am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT mmarTvel 

partiaSi SeuTanxmeblobis gamo, SeuZlebeli gaxda Ta­

riRis daniSvna da gadawyvetilebis miReba 2024 wlamde 

gadaido. imavdroulad, 2020 wlis arCevnebisTvis saar­

Cevno barieri 5%-dan 3%-mde unda Semcirdes, rac xels 

Seuwyobs mcire partiebis parlamentSi reprezentacias.

nodia da sqoltbaxi, rom politikaSi mTavari gamyofi 

xazi gadis ara memarcxeneobasa da memarjveneobaze, an 

sxva ideologiur Tu kulturul gansxvavebebze, aramed 

es xazi mTavrobasa da opozicias Soris mdebareobs (No-
dia... 2006: 110). miuxedavad imisa, rom avtorebi, daaxloe­

biT, 1990-2005 wlebis periodze weren, maTi argumenti 

Tanabrad marTebulia 12 wlis Semdegac. qarTuli par­

tiebi susti institutebia da maT mimarT ndoba Zalian 
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dabalia sazogadoebaSi. maTi siZliere mxolod droe­

biTia da pirdapir damokidebulia mTavrobaSi yofnaze. 

rogorc ki dakargaven administraciul resursebze 

kontrols, amavdroulad kargaven finansur mxardaWe­

ras mZlavri biznesjgufebisagan da adgilobrivi cno­

bili saxeebisgan, romlebic gamarjvebuli partiebis 

mxares arian. ufro metic, garda `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraobis~ SemTxvevisa, yvela politikurma subieqtma, 

romelmac dakarga Zalaufleba, arsebobac Sewyvita. sa­

varaudoa, rom Tu `qarTuli ocneba~ dakargavs Zalauf­

lebas, is, savaraudod, gaiziarebs sxva partiebis beds, 

romlebic moulodnelad aRmoCndnen finansebis, gavle­

nisa da erTguli mimdevrebis gareSe. 

2008 wlidan 2016 wlamde kampaniis finansebis swrafi 

mimoxilva gvaZlevs mniSvnelovan miniSnebas, Tu ratom 

SeiZleba es ase moxdes. saqarTvelos saxelmwifo audi­

tis samsaxuri monitorings uwevs da aqveynebs poli­

tikuri partiebis wliur Semosavalsa da xarjebs, aseve 

gansakuTrebul yuradRebas aqcevs saarCevno kampaniis 

dafinansebas. monacemebi, romelic maTi vebgverdidan 

Cans, cxadyofs, rom mTavrobaSi yofnisas esa Tu is 

partia iRebs 10-jer met finansur Semowirulobas kor­

poratiuli da individualuri mxardamWerebisgan, vidre 

maTi mTavari konkurenti. sainteresoa is faqtic, rom 

Tu `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ 2012 wlamde kerZo 

mxardamWerTaTvis Zalze popularuli iyo, saparlamen­

to arCevnebSi warumateblobis Semdeg, isini, amgvari 

mxardamWerebis dakargvis Sedegad, praqtikulad, saja­

ro dafinansebaze gaxdnen damokidebuli. Zalian rTulia 

opoziciurma partiam gaimarjvos arCevnebSi, rodesac 
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igi 10-jer nakleb finansebs xarjavs, vidre mTavrobaSi 

myofi Zala, gansakuTrebiT maSin, roca am ukanasknels 

aseve aqvs administraciuli resursebis gamoyenebis pri­

vilegiac. maJoritaruli saarCevno sistema xels uwyobs 

amgvari upiratesobis gazrdas, kerZo pirebsa da bizness 

ki ufro naklebad surT, mxari dauWiron mcire partie­

bis warmomadgenlebs.

administraciuli resursis arqona sakmaod mniSvnelo­

vani dabrkolebaa nebismieri partiisTvis nebismier de­

mokratiaSi, xolo iseT qveynebSi, rogoric saqarTve­

loa, es mniSvneloba ormagdeba. statistikis mixedviT, 

dasaqmebulTa naxevarze mets (TviTdasaqmebulTa gar­

da) mTavroba unazRaurebs. kerZo seqtorSi ki dasaqme­

bis 80% da gayidvebis 70% did biznesze modis. amgvari 

konteqsti xels uwyobs mTavrobaSi myof partias, Tu 

xelisuflebis warmomadgenlebi gadawyveten zewola 

moaxdinon mTavrobis mier dasaqmebul kontingentze, 

amas martivad SeZleben, radgan maTi umetesoba mTav­

robis mier finansdeba. garda amisa, yovelTvis advilia 

TanamSromloba did biznesTan, vidre mciresa da sa­

SualosTan. es imitom xdeba, rom did biznesTan Tana­

mSromlobisas koleqtiuri qmedebis problema naklebad 

iCens Tavs da sakmarisi ZalisxmeviT SesaZlebelia iseTi 

garigebis miRweva, romelic garigebaSi myofTaTvis sak­

maod xelsayreli da momgebiania.

demokratiuli tradiciis ararseboba da sajaro dawese­

bulebebis mimarT dabali ndoba amyarebs tendencias, 

romlis Tanaxmadac mosaxleoba kvlav xelisuflebaSi 

myofT aniWebs upiratesobas. arsebobs mcire rwmena 
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imisa, rom damoukidebeli sasamarTlo sistema an samo­

qalaqo samsaxuris mier Sepirebuli usafrTxoeba sakma­

risi iqneba, Tu xelisuflebaSi myofma gadawyvita, rom 

vinmem mTavrobisadmi arasakmarisi erTguleba gamoiCina 

– es dasaqmebis an sxva socialuri SeRavaTebis dakar­

gviT SeiZleba dasruldes. swored amgvar garemoebebze 

saubroben opoziciuri partiebi uSualod arCevnebamde.

miuxedavad imisa, Tu ramdenad liberalurad ganvsazR­

vravT mis definicias, saSualo klasi mainc Zalian pa­

taraa. popularul gazeTSi gamoqveynebul uaxles sta­

tiaSi gamoyenebulia saqarTvelos statistikis erovnu­

li samsaxuris monacemebi, romelic aCvenebs, rom moqa­

laqeebis mxolod 2.5%-s aqvs yovelTviurad 2033 laris 

Semosavali an meti (tabula 2018). Tu gaviTvaliswinebT 

imas, rom saSualo klasi SeiZleba ganisazRvros, ro­

gorc ojaxi, romelsac aqvs saxli, saTanado ganaTleba 

da axerxebs ucxoeTSi mogzaurobas weliwadSi erTxel 

mainc, amgvari Semosavali sakmaod sagulisxmoa. aseTi 

mcire saSualo klasis arseboba dabrkolebas warmoad­

gens demokratiisTvis, radgan martivia amomrCevlebis 

gadabireba sxvadasxva SeTavazebiT, rac demokratiuli 

angariSvaldebulebis xarisxs sakmaod amcirebs.

am garemoebebis gaTvaliswinebiT, maJoritaruli arCev­

nebi gadaiqceva imad, rasac qarTul realobaSi vxedavT 

– klientelisturi urTierTobebi gamoCenil sazoga­

doebasa da maTs klientebs Soris, romlebic piradi 

sargeblis miRebaze arian orientirebuli. am SemTxve­

vaSi moqmedi mmarTveli partiidan nominirebul kandi­

dats, konkurentebTan SedarebiT, uzarmazari upirate­
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soba aqvs da misi warmateba winaswar gansazRvrulia 

faqtiT, rom igi mTavrobas warmoadgens. gasakviri ar 

aris, rom 2016 wlis saparlamento arCevnebSi mmarTveli 

gundi yvela maJoritarul olqSi mZlavrobda. xSirad 

kampaniis dapirebebi sruliad moklebulia programis 

Sinaarss da orientirebulia adgilobriv sakiTxebsa da 

SeTavazebebze mxardamWerebisTvis kerZo sargeblis mi­

cemis mizniT.

zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, 2010 wels inicirebuli sa­

konstitucio cvlilebebi, saprezidento respublikis 

saparlamento modelad gadaqcevis Sesaxeb, dadebiTad 

SeiZleba Sefasdes. sayovelTaod cxadia, rom yofili 

socialisturi wyobilebis evraziis qveynebSi sapre­

zidento mmarTveloba ufro nakleb demokratiulobas 

ukavSirdeba. miuxedavad amisa, pirdapiri wesiT arCeu­

li prezidentis ofisi mniSvnelovan rols asrulebs de­

mokratiis mSeneblobaSi, rogorc nebismieri instituti, 

romelsac potenciurad aqvs SesaZlebloba, daupiris­

pirdes aRmasrulebel xelisuflebas, da es misasalme­

belia.

proporciuli arCevnebi dabali saarCevno barieriT 

xels Seuwyobs saqarTvelos endemurad sust politikur 

partiebs. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom ganviTarebis am etapze 

saqarTvelosTvis demokratiis gzaze safrTxes warmoad­

gens ara saxelmwifos araefeqtianoba, aramed Semowmebi­

sa da kontrolis ararseboba. sicocxlisunariani mra­

valpartiuli garemo da, Sesabamisad, koaliciuri mTa­

vrobebi darwmundebian, rom saqarTvelos politikurma 

aqtorebma gadarCenis gzad dainaxon sakanonmdeblo da 
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sasamarTlo xelisuflebis ganmtkiceba da damoukidebe­

li samoqalaqo samsaxurebis Camoyalibeba, da ara yvela 

SesaZlo meTodiT maTi piradi mmarTvelobis poziciis 

SenarCunebaze zrunva.

saqarTveloSi demokratiis sawinaaRmdego gamowveve­

bi sakmaod mravalferovani da mZimea. ukanaskneli 25 

wlis ganmavlobaSi erTaderTi damabalansebeli mwvave 

da rTuli konteqstisa iyo saerTaSoriso faqtori da 

gamowvevebi. Crdiloeli mezoblisgan wamosuli agre­

siis gaTvaliswinebiT, romelic miznad isaxavs qveya­

naze Tavisi nebisa da zegavlenis moxvevas, erTaderTi 

alternativa evroatlantikuri integraciaa. es ki ver 

moxerxdeba liberalur-demokratiuli faseulobebisa 

da mmarTvelobis Seqmnis gareSe. swored es gaxldaT 

umTavresi dabrkoleba qveyanaSi avtoritaruli mmarT­

velobis Camoyalibebis saqmeSi, safrTxe, romelic bevr­

ma Cvenma mezobelma saxelmwifom ver daZlia. bolo aTi 

wlis ganmavlobaSi saqarTvelom moaxerxa korufciis 

aRmofxvra da bevr ekonomikur maCveneblebSi warmate­

buli reformebis samagaliTo modeli Camoayaliba. ar­

sebobs impulsi, rom es miRwevebi demokratiul war­

matebad gadaiTargmnos. proporciuli saarCevno siste­

mis danergva xels Seuwyobs mZlavri saSinao institutis 

Camoyalibebas, romelic kidev ufro gaaZlierebs saer­

TaSoriso zewolas demokratiuli gardamavali proce­

sis erTxel da samudamod dasrulebisTvis.
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Sesavali

didi xania, rac msoflio politikaSi mTavar adgils 

`mdidari, eTnikuri umravlesobis warmomadgeneli mama­

kacebi~ ikaveben (Murray 2016: 586). maSinac ki, roca arCe­

vnebi demokratiulad tardeba, arCeuli politikosebi 

mainc sazogadoebis elituri fenebidan arian gamosul­

ni, rac arawarmomadgenlobiTi sakanonmdeblo organoe­

bis Camoyalibebas ganapirobebs. amiT, gansakuTrebiT, 

qalebi da eTnikuri umciresobebi zaraldebian. poli­

tikur partiebsa da sakanonmdeblo organoebSi CarTu­

lobis uzrunvelyofa mniSvnelovania, raTa is ukeT war­

moaCendes farTo sazogadoebas, qalebisa da erovnuli 

umciresobebis CaTvliT (Bird 2003: 1).

saqarTvelo mravalferovani qveyanaa, sadac eTnikuri, 

religiuri da enobrivi umciresobebi mravali sauku­

nea gverdigverd cxovroben. 2014 wlis aRweris Tanax­

mad, mosaxleobis 13.2%-s erovnuli umciresobebi Sead­

genen, xolo naxevarze mets ki qalebi (saqstati 2014). 
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samarTliani iqneboda, sakanonmdeblo organoSic maTi 

warmomadgenloba Sesabamisad iyos gadanawilebuli da 

parlamentis wevrTa daaxloebiT 50%-s qalebi, xolo 

minimum 10%-s – erovnuli umciresobebi Seadgendnen. 

Tumca arsebuli monacemebiT, saqarTvelos parlamentis 

150 wevridan mxolod 11 (7.3%) axdens sakuTari Tavis, 

rogorc erovnuli umciresobis identificirebas (CSEM 

2017), xolo parlamentari qalebis raodenoba 24-s (16%) 

Seadgens (cesko 2016), romelTaganac ori eTnikuri um­

ciresobis warmomadgenelia. Sesabamisad, 2016 wlis oq­

tombris arCevnebis Semdeg, qalebisa da erovnuli um­

ciresobebis warmomadgenlebis parlamentSi moxvedris 

sakiTxma kidev erTxel SeiZina aqtualoba. 

winamdebare naSromis mTavari Tema demokratiul sazo­

gadoebaSi warmomadgenlobiTobisa da parlamentSi qa­

lebisa da umciresobebis warmomadgenlobis sakiTxia. 

miuxedavad imisa, rom qalebsa da umciresobebs erTad 

ganvixilavT, maTi eleqtoraluri qceva erTmaneTis­

gan gansxvavdeba, rac politikur partiebs gamowvevis 

winaSe ayenebs da maTgan konkretul samizne jgufze 

morgebuli midgomebis SemuSavebas moiTxovs. eTniku­

ri umciresobebis warmomadgeneli qalebis SedarebiT 

mcire qvejgufis magaliTze, specifikuri midgomebis 

saWiroebis naTlad danaxvaa SesaZlebeli. Cvens mizans 

ar warmoadgens, gavarkvioT, Tu ratom ver xdeba ama 

Tu im jgufis politikuri CarTulobis uzrunvelyofa, 

Tumca garkveulwilad am mizezebze saubars Tavidan 

mainc ver aviridebT. 

ganvixilavT im praqtikas, romelsac saqarTveloSi moq­

medi politikuri partiebi qalebisa da erovnuli um­
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ciresobebis monawileobis gasazrdelad mimarTaven, 

Sidapartiuli struqtura da saxelmZRvanelo dokumen­

tebi, romlebic aRniSnuli jgufebis CarTulobas uz­

runvelyofen. aqedan gamomdinare, uaRresad mniSvnelo­

vania gadavxedoT, ramdenad arian qalebi da erovnuli 

umciresobebi warmodgenili gadawyvetilebis mimReb 

poziciebze partiis SigniT. partia, sadac aseT pozi­

ciaze qalebsa da umciresobebis warmomadgenlebs ver 

vxvdebiT, umetes SemTxvevaSi, warmatebiT gaagrZelebs 

kandidatebad mamakacebis dasaxelebas (Bird 2003: 1). sa­

kiTxis siRrmiseulad Sesaswavlad, interviuebi Catarda 

ramdenime politikur partiasTan.1 

aseve, gavaanalizeT politikuri partiebis programe­

bi da siebi, raTa TvalsaCino gamxdariyo, Tu ramdenad 

prioritetulia partiebisTvis qalTa da umciresobebis 

sakiTxebi. gansakuTrebuli yuradRebaa gamaxvilebuli 

ZiriTadi politikuri partiebis programebze 2016 wlis 

arCevnebisTvis da SedarebiT naklebi – 2012 wlis arCev­

nebze. naSromis daskvniT nawilSi mocemulia analizi, 

Tu ra gamowvevebs awydebian qalebi da umciresobebi 

politikur procesebSi CarTvis mcdelobisas.

1	 interviuebi Catarda Semdegi politikuri partiebis warmo­
madgenlebTan: `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~, `saqarTvelos 
respublikuri partia~, `Tavisufali demokratebi~. miuxedavad 
mravaljeradi mcdelobisa, sxva politikuri partiebis warmo­
madgenlebisgan intervius aReba SeuZlebeli aRmoCnda.



nino gogolaZe

84

qalebisa da eTnikuri umciresobebis politikuri 
monawileobis mniSvneloba

politikis ufro mravalferovnad qcevis survili xSi­

rad ewinaaRmdegeba elitur jgufebSi Zalauflebis Se­

narCunebis myarad fesvgadgmul survils (Murray 2016: 

586). uil kimlikas mixedviT, umciresoba da umravle­

soba xSirad upirispirdeba erTmaneTs enobriv uflebe­

bTan, regionul avtonomiasTan, politikur warmomad­

genlobasTan, miwis sakiTxebTan dakavSirebiT (Kymlicka 

2003: 1). Sesabamisad, qalebi da umciresobebi xSirad 

cdiloben xazi gausvan, Tu ramdenad mniSvnelovania 

maTi yofna politikur partiebsa da sakanonmdeblo or­

ganoebSi. Tumca akademiuri literatura am ori jgufis 

politikuri monawileobis saWiroebaze erT konkretul 

pasuxs ar iZleva. miiCneva, rom sakanonmdeblo organoe­

bSi sazogadoeba ufro farTod unda iyos warmodgeni­

li, Tumca amavdroulad arsebobs riski, rom jgufebis 

maxasiaTebeli Taviseburebebi, sinamdvileSi SeiZleba 

asustebdes kidec politikur angariSvaldebulebas, 

gansakuTrebiT maSin, roca qalebi da umciresobebi 

eTanxmebian ideas, rom warmomadgenlis identoba ufro 

mniSvnelovania, vide politikuri ideebi da platfor­

ma (Bird 2003: 5). Zalian xSirad es eWvi saqarTvelos sa­

kanonmdeblo organoebSi qalTa warmomadgenlobis ga­

zrdaze msjelobis drosac ismis. en filipss mowyvladi 

jgufebis monawileobasTan dakavSirebiT damajerebeli 

argumenti mohyavs, roca ambobs, rom isini warmodge­

nilni unda iyvnen `ara imitom, rom individebs jgufis 

gareSe codna ar hyofniT an ndobis mopoveba uWirT, 

aramed imitom, rom saTanado gamocdilebis mqoneTa 
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CarTulobisas maTi marcxis SemTxvevaSi politikuri 

procesi arsebiTad paternalisturi iqneba, Sedegebi ki 

mikerZoebuli~ (Phillips 2000: 11). sxva statiaSi is msje­

lobas ganagrZobs mizezebze, yuradRebas amaxvilebs 

jgufis maxasiaTeblebze da ambobs, rom ganmapirobebe­

li `aris is, rom arsebobs ZalauflebaTa mTeli siste­

mebi, romelTac garkveuli maxasiaTeblebi Cagvrisa da 

Seviwroebis wyarod aqcies. da swored iq, sadac aseTi 

struqturebi arsebobs, saswrafo intervenciebia saWi­

ro~ (Phillips 2000: 21).

kidev erTi mizezi, ris gamoc erovnuli umciresobebi 

parlamentSi unda iyvnen warmodgenilni, maTTvis ga­

dawyvetilebis miRebisa da politikur procesSi CarTvis 

saSualebis micemaa, raTa ar mimarTon `eqstrainstitu­

cionalur qmedebebs~. erT-erTi gza imisTvis, rom Tavi 

avaridoT arsebul an potenciur eTnikur konfliqts, 

erovnuli umciresobebisTvis saxelmwifo struqture­

bis karis gaxsnaa (Alonso... 2007: 238).

qalebisa da erovnuli umciresobebis politikuri mo­

nawileobis uzrunvelsayofad sxvadasxva qveyana sxva­

dasxva midgomas irCevs. Tumca gasaRebi erTia – isini 

CarTulni unda iyvnen yvela mimdinare diskursSi, ro­

melic ara mxolod umciresobebze, aramed mTel sazoga­

doebaze axdens gavlenas. am gadmosaxedidan, diskusiis 

procesSi qalebisa da eTnikuri umciresobebis CarTva 

sasicocxlo mniSvnelobisaa. uiliamsis Tanaxmad, umci­

resobebis mxolod daswreba verafers Secvlis, grZel­

vadiani Sedegi mxolod `mizezTa gaziarebiT~ miiRweva 

da ara xmebis daTvliT (Williams 2000: 125).
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qalebi da eTnikuri umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi 

bevr winaaRmdegobas awydebian, romelTa arsebobasac 

mikro- da makrodonis faqtorebi ganapirobebs. roca 

qalTa monawileobaze vlaparakobT, berdi gamoyofs 

makrodonis faqtorebs, iseTs, rogoricaa saarCevno sis­

temebi, politikuri partiebis mowyoba da kulturuli 

warmodgenebi qalis rolze. miuxedavad imisa, rom imave 

gamowvevebis winaSe erovnuli umciresobebic dganan, 

maTi mTavari problemebi mikrodonisaa, rogoric aris 

eTnikuri koncentrirebis xarisxi ama Tu im saarCevno 

olqze, koleqtiuri politikuri mobilizacia TemSi, 

eTnikuri SuRli Tems SigniT. Sesabamisad is aRniSnavs, 

rom am mikrofaqtorebis Sesaswavlad adgilobrivi po­

litikis siRrmiseuli codnaa aucilebeli (Bird 2000: 8).

2012 da 2016 wlebis saarCevno programebi

politikur monawileobasTan dakavSirebuli sakiTxebis 

kompleqsuroba qarTuli politikuri partiebis pro­

gramebSi aisaxeba. roca 2012 da 2016 wlebis saparla­

mento arCevnebisTvis partiebis mier momzadebul pro­

gramebs vadarebT, naTelia, rom mmarTvel politikur 

partias – `qarTul ocnebas~ SedarebiT ukeT struqtu­

rirebuli programa aqvs, sadac misi mTavrobis miRweve­

bia xazgasmuli. 

partiis `qarTuli ocneba – demokratiuli saqarTvelo~ 

– politikuri programa 2012-2016 wlebis im samTavrobo 

miRwevebs usvams xazs, romelic erovnul umciresobeb­
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sa da qalebs ukavSirdeba. eTnikuri umciresobebisa da 

qalebis politikuri monawileobis gasazrdelad da 

maTi uflebebis dasacavad `qarTulma ocnebam~ Semo­

gvTavaza antidiskriminaciuli kanonmdeblobis efeq­

tiani implementacia, religiuri umciresobebisTvis 

rwmenis Tavisuflebis uzrunvelyofa, 2015-2020 wlebis 

samoqalaqo Tanasworobisa da integraciis saxelmwifo 

strategiis ganxorcieleba da saxelmwifo enis swavle­

bis gaumjobeseba. Sesabamisad, umciresobebis integra­

ciis mTavar barierad `qarTulma ocnebam~ enis arcod­

na cno. aseve yuradReba eTmoba mediisa da informa­

ciis xelmisawvdomobis sakiTxs da umciresobebiT da­

saxlebuli regionebisTvis socialur-ekonomikuri Se­

saZleblobebis gazrdas. programaSi aseve naTqvamia, 

rom `ganxorcieldeba qmediTi RonisZiebebi sazogadoe­

brivi cxovrebis yvela sferoSi, gansakuTrebiT poli­

tikur da ekonomikur saqmianobaSi da gadawyvetilebis 

miRebis doneze, genderuli Tanasworobis dasacavad. xe­

lisufleba xels Seuwyobs genderuli Tanasworobis sa­

kiTxebze cnobierebis amaRlebis kampaniis warmarTvas~ 

(partiebi.ge 2012).

rTulia erTmaneTs SevadaroT `qarTuli ocneba – de­

mokratiuli saqarTvelos~ 2016 wlisa da koalicia `qar­

Tuli ocnebis~ 2012 wlis programebi, magram aRsaniSna­

via, rom 2012 wlis programaSi xazgasmiTaa aRniSnuli 

centralur xelisuflebaSi (rogorc sakanonmdeblo, 

aseve aRmasrulebel StoSi) erovnuli umciresobebis 

warmomadgenlobis gasazrdelad aucilebeli politiku­

ri neba (partiebi.ge 2012). rac Seexeba qalTa politikur 

monawileobas, koalicia mas ganixilavs rogorc Si­
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dapartiul da zogadi politikis sakiTxs. qali kandi­

datebis mosazidad koaliciam am gamowvevis sapasuxod 

qalTa organizaciis Seqmna dasaxa. qalTa organizaciis 

xelmZRvaneli iqneboda politikuri sabWos – gadawyve­

tilebis mimRebi umaRlesi organos wevri. aRsaniSnavia, 

rom 2012 wels koaliciisTvis qalTa politikuri mo­

nawileobis maCvenebeli aradamakmayofilebeli iyo da 

saWirod miiCnevda qali kandidatebis raodenobis gazr­

das momavali saparlamento Tu adgilobrivi arCevnebis­

Tvis (partiebi.ge 2012).

erovnuli umciresobebis sakiTxi ramdenime mimarTule­

biT ganixileba `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ pro­

gramaSi. ganaTlebis nawilSi gansakuTrebiT xazgasmulia 

qarTuli enis Seswavlis xelSewyobis aucilebloba, ro­

gorc sazogadoebaSi integraciis gza (enm 2012). eTniku­

ri umciresobebi aseve moxseniebulni arian kanonis uze­

naesobisa da adamianis uflebaTa Sesaxeb TavebSi, sadac 

saubaria maTi uflebebis dacvasa da antidiskriminaciu­

li kanonmdeblobis aRsrulebaze (enm 2012).

`erTianma nacionalurma moZraobam~ Tavis programaSi 

qalTa monawileobas gansakuTrebuli yuradReba dauT­

mo. Sesabamisi sakiTxebi partiis programis ramdenime 

TavSia gawerili. kanonis uzenaesobasa da adamianis 

uflebaTa komponenti aqcents akeTebs bavSvTa ufle­

bebze, antidiskriminaciul kanonmdeblobasa da qalTa 

mimarT Zaladobis prevenciaze. amavdroulad, sagangebo 

Tavi eTmoba qalTa da bavSvTa uflebebsa da qalTa po­

litikur monawileobas. warmodgenili programis far­

glebSi partiis ZiriTadi mizani iyo, momxdariyo qalTa 
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CarTuloba ara mxolod partiul sistemasa da mmarT­

velobaSi, aramed qveynis masStabiT mimdinare politi­

kur procesebSi. aRsaniSnavia, rom `erTiani nacionalu­

ri moZraobis~ qalTa organizacia 2013 wlidan funqcio­

nirebs, rogorc gamarTuli struqtura, romelic ara 

marto dedaqalaqSia, aramed saqarTvelos regionebSic 

da 50-ze meti regionuli organizaciac aqvs (enm 2012). 

qalTa sakiTxebi aseve warmodgenilia janmrTelobisa 

da socialuri dacvis nawilSi, sadac gansakuTrebiTaa 

xazgasmuli dedaTa da reproduqciuli janmrTeloba, 

aseve xelmisawvdomoba reproduqciuli janmrTelobis 

servisebze (enm 2012).

rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, mmarTvel politikur parti­

ebs SeuZliaT isargeblon sakuTari poziciiT da saar­

Cevno programebic maT xelT arsebul informaciasa da 

resursebze dayrdnobiT Seqmnan. swored aseTi SemTxve­

vis magaliTia `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ 2012 

wlis saarCevno programa. programa sakmaod vrcelia, 

Tumca arc imdenad detaluri, rom partiis mier dageg­

mili konkretuli aqtivobebis danaxva SevZloT.

`patriotTa aliansi~ saqarTvelos parlamentSi 2016 

wels sakmaod vrceli saarCevno programiT Sevida. aRsa­

niSnavia, rom programa yvela im ZiriTad sakiTxs moicavs, 

romelic sazogadoebisTvisaa prioritetuli. Tumca Tu 

qalebsa da umciresobebze vlaparakobT, unda iTqvas, rom 

programaSi xelCasaWidi TiTqmis araferia. aseve aRsaniS­

navia, rom programa patriotizmis ganmartebiT iwyeba da 

aqcents akeTebs `yvelafer qarTulis siyvarulze~. iqve 

naTqvamia, rom mniSvnelovania `miviRoT yvelaferi kargi 
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sxvisa, magram Cvensas sul xelisgulze vatarebT~. aseTi 

ganmartebebi da midgomebi TiTqmis aRar tovebs adgils 

imisTvis, rom erovnuli umciresobebis warmomadgenleb­

ma Tavi qveynis nawilad igrZnon. erovnuli umciresobe­

bis xsenebisas, programaSi naTqvamia, rom is, vinc iazre­

bs, `rom patriotuli xelisufleba uzrunvelyofs maT 

srul integracias erTian qarTul saxelmwifoSi~, `pat­

riotTa aliansis~ potenciuri amomrCevelia. qalTa mo­

nawileobis sakiTxi programaSi ganxiluli araa. erTad­

erTi punqti, sadac qalebi arian naxsenebi, exeba dedebs, 

rogorc patriotTa aliansis potenciur amomrCevlebs 

(patriotTa aliansi 2016). Tumca, cxadia, rom es qalTa 

gaZlierebis arc erT sakiTxTan dakavSirebuli araa. ama­

ze saubrisas ar unda daviviwyoT, rom eqvsi parlamenta­

ridan, romelic parlamentSi `patriotTa aliansis~ siiT 

Sevida, sami qalia, maT Soris erTi – erovnuli umcire­

sobis warmomadgeneli. Tumca es ewinaaRmdegeba partiis 

mier qalTa da umciresobebis monawileobis gazrdis xe­

dvis ararsebobas da, savaraudod, politikur partiebSi 

arsebuli araformaluri praqtikiT aixsneba, rasac bolo 

TavSi ganvixilavT.

`demokratiuli moZraoba – erTiani saqarTvelo~ 2014 

wels Seiqmna da mxolod 2016 wlis saparlamento arCevne­

bSi miiRo monawileoba. Tumca partiam SeZlo programis 

warmodgena, romelic, partiis azriT, qveynis priorite­

tebs usvams xazs, saidanac ori erovnul umciresobebs 

exeba, kerZod ki punqti, sadac laparakia `xalxis ekono­

mikuri, socialuri da sulieri keTildReobis realur 

uzrunvelyofaze; erovnuli da samoqalaqo Tanxmobis 

miRwevaze~ da meore, romelic fokusirebulia `TiToeu­
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li Tanamemamulis eTnikuri, kulturuli da religiuri 

TviTmyofadobis pativiscemaze, TviTrealizaciisTvis 

Tanabari pirobebis Seqmnaze~ (dmes 2016).

Tumca programis srulyofilma Seswavlam ver gamoavli­

na partiis farTo xedva erovnuli umciresobebisa da 

qalTa sakiTxebis mimarT. partiis midgoma ar scdeba 

msjelobas, rom erovnuli umciresobebis monawileoba 

pirdapir ukavSirdeba arsebul kanonmdeblobas da sa­

kanonmdeblo organoebSi maTi warmomadgenlobis gazr­

da mxolod am kanonmdeblobis gamoyenebiTaa SesaZlebe­

li (partiebi.ge 2016).

partia `Tavisufali demokratebis~ vrcel programaSi 

xazgasmulia Tanasworoba yvela moqalaqes Soris da 

qalTa da mamakacTa Tanabari monawileoba `socialur, 

politikur da partiul procesebSi~ (Tavisufali de­

mokratebi 2016).

partiis programis ufro detaluri ganxilva cxadyofs, 

rom erovnuli umciresobebisa da qalTa monawileobis 

sakiTxebs arasakmarisi yuradReba eTmoba. saxeldobr, 

saqarTvelos eTnikuri mravalferovneba mxolod ga­

naTlebasTan dakavSirebiT aris naxsenebi. programaSi 

naTqvamia, rom ganaTlebis sistema unda moicavdes sa­

moqalaqo integraciisa da demokratiuli kulturis 

sakiTxebs da aZlierebdes saxelmwifo enis swavlebas 

eTnikuri umciresobebiT dasaxlebul regionebSi, oku­

pirebul teritoriebsa da qarTul diasporebSi sazR­

vargareT. ufro metic, programa Seicavs punqts erov­

nuli umciresobebisTvis qarTuli enis swavlebisa da 

saganmanaTleblo programebis gaumjobesebis Sesaxeb 

(Tavisufali demokratebi 2016).
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qalTa monawileobis sakiTxebi programaSi saTanadod 

ar aris asaxuli. genderuli Tanasworoba mxolod erT­

ganaa naxsenebi – iq, sadac skolebis reabilitaciis 

programazea saubari, romelic, sxva sakiTxebTan erTad, 

genderul Tanasworobasac unda iTvaliswinebdes (Tavi­

sufali demokratebi 2016).

`saqarTvelos respublikuri partiis~ xedva erovnul 

umciresobebTan mimarTebiT ganxilulia ufro farTo 

umciresobebis uflebebis konteqstSi, romelic aqcents 

akeTebs individis Tavisuflebaze. programis mixedviT, 

saxelmwifos politika yvelasaTvis Tanaswori da Ta­

visufali garemos Seqmnaze unda iyos orientirebuli. 

partia eTnikur da religiur umciresobebs, qalebs, 

bavSvebs, moxucebs, SezRuduli SesaZleblobebis mqone 

da lgbt pirebs erT, mowyvlad socialur jgufSi aer­

Tianebs da TiToeuli maTganisadmi individualuri mid­

gomis saWiroebas usvams xazs (partiebi.ge 2016).

rac Seexeba qalTa monawileobas, partia upirveles pri­

oritetad miiCnevs qalTa mimarT ZaladobasTan brZolis 

da maTi siRaribis daZlevis efeqtiani meqanizmebis Se­

muSavebasa da danergvas. qalTa sakiTxebTan dakavSire­

biT partia sakmaod detalurad warmoaCens Tavis da­

mokidebulebas, roca gamoyofs ara mxolod specialur 

jgufebs, subkulturuli da marginalizebuli qalebis 

jgufebis CaTvliT, aramed problemur sakiTxebsa da 

maTi mogvarebis gzebs (partiebi.ge 2016).

aq ganxiluli programebi, faqtobrivad, ver pasuxoben 

gamowvevebs, romelTa winaSec qalebi da eTnikuri um­

ciresobebi dganan. isini, ZiriTadad, arsebul kanonebs 
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da adamianis uflebaTa dacvis ZiriTad principebs mih­

yvebian da iSviaTad gvTavazoben saWiro detalebs. aR­

saniSnavia, rom, Tumca politikuri partiebis programe­

bSi qalebTan da erovnul umciresobebTan dakavSire­

buli punqtebi arsebobs, partiebi am sakiTxebis meins­

trimings mainc ver axerxeben. roca sakiTxi erovnul 

umciresobebs exeba, partiebi, umetesad, enis swavleba­

ze akeTeben aqcents, maSin, roca qalTa monawileobaze  

msjeloba Semoifargleba zogadi frazebiT Tanaswori 

mopyrobis aucileblobis Sesaxeb. mTlianobaSi, SeiZleba 

iTqvas, rom partiul programebSi qalebTan da eTnikur 

umciresobebTan dakavSirebuli informacia sakmaod mwi­

ria, xolo sadac aris, mxolod sakiTxebis CamonaTvalis 

saxe aqvs. 

2012 da 2016 wlebis saarCevno siebi

politikuri partiebis saarCevno siebis analizi ukeT 

warmoaCens qalebisa da erovnuli umciresobebis par­

tiul sistemaSi da Sesabamisad, sakanonmdeblo organoSi 

monawileobas. saqarTveloSi arsebuli saarCevno sistema 

saSualebas aZlevs partiebs, warmoadginon rogorc pro­

porciuli, aseve maJoritaruli siebi. miuxedavad imisa, 

rom aqcents gavakeTebT proporciul partiul siebze, 

mniSvnelovania aRiniSnos, rom qalebi, romlebic erTman­

datian olqebSi iyrian kenWs, xSirad problemebs awyde­

bian partiis mxridan dasaxelebisa da arCevis kuTxiTac, 

maSin, roca erovnuli umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi 

garkveuli upiratesobiT sargebloben amave umcireso­
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biT dasaxlebul olqebSi warsadgeni kandidatebis Ser­

Cevisas. saqarTvelos kanonmdeblobis mixedviT, partias 

erovnuli umciresobis proporciul siaSi Casmis valde­

buleba ar gaaCnia. Tumca arsebobs arasavaldebulo sa­

kanonmdeblo norma, romlis Tanaxmadac, im politikur 

partiebs waaxaliseben, romelTa siebis TiToeul aTeul­

Sic gansxvavebuli sqesis raodenoba, minimum, 30%-s Sead­

gens. aseT SemTxvevaSi, partia sabaziso dafinansebaze 

30%-iT mets iRebs (organuli kanoni 1997).

qveyanaSi arsebuli sazogadoebrivi Sexedulebebisa da 

politikuri klimatis gaTvaliswinebiT, imisTvis, rom 

qalebi da erovnuli umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi 

sakanonmdeblo organoSi moxvdnen, aucilebelia, es sa­

kiTxi prioritetebis saTaveSi moeqces. saqarTvelos 

SemTxvevaSi mmarTvel partiebs saWirod ar miaCniaT sie­

bis pirveli ormocdaaTeulis gadaxaliseba da qalebisa 

da umciresobebis mowinave poziciebze wardgena. Sedare­

biT ufro patara opoziciur partiebs, romelTaTvis par­

lamentSi arCeva da xuTprocentiani barieris gadalaxva 

saTuoa, gacilebiT warmomadgenlobiTi saarCevno siebi 

aqvT, pirveli aTeulisa da oceulis CaTvliT.

2012 wlis saparlamento arCevnebze 5%-iani barieri verc 

erTma patara partiam ver gadalaxa. maT siebSi erovnu­

li umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi adgils me-14 da 33-e 

nomrebs Soris ikavebdnen. erTaderTi politikuri par­

tia, romelic ar yofila koalicia `qarTuli ocnebis~ 

wevri da parlamentSi damoukideblad Sevida, `erTiani 

nacionaluri moZraoba~ iyo, romlis siaSic erovnuli 

umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi 39-e da 50-e nomrebs 

Soris aRmoCndnen. radgan `erTianma nacionalurma moZ­
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raobam~ proporciuli siiT mxolod 35 mandati miiRo, 

Sesabamisad, zemoT xsenebul kandidatTagan parlament­

Si verc erTi ver moxvda. koalicia `qarTul ocnebas~ 

siis pirvel ormocdaaT kandidats Soris erovnuli um­

ciresobis sami warmomadgeneli hyavda, maTgan pirveli 

– 35-e nomrad (cesko 2012).

erovnuli umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi politikurma 

partiebma siebSi 2016 welsac Seiyvanes, Tumca umetesoba 

ara wamyvan adgilebze, rac maT parlamentSi moxvedris 

Sanss imTaviTve amcirebda. SedarebiT patara partiebis 

SemTxvevaSi, es proporciuli siis pirvel aTeuls niS­

navda. saparlamento mandatis mopovebis Sansi amjera­

dac mmarTveli partiis, `qarTuli ocnebis~ grZel siaSi 

myof erovnuli umciresobebis warmomadgenlebs miecaT.

2016 wlis arCevnebis Sedegad parlamentSi erovnuli 

umciresobebis 11 warmomadgeneli Sevida, rac saerTo 

wevrTa 7.3%-s Seadgens da aRemateba wina (2012-2016 wle- 

bis) mowvevis parlamentis maCvenebels – 8 wevrs, anu 

5.3%-s (CSEM 2017). qalTa politikuri monawileobis ga­

umjobesebis sakiTxi jer kidev eWvqveS dgas. amJamad sa­

qarTvelos parlamentis mxolod 24 wevria qali, romel­

Taganac ori eTnikuri umciresobis warmomadgenelia, 

rac parlamentarTa saerTo raodenobis 16%-s Seadgens 

da aRemateba wina mowvevis parlamentis maCvenebels – 

17 qals, anu 11.3%-s (IWPR 2017). mniSvnelovania, gaviT­

valiswinoT ufro farTo suraTi, romelic cxadyofs, 

rom mTeli qveynis masStabiT mdgomareoba aradamak­

mayofilebelia rogorc qalebis, aseve erovnuli um­

ciresobebis politikuri monawileobis kuTxiT. 2014 

wlis sayovelTao aRweris Tanaxmad, mosaxleobis 52.3%-s 
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qalebi Seadgenen, 13.2%-s ki – erovnuli umciresobebi 

(saqstati 2014). ufro metic, centraluri saarCevno 

komisiis 2016 wlis monacemiT, registrirebuli amomr­

Cevlebis 53.76% qalia, aseve qalia arCevnebis dRes ub­

nebze daregistrirebulTa 51.1% (cesko 2016).

cesko-s mier warmodgenili siebis genderuli analizi 

cxadyofs, rom proporciul siebSi qalTa raodenoba 

mcirea. arsebuli monacemebis mixedviT, proporciuli 

siebiT warmodgenil kandidatTa mxolod 37% da erT­

mandatian olqebSi wardgenil maJoritar kandidatTa 

mxolod 17.51% iyo qali (cesko 2016).

aradamakmayofilebelia erovnuli umciresobebis war­

momadgenelTa raodenobac. Tu ganvixilavT rva poli­

tikur partias, romelmac amomrCevelTa xmebis 1% mainc 

miiRo, aRmovaCenT, rom kandidatTa mxolod 4.1% aris 

erovnuli umciresobebidan (cesko 2016), xolo 73 erT­

mandatian olqSi daregistrirebuli 816 kandidatidan, 

erovnuli umciresobis warmomadgeneli mxolod 73-a, 

anu 5.14% (cesko 2016). 

eTnikuri umciresobebisa da qalebis monawileoba 
politikaSi – partiebis midgoma

dasavluri demokratiis saxelmwifoebSi arsebobs kri­

tika, rom politikuri procesi ar asaxavs sazogadoeba­

Si arsebul mravalferovnebas. viTarebis Sesacvlelad 

erTi gza partiebis inkluziurobis gaumjobesebaa, rac 

qalebisa da eTnikuri umciresobebisTvis Seqmnili ba­
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rierebis moSliT miiRweva (Kymlicka 2003: 32). warmomad­

genlobiT demokratiaSi partiebi qmnian sasicocxlo 

kavSirs amomrCevlebsa da mTavrobas Soris (Lijphart 2004: 

102). 

roca 2012 da 2016 wlebis arCevnebs erTmaneTs vadare­

bT, aucilebelia, moqmedi politikuri partiebis rao­

denobac gaviTvaliswinoT. rogorc zemoT ukve vaxse­

neT, mxolod ori politikuri partiaa, romelmac orive 

arCevnebSi damoukideblad miiRo monawileoba maSin, 

roca sxva partiebi koaliciebs SeuerTdnen an saerTod 

gaqrnen. es Zalze mniSvnelovani sakiTxia, radgan qalTa 

da umciresobebis monawileobis TvalsazrisiT, parti­

ebs saTanado instituciuri SesaZleblobebi unda hqon­

deT, raTa xsenebuli jgufebi moicvan da maTi warmo­

madgenlebi moizidon. saqarTveloSi moqmedi politiku­

ri partiebidan mxolod mcire nawils hqonda sakmarisi 

dro instituciuri ganviTarebisTvis, rom daegrovebina 

sakmarisi gamocdileba ramdenime saarCevno ciklSi mo­

nawileobiT. Zalian xSirad partiebi qalebisa da erov­

nuli umciresobebis warmomadgenlebis CarTvas raionul 

organizaciebs andoben. Sesabamisad, axalfexadgmul, 

patara partiebs, SezRuduli resursebis pirobebSi, sa­

Sualeba ara aqvT, rom raionuli organizaciebi hyavdeT 

da qalebsa da erovnul umciresobebs miswvdnen. 

es kandidatTa mozidvasa da SerCevazec moqmedebs. ro­

gorc interviuebis dros politikuri partiebis war­

momadgenlebma aRniSnes, roca kandidatebad garkveu­

li raodenobis qalebsa da erovnuli umciresobebis 

warmomadgenlebs arCeven, isini `miwodebis~ problemas 

awydebian. interviuebSi aseve gamoikveTa, rom partiebs 
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qveyanaSi mcxovreb sxvadasxva erovnuli umciresobis 

jgufebSi gansxvavebuli mxardaWera aqvT. erovnul um­

ciresobebze saubrisas, partiebis warmomadgenlebma 

erT-erT problemad saxelmwifo enis arcodnac daasaxe­

les. interviuebis Semdegac ki gaurkveveli darCa, par­

tiebi ver axerxeben kvalificiuri qalebisa da erovnu­

li umciresobebis warmomadgenlebis SerCevas Sidapar­

tiuli Tanamdebobebis dasakaveblad an saarCevno siebSi 

Casasmelad, Tu Tavad am jgufebs ara aqvT partiul sa­

qmianobaSi CarTvis survili. 

aq ufro mniSvnelovani gadawyvetilebis miRebis Sida­

partiuli sistemaa, radgan swored es procesi, forma­

luric da araformaluric, gavlenas axdens saarCevno 

siebis Sedgenaze. Tu qalebi da erovnuli umciresobebis 

warmomadgenlebi gadawyvetilebis mimReb poziciebze ar 

arian da SerCevis procesSi ar monawileoben, logiku­

ria, rom aRniSnuli jgufebi verc parlamentSi moxvde­

bian (Bird 2003: 16). ufro metic, Tu qalebi da erovnuli 

umciresobebi gadawyvetilebis miRebis process miRma 

rCebian, didi albaTobiT, verc maTTvis mniSvnelovani 

sakiTxebi aisaxeba partiis programaSi. qalTa da erov­

nuli umciresobebis mimarT sazogadoebaSi arsebuli 

tendenciurobis gamo, Sidapartiuli gadawyvetilebebis 

miRebis procesSi maT CaurTvelad, SesaZlebelia, mTli­

anad mamakacebiT dakompleqtebulma gadawyvetilebis 

mimRebma organom saarCevno siebi yovelTvis mamrobiTi 

sqesis kandidatebiT Seavsos (Bird 2003: 16). amJamad sa­

qarTveloSi moqmedi politikuri partiebis umravleso­

ba mniSvnelovani reformebis gatarebis procesSia, rac 

2016 wlis saparlamento arCevnebis Sedegia. xdeba araer­
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Ti partiuli struqturis formireba. Tumca im SemTxve­

vaSi, roca monacemebi xelmisawvdomia, advilad Sesam­

Cnevia qalTa da erovnuli umciresobebis arasaTanado 

CarTuloba. naSromis daweris periodisTvis `qarTuli 

ocnebis~ politsabWos wevrTa 20% qalia, magram masSi 

erovnuli umciresobis arc erTi warmomadgeneli ar 

Sedis (piradi komunikacia partiasTan), maSin, roca `sa­

qarTvelos respublikuri partiis~ politsabWos 40%-s 

qalebi Seadgenen, erovnuli umciresobebi ki arc aq 

arian warmodgenilni (samniZe 2016). `erTian nacionalur 

moZraobaSi~ politsabWos wevrTa 20%-ia qali, erovnuli 

umciresobebidan ki mxolod sami warmomadgenelia, rac 

wevrTa saerTo raodenobis 3.4%-s Seadgens (enm 2016). es 

monacemebi cxadyofs, Tu ramdenad umniSvnelo zemoqme­

deba SeuZliaT konkretuli jgufebis warmomadgenlebs 

gadawyvetilebis miRebis procesze.

ufro metic, qalebi da erovnuli umciresobebi xSirad 

kidev erT bariers awydebian, romelsac berdi `gamar­

jvebulis faqtors~ uwodebs. es aris SemTxveva, roca 

partia gansakuTrebul yuradRebas aqcevs arCevnebis 

Sedegebs da axali kandidatebis win wamowevis nacvlad, 

im kandidatis mxardaWeras ganagrZobs, romelmac amom­

rCevlis ndoba ukve moipova (Bird 2003: 16). xsenebuli 

midgoma farTodaa gavrcelebuli saqarTveloSi moq­

med politikur partiebSi, gansakuTrebiT, roca sakiTxi 

erovnul umciresobebs exeba. interviuebSi partiebis 

warmomadgenlebma aRiares, rom araerTi mizezis gamo 

urCevniaT, daeyrdnon gamocdil kandidats, romelsac 

regionSi amomrCevelTa mobilizeba SeuZlia. interviu­

ebma aseve gamoavlina, rom politikur partiebs erovnu­
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li umciresobis yvela jgufisgan erTnairi mxardaWera 

ara aqvT da gansakuTrebiT iq, sadac maTi momxreebis 

raodenoba SezRudulia, partiebi amjobineben, ar garis­

kon da gamoucdeli kandidati ar wamoayenon.

sxvadasxva qveyanaSi Catarebulma kvlevam aCvena, rom 

erovnuli umciresobebis warmomadgenlebs ara aqvT 

mxolod maTTvis gankuTvnili sagangebo dRis wesrigis 

arsebobis moTxovna da maTi problemebica da Sexedule­

bebic umravlesobis warmomadgenelTa mosazrebebis  

msgavsia (Saggar 2000, romelic miTiTebuli aqvs Bird 2003: 

20). msgavsi viTarebaa saqarTveloSic, sadac erovnuli 

umciresobebis warmomadgenlebi mzadyofnas acxadeben 

mTeli qveynisTvis saWirboroto diskusiaSi CasarTavad 

da arCeuli warmomadgenlebisgan moelian, rom maT ara 

mxolod sakuTari Temis spikeris funqcia Seasrulon, 

aramed qveynisTvis mniSvnelovani gadawyvetilebebis 

miRebaSi CaerTon. miuxedavad amisa, politikuri par­

tiebi eTnikuri umciresobebis warmomadgenlebs mxo­

lod im konkretul olqebze warsadgen kandidatebad 

ganixilaven, sadac maTi gamarjvebis Sansi maRalia.

martivi gamosavali, Tu romel jgufs ra ufleba unda 

mieniWos, ar arsebobs. Tumca am sakiTxs politikuri 

gadawyveta sWirdeba. qalebisa da umciresobebis warmo­

madgenelTa politikur procesebSi CarTvis erT-erTi 

gza gadawyvetilebebis samarTlianad miRebaa, rac maT 

interesebsa da perspeqtivebs ganze ar datovebs (Kymlic-
ka 2003: 131). am kuTxiT mniSvnelovania davinaxoT, Tu 

rogor mimdinareobs saqarTveloSi moqmed politikur 

partiebSi qalebisa da umciresobebis warmomadgenlebis 

CarTva Sidapartiul procesebSi da SerCeva saarCevno 
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siebisTvis. miuxedavad imisa, rom wevrobis msurveli 

yvela moqalaqisTvis partiis kari Tanasworadaa Ria, 

Tavad partiebi iSviaTad axdenen investirebas imaSi, rom 

sxvadasxva jgufs miswvdnen da ZiriTadad, individebis 

mxridan elodebian interesis gamoxatvas. unda iTqvas, 

rom partiis wevris kandidatad wardgena bevr sxvada­

sxva faqtorzea damokidebuli da xSirad araformalur 

praqtikamdec dadis. partiebis warmomadgenlebTan Ca­

tarebulma yvela intervium aCvena, rom urTierTobebsa 

da pirad kontaqtebs udidesi datvirTva aqvs da kandi­

datebis SerCevisa da saarCevno siis pirveli aTeulis 

SedgenaSi gadamwyvetia. SedarebiT patara partiebSi ki­

dev erTi faqtori gamoikveTa – gadawyvetilebis miRe­

baze gavlenas axdens wevris ekonomikuri mdgomareoba 

da finansuri sargebeli, romelsac partia misgan iRebs. 

patara partiebs dafinansebasTan dakavSirebuli araer­

Ti gamowveva aqvT da Sesabamisad, wevrebis finansuri 

kontribucia aq did rols asrulebs (Tu es kandidate­

bi partiis Rirebulebebsac iziareben, ra Tqma unda). 

bolo, magram arcTu umniSvnelo faqtori, rac gavlenas 

axdens kandidatis SerCevaze, misi popularobaa qveynis 

an konkretuli regionis masStabiT. 

oficialuri Sidapartiuli regulaciebis paralelurad, 

araformaluri praqtikebis arseboba qalebsa da erovnu­

li umciresobebis warmomadgenlebs pirvel aTeulSi an 

oceulSi moxvedras mniSvnelovnad urTulebs, garda im 

SemTxvevisa, Tu partiis xelmZRvaneloba inkluziuri 

siis Sedgenas ar isaxavs miznad. finansuri waxalisebis 

Sedegad Svidi politikuri partiis mier wardgenil sieb­

Si qalebi 30%-s Seadgendnen. Tumca erovnul umciresobe­
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bTan dakavSirebiT, msgavsi waxaliseba ar arsebobs, rac 

kidev ufro metad uwyobs xels qalebisa da erovnuli 

umciresobebis arasaTanado politikur monawileobas. 

daskvna

saqarTvelos politikuri landSaftis qalebisa da erov­

nuli umciresobebis perspeqtividan mimoxilviT cxadi 

xdeba, rom istoriuli dominantoba – kacebis upirate­

soba qalebTan mimarTebiT, an umravlesobis – umcire­

sobasTan mimarTebiT, dRemde qmnis `damatebiT bariere­

bsa da mcdar warmodgenebs~, rac arTulebs istoriu­

lad Cagruli jgufebis efeqtian monawileobas poli­

tikur procesebSi (Kymlicka 2003: 141). arsebuli praqtika 

mniSvnelovan gamowvevebs qmnis qalebisa da erovnuli 

umciresobebisTvis da erovnuli umciresobebis warmo­

madgenel qalebs kidev ufro uTanasworo mdgomareo­

baSi ayenebs. Sidapartiuli sistemebi da procedurebi 

ar aZlevs saSualebas qalebs da erovnuli umciresobe­

bis warmomadgenlebs, CaerTon gadawyvetilebis miRebis 

procesSi da gavlena iqonion programebis Camoyali­

bebaze. miuxedavad imisa, rom partiebs gansazRvruli 

procedurebi aqvT axali wevrebis miRebasTan dakav­

SirebiT, imaves ver vityviT siebis Sedgenis procesze. 

dResdReobiT, sanam farTodaa gavrcelebuli qalebisa 

da erovnuli umciresobebis dabali CarTulobis iseTi 

mizezebis isev am jgufebSi Zebna, rogoricaa saxelmwi­

fo enis arcodna erovnuli umciresobebis SemTxvevaSi 

an monawileobis survilis nakleboba qalebis SemTxve­
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vaSi, politikuri partiebi ver SeZleben, gamoiyenon 

arsebuli SesaZleblobebi da am or jgufs xelSemwyobi 

garemo Seuqmnan partiul sistemaSi.

zogjer politikuri partiebi qalebs da erovnul um­

ciresobebs gansxvavebul pirobebs sTavazoben, Tumca 

zogadi suraTi aradamakmayofilebelia. miuxedavad imi­

sa, rom partiebi cdiloben, programebi gamokiTxvebisa 

da kvlevebis Sedegebze daafuZnon, naTelia, rom yvela 

maTgans ar gaaCnia instituciuri SesaZleblobebi arse­

buli gamowvevebis sapasuxod. amitom mniSvnelovania, 

rom politikuri partiebisTvis mniSvnelovani sakiTxe­

bis genderuli meinstrimingi moxdes da es sakiTxebi 

ganixilos umciresobebis saWiroebebisa da interese­

bis WrilSi. ufro metic, Tu gadavxedavT bolo ramde­

nime arCevnebis Sedegebs, cxadi xdeba, rom politikuri 

landSafti mniSvnelovnad icvleba. es gavlenas axdens 

partiis SesaZleblobaze, rom erTi mxriv – moaxdinos 

umciresobebisa da qalTa saWiroebebis gamokveTa da 

amiT maTi mxardaWeris mopoveba da meore mxriv – par­

tiuli programis ise ganviTareba, rom upasuxos am ori 

jgufis saWiroebebs. 
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(qarTuli partiuli politikis bolo aTwleuli)

irakli qobalia 

politikuri partiebi da maTi kritika

demokratiuli Teoriis ZiriTad mtkicebulebas, rom 

mmarTvelobis demokratiuli sistema ukeT gamoxatavs 

xalxis arCevans, partiebi aqceven realobad. bevri ga­

vleniani mkvlevari, gansakuTrebiT ki isini, vinc dam­

wyeb demokratiebs swavlobs, fiqrobs, rom demokratiis 

damkvidrebul sistemas didwilad partiebi gansazRvra­

ven da rom `Tanamedrove demokratiis gadarCena poli­

tikuri partiebis gareSe warmoudgenelia~ (Schattschneider 

1942: 1). yvela ar daeTanxmeba mosazrebas, rom demokra­

tia da politikuri partiebi erTmaneTisgan ganuyofel­

ni arian, magram partiebis sayovelTaooba, maTi arse­

boba yvela Tanamedrove demokratiul saxelmwifoSi 

gviCvenebs, rom partiebi da demokratiebi praqtikaSi 

ganuyrelni arian (Stokes 1999: 245). demokratiis ramde­

nime Zireuli maxasiaTebeli, magaliTad, efeqtiani mo­

nawileoba, politikuri dRis wesrigis kontroli an 

kavSiris Tavisufleba, gansakuTrebiT rTuli warmosad­

geni iqneboda politikuri partiebis gareSe (Dahl 2000: 

12-14). partia, rogorc politikuri sistemis SedarebiT 
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axali warmonaqmni an institucia, romelic legitimaci­

as saxalxo moZraobebisgan an dominanti jgufebisgan 

iRebs, arsebuli samarTlebrivi sistemebisTvis Sedare­

biT ucxoa. erovnul konstituciebSi1, garda iSviaTi 

gamonaklisebisa, partiebis Sesaxeb ganmartebas ver 

SexvdebiT. miuxedavad amisa, partiebi, saarCevno siste­

mebTan kombinirebulni, politikuri landSaftis yve­

laze TvalsaCino Semqmnelebi arian (Dahl 2000: 130-144). 

amitomac gasakviri ar iqneba Tu vityviT, rom partiebis 

roli Tanamedrove demokratiebSi kritikulad mniSvne­

lovani da fundamenturi Rirebulebis mqonea. 

Zalauflebis mopovebisa da misi SenarCunebis uwyvet 

maraTonSi Cabmuli politikuri partiebisgan ori Ziri­

Tadi molodini arsebobs: warmomadgenlobisa da marT­

vis. pirveli interesebis Sekrebasa da politikis idee­

bis gamokveTas gulisxmobs, rac xmebis mosapoveblad da 

arCevnebSi warmatebis misaRwevadaa aucilebeli (Hofstad-
ter 1969: 1-39). meore ki moicavs politikis gatarebas, ga­

dawyvetilebebis miRebas da institutebis marTvas. po­

litikuri partiebi moqalaqeebs informacias awvdian da 

organizaciul meqanizmebs ayalibeben. isini cdiloben, 

didi sayrdeni jgufebi hyavdeT, saidanac saarCevno kan­

didatebs SearCeven. mxardamWerebTan aqtiuri kavSiriT 

partiebi maT interesebs programebad da gegmebad aqce­

ven (Aldrich 1995: 3-27). alternativebis SemcirebiTa da 

gamartivebiT, partiebi saarCevno yuTTan misul amomr­

1	 arsebobs ramdenime TvalsaCino gamonaklisi, magaliTad, ger­
maniis konstitucia, romelic politikuri partiebis Sesaxeb 
ganmartebas iZleva.
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Cevlebs gadawyvetilebis miRebas uadvileben. amomrCe­

velTa jgufebs damoukidebeli kandidatebic warmoad­

genen, magram politikuri warmomadgenlobis ZiriTadi 

instrumenti mainc partiebi arian. maT SeuZliaT amis 

masStaburad, sistematurad da didi xnis ganmavloba­

Si keTeba. Zalauflebis mopovebis Semdeg partiebi sa­

kanomdeblo organoebs avseben. isini qmnian koaliciebs, 

atareben sakanonmdeblo dRis wesrigs da isaxaven 

grZelvadian miznebs. yvela etapze partiebis mimarT 

arsebobs molodini, rom isini ar mowydebian amomrCev­

lis saWiroebas, darCebian maTTan mWidro kavSirSi da 

sazogadoebrivi sikeTisTvis iRvaweben (Goodin 2011). al­

baT swored amitom akritikeben partiebs yvelaze metad, 

rodesac demokratiebs gansacdelis Jami udgebaT (Main
waring... 1995).

partiebi mudmivad arian mZafri kritikis obieqtebi. maT 

Rirebulebas xSirad kiTxvis niSnis qveS ayeneben da ga­

daSenebasac uwinaswarmetyveleben (Cardoso 2009). partie­

bis mimarT enTuziazmis ganeleba bolo periodis glo­

baluri movlenaa, romelic sazrdoobs partiebis uuna­

robiT, gadaWran umuSevrobis, imigraciis, siRaribis da 

korufciis Zireuli problemebi. Sedegad, populisturi 

nacionalizmis mzardi talRa myarad fesvgadgmul de­

mokratiul institutebsac ki safrTxes uqmnis (Fuku-
yama 2016). garda amisa, identobis politikaze mzardi 

moTxovna aviwroebs partiebis tradiciul sayrdenebs, 

ideologiasa da klass. es tradiciul partiebs aiZu­

lebs swrafad gardaiqmnan, rom gaqrobas gadaurCnen. ga­

mokveTili tendenciebi, pirdapiri demokratiis gaZli­

erebul wyurvilTan da Tanamedrove teqnologiebis 
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ganviTarebasTan erTad, rac, Tavis mxriv, Suamavlebis 

saWiroebas amcirebs, partiebs sasicocxlo gamowvevebis 

winaSe ayenebs. Tumca, aseTi qariSxlebis miuxedavad, po­

litikuri partiebi dRemde rCebian instituciuri de­

mokratiis qvakuTxedebad. 

partiebis ganviTrebis gamowvevebi saqarTveloSi

struqturuli arastabiluroba 

qarTuli demokratiis msgavsad, qarTuli partiuli sis­

temac axalfexadgmulia da klasikur models jer ver 

miuaxlovda. misi evoluciis procesSi erT-erTi mTavari 

garemoeba struqturuli arastabilurobaa. saqarTve­

los konstituciam, romelic 1995 wels miiRes, mraval­

jer ganicada cvlileba, maTgan ramdenime Zireuli da 

maT Soris, nawili iseTi, romelic samTavrobo da saar­

Cevno sistemas Seexeboda. miuxedavad umTavresi wesebis 

xSiri cvalebadobisa, maT hqondaT garkveuli Tanami­

mdevrulobac, rac opoziciuri partiebisTvis naklebad 

xelsayreli velis SeqmnaSi gamoixateboda. es aiZulebda 

partiebs, mudmivad ebrZolaT axali CarCowesebisTvis, 

nacvlad imisa, rom mTeli yuradReba daeTmoT sakuTari 

organizaciuli ganviTarebisTvis. mudmivad cvalebad­

ma sistemam partiebs waarTva samarTlian da stabilur 

struqturul garemoSi swavlisa da ganviTarebis Se­

saZlebloba. susti organizaciuli ganviTarebis fonze, 

partiebs uWirdaT Tanmimdevruli nabijebiT grZelva­

diani warmatebis gamoZerwva. 2017 da 2018 wlebSi saqar­
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Tvelos konstituciam morigi mniSvnelovani cvlile­

ba ganicada, Tumca mravalpartiul konsensuss verc 

amjerad miaRwies. 2020 wlis sakonstitucio cvlile­

bebis Tanaxmad, romelic saqarTvelos saerTaSoriso 

partniorebis SuamavlobiT miiRes, arsebuli saarCevno 

sistema proporciul sistemasTan miaxloebuli saarCev­

no sistemiT Canacvlda. iniciativas parlamentis sruli 

speqtri awerda xels. Tumca aseT viTarebaSic ki war­

moiqmna mizezi, ris gamoc didma opoziciurma partiebma 

konstituciur cvlilebebs xma ar misces. 

mikerZoebuli saarCevno sistema

saarCevno sistema Zalauflebis mopovebisa da xelisu­

flebis SevsebisTvis brZolis vels gansazRvravs. gana­

pirobebs imas, Tu rogor axorcieleben partiebi warmo­

madgenlobiTobasa da marTvas. saqarTvelo proporciu­

li da maJoritaruli saarCevno sistemebis ara rome­

lime klasikur models, aramed maT kombinacias iyenebs, 

rac evropis cota qveyanaSi gvxvdeba. 1995 wels aseTi 

sistemis SerCevas safuZvlad daedo logika, rom maJo­

ritaruli komponentis arseboba arCeuli deputatebis 

pirdapir pasuxismgeblobas gazrdida, proporciuli 

komponenti ki, amomrCevelTa Sexedulebebis asaxvas da 

dabalansebuli warmomadgenlobis arsebobas Seuwyobda 

xels. sabolood, Sereuli sistema mTavrobis stabilu­

robis uzrunvelyofas da mis mier qmediTi politikis 

gatarebas unda wadgomoda. samwuxarod, Sereulma sis­

temam ver gaamarTla. maJoritaruli arCevnebi ver 

iqca adgilobriv, konkurentul paeqrobad, romelsac 
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unda gamoevlina olqis amomrCevlebTan mWidrod da­

kavSirebuli gamarjvebuli. verc dabalansebuli war­

momadgenlobis miRweva moxerxda. 2008 da 2016 wle­

bis saparlamento arCevnebSi gamarjvebulma partiebma 

mandatebis saerTo raodenobis 20% da 28%-iT ufro 

didi wili moipoves, vidre maT mier miRebuli xmebis 

raodenoba iTvaliswinebda. saqarTvelos SemTxvevaSi 

Sereulma saarCevno sistemam Seasusta sakanonmdeblo 

organos da partiebis warmomadgenlobiTobac da anga­

riSvaldebulebac. patara partiebis wamgebian da dide­

bis momgebian poziciaSi CayenebiT, aRniSnulma sistemam 

aseve Seaferxa ufro dinamikuri partiuli landSaf­

tis Camoyalibeba. sabolood, stabiluri mTavrobebis 

nacvlad, Sereulma sistemam mmarTveli partiebis sru­

li upiratesoba waaxalisa, ramac saqarTvelos mraval­

partiulis nacvlad dominanturi partiuli sistemisken 

ubiZga (Suttner 2006).

`msxvili sakiTxebis~ akviateba

arastabiluri ZiriTadi wesebi da araxelsayreli saar­

Cevno sistema mxolod nawilobriv xsnis saqarTveloSi 

moqmedi politikuri partiebis mudmiv akviatebas iseT 

`msxvil sakiTxebTan~ dakavSirebiT, rogoricaa arCevne­

bis Catareba, mTavrobis mowyoba da politikuri par­

tiebis dafinanseba. am da sxva instituciuri sakiTxebis 

mniSvneloba aSkaraa, magram maTi wili partiebis dRis 

wesrigSi imdenad dominanturia, rom maT xels uSlis 

amomrCevlebTan urTierTobebis gamyarebaSi. institu­

ciuri sakiTxebis prioritetuloba axalisebs popu­
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larul aRqmas, rom rigiTi amomrCevlis saWiroebebi 

partiebisTvis meorexarisxovania. arasodes arc erT 

msxvil partias sakonstitucio reforma ar uqcevia 

saarCevno kampaniis amosaval wertilad, Tumca xeli­

suflebaSi mosvlis Semdeg maTi resursebisa da poli­

tikuri kapitalis udidesi nawili swored amaze daixar­

ja (`erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ 2004-Si, `qarTuli 

ocneba~ – 2012-Si). sxvadasxva dros saarCevno brZola 

ekonomikur sakiTxebze mimdinareobda, rasac arCevne­

bis Semdeg umal sxva problema anacvlebda, magaliTad 

iseTi, rogoricaa mediis Tavisufleba. igive SeiZleba 

iTqvas SedarebiT patara partiebze, romelTa mierac 

winasaarCevno periodSi win wamoweuli `xalxis namdvili 

saWiroebebi~ arCevnebis Semdeg dafinansebis sakiTxiT 

an ufro xelsayreli kanonmdeblobis Seqmnaze zrunviT 

nacvldeboda. politikuri partiebisgan gansxvavebiT, 

bolo aTwleulis ganmavlobaSi, qarTveli amomrCevlis 

prioritetebi gacilebiT Tanmimdevruli iyo (NDI 2018). 

sia moicavda samuSao adgilebs, fasebs, siRaribes, te­

ritoriul mTlianobas, pensiebsa da jandacvas. logi­

kurad, es saWiroebebi araerTi partiis saarCevno kampa­

niaze aisaxa. socialuri dapirebebisTvis isini arc sa­

kuTari ideologiuri komfortis zonidan gasvlas eri­

debodnen. arCevnebis Catarebis Semdeg dRis wesrigis 

cvlileba aseve TvalSi sacemi iyo, radgan saarCevno 

kanonmdebloba, partiebis dafinanseba, mediis kontro­

li, mTavrobis formireba da aralegaluri TvalTvali 

maleve ipyrobda politikur dRis wesrigs. politiku­

ri dRis wesrigis araTanmimdevruloba da praqtikuli 

saWiroebebisgan misi daSoreba kvlavac urTulebs par­
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tiebs moqalaqeebis interesebis politikur dRis wes­

rigSi gatanas. es aseve arTulebs partiebis reitingis 

gazrdas da maT mier axali kvalificiuri kadrebis mo­

zidvas. samwuxaro realobaa, rom susti warmomadgenlo­

biTi resursis fonze partiebi ara amomrCevelTa gulis 

mogebiT cdilobdnen gavlenis mopovebas, aramed ume­

teswilad radikalur da negatiur kampaniebs mimarTa­

vdnen mowinaaRmdegeebis gasaneitraleblad. 

dabali ndoba da polarizacia 

sazogadoebis ndoba parlamentisa da politikuri par­

tiebis mimarT Zalian dabalia. partiebis mimarT ndo­

ba, rogorc wesi, erT an dabal orniSna ricxvebSi ga­

moixateba, maSin, roca jars da eklesias sazogadoebis 

60% da 80% endoba (Caucasus Barometer 2018). kidev uaresi, 

saerTaSoriso arasamTavrobo organizaciis mier bolo 

periodSi Catarebuli gamokiTxva cxadyofs, rom partie­

bis mimarT keTilganwyoba iklebs da sazogadoeba maT 

mimarT yvelaze maRal undoblobas gamoxatavs (IRI 2017). 

partiebis mimarT arsebuli dabali ndoba maTi mware da 

pirad Sejibramde dasuli dapirispirebis Tanmdevi fo­

nia. isini erTmaneTs antisaxelmwifoebrivi interesebis 

gatarebaSi adanaSauleben da winasaarCevno periodSi 

mZafr sityvier dapirispirebaSi eSvebian (PACE Resolution 

2015). urTierTbraldebebis xasiaTidan da intensiuro­

bidan gamomdinare, partiebis liderebi damarcxebis 

SemTxvevaSi saTanado sazRaurs ixdian. saqarTvelos 

SemTxvevaSi midgoma – `yvelaferi an araferi~ pola­

rizebis wamaxalisebelia. ori mTavari partia (an maT 
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garSemo Sekrebili koaliciebi) arCevnebis win TiTqmis 

mTlianad isrutavda TiTqos SedarebiT ufro Tanabrad 

gadanawilebul politikur vels. Sedegad, ufro patara 

moTamaSeebi Rirebuli kvalis datovebas ver axerxebd­

nen. gasakviri araa, rom yvela ZiriTadi arCevnebi poli­

tikuri scenidan patara partiebis gasvliT dasrulda,1 

ramac kidev ufro meti sivrce misca dominant partiebs. 

dapirispirebul politikur banakebs Soris arsebulma 

daZabulma Sejibrma saqarTvelo evropis erT-erT yve­

laze polarizebul qveynad aqcia (GYLA, DRI 2017). mowi­

naaRmdegeebs Soris gaCaRebuli samkvdro-sasicocxlo 

brZola, Tavisi nulovanSedegiani logikiT, oTxmociani 

wlebis damoukideblobis moZraobis periods waagavs. 

es niSnavs, rom politikuri fsonebi mudmivad Zalian 

maRalia da kompromisis, koaliciebisa da Zalaufle­

bis ganawilebisTvis adgili aRar rCeba. TanamSromlo­

ba, rogorc wesi, ar yofila wamyvani motivacia, garda 

im SemTxvevebisa, rodesac saerTo mowinaaRmdege iyo 

dasamarcxebeli. politikuri brZolebi xSirad qceu­

la liderebis personalur paeqrobad, romelic ar eq­

vemdebareba Sidapartiul filtrebs Tu instituciur 

kontrols. Zireul sakiTxebze miuRweveli konsensusi, 

oponentebis mxridan revanSis molodini da sasamarT­

los mimarT undobloba mxolod axalisebda polariza­

ciis ganaxlebad da ciklur xasiaTs.

1	 `axali memarjveneebi~ da `qristian-demokratiuli moZraoba~ 
(2012-Si) da `Tavisufali demokratebi~, `usufaSvili-respub­
likelebi~ da `saxelmwifo xalxisTvis~ (2016-Si) marginalizebu­
li iyvnen aradamakmayofilebeli saarCevno Sedegebis niadagze.
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ideologiuri xazebis bundovaneba

saqarTveloSi fesvgadgmul ukidures polarizacias ar 

aqvs kavSiri partiebis ideologiur gansxvavebebTan. 

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom partiebma, zogadad, ver SeZles 

amomrCevlebTan ideologiuri koaliciebis Seqmna. pro­

fesiul kavSirSi gawevrianebuli britaneli muSisgan 

gansxvavebiT, romelsac kargi warmodgena aqvs, Tu ro­

gor moiqceva parlamentSi leiboristuli partiis mis­

Tvis ucnobi kandidati, qarTveli amomrCeveli – TviT 

yvelaze politikurad ganswavlulic ki, winaswar nakle­

bad ganWvrets raimes kandidatis partiis brendis mixed­

viT. arasaTanado organizaciuli mowyobis Tu Camouya­

libebeli struqturebis gamo, politikuri partiebi ver 

axerxeben liderebis, aqtivistebis Tu mxardamWerebis 

erTian ideologiur qsovilSi moqcevas. mxardamWerTa 

bazisi da interesTa jgufebi SedarebiT bundovani cne­

bebia, imdenad, rom xSirad partiis menejerebsac uWirT 

maTi praqtikulobis danaxva. Rirebulebebze dafuZne­

buli kavSiris ararsebobis pirobebSi, partiuli iden­

tobis formireba, ZiriTadad, liderebis mier xdeba, 

sagareo politikis, ekonomikuri da socialuri suraTis 

gaTvaliswinebiT. aRsaniSnavia, rom sagareo politika 

partiebis umravlesobisTvis identobis umniSvnelo­

vanesi ganmsazRvrelia. deklarirebul mimarTulebebSi 

TvalSi sacemi gansxvavebebi Zalian cotaa 2012 wlidan 

Seurigebel metoqeebs, `erTian nacionalur moZraoba­

sa~ da `qarTul ocnebas~ Sorisac ki. sxva partiebic, 

ramdenime gamonaklisis garda, imave politikuri cen­

tris garSemo trialeben. ideologiuri TvalsazrisiT, 

qarTuli partiebi arsebiTad Camoyalibebis procesSi 
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arian, riTac sazogadoebaSi interesTa jgufebis evo­

luciis sawyis etaps exmianebian. partiebis umeteso­

ba, upirveles yovlisa, gadarCenisTvis ibrZvis da amis 

Semdeg – gangrZobiTi identobis CamoyalibebisTvis. 

daskvnisTvis, partiebs Soris arsebuli dapirispireba 

erT-erTi umwvavesia evropis masStabiT, magram amas sa­

fuZvlad politikuri ideologiebi naklebad udevs.

xmis micemis retrospeqtuloba

mkveTri polarizaciisa da dabali ideologiuri frag­

mentaciis fonze, saqarTveloSi xmis micemas metwilad 

retrospeqtuli buneba hqonda (Fiorina 1981). martivad 

rom avxsnaT, mTavrobis mier warsulSi gadadgmuli na­

bijebi bevrad ufro metad ganapirobebda amomrCevlis 

gadawyvetilebas, vidre arCevnebSi monawile partie­

bis programebi an poziciebi sxvadasxva sakiTxze. par­

tiis imijs uwinaresad warsuli miRwevebi qmnida, gan­

sakuTrebiT, RirsSesaniSnavi gamarjvebebi metoqeebis 

winaaRmdeg da ara momavlis axleburi xedva. am Tval­

sazrisiT, yvela aqamde Catarebuli erovnuli arCevnebi 

SeiZleba ganvixiloT, rogorc referendumi mmarTveli 

partiis mier Zalauflebis SenarCunebis Sesaxeb. mmarT­

veli partiisTvis aseTi verdiqtis gamotana bunebrivia, 

Tumca gonivrul zRvramde. arCevnebma ideebisa da pro­

gramebis Sefasebis da sasurveli momavlis arCevis Se­

saZlebloba unda mogvces, sadac, SesaZloa, mmarTvel­

ma partiamac da opoziciamac mniSvnelovani cvlilebe­

bi ganicadon. orive komponentis gonivrulma balansma 

unda ganapirobos momavalze orientirebuli arCevani, 
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romelic iTvaliswinebs warsulis adekvatur Sefaseba­

sac. aseT viTarebaSi partiebs uCndebaT meti intere­

si, investicia ganaxorcielon politikis kvlevasa da 

Sida reformaze, rogorc warmatebis mTavar pirobaze. 

xmis micemis zedmetad retrospeqtuli xasiaTi mxolod 

axalisebs partiebis mier Zveli poziciebis mudmiv Se­

narCunebas, kritikuli TviTSefasebis uaryofas, Sec­

domebis araRiarebas da am yvelafris nacvlad mTeli 

yuradRebis opoziciis diskreditaciaze gatanas. 

2008 wels `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ winaaRmdeg 

dagrovil brazs jer kidev ver mieRwia am partiis mmar­

Tvelobidan CamosaSoreblad saWiro zRvrisTvis, Tum­

ca 2012 wels miaRwia. koalicia `qarTulma ocnebam~ 

moaxerxa antisamTavrobo ganwyoba arCevnebSi sakuTa­

ri gamarjvebisTvis efeqtianad gamoeyenebina. `erTia­

ni nacionaluri moZraobis~ rvawlianma mmarTvelobam 

imdenad mZafri gemo datova, rom 4 wlis Semdeg, 2016 

wlis arCevnebzec ki, mTavari brZola mimdinareobda 

ara imdenad `qarTuli ocnebis~ mier Zalauflebis Se­

sanarCuneblad, ramdenadac imisTvis, rom `erTiani na­

cionaluri moZraoba~ ar dabrunebuliyo. Tu warsulis 

gamocdilebas daveyrdnobiT, wesiTa da rigiT, momaval 

arCevnebSi, romelic 2020 wels unda Catardes, brZo­

lis ZiriTad Temad `qarTuli ocnebis~ mTavrobis mier 

miRweuli Sedegebi unda iqces. rogorc retrospeqtuli 

xmis micemis Teoria gveubneba, etyoba, saqarTveloSi 

xmis micemis kulturas safuZvlad, upirveles yovli­

sa, momavlis ganWvretis iseTi meTodi udevs, romelic 

TiTqmis mTlianadaa dafuZnebuli warsulis Sefasebaze. 
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mmarTveli partiebis dominacia

Rrma politikuri polarizacia, romelic dafuZnebu­

lia principze – `yvelaferi gamarjvebuls ergeba~, da 

saarCevno sistemis mikerZoebuloba mmarTveli partie­

bis hegemonias uwyobda xels. wina aTwleulis msgav- 

sad, mmarTvel partiebs monopolia hqondaT gadawyve­

tilebis miRebis procesze da igebdnen yvela Suale­

dur arCevnebs (adgilobrivi TviTmmarTvelobis Tu 

saprezidento). isini yvela saxelisuflebo Stos akon­

trolebdnen da mniSvnelovan gadawyvetilebebsac opo­

nentebTan SeuTanxmeblad iRebdnen. Sidapartiuli an­

gariSvaldebulebis struqturac moikoWlebda. aqedan 

gamomdinare, ZalTa balansi mmarTveli partiis SigniT 

iseTive uTanasworo iyo, rogoric amave partiis Za­

laufleba opoziciasTan mimarTebiT. xelisuflebaSi 

myofni TiTqmis aranair zewolas ar grZnobdnen Tavi­

sive partiis sxva wevrebisgan, ise, rogorc es hegemo­

niur partiul sistemebSi xdeba. raki mmarTvel parti­

ebs xelT epyra sruli nominaluri legitimacia gada­

wyvetilebebis misaRebad, isini Tavs TviTkmarad grZnob­

dnen. opoziciasTan dapirispirebis dramatuli xasiaTi 

maTTan raime tipis Zalauflebis gaziarebas uamisodac 

arTulebda. oponentebTan TanamSromloba calkeul sa­

kiTxebze SesaZloa, liderebisTvis mizanSewonilic yo­

filiyo, magram es radikalurad ganwyobili momxreebis 

ganawyenebis risks Seicavda. Sesabamisad, eleqtoraluri 

xarj-sargeblianobis analizi cxadyofda, rom kompro­

misi sakmaod Zviri da daufasebeli ramaa. sapirispiro 

logikiT moqmedeba ufro aqtualuri iyo: mmarTveli 

da warmatebuli opoziciuri partiebic ukidures gzebs 



irakli qobalia 

120

irCevdnen mxardamWerebis gasamxneveblad da oponente­

bisgan distancirebisTvis. 

mmarTvelobis institutebi da maTi dayofa, kontro­

lisa da gawonasworebis meqanizmebi garkveul zogad 

progress ganicdida qveyanaSi, magram isini ar iyvnen 

mzad gaeZloT yovlisSemZle mmarTveli partiebisTvis. 

2012 wlis arCevnebis unikalurma garemoebebma aiZula 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ da `qarTuli ocneba~ 

erTi wlis ganmavlobaSi Zalaufleba gaenawilebinaT. 

`qarTul ocnebasTan~ ganxeTqilebis Sedegad prezident 

margvelaSvils mouwia mmarTvel partiasTan dapiris­

pireba. Tumca am SemTxvevebs dadebiTi memkvidreoba an 

politikuri kompromisebis gangrZobiTi precedentebi 

ar Seuqmnia. opoziciasTan Zalauflebis gauziareblo­

bis pirobebSi damabalanseblis funqcias garkveulwilad 

saerTaSoriso Tanamegobroba, samoqalaqo sazogadoeba, 

media da zogjer sasamarTloebi asrulebdnen. isini 

ufro produqtiuli aRmoCndnen mTavrobis kontrolis, 

maTi gadacdomebis xazgasmisa da protestis mobilize­

bis TvalsazrisiT. maT araerTxel ubiZges xelisufle­

bas SedarebiT gonivruli gadawyvetilebis miRebisken. 

swored maTi muSaoba aRudga win qveynis ukusvlas av­

toritarizmisa da instituciuri degradaciisken.

liderebze damokidebuleba

qarTuli politikuri partiebis umetesobas individua­

lur liderebze ukiduresi damokidebuleba axasiaTebs. 

rogorc wesi, partia warmoadgens Zlieri adamianis 

garSemo Semokrebil erTobas, romelic lideris dRis 
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wesrigis mixedviT moqmedebs. aseTi erToba Sors dgas 

damoukideblad sicocxlisunariani instituciisgan, 

romelsac grZelvadiani gegmebis dasaxva da axali li­

derebis warmoSoba SeuZlia. garda liderze aseTi da­

mokidebulebis aSkarad negatiuri gavlenisa Sidapar­

tiul demokratiaze, is aseve Zirs uTxris partiebisa 

da mTlianad politikuri sistemis mdgradobas. 

arsebobs molodini, rom sicocxlisunariani politi­

kuri partiebi, sakuTari politikis Sedegebsa da iden­

tobaze dayrdnobiT, grZelvadian reputacias gamoimu­

Saveben (Key 1964). amis ukan unda idges aqtivistebis, 

resursebis, ideebis, Sesabamisi specialistebisa da ga­

dawyvetilebis mimRebTa uwyveti jaWvi (Cotter... 1984). 

calkeul liderebs ubralod ar SeuZliaT am jaWvis 

yvela rgolis muSaoba sakuTar Tavze aiRon. politikis 

Sedegebsa da identobaze agebuli partiuli ganviTare­

bis scenari saqarTvelos uxeS politikur niadagze 

jer kidev ver xarobs, Sesabamisad, Zlier liderebze 

moTxovna kvlavac didia. arsebuli monacemebi cxadyofs, 

rom amomrCevlebi midrekilni arian, mxari dauWiron 

ama Tu im partias, misi lideris Tvisebebze dayrdno­

biT. SesaZloa, am moTxovnis sapasuxod an miRebuli 

politikuri memkvidreobis kvaldakval, saqarTveloSi 

moqmedi politikuri partiebi, oTxmociani wlebidan 

moyolebuli dRemde, mTavar Zalad kvlavac individebs 

miiCneven da ara ideologiebsa da socialur jgufebs. 

aqedan gamomdinare, didi da patara partiebi erTnai­

rad dgebian gaqrobis an gavlenis sruli dakargvis sa­

SiSroebis winaSe maSin, roca maTi liderebi politiku­

ri scenidan uCinardebian. miuxedavad amisa, partiebs 
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garkveuli miRwevebic aqvT, maT Sorisaa SedarebiTi 

stabilizacia 2012 wels Zalauflebis mSvidobiani gada­

cemis Semdeg da saarCevno cvalebadobis ufro zomier 

niSnulebamde dayvana. Tumca mmarTvel partiebs jer 

kidev dasamtkicebeli aqvT, rom lideris politikuri 

scenidan sruli gasvlis Semdegac SeuZliaT gavlenis 

SenarCuneba. 

susti Sidapartiuli demokratia

partiebis vertikaluri mowyoba harmoniuli ver iqneba 

WeSmariti Sida demokratiis Camoyalibebisa. amomrCe­

velTa iseTi mniSvnelovani jgufebi, rogoricaa qale­

bi, umciresobebi da devnilebi, ar arian saTanadod 

warmodgenili. jgufebis warmomadgenlobis kuTxiT ar­

sebuli horizontaluri disproporcia ideebisa da ada­

mianebis vertikalur mobilobasac arTulebs. magali­

Tad, partiebis programebi, romlebic aqtivistebisa 

da liderebis erTobliv namuSevars unda warmoadgend­

nen (Almond... 2008), iSviaTad iqmneba wevrebis realuri 

CarTulobiT. aqtivistebis mier adgilobrivi konteqs­

tis codna xSirad gamoiyeneba miznobrivi kampaniuri 

gzavnilebis dasaxvewad, Tumca grZelvadiani gegmebis 

dasasaxad – TiTqmis arasdros. 

Sida demokratiis gaZlierebis gzaze kidev erTi mniSv­

nelovani dabrkoleba partiuli procedurebis xSiri 

cvlilebaa, iqneba es kandidatebis wardgenis wesi, aqti­

vistebis dawinaureba Tu saarCevno siebis Sedgena. gar­

da iSviaTi gamonaklisebisa, partiebi am Zireul wesebs 

TiToeuli arCevnebis mixedviT cvlidnen. manevrirebis 
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aseTi moqnili SesaZlebloba partiis liders saSuale­

bas aZlevs, arsebuli resursi maqsimalurad gonivru­

lad gamoiyenos, magram amavdroulad, Zireuli wesebis 

damkvidreba ufro mniSvnelovania proceduruli de­

mokratiis formirebis da grZelvadiani instituciuri 

ganviTarebis uzrunvelsayofad. TviT partiebis wamyvan 

wevrebsac ki gasCeniaT kiTxva, Tu rogor miaRwia ama 

Tu im adamianma maTive partiis kandidatad wardgenas. 

aseTma gaurkvevlobam SeiZleba erTianobis SegrZneba 

daazaralos, win wamoswios pirovnuli urTierTobebis 

gadamwyveti mniSvneloba da araformaluri kavSirebi 

daweril wesebze maRla daayenos.

kidev erTi maxasiaTebeli, romlis ganzogadebac SeiZle­

ba, wevrTa dauzustebeli monacemebia (rogorc amas par­

tiebis mTavar aqtivistebTan Catarebuli konfidencia­

luri interviuebi aCvenebs). partiebi aRiareben, rom 

maTi monacemTa bazebi arazustia. komunikacia partiis 

liderebsa da rigiT wevrebs Soris, ZiriTadad, partiu­

li kongresebiT, iSviaTi konferenciebiTa da winasaar­

Cevno kampaniis periodSi organizebuli SexvedrebiT Se­

moifargleba, rac regularuli dialogis niSnuls ver 

aRwevs. bunebrivia, rom aseT viTarebaSi regionSi myofi 

aqtivistebi partias ufro xSirad toveben, radgan Tavs 

masTan naklebad mikuTvnebulad grZnoben. aqtivistebis 

gadinebis masStabi gansakuTrebiT dramatuli arCevneb­

Si marcxis Semdgom aris xolme. 
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Tanmimdevruli politikis nakleboba

bolo aTwleulis ganmavlobaSi partiebs naklebad ga­

mosdiodaT politikis SemuSavebis inkluziurobis uz­

runvelyofa. amas bevri axsna SeiZleba hqondes, resur­

sebis simwiridan sust moTxovnamde. am barierebis ga­

dalaxva aucilebelia imisTvis, rom WeSmaritad de­

mokratiuli, Tanmimdevrul miznebze orientirebuli 

partiebi miviRoT. politikis formirebis inkluziuri 

da ganaxlebadi ciklebis generireba partiebs WeSma­

ritad gardaqmnis. es maT aseve daexmareba, rom ara 

liderebs, aramed konkretul miznebs miemarTon. ami­

saTvis saWiroa gadawyvetilebis miRebis araformalu­

ri stilis Canacvleba gamWvirvale da formalizebuli 

meTodebiT. Zalaufleba liderTa viwro wridan wevrTa 

farTo jgufebisken mxolod maSin gadainacvlebs, Tuki 

am ukanasknelT mkafiod ecodinebaT, rogor moaxdinon 

zemoqmedeba partiis amocanebze da amas sistematurad 

gaakeTeben. zogierTi partia cdilobs am mimarTulebiT 

nabijebis gadadgmas, magram maTi iSviaTi Sekrebebi sa­

ganmanaTleblo an samotivacio miznebiT Semoifargle­

ba. partiebis programebi, rogorc wesi, arCevnebis win 

axldeba da umeteswilad mokle TezisebiT izRudeba. 

mmarTvel partiebs metad uadvildebaT detaluri pro­

gramebis SemuSaveba. Tumca maTsa da samTavrobo struq­

turebs Soris zRvrebi bundovania. mmarTveli partiebi 

programebis SemuSavebisTvis saWiro resursebs samTa­

vrobo aparatidan ivseben. xSir SemTxvevaSi, gamarjve­

buli partiebis moqmedebebi sulac ar ikiTxeba maT wi­

nasaarCevno programebSi. opoziciac axlad warmoSobil 

samTavrobo iniciativebs reagirebis reJimSi pasuxobs. 
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ase ikveTeba mmarTveli partiebisa da opoziciuri par­

tiebis polarizebuli dapirispirebis uwyveti cikli, 

romlis calkeuli epizodebic imden xans grZeldeba, 

ramden yuradRebasac maT media dauTmobs. aseT piro­

bebSi partiebi naklebad ganicdian organizaciul cvli­

lebebs. isini, Cveulebriv, vertikaluri struqturisa 

da gadawyvetilebis miRebis araformaluri meTodebis 

erTgulni rCebian. 

mTavari istoriuli movlenebi

ganviTarebul demokratiebSi partiuli sistemebi da iden­

tobebi Zireuli istoriuli movlenebis fonze Camoyalib­

da. analogiurad, saqarTveloSi partiuli ganviTarebis 

tendenciebis gasagebad istoriuli konteqstis moxmoba 

SeiZleba sasargeblo iyos. am TvalsazrisiT mniSvnelo­

van movlenebs Sorisaa 2008 wlis agvistos omi, 2012 wlis 

saparlamento arCevnebi da gadasvla saprezidentodan 

saparlamento mmarTvelobis modelze. aRniSnul movle­

nebs Tan sdevda tragediebi, politikuri drama da sir­

Tuleebi, magram TiToeulma maTganma erTgvari wvlili 

Seitana mimdinare demokratiul procesebSi.

SesaZlebelia vamtkicoT, rom 2008 wlis agvistos omma 

erTmniSvnelovnad ganamtkica dasavluri kursi da igi 

yvela mniSvnelovani politikuri moTamaSis udavo pa­

radigmad aqcia. man mTavari scenidan TiTqmis gaaqro 

SesaZlo alternativebi. agvistos omis Semdeg mmarT­

vel da mTavar opoziciur partiebs Soris brZola mim­

dinareobda imaze, Tu vin ufro erTguli an efeqtiani 

iyo evrokavSirsa da natoSi integraciis TvalsazrisiT, 
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an vin ufro Seurigeblad ebrZoda Crdiloel mezobels. 

mkacri istoriuli memkvidreobis da saqarTvelos teri­

toriuli mTlianobis mimdinare xelyofis fonze, pro­

rusuli politika 2008 wlamdec ar iyo metad mimzidve­

li, Tumca arsebobda nacnobi midgomac, rom saqarTve­

los mTlianobis gasaRebi ruseTTan Serigebasa da dasa­

vleTisadmi swrafvis SesustebaSi imaleba. garda amisa, 

rusuli rbili Zala, hibriduli meqanizmebi da sabWoTa 

nostalgia, romelic jer kidev arsebobs ufrosi Tao­

bis moqalaqeebSi, naklebad TvalSi sacem placdarms 

warmoadgens, romelic wina planze wamosawevad mxolod 

Sesaferis garemoebebs elodeba. rogorc Cans, agvistos 

omma aseTi scenarebi mniSvnelovnad gaafermkrTala. 

ruseTis mxridan pirdapiri samxedro Zalis gamoyenebam 

da Semdgom – saqarTvelos ori regionis damoukidebel 

saxelmwifoebad aRiarebam Riad prorusuli narativis­

Tvis qarTul politikaSi adgili aRar datova. es kidev 

ufro rTulad gadasakveTi zRvari gaxda. partiebis 

umetesoba gamokveTilad usvams xazs sakuTar prodasa­

vlurobas. mmarTveli partiebis misamarTiT (`erTiani 

nacionaluri moZraoba~, `qarTuli ocneba~), Sesabamisad, 

gaizarda moTxovna, rom dasavleTTan urTierTobaSi met 

warmatebas miaRwion. es, Tavis mxriv, saWiroebs dasavlu­

ri standartebis mimarT maRal mimReblobas, maT Soris, 

samarTliani arCevnebis, adamianis uflebebis da kanonis 

uzenaesobis mimarTulebiT. garkveuli miRwevebi aRniS­

nuli mimarTulebiT iseT mniSvnelovan SeTanxmebebSi 

gamoixata, rogoric aris asocirebis xelSekruleba da 

uvizo reJimi evrokavSirTan da strategiuli partnio­

roba amerikis SeerTebul StatebTan. wamyvani partie­
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bis (mmarTveli da opoziciuri) mxridan gamoCenilma 

erTsulovnebam am miRwevebTan dakavSirebiT, safuZ- 

veli moamzada sasicocxlod mniSvnelovani erovnuli 

interesebisa da strategiuli miznebis garSemo konsen­

susis misaRwevad. rac Zalze mniSvnelovania, prevalen­

turma prodasavlurma demokratiulma diskursma waaxa­

lisa politikuri aqtorebi, rom ufro maRal demokra­

tiul standartebze aiRon sworeba da nominalurad ma­

inc Semofarglon politikuri qcevis dasaSvebi CarCoe­

bi, raTa SeinarCunon dasavleli partniorebis ndoba.

2012 wels Zalauflebis pirvelma kanonierma gadacemam 

saqarTvelo semuel hantingtonis cnobili `ori tran­

ziciis~ testis Casabareblad Sua gzaze daayena (Hun-
tington 1993). pirvelad qveynis istoriaSi, mTavrobam da 

opoziciam adgilebi saarCevno yuTebis gavliT, konsti­

tuciuri wesrigis daurRvevlad gacvales. unikalur 

SemTxvevad SeiZleba miviCnioT isic, rom maSindelma 

mmarTvelma partiam aRiara oponentis gamarjveba da 

damarcxebis Semdeg arc politikuri scenidan gamqra­

la.1 axalma mmarTvelma Zalam ramdenime demokratiuli 

arCevnebi Caatara, maT Soris – Zalze mniSvnelovani 

– saparlamento da amiT hantingtonis testis srulad 

gasavlelad saWiro safuZvlebi SeinarCuna. xsenebul 

miRwevas ar aRmoufxvria partiebis struqturuli Tu 

organizaciuli sisusteebi, Tumca Semdgomi dadebiTi 

ZvrebisTvis garkveuli winapiroba Seqmna. saarCevno me­

1	 `mrgvali magida~ da `moqalaqeTa kavSiri~, romlebic qveyanas ma­

namde marTavdnen, Zalauflebis dakargvis Semdeg, Sesabamisad, 

1993 da 2003 wlebSi, maleve gaqrnen.
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ryeobis warmoudgenlad maRalma donem, wina wlebTan 

SedarebiT, dabla daiwia da Seiqmna sabaziso garemoe­

bebi politikuri procesis meti gangrZobiTobisTvis.1 

saxelmwifo uwyebebisa da politikuri partiebis funq­

cionireba SedarebiT ufro metad evoluciuri gaxda, 

riTac Semcirda xisti ucabedi cvlilebebis da sru­

liad axali politikuri velebis urTierTCanacvlebis 

praqtika. mmarTveli partiis arCevnebSi damarcxeba mis 

gardauval politikur sikvdils an misTvis samarTle­

brivi pasuxismgeblobis gardauvlad dakisrebas aRar 

gulisxmobs, rac met sivrces qmnis ideebis gonivruli 

da racionaluri dapirispirebisTvis. miuxedavad imisa, 

rom oponentebis saubris ena kvlavac mwarea, politiku­

ri debatebis kultura gaumjobesebis niSnebsac Seica­

vs. politikuri procesis SedarebiTma demokratizaciam 

aseve ubiZga partiebs, meti investicia Cadon mxardamWer­

Ta mozidvis meqanizmebSi, kardakar kampaniebSi, wevrTa 

eleqtronuli bazebis Seqmnasa da onlainaqtivobebSi. 

partiebis mxridan moqalaqeTa CarTulobis mniSvnelo­

baze aqcentireba da politikis erToblivi formireba 

politikuri procesis normalizebis Tanmdevi procesia, 

rac safuZvels qmnis imisTvis, rom momavalSi partiebma 

demokratiuli marTvis SesaZleblobebi gaiZlieron. 

1	 pedersenis indeqsi (saarCevno procesebis yvelaze gavrce­

lebuli sazomi, romelic gamosaxavs partiis mxardaWeris ma­

Cveneblis cvlilebas) 2012-2016 wlebSi 20% iyo, 2008-2012 wlebSi 

– 53%, 2004-2008 wlebSi – 24% da 1999-2004 wlebSi – 77%. gamoT­

vlis meTodisTvis ixileT – morgensi da pederseni: `evropuli 

partiuli sistemebis dinamika: meryeobis formis cvlileba~. 

European Journal of Political Research 1. 1979.
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2016 wlis saparlamento arCevnebma aCvena, Tu ramdenad 

mniSvnelovania amomrCevelTan pirispir kontaqti. pir­

dapiri kavSiris damyarebis aucileblobam ufro farTo 

aRiareba moipova partiebis mxridanac. Tumca, saWiroa, 

es mcdelobebi erTjeradad ar darCes da grZelvadian 

perspeqtivaSi, normad iqces. amomrCevlis farTo mase­

bis pirdapiri da mudmivi CarTuloba jer kidev rCe­

ba gamowvevadac da gamouyenebel SesaZleblobadac. am 

problemis gadaWram, SesaZloa, iseTi problemebis ga­

saRebic misces partiebs, rogoric finansebis simwirea. 

mmarTveli partiebi kvlavac Crdilaven danarCenebs 

finansebTan wvdomis TvalsazrisiT, rac Tanaswori ga­

remos arsebobas safrTxes uqmnis. potenciurad, pata­

ra partiebs SeuZliaT danaklisi sawevro gadasaxade­

bis SemoRebiT an mxardamWerebis farTo wrisgan mcire 

kontribuciebis miRebiT Seivson. amis miRweva, SesaZloa, 

garkveul Sidapartiul cvlilebebs moiTxovdes, ga­

dawyvetilebis miRebis vertikaluri sistemis reformis 

da gonivruli politikuri winadadebebis mxardaWeris 

CaTvliT. bolo wlebSi konkretuli sakiTxebis irgvliv 

calkeuli jgufebis mier organizebulma masStaburma 

demonstraciebma (narkopolitika, usafrTxoeba samu­

Sao adgilze, sagzao moZraobis regulireba da sxva) 

aCvena, rom praqtikuli daniSnulebis mqone specifiku­

ri moTxovnebi ufro met adamians aerTianebs, vidre 

yovlismomcveli aqciebi da zogadi msvlelobebi. aRniS­

nuli tendencia kidev erTxel cxadyofs, Tu ramdenad 

mniSvnelovania praqtikuli da damajerebeli politikis 

SemuSaveba da misi adamianebTan dakavSireba. globaluri 

ideebi, konkretikisgan daclili SeTavazebebi da zoga­
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di dapirebebi amomrCevels sul ufro naklebad ainte­

resebs. ramdenadac am kursis arCevis sikeTeebi aSkaraa, 

imdenad saWiroa mtkivneuli kompromisebi maT misaRwe­

vad. Zalauflebis Zveli struqturebi da saqmis keTebis 

aprobirebuli meTodebi male aRaravis gamoadgeba. 

daskvna 

saprezidento mmarTvelobidan saparlamentoze gadas­

vlis procesi, romelic jerac ar dasrulebula da 

romelsac Sereuli saarCevno sistemis proporciuliT 

Secvlac Tan sdevs, warmatebiT dagvirgvinebis SemTxve­

vaSi, saqarTvelos evropis dominantur demokratiul 

tradiciasTan daaaxloebs. am struqturulma cvlile­

bebma, partiebisTvis ufro mniSvnelovani rolis miniWe­

biT, maT gamwev Zalad gadaqcevas unda Seuwyos xeli. Ca­

moyalibdebian Tu ara partiebi Zlier instituciebad, 

romelTa bedic calkeul liderebze aRar iqneba da­

mokidebuli, momavali gviCvenebs. procesis wamaxalise­

beli damatebiTi argumentebi, SesaZloa, dRevandeli 

amomrCevlebis xasiaTSic veZeboT. gamarjvebuli partie­

bis mier miRebuli xmebis raodenoba wina periodebTan 

SedarebiT naklebia, opoziciis mxardamWerTa ricxvi 

ki matulobs (rasac cxadyofs 2016 wlis saparlamento 

arCevnebis Sedegebis Sedareba 2012 da 2008 wlebis Se­

degebTan). am yvelafris mniSvneloba gacilebiT didia, 

vidre es cifrebiT gamoixateba, radgan qveyana mxolod 

maSin SeiZleba miviCnioT demokratiulad, Tu axerxebs, 

konkurentuli saarCevno garemo Seqmnas (sadac, sul 



131

saqarTvelos politikuri landSafti

mcire, or Zalas mainc aqvs gamarjvebis realuri San­

si). Tuki es erT dRes normad iqceva, gamarTuli insti­

tutebis farglebSi, partiebi SeZleben ukeT warmoad­

ginon sakuTari amomrCevlebi da maTi saxeliT qveyana 

ufro gonivrulad marTon. rodesac partiebisTvis es 

ori misia iqneba ganmsazRvreli, isini ara mxolod saku­

Tar organizaciul miznebs waaxaliseben, aramed Tavad 

demokratiis miznebsac. 
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saqarTvelo evrokavSirisken mimaval  
gzaze: politikuri partiebis roli

ivane CxikvaZe

Sesavali

saqarTvelos politikur speqtrsa da sazogadoebaSi 

erT-erT mniSvnelovan problemas politikuri polari­

zacia warmoadgens. Tumca im iSviaT sakiTxebs Soris, 

razec sazogadoebasa da politikur partiebs Soris 

met-naklebad konsensusi arsebobs, erT-erTi mTava­

ri saqarTvelos evropul da evroatlantikur struq­

turebSi integraciaa. sazogadoeba qveynis erovnul in­

teresad miiCnevs evrokavSirsa da natoSi saqarTvelos 

gawevrianebas, rasac alternativa ar gaaCnia. sagareo 

politikis TvalsazrisiT saqarTveloSi moqmedi poli­

tikuri partiebi ZiriTadad imaSi ejibrebian erTmaneTs, 

rom daamtkicon, Tu romeli maTgani ufroa evropuli 

dRis wesrigis erTguli. aRsaniSnavia, rom bolo wleb­

Si evrointegraciis sakiTxebi politikuri partiebis 

programebsa da dRis wesrigSi ufro xSirad da aqtiu­

rad Cans. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom aRniSnuli Temis inten­

siuroba ganpirobebulia sul mcire ori mizeziT: 2014 

wels saqarTvelom evrokavSirTan xeli moawera aso­

cirebis SeTanxmebas, rac qveynis evropul gaerTiane­
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basTan politikuri da ekonomikuri daaxloebis CarCoa; 

amis paralelurad, evrointegraciis xelSesaxebi Sede­

giT SeuZlia isargeblos biometriuli pasportis mqone 

saqarTvelos nebismierma moqalaqem, ramdenadac maT 

2017 wlis 28 martidan evrokavSirisa da Sengenis zonis 

qveynebSi uvizo gadaadgilebis ufleba mieniWaT (2017 

wlis seqtembris monacemebiT, saqarTvelos iusticiis 

saministrom 1.4 milionze meti biometriuli pasporti 

gasca).

aRniSnulis gaTvaliswinebiT, mocemul etapze, saqar­

Tvelos esaWiroeba axali narativi da niSnuli, rac 

gansazRvravs saqarTvelos evrokavSirSi Semdgom inte­

gracias. am narativis CamoyalibebaSi TavianTi wvlili 

unda Seitanon politikurma partiebmac da saamisod 

aucilebelia, isini ufro siRrmiseulad dainteresd­

nen evrointegraciasTan dakavSirebuli TemebiT. dasa­

nania, rom aqamde maTi mxridan saqarTvelos evrokav­

SirSi integraciis Temis win wamowevas umeteswilad 

deklaraciuli xasiaTi hqonda; am Temisadmi miZRvnili 

TiTo-orola partiuli diskusia naklebad Seicavda ar­

gumentirebul msjelobebs evrointegraciis politikis 

gatarebis ufro efeqtian gzebze. partiebi, erTi mxriv, 

evrointegracias xSirad iyenebdnen politikuri brZo­

lis iaraRad da sakuTari identobis gansamtkiceblad, 

meore mxriv ki, misi saSualebiT cdilobdnen Crdi­

li mieyenebinaT sxva partiebisTvis, rogorc naklebad 

evropuli an `prorusuli~ ZalisTvis. 

winamdebare naSromis mizania, mokled mimovixiloT sa­

qarTvelo-evrokavSiris urTierToba da misi sxvadasxva 
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etapi partniorobisa da TanamSromlobis SeTanxme­

bis xelmoweridan dRemde. gansakuTrebuli yuradRe­

ba mivaqcieT evrointegraciis procesSi politikuri 

partiebis rols, aseve imas, Tu ra gavlenas axdens es 

procesi uSualod politikuri partiebis dRis wesrigis 

gansazRvraze. gavaanalizeT saparlamento partiebis 

programebi evrointegraciis WrilSi da maTi CarTulo­

ba am saqmeSi. aseve, mniSvnelovani aqcentebia saqarTve­

lo-evrokavSiris samomavlo urTierTobebze da am ur­

TierTobebis formatis Camoyalibebis mimdinareobisas 

politikuri partiebis xedvebsa da rolze. 

saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris urTierToba

damoukideblobis mopovebis Semdeg saqarTvelo evro­

kavSirTan (maSin evrogaerTianebasTan) urTierTobas 

qveynis SigniT arsebuli konfliqtebis daregulirebi­

sa da sasursaTo krizisis mogvarebis WrilSi ganixilav­

da. `saqarTvelos moqalaqeTa kavSiris~ mmarTvelobis 

periodSi saqarTvelom mniSvnelovani nabiji gadadga 

evrogaerTianebis mimarTulebiT da 1996 wels gaaforma 

partniorobisa da TanamSromlobis SeTaxmeba (Partnership 

and Cooperation Agreement – PCA), romelic 1999 wels Za­

laSi Sevida. 

`vardebis revoluciis~ Sedegad xelisuflebaSi mosul­

ma politikurma Zalam – `erTianma nacionalurma moZ­

raobam~ axali biZgi misca saqarTvelos evrokavSiris­

ken swrafvas. 2004 wlis ivnisSi saqarTvelo, samxreT 
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kavkasiis kidev or saxelmwifosTan – azerbaijansa da 

somxeTTan erTad, CaerTo Wider Europe-is programaSi, 

romelic evrokavSiris aRmosavleTiTa da samxreTiT 

mdebare mezobel qveynebs moicavda. es programa Semd­

gom evropul samezoblo politikad iqca. 

2008 wlis ruseT-saqarTvelos omis dros evrokavSiris 

roli samxreT kavkasiis regionSi kidev ufro gaizarda, 

rac gamoixata imiT, rom evrokavSiris imJamindeli Tav­

mjdomare qveynis, safrangeTis maSindelma prezident­

ma nikola sarkozim saqarTvelosa da ruseTis federa­

cias Soris mediatoris roli Seasrula da mxareebTan 

cecxlis Sewyvetis Sesaxeb eqvspunqtiani xelSekrule­

ba SeaTanxma. evrokavSirma ki uprecedentod swrafad 

miaRwia SeTaxmebas da saqarTveloSi evrokavSiris moni­

toringis misia gamogzavna. 

mogvianebiT saqarTvelo CaerTo 2009 wels SvedeTisa da 

poloneTis advokatirebis Sedegad Seqmnil aRmosavleT 

partniorobis programaSi, romelic qveynis evrokavSir­

Tan politikur daaxloebasa da ekonomikur integracias 

iTvaliswinebda. 2014 wels ki, xelisuflebaSi `qarTuli 

ocnebis~ yofnisas, saqarTvelom evrokavSirTan xeli 

moawera asocirebis xelSekrulebas. 

asocirebis xelSekrulebis xelmoweris Sedegad saqarT­

velo-evrokavSiris urTierToba Tvisebrivad gansxvave­

bul etapze gadavida. es xelSekruleba saSuale­

bas aZlevs saqarTvelos, ufro metad dauaxlovdes 

evrokavSirs, gaizardos da gaRrmavdes adamianebs Soris 

kontaqti da xelmisawvdomi gaxdes misi 500-milioniani 

bazari. evrointegracia, romlis saboloo etapi qveynis 
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evrokavSirSi gawevrianebaa, SeiZleba Sefasdes proce­

sad, romelsac sxvadasxva xelisuflebisa da, Sesabami­

sad, politikuri partiebis Zalisxmeva esaWiroeba. amis 

naTeli magaliTia asocirebis xelSekruleba, romelzec 

molaparakeba 2010 wlis zafxulSi maSin daiwyo, rode­

sac xelisuflebaSi `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ 

iyo, xolo molaparakebis procesi gaagrZela da daas­

rula koalicia `qarTulma ocnebam~. 

saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris urTierTobebSi erTgvar miR­

wevas warmoadgens evrokavSiris gadawyvetileba saqar­

Tvelos moqalaqeebisTvis moklevadiani savizo reJimis 

gauqmebis Sesaxeb. aRniSnuli xels Seuwyobs imas, rom 

evrointegraciis procesis xelSesaxebi sargebeli sa­

qarTvelos TiToeulma moqalaqem igrZnos. 

dRevandeli monacemebiT, saqarTvelos evrokavSirSi 

gawevrianebas mosaxleobis udidesi umravlesoba mxars 

uWers, rac sazogadoebis dakveTaa da didwilad asaxu­

lia kidec wamyvani politikuri partiebis programebsa 

da yoveldRiur saqmianobaSi. evrointegraciis mimarT 

mxardaWeris kuTxiT saqarTvelo mowinavea aRmosavleT 

partniorobis da evrokavSiris zogierT wevr saxelmwi­

fosTan SedarebiT. evrokavSirSi integraciisadmi sazo­

gadoebrivi mxardaWera qveyanaSi yovelTvis maRali 

iyo. kerZod, 2009 wels es maCvenebeli iyo 79%, 2011 

wels – 80%, xolo 2013-Si – 79%. 2015 wels, miuxedavad 

evrokavSirTan gaformebuli asocirebis xelSekrulebi­

sa, mxardaWeris maCvenebeli 61%-mde Semcirda, rac did­

wilad ruseTis mxridan ukrainis teritoriis aneqsiisa 

da Zlieri rusuli propagandis Sedegia, Tumca 2017 
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wels 71%-mde gaizarda. aRniSnuli monacemi 2019 wel­

sac ucvleli, 71% darCa (Europe Foundation 2009: 3; Europe 

Foundation 2011: 4; Europe Foundation 2013: 7; Europe Foundation 

2015: 3; Europe Foundation 2017: 13). 

miuxedavad am mxardaWerisa, evrointegracia, rogorc 

wesi, kvlav rCeba partiebs Soris zedapiruli debatebis 

sagnad da ara sxvadasxva reformis dagegmva-Sesrule­

bis saSualebad. amis dasadastureblad SeiZleba iTqvas, 

rom politikuri partiebi naklebad an TiTqmis ar arian 

CarTuli asocirebis xelSekrulebiT gaTvaliswinebuli 

reformebis dagegmvisa da maTi ganxorcielebis gaana­

lizebis procesSi. evrointegracia (evrokavSirTan uvi­

zo mimosvlis sakiTxis gamoklebiT) da maT Soris aso­

cirebis xelSekrulebis Sesruleba, iSviaTi gamonakli­

sis garda, am dromde srulyofilad arasodes qceula 

Sidapolitikuri diskusiis Temad. 

evrointegracia da politikuri partiebi 

rogorc ukve aRiniSna, saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris (adre 

evrogaerTianeba) urTierTobebi saTaves gasuli sau­

kunis 90-iani wlebidan iRebs. urTierTobebi samarTle­

brivad gaformda 1996 wels dadebuli partniorobisa da 

TanamSromlobis xelSekrulebiT. im periodSi saxeli­

suflebo umravlesobas `saqarTvelos moqalaqeTa kav­

Siri~ warmoadgenda. partniorobisa da TanamSromlobis 

xelSekruleba iyo pirveli samarTlebrivad savaldebu­

lo Zalis SeTanxmeba, romelic saqarTvelosa da evro­
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gaerTianebas Soris gaformda da romelic ZalaSi 1999 

wels Sevida. SeTanxmebis zogad miznebs Soris SeiZleba 

davasaxeloT politikuri dialogisTvis saTanado Car­

Cos Seqmna, demokratiuli mmarTvelobis gaZliereba da 

ekonomikuri gaZlierebis mxardaWera, sabazro ekonomi­

kaze gadasvlis mxardaWera da vaWrobisa da investire­

bis waxaliseba. xelSekrulebis 43-e muxli aseve iTva­

liswinebda saqarTvelos kanonmdeblobis evrokavSiris 

kanonmdeblobasTan etapobriv daaxloebas. SeTanxmeba 

iTvaliswinebda agreTve erToblivi instituciebis Seq­

mnas rogorc aRmasrulebeli, ise sakanonmdeblo xeli­

suflebis CarTulobiT. yovelive es gamoxatuli iyo 

partniorobisa da TanamSromlobis sabWos, partnioro­

bisa da TanamSromlobis komitetisa da saparlamento 

komitetis saxiT. saqarTvelo-evrogaerTianebis urTi­

erTobaze garkveul gavlenas axdenda geografiulad 

am or subieqts Soris arsebuli siSore. im periodSi 

evrogaerTianebis sagareo sazRvari aRmosavleTiT ger­

maniaze gadioda. viSegradisa da baltiispireTis qveyne­

bi, iseve rogorc Savi zRvis saxelmwifoebi – rumineTi 

da bulgareTi, evrogaerTianebis SemadgenlobaSi ar Se­

diodnen. 

saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris urTierTobaSi mniSvnelova­

ni etapi iyo evrokavSiris aRmosavleTiT gafarToeba, 

ris Semdegac gaerTianeba samxreT kavkasias dauaxlo­

vda. saqarTveloSi momxdari `vardebis revoluciis~ 

Sedegad xelisuflebis saTaveSi absoluturi umravle­

sobiT memarjvene-centristuli partia `erTiani na­

cionaluri moZraoba~ movida. 2003 wels evrokavSirma 

daiwyo evropis samezoblo politikis gatareba, romel­
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Sic sxva saxelmwifoebTan erTad saqarTveloc CaerTo. 

2006 wels gaformebuli evropis samezoblo politikis 

xuTwliani samoqmedo gegma saqarTvelos qveynis moder­

nizaciis saSualebas aZlevda. miuxedavad amisa, evropis 

samezoblo politika ar iyo is maqsimumi, rac `erTian 

nacionalur moZraobas~ akmayofilebda da amas partiis 

liderebi xSirad aRniSnavdnen. `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraobis~ pirobebSi sagareo politikis prioritete­

bis kuTxiT gansakuTrebuli yuradReba gamaxvilda sa­

qarTvelos natoSi gawevrianebaze, rac ganpirobebuli 

iyo sul cota sami mizeziT: a) mzardi egzistencialuri 

safrTxe, romelic ruseTidan modioda; b) saqarTvelos 

natoSi gawevrianeba aSS-is mxardaWeris gamo gacilebiT 

ufro realistur perspeqtivad Canda, vidre evrokav­

Siris wevroba da g) centraluri evropis im qveynebis 

gamocdileba, romlebic evrokavSirSi gawevrianebamde 

jer Crdiloatlantikuri aliansis wevrebi gaxdnen da 

amis Semdeg SeuerTdnen evrokavSirs. amasTan, `erTiani 

nacionaluri moZraobis~ mmarTvelobis periodSi, 2009 

wels, saqarTvelo sxva xuT postsabWoTa saxelmwifos­

Tan erTad CaerTo aRmosavleT partniorobis progra­

maSi, romelic poloneTisa da SvedeTis didi mxardaWe­

riT Seiqmna. garda amisa, 2010 wlis ivlisSi saqarTvelo 

iwyebs molaparakebebs jer asocirebis xelSekrulebaze, 

xolo mogvianebiT – Rrma da yovlismomcveli Tavisufa­

li vaWrobis nawilze. 

2012 wels, qveynis istoriaSi pirvelad, xelisufleba ar­

Cevnebis gziT Seicvala da qveynis saTaveSi movida koali­

cia `qarTuli ocneba~, romelSic gaerTianebuli iyvnen: 

partia `qarTuli ocneba – demokratiuli saqarTvelo~, 
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`mrewveloba gadaarCens saqarTvelos~, `konservatiuli 

partia~, `erovnuli forumi~, `Cveni saqarTvelo – Ta­

visufali demokratebi~ da `saqarTvelos respublikuri 

partia~. sagareo politikis kuTxiT koaliciis prio­

ritets warmoadgenda saqarTvelos evroatlantikuri 

integracia da ruseTTan urTierTobebis normalizeba. 

koaliciis mmarTvelobis periodSi saqarTvelom mola­

parakebebi daasrula asocirebis xelSekrulebaze Rrma 

da yovlismomcveli Tavisufali sivrcis CaTvliT da 

xeli moawera SeTanxmebas. aRsaniSnavia, rom evrointe­

graciis mxriv koalicia `qarTulma ocnebam~ gaagrZela 

wina xelisuflebis dros dawyebuli procesi, romelic 

asocirebis xelSekrulebis molaparakebas ukavSirdebo­

da. amasTan, am procesSi koalicia `qarTuli ocneba~, 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ msgavsad, cdilob­

da saqarTvelos evropuli perspeqtiva xelSekrulebiT 

ganmtkicebuliyo da referireba momxdariyo evrokavSi­

ris SeTanxmebis 49-e muxlze, romelic, kriteriumebis 

dakmayofilebis SemTxvevaSi, nebismier evropul qveya­

nas gzas uxsnis evrokavSirSi gawevrianebisken. 2013 wlis 

TebervalSi saqarTvelom miiRo vizis liberalizaciis 

samoqmedo gegma (VLAP), romelSic mkafiod Camoyalibe­

buli moTxovnebis Sesruleba evrokavSiris mxridan sa­

qarTvelosTvis uvizo mimosvlis SemoRebis winapiroba 

iyo. 2015 wlis dekemberSi saqarTvelom vizis libera­

lizaciis samoqmedo gegmis moTxovnebi Seasrula. 2016 

wlis 1 ivliss ki dasrulda asocirebis xelSekrulebis 

ratificirebis procesi da is srulad Sevida ZalaSi. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom koalicia `qarTul ocnebaSi~ Semava­

li politikuri partiebidan, sagareo politikis mimar­
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TulebiT, 2012 wlidan 2014 wlamde mniSvnelovan rols 

asrulebdnen `Tavisufali demokratebi~. am partiis 

warmomadgenlebi iyvnen maSindeli sagareo saqmeTa mi­

nistri maia fanjikiZe, Tavdacvis ministri irakli ala­

sania, saxelmwifo ministri evropul da evroatlan­

tikur struqturebSi integraciis sakiTxebSi aleqsi 

petriaSvili da parlamentis evropasTan integraciis 

komitetis Tavmjdomare viqtor doliZe. 

asocirebis xelSekrulebis Sesrulebis mxriv ori mniSv­

nelovani saministrodan (iusticiis saministro, ekono­

mikisa da mdgradi ganviTarebis saministro) erT-erTi, 

maSindeli `Tavisufali demokratebis~ warmomadgenels, 

Tea wulukians ebara. 2014 wels saqarTvelos gadmoeca 

asocirebis dRis wesrigi, romelic moicavda periods 

2014 wlidan 2016 wlis CaTvliT da romelSic kidev uf­

ro detalurad iyo Camoyalibebuli is mimarTulebebi, 

romlebSic saqarTvelos reformebi unda gaetarebina. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom saqarTvelos evrointegraciis proce­

sis mimdinareoba siRrmiseulad ar gauanalizebiaT po­

litikur partiebs da isini am sakiTxze gamarTul de­

batebSic naklebad monawileobdnen (magaliTad, iSvia­

Tia asocirebis xelSekrulebiT nakisr valdebulebaTa 

Sesrulebis procesis monitoringi, diskusia saqarT­

velo-evrokavSiris daaxloebis Semdgom etapebsa da 

formebze da a. S.). amis nacvlad, isini process ufro 

metad simboluri da ideologiuri kuTxiT uyurebdnen 

da ara Sinaarsobrivad. magaliTad, am dromde saqarT­

velo-evrokavSiris samomavlo urTierTobebi, SeiZleba 

iTqvas, ar qceula saqarTveloSi moqmedi proevropuli 



143

saqarTvelos politikuri landSafti

partiebis diskusiis Temad. TiTqmis ar ganxilula sa­

kiTxi, Tu rogori strategia unda airCios qveyanam, ra 

nabijebi unda gadadgas evrokavSirTan ufro Rrma inte­

graciisa da masSi gawevrianebisTvis. 

saqarTvelos evrokavSirSi integraciis Sesaxeb poli­

tikuri partiebis monawileobiT gamarTuli debatebi, 

rogorc wesi, zedapirulia, ar mimdinareobs sagnobri­

vi msjeloba argumentebiT, programuli da ideolo­

giuri gansxvavebis SedarebiT. opoziciuri politikuri 

partiebi, wesisamebr, naklebad iyeneben evrointegra­

ciisa da asocirebis xelSekrulebiT gaTvaliswinebul 

moTxovnebs mmarTveli Zalis/politikuri partiebis ga­

sakritikebelad. mocemul etapze politikur partiebs 

– `qarTul ocnebas~, `evropul saqarTvelosa~ da `er­

Tian nacionalur moZraobas~ – Soris debatebi saqarT­

velos evrokavSirSi integraciis Sesaxeb Semoifargle­

ba erTgvari SejibrebiT, Tu romeli ufro erTgulad 

uWers mxars saqarTvelos evrokavSirSi integracias da 

visi damsaxurebiT moipova uvizo mimosvla saqarTve­

lom. 

Tumca, yuradReba unda mieqces imasac, rom rogorc 

mmarTveli, ise opoziciuri politikuri partiebi cdi­

loben, qveynis evropuli dRis wesrigi TavianTi poli­

tikuri partiebis interesebsa da strategiul miznebs 

moargon. mmarTveli partia `qarTuli ocneba~ evrokav­

SirSi integraciis gzaze miRweul warmatebebs amomr­

Cevels awvdis rogorc Tavis partiul miRwevas, xolo 

evrokavSiris mxridan kritikas xSirad did mniSvnelo­

bas ar aniWebs an cdilobs, yovelive es opoziciis mier 
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Tavisi evropeli partniorebis daxmarebiT qveynis sa­

botaJisken mimarTul qmedebad Seafasos. amasTan, xSir 

SemTxvevaSi, mmarTveli partia, iqneba es `erTiani na­

cionaluri moZraoba~ Tu koalicia `qarTuli ocneba~, 

cdilobda esa Tu is arapopularuli reforma evrokav­

Siris moTxovnebisTvis daekavSirebina (magaliTad, 2011 

wels maSindelma saxelmwifo ministrma evropul da 

evroatlantikur struqturebSi integraciis sakiTxe­

bSi giorgi baramiZem qveyanaSi xorcze fasebis zrda 

evrokavSirs daabrala (baramiZe 2011); 2014 wels ius­

ticiis ministrma Tea wulukianma iranis islamur res­

publikasTan SemoRebuli savizo reJimi evrokavSirTan 

vizis liberalizaciis samoqmedo gegmis moTxovniT axs­

na.1 am gadawyvetilebas iranidan turistebis mozidvis 

mxriv uaryofiTi Sedegi mohyva, rac sabolood qveynis 

ekonomikur ganviTarebazec aisaxa). meore mxriv, opozi­

cia cdilobs, eWvqveS daayenos mmarTveli politikuri 

partiis erTguleba evrointegraciis procesebis mimarT 

an aqcenti gadaitanos evrokavSiris mxridan warmodge­

nili Sefasebebis kritikul nawilebze (magaliTad, vizis 

1	 Tea wulukiani: `1 seqtembers, roca es (saimigracio) refor­
ma Sevida ZalaSi, aman gamoiwvia, 2014 wlis bolo oTxi Tvis 
ganmavlobaSi Cveni turistebis nakadis 42 000 adamianiT Sem­
cireba: Cinelebis, erayelebis, iranelebis da egviptelebis... 
SevaviwroveT es da Cven warmateba miviReT briuselSi da Cven 
velodebiT rigis samitze raRaca tipis warmatebas... mere ukve 
Cven SegviZlia dadgenil CarCoSi vakontroloT da SemovuSvaT 
is, vinc Cveni qveynis keTilmosurnea, turistia an, rac mTavaria, 
investoria~ (amonaridi Tea wulukianis 2014 wlis 1 seqtembriT 
daTariRebuli gamosvlidan). gazeTi `rezonansi~, 11 marti, 2015 
weli. http://www.resonancedaily.com/index.php?id_rub=2&id_artc=23969
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liberalizaciis samoqmedo gegmis progres-angariSebi; 

asocirebis xelSekrulebis Sesrulebis 2016 wlis anga­

riSi; aRmosavleT partniorobis samitis Semdgom miRe­

buli deklaraciebi da sxv.) da Tavi warmoaCinos erTa­

derT politikur Zalad, romelsac realurad Seswevs 

unari uzrunvelyos asocirebis xelSekrulebiT nakisri 

valdebulebebis Sesruleba, reformebis gatareba da sa­

qarTvelos evrokavSirTan daaxloeba. 

am viTarebaSi niSandoblivia qveynis ganviTarebisTvis 

ase Tu ise sasikeTo Semdegi garemoeba: evrointegra­

ciis gzaze saWiro reformebis procesSi mmarTveli da 

opoziciuri partiebi iSviaTad, magram mainc axerxeben, 

gansxvaveba da urTierTdapirispireba gverdze gadadon 

da iTanamSromlon. magaliTad, 2014 wlis maisSi saqar­

Tvelos parlamentma, saqarTvelos marTlmadidebeli 

eklesiisa da zogierTi politikuri partiis mxridan 

arsebuli didi winaaRmdegobis miuxedavad, antidiskri­

minaciuli kanoni miiRo, romelic vizis liberaliza­

ciis samoqmedo gegmis nawili da evrokavSiris erT-erTi 

moTxovna iyo. kanonproeqts mxari dauWires rogorc 

mmarTvel koaliciaSi Semavalma konservatiuli faseu­

lobebis mqone partiebma, ise maSindelma saparlamento 

opoziciam `erTiani nacionaluri moZraobis~ saxiT. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom 2012 wlidan, mas Semdeg, rac xelisu­

flebaSi `qarTuli ocneba~ movida, saparlamento opo­

zicia aqtiurad cdilobda saerTaSoriso sazogadoebis 

yuradRebis mobilizebas, raTa mmarTveli partiis po­

ziciebi Seeryia da saerTaSoriso asparezze warmoCeni­

liyo rogorc gamoucdeli da marTvis unaris armqone 
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Zala. imavdroulad, cdas ar aklebdnen, maSindeli 

premier-ministri biZina ivaniSvili rus oligarqad da 

prorusulad ganwyobil politikosad SeeracxaT, xolo 

`qarTuli ocneba~ – ruseTis proeqtad. 

evrokavSiri saqarTvelosTan urTierTobaSi yovelTvis 

gansakuTrebul yuradRebas aqcevs qveyanaSi marTl­

msajulebis reformirebisa da mediapluralizmis Tval­

sazrisiT arsebul gamowvevebs. am Temebs aaqtiureben 

opoziciuri politikuri partiebi rogorc adgilobriv, 

ise saerTaSoriso doneze da xSir SemTxvevaSi amas xeli­

suflebis diskreditaciisTvis iyeneben. 

sagulisxmoa, rom saqarTveloSi politikur partiebs 

evrointegraciis procesSi formaluri monawileoba 

mxolod parlamentSi yofniT SeuZliaT. opoziciuri 

partiis (umciresobis) wevrebi warmodgenili arian sa­

parlamento komitetebis Tavmjdomaris moadgileebad 

da CarTuli arian saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris asocire­

bis saparlamento komitetis delegaciaSi. miuxedavad 

amisa, am dromde qveynis sakanonmdeblo organos roli 

evrointegraciis procesSi minimaluria. parlamenti Zi­

riTadad aRmasrulebeli xelisuflebisgan misTvis SeTa­

vazebuli normatiuli aqtebis miRebiT Semoifargleba. 

ufro xSirad unda imarTebodes saparlamento debate­

bi iseT Temaze, rogoricaa asocirebis xelSekrulebis 

Sesruleba. am mxriv dabal donezea aRmasrulebeli 

xelisuflebis angariSvaldebuleba. saqarTvelos par­

lamenti aranairi formiT ar iyo CarTuli asocirebis 

xelSekrulebis SemuSavebis procesSi, ar monawileobda 

evrokavSiri-saqarTvelos asocirebis 2014-2016 wlebisa 
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da 2017-2020 wlebis dRis wesrigis momzadebaSi. igive 

SeiZleba iTqvas asocirebis xelSekrulebis Sesrule­

bis yovelwliuri samoqmedo gegmebis, agreTve 2014-2017 

wlebis Rrma da yovlismomcveli Tavisufali vaWro­

bis SeTanxmebiT nakisri valdebulebebis Sesrulebis 

kontrolis Sesaxeb. situacia garkveulwilad Seicvala 

mecxre mowvevis parlamentis pirobebSi, rac sakomite­

to mosmenebis regularuli CatarebiTa da saqarTvelos 

evrokavSirSi integraciis Sesaxeb miRebul rezolu­

ciebSi gamoixateba. unda aRiniSnos, rom saqarTvelos 

evrokavSirSi integracias qveyanaSi moqmedi wamyvani 

politikuri partiebi srulad uWeren mxars da es sa­

kiTxi maT programebSic aris asaxuli. evrointegracia 

gamoiyeneba rogorc saerTo CarCo sxvadasxva refor­

mis dasagegmad da Sesasruleblad. evrointegraciis 

procesisadmi mxardaWera xelisuflebaSi mosuli yvela 

politikuri partiis sagareo politikis prioritets 

warmoadgenda. es didwilad ganpirobebulia imiT, rom 

saqarTvelos evrokavSirsa da natoSi gawevrianebas mo­

saxleobis udidesi umravlesoba uWers mxars da am saer­

TaSoriso gaerTianebebis wevroba, sagareo politikis 

mxriv saqarTvelos mosaxleobis erTgvari dakveTacaa. 

miuxedavad amisa, partiebis monawileoba evrointegra­

ciis procesSi xSir SemTxvevaSi pirdapirproporciulia 

imisa, Tu rogoria partiis SigniT adamianuri resursi, 

ramdenad kompetenturia maTi codna am sakiTxze. am mi­

marTulebiT politikur partiebs aSkarad esaWiroeba 

donorTa mxardaWera da Sesabamisi codnisa da SesaZleb­

lobebis gaZliereba. 
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amasTan, sakmaod dabalia politikuri partiebisa da 

samoqalaqo sazogadoebis interaqcia evrointegraciis 

Temaze. saWiroa Camoyalibdes erTgvari CarCo, romlis 

farglebSic politikur partiebsa da samoqalaqo sa­

zogadoebas Soris regularuli dialogi gaimarTeba 

evrointegraciis sakiTxebze. samoqalaqo sazogadoe­

ba, Tavis mxriv, aqtiur monitorings uwevs asocirebis 

xelSekrulebis Sesrulebas da aqtiuri advokatirebis 

Sedegad CarTuli iyo 2017-2020 wlebis evrokavSir- 

saqarTvelos asocirebis dRis wesrigis SemuSavebis 

procesSi. 

niSandoblivia aRiniSnos, rom saqarTveloSi moqmedi po­

litikuri partiebi sagareo politikaSi erTmaneTisgan 

ar mijnaven saqarTvelos natosa da evrokavSirSi inte­

gracias. Tumca am mxriv gamonaklisia mrewvelTa partia. 

2016 wlis 8 ivliss, natos varSavis samitis win, saqarT­

velos saparlamento partiebma xeli moaweres deklara­

cias qveynis sagareo politikis Sesaxeb. am deklaraciam 

kidev erTxel daadastura, rom am dromde politikuri 

partiebi, miuxedavad sxvadasxva sakiTxze gansxvavebuli 

xedvisa, axerxeben, sagareo prioritetebis kuTxiT iTa­

namSromlon da saerTo pozicia SeimuSaon. deklaraciis 

xelmomwerebs Soris iyvnen: `qarTuli ocneba – demokra­

tiuli saqarTvelo~; imJamad mTavrobaSi misi koaliciu­

ri partniori `saqarTvelos respublikuri partia~; par­

lamentSi misi koaliciuri partniori `konservatiuli 

partia~; aseve `erovnuli forumi~, romelmac koalicia 

`qarTuli ocneba~ 2016 wlis aprilSi datova; aseve opo­

ziciuri `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ da `Tavisufa­

li demokratebi~. erTaderTi politikuri organizacia, 
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romelmac deklaracias xeli ar moawera da romlis li­

derebma sajarod gamoxates saqarTvelos natoSi gawev­

rianebis sawinaaRmdego pozicia, aris `mrewveloba ga­

daarCens saqarTvelos~.

sagareo politikis mimarTulebiT interpartiuli Ta­

namSromlobis naTeli magaliTia 2016 wlis 29 dekembers 

saqarTvelos axlad arCeuli mecxre mowvevis parla­

mentis mier erTsulovnad (91 xmiT nulis winaaRmdeg) 

miRebuli rezolucia sagareo politikis Sesaxeb. re­

zolucias mxari dauWires rogorc mmarTveli umravle­

sobis – `qarTuli ocnebis~, ise `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraobis~ warmomadgenlebma. ideologiuri gansxvave­

bis miuxedavad, es ori Zala SeTanxmda, rom saqarTve­

los ualternativo prioriteti evrokavSirsa da natoSi 

gawevrianebaa. es iyo gansakuTrebuli aqti, romliTac 

parlamentma, evrokavSiris xelSekrulebis 49-e muxlis 

safuZvelze, pirvelad da mkafiod gamoxata uryevi po­

zicia: `saqarTvelo iswrafvis evrokavSirSi wevrobis­

ken~. 

saqarTveloSi maRalia rogorc umuSevrobis, ise si­

Raribis zRvars qveviT mcxovrebi saqarTvelos moqa­

laqeebis saerTo maCvenebeli. swored amitom aris, rom 

saparlamento da, gansakuTrebiT, adgilobrivi TviT­

mmarTvelobis arCevnebisas, partiebis winasaarCevno 

programebSi ufro meti yuradReba eqceva umuSevrobisa 

da siRaribis daZlevis problemas, vidre saqarTvelos 

sagareo politikas. 2016 wlis saparlamento arCevne­

bis wina periodi am mxriv gansxvavdeboda – partiebma 

yuradReba gaamaxviles saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris ur­

TierTobebze da es sakiTxi TavianT saarCevno pro­
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gramebSi prioritetul mimarTulebad dasaxes. saqarT­

velos urTierToba evrokavSirTan da evrointegraciis 

gzaze Semdgomi nabijebi asaxulia yvela im politiku­

ri partiis (`qarTuli ocneba~, `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraoba~, `saqarTvelos patriotTa aliansi~) progra­

maSi, romlebmac gadalaxes xuTprocentiani saarCevno 

barieri da 2016 wlis saparlamento arCevnebis Semdeg 

saqarTvelos sakanonmdeblo organoSi moxvdnen. samive 

maTgani deklarirebulad mxars uWers saqarTvelos 

evrokavSirSi integracias. `saqarTvelos patriotTa 

aliansis~ saarCevno programis mixedviT, saqarTvelo 

unda gaxdes evrokavSiris srulfasovani wevri da aso­

cirebis xelSekrulebis Sesruleba aris erT-erTi umTa­

vresi nabiji, romelic qveyanam am gzaze unda gadadgas. 

partiis programaSi vkiTxulobT: `saqarTvelom xeli 

moawera evrokavSirTan asocirebis xelSekrulebas. Cven 

unda gaviTavisoT, rom qveyanam ukve gadadga nabiji 

evropisken da dRes am nabijis ukan gadmodgma SeuZle­

belia, moswons es viRacas Tu ar moswons. xelSekrule­

ba ukve xelmowerilia da saqarTvelom srulfasovan we­

vrobamde es gza unda gaiaros. es qveynisTvis arafers 

cuds ar moitans~ (patriotTa aliansi 2016). 

`erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~, `qarTuli ocnebisa~ 

da `saqarTvelos patriotTa aliansisagan~ gansxvavebiT, 

ufro konkretuli iyo Tavis winasaarCevno dapirebebSi. 

kerZod, am moZraobis programis mixedviT: 

-	 `erTiani nacionaluri moZraoba~ apirebs miaRwios 

garkveul SeTanxmebas evrokavSirTan, rom saqarTve­

los moqalaqeebma SeZlon kanonierad imuSaon evro­

kavSiris qveynebSi; 
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-	 moizidos evrokavSiris fondebi saqarTvelos regio­

nebis ganviTarebisTvis;

-	 2019 wlidan daiwyos evropis ekonomikur sivrceSi sa­

qarTvelos gawevrianebis procesi (enm 2016).

winasaarCevno programis mixedviT, `qarTuli ocneba – 

demokratiuli saqarTvelos~ dapirebebi SedarebiT zo­

gadia: 

-	 saqarTvelo gaagrZelebs asocirebis xelSekrulebis 

Sesrulebas; 

-	 uvizo mimosvlis safuZvelze saqarTvelos moqalaq­

eebs meti SesaZlebloba miecemaT;

-	 gagrZeldeba evrokavSirSi seqtoruli da institu­

ciuri TanamSromloba;

-	 gagrZeldeba evrokavSirTan TanamSromloba erTiani 

usafrTxoebisa da Tavdacvis politikis farglebSi; 

-	 gaaqtiurdeba TanamSromloba evrokavSiris saganma­

naTleblo, samecniero da kulturuli programebis, 

maT Soris `SemoqmedebiTi evropis~ da `horizonti 

2020~-is farglebSi, raTa maqsimaluri sargebeli xel­

misawvdomi gaxdes saqarTvelos moqalaqeebisTvis; 

-	 gaRrmavdeba TanamSromloba `aRmosavleT partnio­

robis~ mravalmxriv formatSi erToblivi proeqtebis 

Sesrulebis kuTxiT;

-	 gagrZeldeba samoqalaqo sazogadoebasTan TanamS­

romloba, rac asocirebis SeTanxmebis warmatebiT 

Sesrulebis, qveyanaSi evrointegraciis sakiTxze sa­

zogadoebrivi azris Semdgomi konsolidaciis, aseve 
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arsebuli codnisa da gamocdilebis mobilizebis Se­

saZleblobas iZleva (qods 2016).

mocemul etapze saparlamento partiebi (maT Soris 

partia `evropuli saqarTvelo – moZraoba Tavisufle­

bisTvis~, romelic 2016 wlis saparlamento arCevnebis 

Semdeg `erTian nacionalur moZraobas~ gamoeyo da sa­

qarTvelos umaRles sakanonmdeblo organoSi 21 wevriT 

aris warmodgenili) srulad uWeren mxars saqarTvelos 

politikur integracias evrokavSirSi, Tumca rogorc 

mmarTvel partiaSi, ise `erTian nacionalur moZraobaSi~ 

garkveuli rezervaciebi ikveTeba evrokavSirTan srul 

ekonomikur integraciasTan dakavSirebiT. garkveulwi­

lad, es aixsneba evrokavSiris biurokratiiT, saqarT­

velos ekonomikuri ganviTarebis doniTa da regula­

ciebiT biznesis datvirTviT. es gansakuTrebiT TvalSi 

sacemia Sromis kanonmdeblobasTan dakavSirebiT, rac 

araerTxel gamxdara evrokavSiris mxridan kritikis sa­

gani. magaliTad: evrokavSiris parlamenti mouwodebs 

`saqarTvelos, ganixilos Sromis saerTaSoriso organi­

zaciis 81-e konvenciasTan mierTebis sakiTxi da gaswios 

Zalisxmeva Sromis inspeqciis srulfasovan efeqtian 

meqanizmad Camoyalibebis uzrunvelsayofad, Sesabamisi 

finansuri da administraciuli resursiT da samuSao 

adgilebze Seuferxebeli wvdomis SesaZleblobebiT. 

mouwodebs saqarTvelos mTavrobas, efeqtianad gamoiye­

nos socialuri partniorobis – sammxrivi komisiis me­

qanizmi da eZebos gzebi sammxrivi dialogis farglebSi 

SromiTi davebis gadasawyvetad, raTa uzrunvelyofili 

iyos socialuri mSvidoba da mdgradi ganviTareba~ (re­

komendaciebi 2017).
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saqarTveloSi arc erTi mowinave politikuri Zala ar 

cdilobs aSkarad, daufaravad SeewinaaRmdegos saqar­

Tvelos evrokavSirSi integracias. am TvalsazrisiT 

isini asaxaven saqarTvelos mosaxleobis nebas, romlis 

udidesi nawilic mxars uWers saqarTvelos proevropul 

kurss. opoziciuri partiebi – `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraoba~ da `evropuli saqarTvelo~ cdiloben, Tavi 

warmoaCinon wamyvan proevropul Zalebad da eWvqveS 

daayenon mmarTveli `qarTuli ocnebis~ sagareo-po­

litikuri kursi, daadanaSaulon is prorusul ganwyo­

bilebebSi. mniSvnelovnad gansxvavdeba mmarTveli par­

tiisa da opoziciuri Zalebis interpretacia evrokav­

Siris institutebis mier saqarTvelos SefasebasTan da­

kavSirebiT. arsebuli gansxvaveba TvalsaCino iyo vizis 

liberalizaciis procesSi evrokomisiaSi momzadebuli 

progres-angariSebisas. maTSi mmarTveli partia yu­

radRebas amaxvilebda im progresze, rasac miaRwia am 

procesSi da agreTve im reformebze, romlebic vizis 

liberalizaciis samoqmedo gegmis Sesrulebisas gatar­

da. amis paralelurad, `erTiani nacionaluri moZrao­

ba~ gamoTqvamda eWvs imis Sesaxeb, Tu ramdenad erTguli 

iyo mmarTveli partia evrointegraciis mimarT. `qar­

Tul ocnebas~ sayvedurobda, rom evrokavSirTan uvizo 

mimosvla saqarTvelos bevrad ufro adre, 2014 wels, 

moldovasTan erTad unda mieRo. `erTiani nacionaluri 

moZraoba~ cdilobda, saqarTvelos mosaxleobis winaSe 

Tavi warmoeCina erTaderT politikur Zalad, romelsac 

Seswevs unari, Seasrulos asocirebis xelSekrulebiT 

nakisri valdebulebebi da saqarTvelo evrokavSiris 

standartebs dauaxloos.
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saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris samomavlo  
urTierTobebi da politikuri partiebis roli 

evrokavSirma saqarTvelos ukve gauuqma moklevadiani 

vizebi da eqvsi welia gasuli asocirebis xelSekrulebis 

xelmoweridan, amitomac am etapze saqarTvelo-evrokav­

Siris dRis wesrigSi gaCnda sakiTxi, Tu ra SeiZleba iyos 

urTierTobebis axali niSnuli. gasaTvaliswinebelia, 

rom asocirebis xelSekrulebiT nakisri valdebulebe­

bis TiTqmis naxevari Sesrulebuli unda iyos 2020 wlis 

bolosTvis, rodesac saqarTvelos mecxre mowvevis par­

lamenti amowuravs Tavis mandats. am TvalsazrisiT 

mniSvnelovania, rom sxvadasxva dainteresebulma mxarem 

gaiTvaliswinos Semdegi rekomendaciebi: 

rekomendaciebi donorebs 

-	 donorebma unda gaagrZelon partiebis mxardaWera, 

raTa gaizardos da ganmtkicdes partiis SigniT arse­

buli codna, dakavSirebuli qveynis evrokavSirSi in­

tegraciasTan. 

-	 mniSvnelovania aseve, rom donorebma mxari dauWiron, 

maT Soris organizaciuli TvalsazrisiTac, regula­

rul sajaro debatebs, romlebic mieZRvneba saqar­

Tvelos evrokavSirSi integraciasa da asocirebis 

xelSekrulebis Sesrulebas da romlebSic monawileo­

bas miiReben politikuri partiebis warmomadgenlebi.

-	 donor organizaciebs SeuZliaT xeli Seuwyon saqar­

Tvelos evrokavSirSi integraciis Temaze samoqalaqo 

sazogadoebisa da politikuri partiebis warmomad­

genlebs Soris TanamSromlobas. am etapze amgvari 
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TanamSromloba fragmentulia da politikuri par­

tiebidan masSi ZiriTadad mxolod mmarTveli par­

tiis warmomadgenlebi arian CarTuli. 

-	 donorebis mxridan efeqtiani iqneba politikuri par- 

tiebis SigniT analitikuri saqmianobis mxardaWera, 

rac, bevr sxva sakiTxTan erTad, aseve moicavs par­

tiis mier analitikuri dokumentebis momzadebas 

saqarTvelos evrokavSirSi integraciasTan dakavSi­

rebuli sakiTxebis Sesaxeb (aseTebia, magaliTad: 

Sengenis zonaSi saqarTvelos SesaZlo gawevrianeba, 

saqarTvelos evropis ekonomikuri sivrcis wevro­

ba, saqarTvelo-evrokavSirs Soris sabaJo kavSiris 

Camoyalibeba, aRmosavleT partniorobis programa, 

saqarTvelos evrokavSiris sxvadasxva programaSi mo­

nawileobis efeqtianoba da sxva sakiTxebi). partiebis 

mier momzadebuli kvleviTi dokumentebi ufro maRal 

xarisxSi aiyvans politikur debatebs da Camoayali­

bebs mkafio TvalTaxedvas saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris 

urTierTobebze. 

rekomendaciebi politikur partiebs

-	 momavali saparlamento arCevnebis mzadebis proces­

Si politikurma partiebma TavianT saarCevno pro­

gramaSi mniSvnelovani adgili dauTmon saqarTvelo- 

evrokavSiris Semdgom urTierTobebs, naTlad gan­

sazRvron am urTierTobebis Semdgomi miznebi da am 

miznis miRwevis saSualebebi. 

-	 amis gaTvaliswinebiT, am etapze mniSvnelovania proe­

vropulma partiebma daiwyon diskusiebi, romelTa 
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umTavresi Tema iqneba saqarTvelo-evrokavSirs So­

ris TanamSromlobis Semdgomi etapebi Tu nabijebi 

da warmoadginon partiuli xedva am sakiTxTan da­

kavSirebiT. 

-	 proevropuli partiebis didi nawili Tanxmdeba, rom 

saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris urTierTobebSi Semdgomi 

nabiji unda iyos saqarTvelos oficialuri ganacxadi 

evrokavSirSi gawevrianebis Sesaxeb. Tumca bolomde 

ar aris Camoyalibebuli pozicia, Tu rodis unda 

gakeTdes aseTi ganacxadi. am mimarTulebiT mniSvne­

lovania, rom partiebma aRniSnuli sakiTxi Seitanon 

TavianT evropel partniorebTan Sexvedrebis dRis 

wesrigSi da gaaaqtiuron Tema. 

-	 paralelurad, partiebi aqtiurad unda CaerTon aso- 

cirebis xelSekrulebis yovelwliuri samoqmedo geg- 

misa da Rrma da yovelismomcveli Tavisufali vaWro­

bis sivrcis samoqmedo gegmis SemuSavebis procesSi. 

metad mniSvnelovania, rom politikurma partiebma 

ganaxorcielon saqarTvelos mier asocirebis xelSek- 

rulebiT nakisri valdebulebis Sesrulebis moni­

toringi da am gziT gazardon xelisuflebis anga­

riSvaldebuleba. 

-	 politikurma partiebma evrointegraciis Temebze uf- 

ro mWidrod unda iTanamSromlon moldovisa da 

ukrainis proevropul partiebTan da maTTan koor­

dinirebulad dagegmon regionuli aqtivobebi. 

-	 proevropul politikur partiebs saSualeba aqvT 

mniSvnelovani roli Seasrulon ruseTis mier da misi 

mxardaWeriT warmoebuli antidasavluri propagandis 
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winaaRmdeg, mosaxleobis mxardaWera saqarTvelos ev­

ropul da evroatlantikuri struqturebisadmi kidev 

ufro gazardon. am TvalsazrisiT mniSvnelovania po­

litikuri partiebis CarTva evrokavSirsa da natoSi 

saqarTvelos gawevrianebis Sesaxeb mosaxleobasTan 

komunikaciis procesSi da muSaoba evrointegraciis 

Tematikaze maTi cnobierebis gazrdis mimarTulebiT. 
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avtorebis Sesaxeb

levan cucqiriZe

levan cucqiriZe aRmosavleT evropis mravalparti­

uli demokratiis centris (EECMD) aRmasrulebeli 

direqtoria. EECMD-s mizania mravalpartiuli de­

mokratiis ganviTarebis xelSewyoba demokratiuli 

politikuri Zalebis instituciuri gaZlierebis 

gziT, aqtiuri moqalaqeebis ganswavla demokratiuli 

politikisa da politikuri dialogis xelSewyobis 

kuTxiT. vidre EECMD-s SemouerTdeboda, levan cuc­

qiriZe saqarTvelos sazogadoebriv saqmeTa insti­

tutis reqtorisa da samoqalaqo reestris reformis 

proeqtis menejeris Tanamdebobas ikavebda. is aseve 

muSaobda programis menejerad euTosa da Ria sazoga­

doebis fondSi. levan cucqiriZes miRebuli aqvs mag­

istris xarisxi jons hopkinsis pol niczes saxelobis 

saerTaSoriso urTierTobebis skolaSi. misi kvleviTi 

da profesiuli interesebia sagareo da usafrTxoebis 

politika, politikuri institutebisa da demokrati­

uli ganviTarebis sakiTxebi.
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gia nodia

gia nodia politikur mecnierebaTa profesoria ili­

as saxelmwifo universitetSi (Tbilisi). is agreTve 

damoukidebeli kvleviTi organizaciis – mSvidobis, 

demokratiis da ganviTarebis kavkasiuri institu­

tis - Tavmjdomarea. 2008 wlis Teberval-dekemberSi 

iyo saqarTvelos ganaTlebisa da mecnierebis minis­

tri. gia nodias bolodroindeli publikaciebia: wigni 

„demokratia“ (Tbilisi, ilias universitetis gamom­

cemloba, 2019) da statiebi: „Democracy’s Inevitable Elites“, 

Journal of Democracy, January 2020, da „The New Georgia: Poli-
tics, Economy and Society“, in Galina M. Yemelianova and Laurence 

Broers (Eds), Routledge Handbook of the Caucasus (Oxon, New 

York: Routledge, 2020).

bakur kvaSilava

bakur kvaSilava politikur mecnierebaTa doqtori 

da jipas samarTlisa da politikis skolis dekania. 

aseve, igi gaxlavT amave universitetis profesori 

saerTaSoriso urTierTobebsa da SedarebiT politi­

kaSi da ukve 15 welia aswavlis. ielis universitetis 

saerTaSoriso urTierTobebis magistris xarisxis 

miRebis Semdgom bakur kvaSilava ZiriTadad demokra­

tiul transformacias, reformebs, saarCevno siste­
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mebs, politikur partiebsa da samoqalaqo sazoga­

doebas Seiswavlis rogorc saqarTveloSi, aseve mis 

mezoblad. misi bolodroindeli publikaciebi da 

proeqtebic swored am Temebs Seexeba. 

zviad barqaia

zviad barqaia saqarTvelos sazogadoebriv saqmeTa 

institutis politikis kvlevis centris xelmZRvane­

lia. zviad barqaias sakvlev areals warmoadgens de­

centralizebuli qselebis (Blockchain) gavlena insti­

tucionaluri ganviTarebis sakiTxze ganviTarebad 

qveynebSi (ZiriTadi interesi postsabWoTa sivrcea). 

man waradgina naSromi ruseTis demografiasa da 

sagareo politikaze International Study Association-is yo­

velwliur konferenciaze. 2014 wlidan zviad barqaia 

aris mowveuli leqtori saqarTvelos sazogadoebriv 

saqmeTa institutSi (GIPA) da uZRveba klasebs omsa 

da strategiaSi, Tanamedrove sagareo politikasa da 

saerTaSoriso politikur ekonomikaSi. rogorc poli­

tikis kvlevis centris xelmZRvaneli da Econometria 

Consultores-isa da UNICEF saqarTvelos mkvlevari, bar­

qaia monawileobda miznobrivi socialuri daxmarebis 

programis Sefasebis proeqtSi.
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nino gogolaZe

nino gogolaZe saqarTvelos programis koordinato­

ria erovnuli umciresobebis sakiTxebze euTos umaR­

lesi komisris ofisSi (euTo euuk). is saqarTveloSi 

erovnuli umciresobebis sakiTxebze euTos umaRlesi 

komisris ofisis warmomadgenelia. mis movaleobebSi 

Sedis saqarTveloSi ofisis saqmianobis marTva, rom­

lis mizania eTnikuri konfliqtis prevencia. amisTvis 

nino gogolaZe aanalizebs saqarTvelosa da region­

Si arsebul politikur mdgomareobas da mis SesaZlo 

gavlenas inter-eTnikur urTierTobebze. mas evale­

ba proeqtebis ganxorcileba, monitoringi da euTo  

euuk-is saqmianobis samizne jgufebze gavlenis Se­

faseba. nino gogolaZes aqvs londonis ekonomikisa da 

politikuri mecnierebebis skolis samarTlis magis­

tris xarisxi, aseve, saerTaSoriso urTierTobebsa da 

evropul mecnierebebSi centraluri evropis univer­

sitetis (budapeSti, ungreTi) magistris xarisxi.

irakli qobalia

irakli qobalia sajaro politikis specialisti da 

politikuri mrCevelia. bolo aTwleulis  ganmavlo­

baSi, saerTaSoriso organizaciebis farglebSi, irak­

li muSaobda samoqalaqo ganaTlebis, demokratiuli 
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reformebisa da saqarTvelo-evrokavSiris urTier­

Tobebis sakiTxebze. iraklis ganaTleba miRebuli aqvs 

politikur mecnierebaTa mimarTulebiT Tbilisis 

saxelmwifo universitetsa da londonis universi­

tetSi (UCL). 

ivane CxikvaZe

ivane CxikvaZe Ria sazogadoebis fondis evrointe­

graciis programis menejeria. igi muSaobs evrokav­

Sirisa da saqarTvelos urTierTobis Temaze da xel­

mZRvanelobs saqarTvelos evropul struqturebSi 

integraciis xelSemwyob proeqtebs. aseve, is muSaobda 

evropis stabilurobis iniciativaSi, evraziis Tana­

mSromlobis fondsa da evropul da evroatlantikur 

struqturebSi integraciis sakiTxebSi saxelmwifo 

ministris aparatSi. ivane CxikvaZe flobs evropis 

kolejis magistris xarisxs evropaTmcodneobaSi.
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FOREWORD 

The peaceful and constitutional change of power in 2012 brought re-
newed democratic enthusiasm in Georgia. It was hoped that the coun-
try now was more firmly on the road towards democratic consolida-
tion, that dominant party system, which was in place at a time, would 
be substituted by a more competitive one, and in the long run, Georgia 
would successfully capitalize on its previous democratic and anti-cor-
ruption achievements. It was also hoped that due to the alteration of 
power through elections and the democratic promises with which the 
Georgian Dream Party swept the elections, the existing system would 
transform into a more inclusive, pluralistic, and representative political 
system and that, in turn, would allow the voices of the diverse Geor-
gian society to be better heard and respected, and would create condi-
tions for them to be better illustrated in politics.  

But the skeptics have been proved right. The future where we have 
arrived today is markedly different from what was envisioned back 
then. The hopes that the country would continue its march towards 
more representative democracy have been dashed. Within a period 
of a few years, during the successive Presidential and local elections, 
the country was still dominated by a single political force, enjoying a 
constitutional majority and immediately initiating a favorable constitu-
tional reform without achieving a consensus with civil society groups 
and political parties. The oligarchic governance which ensued, with Mr. 
Ivanishvili firmly behind the steering wheel, at most times, without any 
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formal governmental or parliamentary role and the absence of con-
stitutional checks and balances, have reversed the initial democratic 
trends and chilled the democratic euphoria. 

As informal governance had become the norm, the newly emerged 
dominant Georgian Dream Party continued, many of the practices it 
sought to eliminate when it first came to power. The broken promises 
on deepening self-governance, strengthening the independence and 
professionalism of the judiciary, improving job creation and strength-
ening democracy, de-politicizing the police, and transitioning towards 
a fully proportional electoral system are among the few that failed to 
materialize. That’s why Georgia remains firmly anchored into the group 
of “partially free” countries. 

To our regret, it also experienced one of the biggest drops of democra-
cy scores in the region, with its political culture and democratic gover-
nance deteriorating most notably (EIU Democracy Index 2018, 2019). 
Political polarization, a large gap between the voters and political par-
ties, widespread poverty, high unemployment have all continued to 
define Georgian politics and to undermine its stability.

More influential anti-democratic populists and propaganda agents 
emerge, who adversely impact the policy agenda of the country. As 
a result, the majority of Georgians no longer consider to be living in a 
democracy (NDI 2020). Eventually, a plurality of Georgians has come to 
consider the fall of the USSR to have been a “negative event” (Cauca-
sus Barometer 2019).

Political parties, one of the key actors in any democracy, have con-
tinued to remain personality-based, largely non-transparent electoral 
machines, and few have attained sufficient levels of institutionalization 
and organizational stability. While some actors have disappeared from 
the political scene and new political organizations sprung out, very lit-
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tle was achieved by way of their institutionalization and in terms of 
transforming them into genuinely democratic institutions. There are 
clear lessons to draw from this not only by political parties but also for 
the democracy aid organizations. 

In a democracy, political parties perform a multitude of roles that go 
beyond participating in elections. For instance, voter education, polit-
ical socialization, and interest aggregation are a few among several of 
the key functions that are necessary for political parties to adequately 
perform their role. Many, if not most, of Georgian political parties, are 
still organized on a temporary basis as power grab institutions, coalesc-
ing around single leaders with little financial transparency or clear rules 
for candidate nomination or electoral program development plan. 

Most political parties are employing deeply divisive tactics as an elec-
toral strategy that leads to further polarization in a country with a 
deeply painful history of political frictions and resulting crises. “Frag-
ile State Indexes” produced annually by the US-based Fund for Peace 
consistently highlight “political fictionalization” as the biggest threat to 
Georgia’s stability. Personalized, zero-sum, polarizing political culture, 
of which political parties are both the causes as much as effects, create 
mortal dangers to a democratic fabric of any society. From the foun-
dational stones of modern representative democracies, many political 
parties of Georgia have themselves become the primary dangers to it. 

Georgia will be voting for its new Parliament on October 31, 2020. The 
elections will again be held against the backdrop of an increasingly 
tense environment, further complicated by the new difficulties mount-
ed to the electoral and political processes by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Whether October 31, 2020, will be a step forward for democracy in 
Georgia or a continuation of its downward spiral of democratic back-
sliding is a question for the voters and political parties to be answered. 
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We hope that our work will contribute to a better understanding and, 
subsequently, overcoming those very weaknesses that lead to almost 
every election in Georgia being held on the extreme edges of political 
and social tension.

There seems to be a clear correlation between the levels of political 
party institutionalization and the quality and content of any democ-
racy. This is what we set out to examine together with an outstanding 
group of a younger generation of political scientists of Georgia: to as-
sess the political party performance through the prism of political par-
ty functions that we consider as essential for the presence of any truly 
democratic political party system. We also pay attention to the issues 
of political representation: of women and minorities as well as to for-
eign policy ideas expounded by major political players in the country. 

This book, therefore, is our new attempt to support the scholarship 
on political parties in Georgia and possibly elsewhere.  The main tar-
get groups are the practitioners and scholars of political parties and 
democracy in general. It also builds on excellent earlier work, “The Po-
litical Landscape of Georgia: Political Parties: Achievements, Challeng-
es and Prospects”, which was edited by Ghia Nodia and Alvaro Pinto 
Scholtbach in 2006 and represented a commendable effort to assess 
the state of Georgia’s political party system back then. We hope to 
have produced a refreshed and contemporary current analysis that will 
benefit all democracy stakeholders in Georgia.

Levan Tsutskiridze
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DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRAMS OF GEORGIAN  
POLITICAL PARTIES (2008-2016)

Zviad Barkaia, Bakur Kvashilava

Introduction

The functions and roles of political parties in the political structure of 
society are subject to considerable discussion. Political scientists evalu-
ate the role of political parties from different perspectives. On the one 
hand, parties are perceived as mediators between society and political 
elites. In the democratic system, they embrace the opinion of society, 
taking into consideration its interests and demands. As a result of over-
coming conflicts of internal interest, parties introduce the conceptual 
proposals to people and encourage their implementation. On the other 
hand, parties are the goal-oriented rational players. Their behavior is 
influenced by cost-benefit analysis, based on the context of the polit-
ical system. This determines the ideological and functional position of 
the parties and consequently influences their behavior. According to 
another opinion, a political party is an ideological subject, whose func-
tion is the political education of society and thereby affecting political 
processes. The cognitive model of the party functioning focuses on the 
knowledge and experience that the party acquires in the interaction 
with the electorate. The model also focuses on the knowledge that 
the party provides to the electorate (Lenin 1989; King 1989: 111-41; 
Schlesinger 1984: 369-400; Nodia... 2006).
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Such methods of analysis highlight the functions of the party to influ-
ence the electorate and, therefore, political processes. A different field 
of study focuses on the analysis of the factors influencing the politi-
cal party that changes the party’s ideology, behavior, structure, and, 
therefore, the political activity. In this approach, public opinion and 
electorate preferences are the main determinants of the party’s action 
(Adams... 2004: 589-610).

A party program is an important mechanism for party-voter commu-
nication. The idea that the interaction between parties and the elec-
torate changes both sides is an assumption that the authors of this 
chapter make. It focuses less on the analysis of theoretical models and 
concentrates more on describing and analyzing ideological platforms 
of Georgian political parties. The paper focuses on the transformation 
of these political organizations from 2008 to 2017. This chapter of the 
book concentrates on the analysis of political parties’ attitudes towards 
the electoral program. Georgian parties’ programs are assessed in the 
following three criteria:

1. 	Content: It contains the ideological position of the given party and 
its possible transformation during the study period. The consistency 
of political, social, economic, and other blocks of party programs 
will be described within this criterion. This step of analysis will al-
low us to distinguish populist and ideologically relevant political 
promises in the Georgian political landscape.

2. 	Qualitative characteristics of the programs: As a result of reviewing 
qualitative characteristics, we can evaluate problem-solving mech-
anisms in the program. The ways of problem-solving may vary be-
tween general and specific. 

3. 	Number and quality of the issues discussed in the political pro-
grams: These issues include both political and socio-economic 
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subjects. With this analysis, we will see how the party relies on its 
political program as a real apparatus of communication with the 
electorate.

It is worth noting that ideology has never been the only way to attract 
and mobilize voters. Moreover, in the first historical stage of the for-
mation of modern parties, namely in England, in the turn of the 18th 
-19th centuries, there was a clientelistic network between the voters 
and the parties (Gunther... 2001: 13-15). Such interaction between the 
voter and the candidate indicates hierarchical attitudes, during which 
the candidate offers its voters a certain benefit in exchange for polit-
ical support. Because of the absence of an organizational feature of 
the party, such election strategy seemed to be rationally based on a 
small number of constituencies. Even today, especially in majoritarian 
elections, this approach is also used in Georgia, especially because the 
electorate perceives the majoritarian candidate to solve the local prob-
lem, and the latter emphasizes this aspect while planning the election 
campaign. Although today’s majoritarian MP has a large number of 
voters, during the election for the socially vulnerable citizen, who de-
pends on government welfare programs, offering employment in state 
structures or social assistance is a significant incentive (Tabula 2018). 
Consequently, the election campaign of MP candidates is often built 
on offering private benefits. One of the most recent forms of commu-
nication with the electorate that is the most widely used in the world 
focuses more on current socio-political issues. This occurs at the ex-
pense of short program messages. Nevertheless, the contest for the 
support of the electorate based on the ideologically managed program 
is a more appropriate method to achieve a higher level of democracy. 
Under such conditions, the party accountability is more visible to the 
voters, it is contextually based on less opportunistic concepts, and the 
party is less likely to consider public moods in the given period, which 
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is often contradictory and capricious. Consequently, we will pay partic-
ular attention to the quality of the ideological message.

This chapter of the book is organized as follows: In the first section, 
the election programs of political parties active in Georgia during a 
certain period of time (2008-2017) are discussed; The tendencies and 
dispositions exposed by the analysis are summarized in the second 
section, thus we will have the opportunity to distinguish ideologically 
motivated election promises from populist suggestions; and Finally, we 
will review general trends that will enable us to comprehend whether 
parties’ attitudes towards the election program, as one of the most 
important forms of relations with the voter, has changed.

United National Movement

In October 2001, the future President of Georgia Mikheil Saakashvili 
founded the United National Movement (UNM). The party has played 
an important role in organizing the Rose Revolution, which ended the 
presidency of Eduard Shevardnadze, the second president of Georgia 
(Nodia... 2006). To explain the ideology of the political parties, it is nec-
essary to analyze a set of doctrines in which the values and visions of 
leaders, party members, and partner parties are collected. Neverthe-
less, based on the general review, the United National Movement can 
be considered as a combination of liberalism and nationalism in the 
ideological context (Nodia... 2006). 

As it was expected, the party’s pre-election program focused on eco-
nomic and social problems in 2008. The economic policy of the party 
emphasized issues related to the release of the market from state taxes 
and bureaucracies. The program supported the idea of a small gov-
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ernment and the mechanism for implementing this was a reduction 
in income tax from 25% to 15%. Also, the party was planning a com-
plete abolition of dividend and deposit taxes. While on the one hand, 
the program was prone to encouraging free trade, low taxes, and the 
private sector, on the other hand, the party promised the electorate 
expensive social projects, such as increased pension to 100 USD and 
health insurance for 30% of the population. The social block of the 
United National Movement pre-election program was not consistent 
with the economic block. The program frequently reiterated the par-
ty’s commonly recognized slogans and devoted less time to elaborating 
mechanisms for solving specific social and economic problems. In the 
political section of the 2008 program, slogans exceeded the concrete 
mechanisms designed to be analyzed and solved the problem. For ex-
ample, the security section of the program describes “... we will perma-
nently take care of strengthening the Georgian Army; we will become 
a member of NATO; a new format of relations with Russia will be de-
veloped within the United Nations; we will return Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia and together with Abkhazians and Ossetians we will continue 
to build a united, poverty-free Georgia” (UNM 2008).

In contrast to the 2008 program, the picture is radically changed in the 
2012 program. The party offers a wide range of political, economic, and 
social projects. Like in the previous program, the United National Move-
ment supported economic freedom and promised stable economic 
growth. The ways of achieving this goal were macroeconomic stability, 
infrastructural projects, control of corruption and public service private 
interests, and the creation of an open economic atmosphere for inves-
tors. Unlike the previous manifesto, government infrastructure projects 
were not aimed at solving the problem of unemployment. Here the 
attention was paid to such projects that attract investments, create an 
efficient material base for business and, thus, contribute to economic 
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growth. The social project is less populist than the 2008 doctrine. How-
ever, it became more abstract that is consistent with both the program 
and the ideology of the party. If the leaders of the party promised high 
social expenditures before the 2008 elections, the voucher equivalent 
to 1000 GEL was the only social project at the end of 2011. The initially 
approved total health insurance was replaced by a new program under 
which the insurance coverage was spread only to socially vulnerable 
groups. Another project of the party was about the resettlement of 
internally displaced persons. In a social context, the party refers to the 
education issues and it lays out concrete plans to solve the problems in 
this field (UNM 2008; UNM 2012).

The economic block of the program is comprehensive. It includes 
mechanisms that can achieve specific goals. The amount of state ex-
penditures (GDP - 30%); methods of dealing with exogenous inflation; 
the value of a specific percentage of economic growth for future eco-
nomic development; the target of budget deficit (3%); the fiscal policy 
impact on economic growth and other economic issues are explained 
in detail.

Similar to the socio-economic block, the political section of the Unit-
ed National Movement program has also had a significant transforma-
tion from 2008 to 2012. One of the reasons for the change was the 
Russo-Georgian war. The United National Movement’s foreign policy 
accents refer to membership in Euro-Atlantic institutions. When dis-
cussing relations with regional forces, our neighboring states are listed 
- Turkey, South Caucasus countries, and the neighboring regions of the 
Russian Federation that geographically belong to the North Caucasus. 
Unlike the 2008 manifesto, the program does not say anything about 
the relationship with the Russian Federation. The United National 
Movement refers to internal political issues and supports democratic 



177

The Political Landscape of Georgia 

principles, the balance of power between internal political institutions, 
and the “mixed system” of governance about constitutional amend-
ments (UNM 2012).

It is important to consider the United National Movement’s 2014-2016 
programs since the party is no longer in power, which should have led 
to significant changes. It is worth mentioning that the political and eco-
nomic promises of the party in the 2014 municipal elections program 
are not specific. In 2012, the United National Movement’s economic 
policy focused on fiscal, monetary, internal and international econom-
ic variables, manipulation tools, and impacts on economic growth. In 
contrast, the new program only positively describes economic liberal-
ism and shows some of their implementations. It is noteworthy that 
political offers almost reiterate the 2008 program promises: “Decrease 
income taxes, abolish dividend and royalty tax; also, eliminate excise 
on petroleum products and natural gas; declare a moratorium on leg-
islative amendments affecting the economic environment” (partiebi.ge 
2014). The party concerns with social, political, and economic issues. 
However, the content is largely described in general terms. Political 
proposals are more like slogans. Ideologically, the party is still commit-
ted to the dogmas of economic liberalism. However, unlike the previ-
ous programs, the 2014 program has a more widespread tendency to-
wards libertarian economics policy, which is visible when analyzing the 
party’s social block. The United National Movement supports the idea 
of solving social problems by creating an encouraging environment for 
the creation of new jobs, while social assistance is only applied to the 
most vulnerable families.

Pro-liberalization trends of economic policy were visible in the 2016 
program. The main economic messages of the party were the restric-
tions on government spending, reduction of taxes for business, eco-
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nomic amnesty, reduction of the excise rate on petroleum products 
and alcohol, and liberalization of fiscal policy. Party leaders, as it is vis-
ible from the program, have specific ideas about economic and fiscal 
policy, and they are built on a neoliberal narrative. A good example of 
this is the party’s liberal approach towards currency exchange rate reg-
ulation. The doctrine states that the exchange of currency is a funda-
mental human right and it is inadmissible for the authorities to restrict 
this right (UNM 2016).

In the economic, political, and social blocks, the program of 2016 is 
qualitatively different from the 2014 document. It contains specif-
ic mechanisms in detail. As already mentioned, the party’s election 
promises in the economic part are oriented towards the problem and 
are consistent with the declared ideology of the United National Move-
ment. The political block, which was presented in the 2014 program 
by one proposal, has been widely disseminated in the 2016 document 
and contained numerous offers of particular mechanisms. Particular 
attention was paid to strengthening the independence of the judicial 
system and personal inviolability. The party supports the transition to 
the Regional-Proportional Electoral System. In terms of foreign policy, 
the subject is discussed in different aspects.  According to the program, 
state security should be established through deeper military interac-
tion with international partners (participating in the training and inter-
national missions) and, on the other hand, through practical internal 
steps such as armament modernization, the reserve system establish-
ment, and social and economic support of military personnel. As for 
foreign relations and security, the program focuses on increasing the 
relationship with the Euro-Atlantic Alliance. Also, the United National 
Movement initiative focuses on cooperation with the South Caucasus 
and Black Sea countries, however, the program is not consistent in this 
direction and only discusses economic arguments. While deliberating 



179

The Political Landscape of Georgia 

the basic architecture of Georgian national security, the program gives 
only a general description of the issue.

The social and education issues were widely covered by the 2016 elec-
tion program. Analysis of social projects reveals the deviation of the 
party ideology towards neoliberal values. The reduction of government 
expenditure can be seen as a major expression of the ideology change. 
A good example of an ideological shift is an introduction of fair heals 
insurance, which implies insurance of socially vulnerable populations 
instead of universal health insurance. According to the program, the 
party offers only a basic package of universal insurance. One of the 
promises is an increased pension by 50 GEL, but the program also 
states that the pace of growth will depend on the country’s economic 
growth rate. It is important to note that the program’s social block is 
subordinated to the economic block. The program’s section of educa-
tion is consistent with other blocs. The program focuses on financially 
and academically autonomous public schools and higher education in-
stitutions that harmonize with the neo-liberal agenda.

However, it is worth noting that, unlike economic and political blocks, 
the centrist tendency still appears in social and education topics. For 
example, the voucher system in schools and kindergartens and schol-
arships for students with high academic performance is considered as 
a way to solve problems in the education system. 

In 2008-2012 the party upheld centrist ideas that are expressed by 
high state expenditures and significant social projects. On the contrary, 
in 2012-2016, the United National Movement follows the ideals of clas-
sical liberalism and maximally strives to support the policies of small 
government and reduced expenditures. The loss of political power in 
2012 by the United National Movement may be a possible explanation 
of the party’s ideological transformation.
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Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia 

In 2011, to counter the United National Movement, Georgian business-
man Bidzina Ivanishvili founded the Georgian Dream Coalition. The Co-
alition included the following political organizations: Georgian Dream 
- Democratic Georgia, Our Georgia - Free Democrats, Republican Party 
of Georgia, National Forum, Conservative Party of Georgia, and Indus-
try Will Save Georgia. 

In general estimation, the rhetoric of the 2012 program was antagonis-
tic. It was more descriptive, which was typical not only for the Geor-
gian Dream but for the opposition spectrum programs.

The views of the opposition and the ruling party differed significantly 
about the constitutional arrangement. If the United National Move-
ment considered the mixed model of political arrangement with a 
strong parliament and relatively limited executive authority of the pres-
ident as an optimal form of governance, the Georgian Dream preferred 
the parliamentary model. The latter planned to increase the legitimacy 
of the model by the public discussion of the constitution. In the 2012 
program, the party criticized the politicization of the judicial system. As 
a solution, the political leaders of the party supported the increased 
age limit of appointment for judges, simplification of the impeach-
ment rule, and change of the general political environment. Another 
aspect of the discussion was the danger of concentrating the power at 
a particular institution. From this perspective, the Georgian Dream was 
supporting the separation of military forces, police, and state securi-
ty agencies. This argument was proposed to strengthen human rights. 
After acquiring political power, the positions of the Coalition have not 
changed in this regard. 

Unlike the 2012 election document, in the 2016 election program, judi-
cial reforms, constitutional amendments, and institutional distribution 
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of power are discussed more systematically. Full access to information 
on certain issues (which is an advantage of the ruling party) has been 
reflected in the political program. For example, if the 2012 program 
described judicial reform imprecisely, in contrast, the 2016 election 
document sets out specific objectives on how to divide cases between 
judges with a randomness principle, what role the Jury Institution 
should have, in which spaces it should expand, and how to improve the 
selection process of Judges. Despite a significantly increased specificity, 
the political block of the 2016 election program is not distinct on some 
political issues and the political promises given to the electorate took 
the form of a catchphrase. For example, while discussing personal invi-
olability issues, the program states that international standards will be 
improved, the sensible balance will be restored between personal invi-
olability and security and the relevant work will be carried out in this 
direction to increase public awareness. Plans are obviously interesting 
and necessary, however, the actual mechanism of implementation is 
not discussed in the program. It should also be noted that the program 
prepared for the 2014 municipal elections does not say much about in-
ternal political plans. Consequently, the conclusions about this political 
block are derived from the analyses of the 2012 and 2016 programs.

The Georgian Dream’s manifesto has not changed about foreign pol-
icy and security principles. In the 2012 political plan, the party had a 
general concept of security architecture, which is practically repeated 
in the 2016 program. There is no substantial difference between the 
United National Movement and the Georgian Dream in respect of re-
lation with Western partners, but parties differ significantly in regional 
foreign policy. In contrast to the United National Movement, the Geor-
gian Dream initiates a balanced policy with Russia. Unlike the United 
National Movement, while describing regional foreign policy, the party 
does not emphasize the role of the North Caucasus republics. The 2016 
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program describes the policy of cooperation with international partners 
more clearly and deliberately. The party accentuates the importance 
of cooperation with the US and declares it as Georgia’s main strategic 
partner. The novelty is a proposal to deepen trade and economic rela-
tions with China.  Within the Association Agreement, the party intends 
to deepen relations with the European Union through integration into 
new platforms (such as European Energy Union, Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Programs – “Creative Europe” and “Horizon 2020”).

While analyzing the plans for internal and external policy, it became 
clear that the opposition platform does not allow political organiza-
tions to evaluate whether it will be possible to carry out specific pol-
icies. Consequently, parties are forced to submit proposals in general 
terms. On the other hand, the ruling party has larger resources to elab-
orate concrete methods of solving problems.

Evaluation of the economic policy of the party shows distinctly that 
the Georgian Dream recognizes centrist political ideals. In resolving 
social issues, the party imposes a central role to the state, which im-
plies a large government, high state expenditure, and expensive social 
projects. The main economic promises of the Georgian Dream are the 
development of agriculture, small and medium enterprises, and infra-
structure projects. However, the economic block analysis of the 2012 
election program is very general. The proposals are not specific, and 
there are no particular mechanisms or services that can enhance ag-
riculture, small industries, and the business environment in general. 
The picture changes significantly in the 2016 program, where the par-
ty offers an electorate comprehensive economic development project, 
which implies the exemption of business from economic and political 
constraints, the improvement of education and vocational trainings, 
and components of governance management and country spatial op-
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timization. The party intends to encourage the private sector with re-
duced taxation policies, subsidizing “startups”, and liberalization policy 
of the legislative framework. The approach is more specific and offers 
a consistent analysis of the problem-solving mechanisms, especially on 
the liberalization of fiscal policy. However, fiscal liberalization and low 
taxation policy are contradictory with expensive social and healthcare 
projects that are discussed in the program. In this regard, we can eval-
uate the party program as an internally inconsistent document. Accord-
ing to the Georgian Dream program, the role of the government is im-
portant in economic and political aspects. However, the party looks at 
monetary policy from a liberal perspective and limits the government’s 
regulatory functions in favor of a floating exchange rate regime. It is 
worth mentioning that party politics are about state debt and budget 
deficit. According to the 2016 election program, the party intends to 
attract credit resources, which will obviously affect state debt growth. 
The above-mentioned policies once again approve the party’s centrist 
approach, which is expressed through the synthesis of neoliberal-eco-
nomic narrative and social projects focused on equality. The high gov-
ernment debt policy is relevant to the entire election program.

The health policy described in the 2012 program should be considered 
in the context of social policy. It was, at first sight, a more populist proj-
ect than a rationally calculated, cost-benefit oriented plan. According 
to the party’s project, state-financed basic benefits included: hospital 
services (including stenting and shunting in case of cardiovascular dis-
eases); pregnancy and childbirth; diagnosis and treatment of infertility; 
treatment of oncological diseases (including radiotherapy). The plan is 
extremely concrete and consistent with the party’s high expenditure 
economic policies. However, after obtaining power, the party’s attitude 
towards this issue has become somewhat obscure. In the 2016 pro-
gram, the party retained the chosen health care course, which implies 
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maintaining existing projects, for example, universal health care. How-
ever, issues such as availability of medications, their quality, support of 
oncological disease treatments, and the volume and quality of mental 
health programs are only discussed in general terms. This can be ex-
plained by the fact that they now had access to complete information 
that raised questions, whether the government will be able to actually 
implement such projects.

In conclusion, we can say that the Georgian Dream is well aware of the 
importance of communication with the constituency in the program. 
The issues discussed in the program mainly cover all aspects of public 
interest. In the political, economic, and social blocks, the program in-
cludes all the problems that are critical for society. Since 2012, the po-
litical party has been devoted to centrist ideology, despite minor devia-
tions. Transformation is evident between the 2012 and 2016 programs, 
which can be explained by the party’s position in parliament. When 
the party was in the opposition, the political and economic block of 
the program consisted of vague proposals, however, after winning the 
election, the party’s general statements were replaced by specific proj-
ects. The exception is several social projects, which were specifically 
discussed in 2012 but were not reviewed in the 2016 program in detail. 

Republican Party of Georgia 

Unlike the United National Movement and the Georgian Dream, the 
Republican Party came to power within the Coalition in 2012. Accord-
ingly, 2008 and 2016 pre-election programs are used for party program 
analysis. We could not obtain the 2012-2014 data because of logical 
reasons.
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A large part of the 2008 pre-election program is dedicated to analyzing 
the existing political system and criticizing the ruling party. The Repub-
lican Party’s strategy is discussed in five major blocks: state governance 
system, judiciary system, economic structure, education and culture 
sphere, and social security sphere that covers health care. The Repub-
lican Party, in contrast to other political organizations, has a strictly 
formalized relationship with the constituency, which is reflected in the 
program’s detailed structure. There is no fundamental change between 
the 2008 and 2016 programs on state governance issues. In both cas-
es, the party opposes the existing political elite and offers its criticism 
based on a liberal ideological narrative. The party supported the par-
liamentary system in both programs. The Republican Party supported 
the strengthening of self-government and the weakening elements of 
a unitary state. In 2008, flagging off the presidential institution was 
one of the main objectives of the party. In contrast, the 2016 program 
of the Republican Party demanded the right for the president to take 
part in the formation of non-political state institutions. This change can 
be explained by the existing political context in Georgia. In 2008, the 
presidential institution was in a different position and was equipped 
with significant political power. The withdrawal from the Coalition in 
2016 freed the Republican Party from the necessity of coordinating po-
litical positions with other parties, which led to the transformation of 
party views in 2012-2016. In the 2008 document, the state governance 
system blocs principally contradicted the unification of the agencies 
responsible for military forces, state security, and police. This position 
did not change in 2016. The political block of the Republican program 
is specific. Even though the political party covers many details that can 
be developed around a specific issue, it is still noticeable that in 2012-
2016 party leaders were in power. For example, the judicial reform, 
which was fairly detailed in 2008, is more detailed in the 2016 program 
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and covers such specific issues as the rule of a selection of judges and 
the criteria for candidates (age, experience); transparency provision 
with specific voting models; the separation of the High Council of Jus-
tice and the High School of Justice, as well as giving autonomy to the 
latter to impartially select candidates. Establishing electronic voting 
forms and the President’s involvement in the appointment of judges. 
As it was noted during the discussion of the Georgian Dream program, 
being in power together with the Georgian Dream in 2012-2016 has 
had a significant impact on the Republican Party’s program. The addi-
tional stream of information, which is one of the advantages of being 
in power, has given the party a chance to improve the program and 
make more adequate perceptions about politics.

The economic concept presented in the Republican Party’s program is 
based on liberal principles, similar to the analysis of the governance 
and judicial systems. At the initial stage, the party was planning to lib-
eralize the economy on the legislative level, the next step should be a 
gradual tax reduction.  It should be noted that the economic policy of 
the party is mainly considered in the legal framework. In the 2008 pro-
gram, the mechanisms for the manipulation of economic variables are 
not given. In this regard, there is a contradiction between the 2008 and 
2016 programs. In the latter economic analysis is significantly concrete.  
For example, if the major economic statement of the 2008 program 
was to abolish draconian laws and create a liberal legislative frame-
work for business, on the other hand, in 2016, the party proposes to 
cut expenditures, decrease interest rates and create available credit 
sources, simplify taxation process and annually stimulate microbusi-
ness by 60 million GEL. Social and economic blocks exceed the size and 
quality of the political block, which is a significant difference compared 
to the 2008 program. We would like to emphasize the linkage between 
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program content and political context and the effect of the experience 
of being in power.

Unlike economic problems, the party considers the nuances of the 
monetary and fiscal policy imprecisely. Republican Party did not offer 
specific mechanisms for currency regulation, tax system management, 
and arrangement of other administrative issues that create economic 
growth neither in 2008 nor 2016 programs. The vague nature of fiscal 
policy can be explained by the fact that the party ideology is less favor-
able to regulation.

It is clear from the block of foreign policy and national security that the 
Republican Party is supporting the integration into NATO and the EU. 
In this regard, the 2008 program passages are practically unchanged 
in the 2016 manifesto. It is worth noting that the analysis of security 
architecture is devoid of specificity and, therefore, discussed only in 
general terms.

In conclusion, we can say that the analysis of the Republican Party has 
exposed some interesting trends: first of all, the party understands the 
change of the political context and consequently modernizes the pro-
gram in dynamic ways. The second important tendency is the impact 
of the experience of being in power on political proposals. While the 
party was in opposition, the program lacked the specification. Howev-
er, since the organization has accumulated information within the Co-
alition, the specification of the program has also increased. The party 
did not have an ideological transformation and remained committed to 
the principles of liberalism and parliamentarism. The Republican Party 
programs cover vital and important problems for society. From a quali-
tative point of view, political and legal blocks are better represented in 
comparison with economic and social sectors. All this may be due to 
the high level of party leaders as experts.
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Democratic Movement – United Georgia

One of the active opposition political organizations is the Democratic 
Movement - United Georgia created by former parliamentary speaker 
Nino Burjanadze. The party’s main distinction is its views on foreign 
policy. With regard to political and economic policies, the party is not 
an outlier.

The main economic message of the United Georgia is that it criticiz-
es the ruling political party for the pseudo-freedom of the business 
environment. The solution to the United Georgia is the real indepen-
dence of business. However, the policy implementation mechanism is 
discussed only in general terms. Considering the liberal economic ten-
dency in Georgian politics, the party agrees with tax reduction. On the 
other hand, the tax policy is not consistent with the party’s social pol-
icy. The United Georgia offers voters the following projects: increasing 
salary for teachers up to 1300 GEL; increasing of the subsistence min-
imum and pensions from 160 GEL to 250 GEL; wage indexation rela-
tive to inflation; the housing provision for newly created families at the 
expense of non-profit state funds and the state-sponsored universal 
health care. The implementation of these projects requires a consider-
able increase in state expenditure, which cannot be compromised un-
der low taxes. The program specifically analyzes the sphere of econom-
ic policy that ensures the development of self-government. The Party 
considers that economic development can be boosted by the reduction 
of the municipality auto parks and the cut in the bonus rates. Although 
the ways to solve the problem are specific, the proposal is more like a 
catchphrase than a real mechanism for problem-solving.

Unlike economic and social programs, which are more or less reiter-
ating the views of other parties, the United Georgia offers a substan-
tially different foreign and security policy. If the main vector of foreign 



189

The Political Landscape of Georgia 

policy for the United National Movement, the Georgian Dream, and 
the Republican Party means joining the EU and NATO, political neutral-
ity is the priority for the United Georgia. According to the leaders of 
this party, the threat from the Russian Federation will be neutralized 
in the case of Georgia’s neutrality. The statement of political neutrality 
is reflected in all parts of the program, starting with the constitutional 
changes. This idea is also considered as the precondition for the reg-
ulation of relations with Abkhazia and South Ossetia in the following 
statement, “we consider the interests of Abkhazians and Ossetians, 
who do not appreciate Georgia’s accession to NATO”. The party does 
not analyze all variables of the conflict and bases the ways of resolving 
the relationship on the beliefs of the leaders. The causality between 
the foreign policy alteration and the return of the occupied territories 
is vague.  The program contains emotional statements (for example, 
“bloody regime”), the court is considered as an evil-sower body. There 
are a number of unanswered points necessary for such a document in 
the 2014 program, which cannot be said about the 2016 program. It 
covers a wide range of issues. Both texts are emotionally charged and 
often lose their consistency.

To summarize, the program of the United Georgia is more populist and 
serves to create a negative emotion in the specific contingent of the 
population. The party’s economic policy is not consistent with its social 
policy. The party gives excessive importance to the role of the country’s 
foreign policy in resolving territorial integrity. The political program of 
the party has not been transformed since its foundation. It is difficult 
to conclude the ideological beliefs of the United Georgia because the 
party program mixes elements of the neoliberal agenda and centrist 
ideals of big government.
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Other Parties

For a thorough analysis, we will briefly review the programs of political 
parties in the Georgian political environment, which have some impact 
on the political process. One example is the Labor Party, which stands 
on the left-wing position. The Labor Party program is mainly built on 
high state expenditures and expensive social projects. Discussed issues 
include a wide range of features, but it is devoid of concrete and func-
tional mechanisms. Some programs are lacking reality. For example, 
the Labor Party promised financial support (3000 GEL) for the newly 
married couples and one-time financial assistance (1500 GEL) for every 
child. Similar slogans are characteristic for political parties like the Path 
of Zviad - in the Name of the Lord.  Like the United Georgia, this party 
also supports the country’s neutrality. The quality of the organization’s 
program is low, limited to general statements that are not founded on 
any ideological values. The program of the political party - Georgia for 
Peace is also vague. The mentioned parties do not have a consistent 
economic policy. The political block begins with a criticism of the rul-
ing party, then programs state general proclamations that devoid the 
ways of implementation. The same can be said about social policy - 
increased state expenditure is not relevant to implement expensive 
programs.

These parties have populist economic policies, and, at the same time, 
it seems obvious that the actors do not understand how economic vari-
ables interact. They do not have a clear vision of the country’s econom-
ic efficiency.

This chapter of the book does not include parties that have contributed 
to the country’s political process, but today, they do not exist as politi-
cal units anymore. It does not examine political parties, which were not 
active during the study period, political parties as to the Alliance of Pa-
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triots of Georgia, which first took part in the 2014 municipal elections, 
and political parties, which are not generally active and therefore, do 
not influence the political environment. In conclusion, we can say that 
opposition parties, who have never held power, do not have concrete 
ideas about the mechanisms for problem resolution. Besides the Labor 
Party, most parties do not have an ideological platform. In most cases, 
their political programs do not change from elections to elections and 
are mainly populist.

Conclusion

Through this chapter, we tried to analyze the programs of political par-
ties operating in Georgia. According to the basic criteria used: 1. During 
the content-analyzes, we have discussed the ideological position of the 
parties; 2. Considering the qualitative characteristics of the programs, 
we have evaluated the mechanism of solving the problem proposed 
in the program; and 3. Studied the quantity and quality of the issues 
(economic, social, political) discussed in the party programs.

Interesting tendencies have been revealed as a result of analyzing par-
ty programs. The ideological position often depends on whether the 
party is in power. As a result of analyzing the programs of the Geor-
gian Dream and the United National Movement, it appears that the 
political parties are inclined towards more centrist positions while in 
power, and after losing office, they are returning to the radical forms 
of their ideology. The quality of the program also depends on whether 
the party is in power because the ruling party is more likely to have 
access to information that helps to increase the level of specificity in 
the program.
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From a qualitative standpoint, party programs are often inconsistent. 
The main tendency revealed in this direction is a conflict between so-
cial policy and economic policy. A large part of the parties supports 
economic freedom, low taxes, and expensive social projects simulta-
neously. Opposition parties are mainly concentrating on purposeful 
populism, which is expressed in support of the inconceivable economic 
program.

Parties operating in the Georgian political environment are not com-
mitted to an ideology. Ideology does not define political activity and 
it is impossible to foresee how the party will behave in a particular 
political situation. Political context significantly changes the programs. 
However, it is worth mentioning that the economic policy of political 
parties is primarily founded on centrist and neoliberal narrative. The 
exception is the Labor Party.

The development of the political environment has led to the formaliza-
tion of parties that forced the parties to focus on the programs. Pro-
gram analysis is one of the variables that make it easier to analyze the 
political environment, however, this platform is not fully functional in 
Georgian reality, which offers researchers a wide range of work.
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ELECTORAL SYSTEMS AND THEIR INFLUENCE ON  
DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL PARTIES IN GEORGIA

Bakur Kvashilava

Introduction 

Political parties remain the most important actors in democracy. It is 
safe to say that without political parties, it will be extremely difficult 
for most polities to establish and maintain a democratic form of gov-
ernment; the complexity of the tasks, duties, and obligations that mod-
ern states are burdened with is impossible to carry out without highly 
developed political institutions in a democracy. It may be argued and 
there is some historical evidence supporting this argument that direct 
democracy is indeed possible, but only in special circumstances where 
the population in the polity is in thousands instead of in millions. As 
it is, most states are fairly sizable to attempt such a risky experiment. 
Moreover, political parties serve several important functions that can-
not be performed by any other entity.

It is generally assumed that the electoral system is one of the most im-
portant determinants of the political party system. The way elections 
are organized has a direct bearing on which and how many parties will 
succeed in politics. This does not mean that there are no other fac-
tors that influence party development. Social cleavages, culture, and 
history all play a considerable part in the process. Nonetheless, the 
electoral and constitutional design does affect party formation signifi-
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cantly. Moreover, these factors are the easiest to manipulate and, thus, 
offer the most important tools for molding the party system in a given 
country. That is why electoral engineering has received much attention 
both among academia and policy practitioners.

Several scholars argue that in new democracy and particularly, in de-
mocratizing countries where political pluralism and democracy had 
been historically nonexistent, electoral design plays a lesser role, at 
least until political institutionalization matures (Moser... 2012). Still, in 
the long term, electoral rules do make a difference, and as the heated 
political discussion in Georgia demonstrates, political parties believe 
they are of utmost importance in the short term as well. From the very 
beginning of Georgia’s independence, debates regarding elections and 
electoral systems have been on the very top of the political agenda 
and have drawn wide attention. The discussion first focused more on 
the conduct of elections and the appropriate procedures to ensure 
their transparency and fairness, while from around 2007, the design 
of electoral systems started to figure in these debates more promi-
nently. The incumbent parties consistently favored the majoritarian or 
single-member district (SMD) elections, while those in the opposition 
argued for some variation of the proportional system generally with 
lower thresholds. It is important to point out that the same political 
entities preferred majoritarian elections while in government and 
proportional system when they were relegated to opposition. Thus, it 
seems that there is a consensus among the major political actors in 
Georgian political society that a majoritarian form of electoral system 
favors the incumbent while a proportional one makes opposition par-
ties more competitive. This chapter of the book shall attempt to assess 
whether this claim is well-grounded theoretically and which electoral 
system is more likely to favor Georgia’s successful transition to democ-
racy. That is the most important task the achievement of which might 
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allow the country to accomplish her most vital goal - to successfully 
join the Euro-Atlantic security, political, and economic community. 

So far, Georgia has been a mixed story of success and failure. The coun-
try boasts one of the freest economies in the world, anti-corruption 
reforms have been largely successful, the state effectiveness has sig-
nificantly risen, but economic growth, media freedoms, and political 
pluralism are unstable at best while high rates of unemployment, lack 
of confidence in major state institutions, and small size of the middle 
class impede further progress of the country. As a result, while con-
sistently showing the best scores in the region for the past decade, 
the country has yet to achieve the status of the free country in the 
index, alternately called Freedom in the World, produced by “Freedom 
House” - the most acclaimed criteria by which the democratic achieve-
ments are judged (Freedom House 2018). The result is largely the same 
even if other more recently developed indices are used (for example 
- Democracy Index). In most cases, except for Polity IV Project, which 
lists countries according to authoritarian and democratic traits that 
they display, Georgia falls into the grey zone - the so-called - hybrid 
regime area, but it has to be noted that for the past few years, the 
country receives scores that put it much closer to democracies than to 
authoritarian regimes.

It is of utmost importance that every opportunity is used to help the 
country successfully complete the democratization process and as the 
electoral design has a definite bearing on the issue, every effort should 
be expended to find the right one that will serve this purpose. This 
chapter of the book aims at contributing to this goal.

This chapter of the book will be subdivided into three sections. The 
first will review the relevant theoretical discussion in light of the con-
temporary context. Here the effects of the electoral system on the po-
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litical society will be discussed with emphasis on the contrast between 
SMD and proportional systems. The second will attempt to analyze the 
impact of electoral rules directly on Georgia beginning from the 2008 
election cycle. The third will analyze the findings and offer general rec-
ommendations for reforming the Georgian electoral system.  

Theory and Context

The end of the Cold War brought about not only the demise of the 
bipolar rivalry between the two superpowers - the United States and 
the Soviet Union - but also the renewed interest in building democratic 
governments and liberal societies in places where none existed before. 
The process of democratization commonly known as the “Third Wave” 
had already started more than a decade before the event (Huntington 
1993), but in the words of Francis Fukuyama, this particular event - the 
end of the Soviet Union - was the “End of History” in the sense that 
ideological rivalry about the best way to organize the government was 
effectively over (Fukuyama 1992). Whether that assessment remains 
true today is more dubious with the successful rise of China and more 
recently of Russia is a separate question; the important implication at 
the time was that there were suddenly about 30 countries in the for-
mer Soviet Bloc that desired to embark on the road to democracy. 

Consequently, the major task for political theorists and practitioners of 
that time became designing the ways and means to help these coun-
tries in achieving successful democratization. This led to the renewal of 
debate on key issues about democracy, such as what democracy is and 
is not (Karl... 1991), democratic transition and consolidation, the role 
of parties and ideologies, constitutional designs, and electoral systems. 
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Most of these problems had been quite extensively studied before, but 
now the outcome of these debates had a direct bearing on the wellbe-
ing of hundreds of millions of people. Thus, many theoretical assump-
tions, models, and paradigms were brought back to the light of day to 
be reexamined and compared with new theories and ideas.

There are several ways to elect representatives, but roughly they may 
be divided into two major types: proportional and plurality or major-
itarian systems. In proportional elections, voters cast their ballots to 
elect parties, and the share of the votes received is translated to seat 
shares for the given party/bloc/coalition according to a predetermined 
formula. The most widespread form of these is the proportional closed-
list system, where the parties present the ranked list of proposed can-
didates to the voters, and if the party passes the electoral threshold (if 
any), these candidates will assume the seats in the legislative institu-
tion according to their ranking; the candidates at the beginning of the 
list taking the seats first until the party share of the seats is filled. This 
system is called a closed list system because the voters have no say 
in determining the rank ordering of the candidates - as long as they 
vote for their favorite party, they also agree to the ordering of the can-
didates as the party proposed. The Open-list system allows voters to 
choose their favorite candidates within the proposed party lists. There 
are quite a few types of the open list system varying by the amount 
of leverage the ordinary voters have in determining the rank ordering 
of the candidates. Most proportional systems are of a closed-list vari-
ety, but even within them, they differ by two important characteristics. 
One is the existence of a threshold that political parties have to pass 
to be eligible for seats. Some countries do not employ any threshold at 
all. Most countries use it and they usually set a threshold between 3% 
- 5% of the total votes cast. Some countries, such as Turkey, have a sig-
nificantly higher minimum requirement for the votes received at 10%. 
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The second variance comes at the expense of the size of the electoral 
districts, which could be nationwide and regional. In the first case, the 
country as a whole is taken as a single electoral district and the seats 
are distributed according to the shares of the votes that the parties re-
ceive. The regional proportional system entails more than one electoral 
district where the vote shares and corresponding seats are calculated 
per individual district.

The majoritarian type of electoral system also offers a wide variety; 
what separates them from the proportional system is that the voters 
cast their ballots for the individuals and not the parties. Most of the 
time, the individuals do indeed represent parties, but formally voters 
choose individuals instead of political parties, blocs, or cartels. The 
most widespread method involves elections where candidates com-
pete for a single seat in a given district (SMD). Here the winner is de-
termined either by the plurality or majority of the votes received. In 
the first case, the candidate with the most votes wins (First Past the 
Post or FPTP), in the second, the winning candidate should receive 
more than half of all the votes cast. Thus, majoritarian SMD often in-
volves a second round of elections to determine the winner. In some 
cases, majoritarian elections involve multimember districts (MMD), 
where more than one candidate is elected to the legislature. In this 
case, various methods are employed, where the voters can differenti-
ate their choice by preference voting. For example, in a single transfer-
able voting system (STV), the voters have the opportunity to rank their 
favorite candidates, and after the first winning candidate gets the nec-
essary amount of votes, his surplus votes are transferred to the other 
candidates in accordance with voters’ preferences as expressed in their 
ballots. Eventually, the next candidate garners the necessary number 
of votes and gets elected. The process is repeated until all the seats 
are filled. Single Non-Transferable Vote (SNTV), on the other hand, is 
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very similar to SMD FPTP with one difference, there are several seats 
per district instead of one.

Historically and at present, there have been electoral systems where 
a single voter has multiple votes instead of one. In such cases, voters 
can either give more than one vote to a single candidate if they so 
wish (Cumulative Vote - CV) or not (Limited Vote - LV) (Shepsle... 1997). 
MMD and relevant voting methods can become quite complicated and 
are not as widespread as SMD variations; an overwhelming majority of 
countries that use a majoritarian formula employ the latter.

The impact of electoral systems was first discussed extensively by the 
French political scientist Maurice Duverger in his seminal work “Polit-
ical Parties”, first published in 1951. Duverger argued that SMD plu-
rality electoral system, where the winner is determined by the most 
votes received, leads to the formation of a two-party system, while the 
proportional system and majoritarian SMD electoral formula (where 
the winner must receive more than 50% of the votes cast) creates 
more than two parties in a given political entity. Duverger was more 
certain of the first part of the statement that since has been dubbed 
the Duverger’s Law, while holding some reservations regarding the 
second argument that, consequently, has aptly been called Duverger’s 
Hypothesis (Riker 2003). The argument of Duverger’s Law is based on 
two interrelated mechanisms: the mechanical effect and psychological 
effect. The mechanical effect comes into play as the winner takes all 
formula renders minority votes underrepresented in the elected body. 
This makes minor parties less competitive overall and further enhances 
the influence of major parties. The psychological effects of the SMD 
plurality elections are more profound, but the debate about their uni-
form applicability is still very much alive. These effects may express 
themselves both on the demand and the supply side of an electoral 
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process. On the demand side, the voters will have incentives to vote 
strategically - cast their ballots not necessarily for their first choice but 
for the party that has a reasonable chance to win and is preferable to 
the others meeting the said criterion. On the supply side, the minor 
parties have less incentive to compete as the odds strongly favor big-
ger parties. They also have less capability as private individuals and 
businesses will be reluctant to finance their operations and campaigns. 
These multiple effects working simultaneously strengthen the possibil-
ity that two dominant parties will emerge on the national level. That is 
because, after 3-4 cycles of elections, the voters will realize that even 
if a representative of a third party wins locally, they can do very little 
on the national level since it is very unlikely that they will be in the 
majority. Exclusively two-party systems are extremely rare, but Duverg-
er’s Law points in the right direction if one interprets it as predicting a 
two-party dominant system. 

The proportional system lets even the smallest of parties to be repre-
sented unless an electoral threshold is introduced. Consequently, these 
types of elections are likely to produce multiparty systems. Duverger’s 
ideas received enormous attention as his work revived interest in par-
ties that had been dormant for decades. After Robert Michels “Political 
Parties” was first published in 1911, some critics pointed out empirical 
cases that defied the theory. Others proposed alternative explanations 
or outright rejection of a possibility to study group preferences through 
rational choice theory (Cox 2007: 11).

Theoretical criticism goes well beyond Duverger’s specific propositions 
and can be divided into two major groups. One demonstrates the im-
possibility of translating individual rational choice to group rational 
choice on certain occasions, such as Condorcet’s Paradox, and hence, 
rejects the notion of rational behavior of groups. This, in turn, means 
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that the underlying logic of preference formation among groups is 
deemed invalid. Consequently, electoral systems or any other institu-
tion or construct cannot serve as a valid predictor of group behavior 
(Cox 2007: 12-13). Most of the political scientists, as expected, reject 
this view; accepting it would render most of the topics out of the reach 
of academic research not only in political sciences but generally in so-
cial sciences as well. However, there is quite an extensive scholarship 
beginning with Seymore M. Lipset that instead of electoral system 
views societal factors as primary explicators of a given political party 
system formation (Lipset 2017). According to this view, various factors 
such as social cleavages, history, tradition, political culture, and eco-
nomic structure determine not only the mode of party competition 
but also, in consequence, the nature of the electoral system as well. In 
other words, these diverse factors find their expression in a particular 
electoral design and not vice versa. Still, more scholars believe that 
societal factors and electoral systems are mutually reinforcing and in-
fluencing each other; it is only through analysis of a specific case that 
one can determine which set of factors play a defining role towards the 
other. This type of approach is certainly closer to reality, but as is al-
ways the case, it also suffers the lack of clarity as a theoretical guiding 
model because introducing too many factors invariably brings about 
ambiguity in predicting the concrete outcomes. 

Still, as is clear from the preceding discussion, most scholars of political 
systems agree that the electoral system does play an important role 
in bringing about the specific type of political society as expressed by 
several political parties, their structure, stability, nature of ideological 
competition, and in general, type of political contestation dominant in 
the given polity. The disagreement largely concerns the exact level of 
influence electoral systems exert on the political society depending on 
specific circumstances.



Bakur Kvashilava

204

The Nature and Effects of Two-Party vs. Multiparty Competition

Having reviewed the main lines of the argument regarding the influ-
ence of the electoral system on party formation specifically and politi-
cal society in general, now it is important to see how different models 
of political societies can be produced by distinct electoral systems. The 
goal of such analysis is to see how each type of political culture and 
institutions it produces reinforces ideals of democratic governance and 
accompanying liberal values. 

Democracy has been aptly defined by Abraham Lincoln “as the gov-
ernment of the people, by the people, for the people”. This statement 
tunes our attention to the most fundamental elements that make de-
mocracy valuable. As it is impossible for the people to directly govern 
their state in modern times, invariably, democracy presupposes some 
form of representation, and here elections play an irreplaceable part. 
The aim of the representation is twofold: one, it is to ensure that peo-
ple’s voice is heard, that is, their ideas about the direction of public 
life are implemented, and second, the government should benefit the 
people, that is, be for the people. These two goals may well conflict on 
occasion as public opinion sometimes can be swayed to support un-
realistic or short-sighted visions and policies, and their faithful imple-
mentation will impair the wellbeing of the very people it was supposed 
to serve. This dichotomy becomes more pronounced during majoritari-
an elections, as in this case, the linkage between voters and their elect-
ed representative is more direct. This is because the elected represen-
tatives feel more obliged to follow on their campaign promises when 
in power because a majoritarian electoral system usually produces a 
one-party government. Thus, it becomes harder for such governments 
to deviate from the pledged policies ascribing the blame to coalitional 
politics and partners as they usually do not have to share power with 
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anyone. That is why it is more logical to start with assessing the po-
tential benefits and shortcomings of the majoritarian electoral model, 
especially if we take into account that this type of elections did come 
historically first, while the proportional system was introduced much 
later on to counteract the negative effects produced by the former.

The most tangible democratic appeal of the majoritarian elections is 
that it ensures direct linkage between the people and her represen-
tative. Consequently, the accountability of the elected official is more 
palpable. On the other hand, accountability could mean very different 
things in different contexts; depending on the type of political contes-
tation, the linkage between the voters and their representative can be 
based on ideological, rational, or clientelistic grounds. It is hard to see 
why the latter option can be an important contributor to democratic 
development. The second related effect of the majoritarian elections 
is that the representative feels more responsibility towards their elec-
torate than to their party, and this ensures that people’s voice is as-
cribed more weight than on other occasions. The third effect is that the 
local needs of the population are more heeded as the representative 
is primarily accountable to the population of the district that elected 
him. This also makes diverse interests based on the geographical dis-
tribution of voters of different ethnicity and/or religion heard. These 
are immediate effects that majoritarian elections have at the individual 
district level. Nationwide or combined effects of majoritarian elections 
are more influential in determining the type of political society and 
culture. First, as this method restricts the proliferation of parties be-
cause of mechanical and psychological effects, the system described 
above leans towards bipartisan competition, where two parties play a 
decisive role. This does not mean that the same two parties compete 
from one election cycle to another but that at any given elections, two 
parties predominate. Such development leads to a higher incidence of 
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one-party rule, thus, increasing the effectiveness of governance. This 
feature tends to be the main argument for those who support the 
maintenance of majoritarian elections in developed democracies; at 
the same time, in the developing democracies or regimes in transition, 
the argument of direct accountability with one’s voters is more fre-
quently used as we shall see in the case of Georgia. Individual account-
ability is easily translated into a general one as a one-party rule leaves 
no doubt to whom the citizens should assign blame or praise for gov-
ernment performance. This becomes difficult when the government is 
composed of more than one party. The second positive overall effect 
of the system is that it can produce bridging as opposed to bonding 
incentives (Putnam 2000: 23) in the political society as various social, 
ethnic, and religious groups coalesce into two major political parties as 
it is highly ineffectual to try to win seats through minor parties. Accord-
ing to Putnam and many of those who shared his argument, bridging 
broadens the views of the participants and exposes them to the views 
of others, and this process contributes to more understanding among 
distinct groups of society.

The negative effects of the majoritarian electoral system are largely 
the reverse side of the positive arguments just described. Thus, direct 
linkage between the elected and the voters can be based on parochi-
al interests detrimental to the common good. At the same time, the 
legislator, thus, elected cannot be easily disciplined by her party lead-
ership as her office directly depends on the votes from his district and 
not the goodwill of the party bosses. It is certainly true that without 
considering the interests of the party leadership, an individual Mem-
ber of Parliament (MP) can accomplish very little, but given that all 
the other members of the same party are elected in the same man-
ner, the possibilities for pork and barrel dramatically increase. Second, 
minority groups - political, economic, social, and/or cultural – tend to 
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be underrepresented, especially if they are not geographically concen-
trated. Third, historically disadvantaged groups such as women, ethnic 
and religious minorities are underrepresented as well. That is because 
the system favors the more powerful as it rewards, according to the 
“winner takes all” principle. General effects follow similar logic; majori-
tarian elections that tend to produce two-party systems and one-party 
governments, while increasing effectiveness of governance, decrease 
representation as many groups cannot find the means to surpass the 
prohibitive - winner takes all - electoral threshold. The main contention 
in the argument about the relative advantages of the majoritarian plu-
rality SMD vs. proportional closed-list electoral systems - considered 
by many to be the two extremes of electoral options - is about the 
relative merits of effectiveness vs. representation. Consequently, the 
lack of representation for considerable minorities creates the risk that 
these groups that feel disadvantaged by the system use extra-constitu-
tional means to realize their interests ranging from street protests and 
disobedience campaigns to terrorism and sedition. The one-party rule 
though providing stability of rule as well as decisiveness of governance, 
could also be a source of so-called “elective dictatorship” (Norris 2004: 
69), where the incumbent does not heed to opposition criticisms or 
societal protests until the end of its term.

Proportional elections, thus, produce multiparty systems and frequent-
ly coalition governments. The main positive effect of this method is 
ensuring that even minor groups have their voices heard; no one is 
excluded from the political process, and the coalition government pre-
supposes incentives towards consensus-building rather than a compe-
tition of ideas as in majoritarian two-party systems. At the same time, 
both empirical data and theory show that coalition governments are 
more unstable, and the government is more circumscribed in its ac-
tions. Consequently, drastic policy changes, even when necessary, are 
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nearly impossible to make. That is because, in coalitions, every partner 
has its agenda and the electorate to please, thus, compromising on 
issues is a complex game, and it usually takes time; even when the 
agreement is reached, it is rarely revolutionary as the members try to 
yield as little as possible to assure their electorates’ continued support 
in the next elections. Coalition governments suffer not only from in-
stability or lack of decisiveness but also from diffused accountability; 
voters have difficulty in blaming particular parties that comprise the 
coalition for the bad performance of the government as their responsi-
bility is shared and the political party in question can always argue that 
it would perform better if not for interference from the other coalition 
partners. Furthermore, in proportional systems, the debate about pol-
icies is public and transparent as political parties vie for one another’s 
support while at the same time trying to sway public opinion to their 
cause. In majoritarian systems, this debate takes part within the win-
ning party and is hardly visible to the wider public. The proportion-
al system also tends to be more favorable to socially disadvantaged 
groups such as women and ethno-religious and/or cultural minorities. 
The proportional method is also supposed to ensure higher voter turn-
out, and hence, more citizens are involved in the democratic process 
as the system encourages even those supporting minor parties to vote 
as their effort is likely to find expression in legislative seats (Lijphart 
1996: 170). In a majoritarian system, at least some of the supporters 
of minor parties will not be willing to support any of the two major 
contenders, and thus, abstain from going to the polls altogether.

As can be seen from the list and logic of arguments in many ways, 
plurality SMD and proportional closed list electoral systems are directly 
opposite of each other; the positive effect of one is easily the negative 
influence of the other and vice versa.
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That is why in the 1990s, many democratizing countries that used to 
be part of the socialist bloc decided to get the best of both worlds 
and opted to institutionalize the so-called mixed or parallel electoral 
system, where some portion of legislators would be elected by the ma-
jority system while the other would be chosen through proportional 
method (Inter-Parliamentary Union 2018). The results were mixed, and 
some observers even started to argue that, in fact, this was getting the 
worst of both worlds. Many countries from this group that successfully 
completed their democratic transition gradually changed their elector-
al system to fully proportional. The overwhelming majority of those 
countries that had not done so continued to remain in the grey zone 
or have become outright authoritarian countries (O’Neil 2013: 153).

Distinct Political Culture of Two-Party vs. Multiparty Systems      

Proportional Closed-List and plurality SMD elections drive the dem-
ocratic system towards different political ideals, the former ensures 
proper representation of the social groups and interests while the lat-
ter provides the effectiveness of governance. Both are important, and it 
seems that while choosing one or the other relevant context should be 
taken into account. Arend Lijphart, in his seminal work Patterns of De-
mocracy, examined 36 established democracies and placed them into 
two groups, roughly corresponding two-party and multiparty systems. 
According to the ten criteria that he used to evaluate their impact on 
the political process, the first type demonstrated adversarial and the 
second consensual character of democratic rule (Lijphart 2012).  

Karl and Schmitter, in their succinct but visionary article “What Democ-
racy Is and Is Not”, also effectively describe these two generic types 
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of democracy (Schmitter... 1991). Majoritarian democracy is strongly 
associated with a one-party government, concentration of power, uni-
tary state, and strong executive, while the proportional system tends 
to produce more consensual politics with a stronger legislative branch 
and federal state. The political process in the first one is defined by 
the competition and in the second by the necessity of finding common 
ground among many significant political actors.

The third wave of democratization brought about many new democ-
racies to the political stage and empirical data started to show that 
in quite a few cases, the expected effects of the two systems did not 
work as expected. It turns out that in new democracies, majoritarian 
elections did not lead to the emergence of two-party dominated sys-
tems (Moser... 2012: 9-10). Largely, this had to do with weakly institu-
tionalized political parties in these countries - if the parties are weak, 
then they cannot make most of the majoritarian system as their pres-
ence and strength in every electoral district is far from assured (Sartori 
2003: 67-68). In this case, the plurality formula can lead to an even 
greater proliferation of parties than a proportional one. 

The Case of Georgia

Since 1995 Georgia has employed both majoritarian and proportional 
electoral models that are described as a parallel system where a voter 
casts two votes - one for the party and the other for its district rep-
resentative. Meanwhile, the democratic transition has not been com-
pleted, and though the polity has reached the borderline score in the 
Freedom House index several times, the threshold that separates part-
ly free countries from free countries has not been crossed.
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There have been six parliamentary elections conducted since 1995, and 
all of them resulted in a one-party government. The political party sys-
tem remained weakly institutionalized and diversified. There are more 
than 250 political parties registered in Georgia, but only two dozen are 
active at any given time. Still, it would not make any sense to categorize 
the Georgian party system as comprising more than twenty parties as 
most of them never had any meaningful influence on politics. For such 
circumstances, several criteria had been designed that are still widely 
used. Thus, according to Sartori, this qualifies as a predominant party 
system wherefore the incumbent “…is consistently supported by a win-
ning majority (the absolute majority of seats) of the voters. It follows 
that a predominant party can cease, at any moment, to be predomi-
nant. When this happens …the pattern is soon re-established” (Sartori 
2005: 245). Alternately, using Laakso and Taagepera’s Effective Num-
ber of Parties index (Laakso... 1979: 3-27), we can establish that in the 
period, the average number of effective parties in the country varied 
from 4 to 1.5, averaging slightly above 2. Both of these approaches aim 
to go beyond the simple enumeration of registered parties to account 
for those parties only that have meaningful influence over political life.

At the same time, parties remained organizationally weak and unsta-
ble. Any political party that lost elections would also cease to exist ex-
cept for the latest change of power in 2012. Moreover, parties that left 
the governing coalition would quickly lose influence, votes, and seats. 
Such trends are best measured by the party volatility index that was 
developed by Mogens Pedersen (Pedersen 1979). This index measures 
political party stability by evaluating the magnitude of change in party 
composition from one legislature to the next. Thus, in other words, the 
party volatility measures the continuity of representation of political 
parties through electoral cycles. According to the index in the period 
from 1995 in Georgia, the party volatility averaged close to 48% - sig-



Bakur Kvashilava

212

nificantly higher than the average of new democracies in the region. 
The significance of this number becomes apparent if we consider that 
it means that on average, every next election saw the disappearance of 
half of the parties from the political arena.

There is yet one more criterion that can be employed to complete our 
quantitative evaluation of the Georgian party system in terms of elec-
toral design influence - Gallagher index (Powell 2000: 28) - that mea-
sures the rate of disproportionality between votes and seats allocated 
to each party according to the electoral formula used. Here we see 
that apart from closely contested 2012 Parliamentary Elections, the 
rate is extremely high. For example, the 2016 Parliamentary Elections 
resulted in a 20.82 score that is 30% higher than the disproportionality 
produced by majoritarian elections on average. If we consider that ac-
cording to Powell’s data, the latter delivers the highest disproportion-
ality scores, the magnitude of such divergence becomes all the more 
pronounced.

At the same time, as empirical data demonstrate, the representation 
of disadvantaged groups, including women in the Georgian legislature, 
had been consistently at the bottom compared with democratic coun-
tries in Europe (Inter-Parliamentary Union 2018).

Analysis and Recommendations

That electoral system is important for the development of parties in 
Georgia and, subsequently, for its successful democratization is con-
firmed by the unceasing debates about the electoral reform between 
the government and opposition starting from 2007 and continuing to-
day. Weak institutionalization of parties, low levels of trust in public 
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institutions, extremely small middle class, high unemployment, large 
public sector, the tradition of one-party dominance translated into 
weak checks and balances compromised the strength of legislative and 
judiciary branches of government - all point out that the successful de-
mocratization of the country is highly dependent on the set of reforms 
that will empower the weaker participants of the political game. Elec-
toral reform is one of the key components that may contribute to this 
goal.

As has been pointed out earlier, elections and electoral reforms have 
been one of the key issues in political battles fought between the in-
cumbent and opposition parties over the years. The major protest wave 
against Mikheil Saakashvili’s government that culminated in November 
mass protests, the forced shut down of opposition Imedi TV station, 
the resignation of President Saakashvili, and the snap Presidential Elec-
tions in January 2008 started as a response to a government decision 
to hold Presidential and Parliamentary Elections at the same time in-
stead of separately as they were scheduled. The government explained 
the decision by the desire to save public resources while the opposi-
tion feared that holding the two elections together would increase the 
United National Movement’s (UNM – the incumbent party) chances in 
Parliamentary elections. Such effect is indeed expected by a range of 
scholars who argue that in Semi-Presidential or Presidential systems, 
the executive vote carries legislative vote as well (Shugart... 2008). The 
dramatic consequences that followed were certainly caused by diverse 
factors as well as the inept response by the government; still, the cause 
of the protests lay in electoral issues. 

Similarly, in 2010 eight opposition parties united in confronting the 
government and demanded electoral reform in their joint proposal 
that they presented to the United National Movement on October 4. 
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The proposal aimed at abolishing SMDs, replacing them with region-
al-proportional lists. To be precise, as the Parliament of Georgia con-
sists of 150 members elected through a parallel voting system where 
half of the legislators (now 73) are elected by the majoritarian method 
and the other half is elected by a closed-list proportional system, the 
joint proposal affected only the first half of the seats replacing them 
with regional-proportional lists as noted above (civil.ge 2018). The pro-
posal did not go through as the unity among the coalition members 
failed. Still, the opposition received some benefits from the effort as 
public financing laws were modified and the threshold was lowered 
from 7% to 5%.

The discussion about electoral reform continued after the change in 
government when the Georgian Dream (GD) came to power in the 
2012 fall Parliamentary Elections. For the 2016 legislative elections, 
opposition parties demanded electoral reform generally on the same 
terms as in 2010. The problem was exacerbated by the fact that major-
itarian districts were highly unequal in size and the Venice Commission 
recommended to amend this shortcoming that affected the fairness of 
citizen representation. At the same time, the Constitutional Court of 
Georgia ruled on May 28, 2015, that the disbalances among the ma-
joritarian districts were unconstitutional and violated the fairness of 
elections. The governing Georgian Dream party decided to uphold the 
Court ruling and redrew the districts’ boundaries instead of replacing 
the majoritarian system altogether until 2020. Later, the disagreement 
within the Georgian Dream about the issue made it impossible to 
agree even on that date and the implementation date was postponed 
to 2024. Meanwhile, the electoral threshold is to be lowered from 5% 
to 3% for the 2020 elections, thus, making it easier for smaller parties 
to be represented in Parliament. 
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Nodia and Scholtbach writing about the nature of political competi-
tion in Georgia, argued that the main dividing line in politics is not be-
tween left or right or any other ideological or cultural fault lines but 
between government and opposition (Nodia... 2006: 110). Although 
the authors, at the time, were writing about the 1990-2005 period, 
their argument is equally valid after 12 years. Georgian parties are 
weak institutions that are among the least trusted by the public. Their 
strength is ephemeral and directly dependent upon their being part 
of the government. As soon as they lose control of administrative re-
sources, they suddenly lose financial support from powerful business 
groups and local notables that used to support them switch their alle-
giance to the newly emerged victors. Moreover, except for the unique 
case of the United National Movement, every political entity that lost 
power ceased to exist altogether. It is very likely that if the Georgian 
Dream loses its hold on power, it will likely share the fate of other for-
mer incumbents that found themselves suddenly bereft of finances, 
influence, and loyal adherents.

A quick look at campaign finances from 2008 to 2016 gives us the first 
important clue why this must be the case. The State Audit Office of 
Georgia (SAO) monitors and publishes the annual revenues and ex-
penses of political parties paying special attention to electoral cam-
paign financing. The data that can be obtained from their website 
shows that if the party is in government, it receives at least ten times 
more financial contributions from corporate and individual supporters 
than the main competitor (Audit Office 2018). The interesting thing is 
that if the United National Movement was very popular with private 
contributors before 2012 when it was in government, after losing the 
parliamentary elections that year, they suddenly become devoid of 
practically any support and are heavily dependent on public financing. 
It is very difficult for an opposition party to have a fighting chance at 
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winning elections when it spends ten times less than the incumbent, 
especially when the latter has an inherent advantage in using adminis-
trative resources. The majoritarian electoral system exacerbates these 
advantages as individuals and businesses are less willing to support 
representatives of smaller parties.

Administrative resources are an important handicap for any party in 
any democracy, doubly so in a country like Georgia. According to sta-
tistics, about half of all those employed (excluding the self-employed) 
are paid by the government. In the private sector, close to 80% of em-
ployment and 70% of overall sales fall on the big business. This con-
text heavily favors the incumbent - if the government officials were to 
exert pressure on constituents, they could do so easily as quite a few 
of them are employed by the government. Furthermore, it is always 
easier to collude with big business than with Small and Medium En-
terprises (SME). That is because the collective action problem is less 
salient in this case, and exerted effort to reach a favorable deal delivers 
tangible benefits for those involved.

The lack of democratic tradition and low trust in public institutions re-
inforce the trend as the population still feels inclined to follow the lead 
of those in authority. There is little trust that an independent judiciary 
or safety of civil service will be a sufficient remedy if those in power 
decide that one’s loyalty to the incumbent was insufficient – this can 
cost employment or other social benefits. Opposition political parties 
routinely complain about these very issues before elections.

The middle class, however, liberally defined, is very small. A recent ar-
ticle in a popular magazine published data obtained from the National 
Statistics Office of Georgia that shows that only 2.5% of citizens have 
a monthly income of 2033 GEL or more (Tabula 2018). If we consider 
that the middle class is loosely defined as a household that can afford 
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housing, reasonably good education, and foreign travel at least once a 
year, this threshold seems to be as good as any. The middle class that 
is so small impedes democracy as less well to do voters can easily be 
swayed by clientelistic offers, thus, degrading the quality of democratic 
accountability.

In this context, majoritarian elections become what they are in Geor-
gian reality – a supply-driven clientelistic relationship between the lo-
cal notables and their clients seeking the deliverance of private goods. 
Here the incumbent nominated candidate has an enormous advantage 
over competitors, and her success is predetermined by the very fact 
that she represents the government. No wonder that in 2016 Parlia-
mentary Elections, the governing Georgian Dream every majoritarian 
district it contested. Often the campaign promises are entirely devoid 
of any programmatic content, and even the local issues are strongly 
flavored with offers of private benefit deliverance to supporters. 

In this regard, the constitutional changes initiated in 2010 that trans-
formed the Presidential republic towards the Parliamentary model is a 
welcome development. It is widely demonstrated that in the formerly 
socialist countries of Eurasia, the presidential rule is highly correlated 
with less democracy. Still, given the preponderant role of the executive 
branch, keeping the Office of directly elected President would benefit 
democracy-building as any institution that potentially counterbalances 
executive power is to be welcomed.

Proportional elections with a low electoral threshold will empower the 
endemically weak political parties of Georgia. At this stage of devel-
opment, it can be argued that the danger on the road to democracy 
for Georgia lies not in the lack of effectiveness of government but the 
lack of checks and balances. Viable multiparty environment and conse-
quently, coalition governments will make sure that Georgian political 
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actors will start to see their survival in strengthening the legislative and 
judicial branches of government and establishing the independent civil 
service rather than in clinging to preserving their governing position by 
all means.

The odds against democracy are heavily stacked in Georgia. For the 
past 25 years, the only lasting counterweight to the unfavorable con-
text has been the international context and challenges. Given the con-
tinued aggression from the northern neighbor that aims at subduing 
the country to its will, the only alternative is the Euro-Atlantic inte-
gration. This cannot be accomplished without instituting liberal-dem-
ocratic values and governance. This has been the major impediment 
to establishing authoritarian rule in the country, the danger that many 
of our immediate neighbors failed to overcome. Still, in the last de-
cade or so, Georgia managed to overcome widespread corruption, and 
in many economic indices, it is an exemplary model for successful re-
forms. There is a momentum that these achievements are translated 
into democratic success as well. Instituting a proportional electoral sys-
tem will create a powerful domestic institution that will reinforce inter-
national pressures to complete democratic transition once and for all.
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REPRESENTATION OF WOMEN AND NATIONAL 
MINORITIES IN GEORGIAN POLITICAL PARTIES

Nino Gogoladze

Introduction 

Politics worldwide has long been dominated by “wealthy, ethnic ma-
jority men” (Murray 2016: 586). Even if they are chosen through dem-
ocratic elections, political representatives tend to be drawn from the 
elite stratum of society, which results in having “unrepresentative” leg-
islative bodies. This underrepresentation refers to women and nation-
al minorities. Political parties and legislatures should be inclusive and 
representative of the broader society, including women and national 
minorities (Bird 2003: 1).

Georgia has a diverse population. Different ethnic, religious, and lin-
guistic minorities have lived next to each other for centuries. Accord-
ing to the 2014 census, 13.2% of the population belongs to various 
ethnic minority groups, whereas more than half of the population is 
women (Geostat 2014). It would be fair to assume that a descriptive-
ly representative legislature would comprise about 50% women and 
at least 10% ethnic minority representative MPs. However, according 
to the available data, out of 150 members of the Parliament, only 11 
self-identify as a national minority (7.3%) (CSEM 2017), and only 24 
MPs are women (16%) (CRRC 2016), out of those only two are a na-
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tional minority. Thus, after the elections of October 2016, the question 
of representation of women and national minorities in the Georgian 
Parliament has come to the forefront once again.

This chapter of the book focuses on the issue of representation in the 
democratic society and on the importance of representation of women 
and minorities in the Parliament. Women and minorities, even though 
discussed in this work together, do not display similar electoral be-
havior, which poses a challenge to the political parties and requires 
developing targeted approaches for each group. A smaller sub-group 
of national minority women could demonstrate the significance of the 
targeted approach for each group. However, here the aim is not to 
identify specific reasons for the underrepresentation of each group for 
the sake of the brevity of the chapter, though where relevant, some of 
these reasons will be highlighted.

This chapter of the book discusses the practices Georgian political 
parties employ to recruit both women and minority representatives 
in the party system and will look into the structures and guidelines 
existing within political parties, which allow them to engage women 
and minorities. In this regard, it is important to look at whether wom-
en and minority representatives are included in the group deciding on 
allocating places in the party list. In cases where women or minorities 
are absent from party decision making structures, parties will continue 
nominating, mainly male majority candidates (Bird 2003: 1). For this 
aim, interviews were conducted with the representatives of several 
Georgian political parties.1

1	 Following party officials were interviewed: United National Movement, Repub-
lican Party of Georgia, and Free Democrats. Despite numerous attempts, other 
political party representatives could not be reached for the interview.
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This chapter of the book also analyses political party programs and lists 
to demonstrate how the political parties integrate issues relevant to 
women and minorities in their party programs and how is the repre-
sentation reflected in the party lists. In particular, election programs for 
2016 and to a limited degree 2012 parliamentary elections of several 
political parties will be discussed. It concludes with an analysis of the 
challenges women and national minorities face when seeking political 
participation.

The Importance of Representing Women and National Minorities

The desire to make politics more representative often clashes with the 
vested interests of elites to conserve their power (Murray 2016: 586). 
According to Will Kymlicka, minorities, and majorities clash over issues 
like language rights, regional autonomy, political representation, land 
claims, etc. (Kymlicka 2003: 1). Therefore, both women and minorities 
have been trying to emphasize the necessity of their representation 
within the political parties and legislatures. However, academic litera-
ture does not provide a single answer to the need to represent these 
two groups. While it is assumed that legislative bodies should account 
for the diversity of a broader society, we run the risk that linking repre-
sentation of group-based characteristics may weaken political account-
ability, especially when women and minority representatives accept 
the idea that a representative’s identity matters more than the policy 
ideas and party platform (Bird 2003: 5). Very often, this concern has 
been voiced in the legislature in Georgia regarding women’s increased 
participation. Anne Phillips presents a convincing argument for rep-
resenting marginalized groups when she argues that they should be 
represented “not because individuals outside the group can never be 
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knowledgeable or never be trusted, but because failing the direct in-
volvement of those with the relevant experiences, the policy process 
will be inherently paternalistic and the policy outcomes almost certain-
ly skewed” (Phillips 2000: 11). In another article, she further elaborates 
on reasons to focus on group characteristic to say that the reason “is 
that there are structures of power that have turned certain character-
istics into sources of disadvantage and oppression and that it is where 
there are such structures of power that intervention is most urgently 
required” (Phillips 2000: 21).

Another reason why national minorities need to be represented in the 
Parliament is to give them a voice in the decision-making process, allow 
participation in politics, and as a consequence, offer national minority 
representatives and organizations incentives to abandon any “extra-in-
stitutional action strategies”. One way of dealing with existing or po-
tential ethnic conflict is by giving access to national minority groups to 
state institutions (Alonso… 2007: 238).

Different countries have opted for varied approaches to ensure that 
women and national minorities are represented in the legislatures; 
however, a key to their presence is that they participate in the ongoing 
discourse, which affects not only the minority groups but are pertinent 
to the whole society. In this regard, the participation of women and 
national minority representatives in the deliberation process is essen-
tial. The simple presence of minority groups will not make an impact. 
According to Williams, the only way to make a lasting effect on the 
policy outcome is through “sharing of reasons”, and not only counting 
of votes (Williams 2000: 125).

Women and national minority representatives face various constraints, 
which are structured by micro and macro-level factors. When talking 
about women’s representation, Bird points to the macro-level factors 
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such as the electoral system, organization of political parties, and cul-
tural beliefs about the role of women. While national minority rep-
resentatives face the same factors, key, according to Bird, to their 
representation are micro-level factors, such as the degree of ethnic 
concentration in a particular constituency, collective political mobili-
zation within the ethnic community, the existence of ethnic rivalries 
within the community. Therefore, she points out that studying these 
micro-level factors requires in-depth knowledge of local politics (Bird 
2000: 8).

2012 and 2016 Election Programs

The complexity of the representation issues is further demonstrated in 
the Georgian political party programs. When comparing the programs 
of the political parties for the 2012 and 2016 Parliamentary elections, 
it is visible that the incumbent Georgian Dream party has a relative-
ly better-developed election program, with emphasis on the achieve-
ments of the Government under the incumbent party rule. 

The Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia election program empha-
sized the achievements of the Government in 2012-2016 regarding the 
issues related to national minorities and women. As for the program 
for increasing minority and women’s participation and protecting their 
rights, the Georgian Dream proposed to ensure efficient implementa-
tion of anti-discrimination legislation, providing freedom of belief for 
religious minority groups, implement the 2015-2020 State Concept of 
Civic Equality and Integrations, improving the teaching of the state lan-
guage. In this regard, the Georgian Dream identified the language bar-
rier as a key impediment to minority integration. Attention is also paid 
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to minority access to media and information, increasing socio-econom-
ic opportunities for minority settled regions. The program also states 
that “efficient actions will be carried out in all spheres of social life, 
particularly in the level of political and economic activities and deci-
sion-making, to protect gender equality. The Government will support 
a campaign for raising awareness about gender issues” (partiebi.ge 
2012).

It is difficult to compare the 2016 election program of Georgian Dream 
with that of the Georgian Dream Coalition for the 2012 elections, but 
it should be noted that the program in 2012 identified the need for 
the political will to recruit representatives of ethnic minority groups 
to positions in the central administrations of state governance (both 
legislative and executive) (partiebi.ge 2012). As far as women’s par-
ticipation is concerned, the Coalition viewed women’s participation in 
the intra-party and general politics. The Coalition viewed the estab-
lishment of a women’s branch as a source of attracting more female 
candidates to the party. The head of the women’s branch was seen as 
a member of the highest decision-making body - the political council. 
It should be noted that the Coalition back in 2012 considered women’s 
representation insufficient and planned to include greater numbers of 
female candidates on party lists for future national or local elections 
(partiebi.ge 2012).

The issues relevant to national minorities are mainstreamed in several 
parts of the United National Movement program. In particular, the sec-
tion on education focuses on improving access to Georgian language 
teaching for national minority representatives as a means to integrate 
into civic life (UNM 2012). National minorities also are included in the 
chapters on the rule of law and human rights, with an emphasis on the 
protection of their rights and the implementation of effective anti-dis-
crimination legislation (UNM 2012).
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The United National Movement has given particular attention to wom-
en’s issues, which are represented in several chapters of the party pro-
gram. The rule of law and human rights component of the program 
focuses on the rights of children, anti-discrimination legislation, and 
prevention of violence against women. At the same time, the special 
chapter discusses extensively women’s and children’s rights and wom-
en’s political participation. The objective of the party presented in the 
program was to ensure that not only more women are engaged in the 
party system and governance, but also in the country-wide political 
processes. It should also be noted that the United National Movement 
has had a separate women’s organization since 2013, which is a rela-
tively well-developed structure represented not only in the capital but 
also in the regions of Georgia and has more than 50 regional organiza-
tions (UNM 2012).

Women’s issues are also represented in the chapter about health care 
and social security, where an emphasis is made on the needs of mater-
nity and reproductive health issues and access to reproductive health-
care (UNM 2012).

As it was mentioned above, the incumbent political parties benefit 
from their positions and can draw up the election programs based on 
the information and resources available to them due to their incum-
bent position. This is also the case with the 2012 election program of 
the United National Movement. The program was extensive, though 
not detailed enough to single out specific activities the party planned 
to implement.

Alliance of Patriots of Georgia made it to the Parliament in 2016 with 
an extensive election program. It should be noted that the program 
seemingly addresses most of the issues pertinent to the electorate. 
However, when analyzing the program from the perspective of women 
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and national minority participation, the program does not contain any 
specific information relevant to these groups. Furthermore, it should 
be noted that the program starts with the definition of patriotism, 
which emphasizes the importance of “love of everything Georgian”, 
readiness to accept “everything positive of the other, but pamper that 
of our own”. Such a definition leaves little room for the representatives 
of national minority communities to feel part of the country. The pro-
gram, when targeting the national minority electorate, says that those 
who understand that the “patriotic government will ensure their full 
integration in the unified Georgian state” is a potential voter for the 
Alliance of Patriots of Georgia. Women’s participation is not addressed 
in the program. Women are mentioned when targeting mothers as po-
tential voters for the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia (Alliance of Patriots 
2016). However, it is clear that this is not reflective of any aspects of 
women’s participation. Having said this, it should be pointed out that 
out of six MPs with the mandate of Alliance of Patriots of Georgia at 
the Parliament of Georgia, three are women, including one national 
minority. However, this comes contrary to the demonstrated lack of 
the vision of the participation issues within the party program, and po-
tentially could be explained by the existence of informal practices in 
the political parties discussed in the last chapter of this article. 

The Democratic Movement – United Georgia was established in 2014 
and thus has only participated in the Parliamentary elections in 2016. 
However, the party has presented its program, which has outlined top 
priorities for the country, out of which two refer to national minority is-
sues, namely, a clause referring to “provision of the tangible economic, 
social and spiritual well-being of the people; achievement of national 
and civic unity”, and the second clause focusing on “respect of the in-
dividual citizen’s ethnic, cultural and religious background, and creating 
equal opportunities for self-realization” (DMUG 2016).
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However, a more thorough study of the program has not revealed a 
comprehensive vision of the party towards national minority issues 
and women’s participation. The vision of the party rests on the premise 
that national minority representation is directly linked to the existing 
legislation, and only through existing laws, national minorities could be 
better represented in the legislative body (partiebi.ge 2016).

In the extensive program of the Free Democrats, the equality of every 
citizen and equal participation of men and women “in every aspect of 
social, political, and party processes” is emphasized (Free Democrats 
2016).

A more detailed look at the party program indicates that the issues of 
national minority and women participation are addressed insufficient-
ly. Namely, the reference to Georgia’s ethnic diversity is only reflected 
in the section concerning education, saying that the education system 
should integrate civic integration and democratic culture issues and 
strengthen state language teaching in the regions settled with ethnic 
minorities, occupied territories, and Georgian Diasporas abroad. Fur-
thermore, the program includes a point on the teaching of the Geor-
gian language and improved education support programs for ethnic 
minorities (Free Democrats 2016).   

Women’s participation issues are not adequately addressed in the pro-
gram. The only mention of gender equality is made concerning the 
school-building rehabilitation program, which will consider gender is-
sues, among other factors (Free Democrats 2016).

The vision of the Republican Party towards national minorities is in-
tegrated into the wider scope of minority rights and emphasizes the 
freedom of an individual. According to the program, state policy should 
be directed to ensure an equal and independent living environment for 
everyone. The party considers ethnic and religious minorities, women, 
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children, the elderly, disabled, and LGBT persons in one group as vul-
nerable social groups that require individual approaches (partiebi.ge 
2016). 

As to women’s participation, the Republican Party considers developing 
and implementing effective mechanisms to overcome violence against 
women and their poor living conditions to be a primary task. In the 
case of women’s issues, the program demonstrates a more compre-
hensive approach, as it singles out not only specific groups, including 
sub-cultural or marginal groups of women but also major issues and 
ways of addressing them (partiebi.ge 2016).

The programs discussed here largely fail to capture the need to ad-
dress the challenges women and national minorities face and most-
ly follow general legal and human rights principles but rarely provide 
much-needed detail. It should be noted that while most of the parties 
have included clauses regarding both national minorities and women’s 
participation, they have not mainstreamed these issues in their pro-
grams. Very often, parties focus on national minority issues with re-
gards to language education, whereas women’s participation in most 
cases is confined to general remarks about the need to establish the 
equal treatment of all in the society. Overall, the information about 
women’s and national minority participation in the programs is rather 
scarce, limited only to the mere list of the issues.

2012 and 2016 Electoral Lists

Analysis of the electoral lists of these political parties gives more in-
sights into the representation of women and minorities in the party 
system and, consequently, in the legislative body. The election system 
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present in Georgia allows political parties to run in the elections on 
proportional and majoritarian party lists. While focusing only on the 
proportional party lists here, it should still be mentioned that in the 
single-mandate constituencies, women, especially national minority, 
face major challenges for being both nominated by the party and elect-
ed for the office, whereas the national minority representatives have 
an advantage of being nominated a candidate in the areas predomi-
nantly settled by national minority population.

According to Georgian legislation, there are no requirements for the 
political parties to ensure national minority representation on the par-
ty proportional list. While no imperative norm exists in legislation re-
quiring parties to have a minimum number of women in the party lists, 
the political parties are encouraged to include at least 30% of female 
candidates in every ten candidates on the list to receive an additional 
30% of the basic funding (Organic Law 1997).

Given the social attitudes and political climate in the country, making it 
at the top of the proportional list is essential for women and minority 
representatives to get elected. In the case of Georgia, ruling parties do 
not feel the urgency of diversifying the top 50 of the proportional lists 
to include both women and minorities. In the case of smaller opposi-
tion parties, whose chances of clearing the electoral threshold of 5% 
are slim, it is essential that they have a well-balanced proportional list 
already in the top 10 to 20 members.

In 2012 none of the small political parties, which run for the Parliamen-
tary elections independently, passed the 5% threshold. These parties 
had included national minority representatives in the places 14 to 33. 
The only political party which made it to the Parliament without being 
a part of an electoral block (UNM) included national minority repre-
sentatives in the places, from 39 to 50. However, the United National 
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Movement only got 35 mandates from the proportional list, meaning 
that none of the national minority candidates from the proportional 
list were elected from the United National Movement. Whereas the 
Georgian Dream Coalition had included three national minority repre-
sentatives in the top 50 of the party lists, the first being at 35th place 
(CEC 2012).

In 2016 political parties have also included national minority repre-
sentatives in the proportional lists, but very few were nominated for 
the electable positions, for the small opposition parties, that would 
mean top 10 of the proportional list. Again, in 2016 the ruling Geor-
gian Dream party had a longer part of the list where candidates had a 
realistic chance of being elected.

The final results of the elections in 2016 have yielded 11 national mi-
nority representatives, constituting 7.3% of the MPs, compared to 8 
MPs in the previous Parliament (2012-2016), and making 5.3% (CSEM 
2017). As far as women’s participation is concerned, there are 24 wom-
en MPs currently represented, out of which two are a national minority, 
which constitute 16% of the total MPs up from 17 women MPs (11.3%) 
in the 2012 Parliament (IPWR 2017). Though, we need to consider the 
larger picture in the country, which points to the underrepresentation 
of both national minority groups and women in the legislative body. 
According to the 2014 census, 52.3% of the population are women, 
whereas 13.2% constitute national minorities (Geostat 2014). Further-
more, according to the 2016 data of the Central Election Commission 
(CEC), women are 53.76% of the registered voters, and 51.1% of the 
electorate who turned up on Election Day were female (CEC 2016).

The gender analysis of the lists presented by the CEC indicates a major 
disparity in nominating women candidates in the party proportional 
lists. According to the available data, only 37% of the candidates in 



233

The Political Landscape of Georgia 

the proportional list and 17.51% of the candidates in single-mandate 
majoritarian districts were women (CEC 2016).

As far as the representation of national minorities is concerned, the 
lists of those eight political parties, which got at least 1% of the votes 
in the 2016 elections, included only 4.1% of candidates with national 
minority background (CEC 2016). Out of 816 registered candidates in 
73 single-mandate constituencies, only 73 were of national minority 
backgrounds (5.14%) (CEC 2016).

Party Response to National Minority and Women’s Representation 

Throughout the Western democracies, there is a concern that the po-
litical process is unresponsive, as it fails to reflect the diversity of the 
population. One way to change the situation is to make political parties 
more inclusive by reducing barriers that inhibit women and national 
minorities from becoming party candidates or leaders (Kymlicka 2003: 
32). In a representative democracy, parties provide a vital link between 
voters and the Government (Lijphart 2004: 102). 

When comparing the situation before the 2012 and 2016 elections, 
one needs to look at the number of active political parties in both cas-
es. There are only two political parties mentioned in this chapter of the 
book, which participated in both elections independently, whereas all 
other political parties have been part of electoral coalitions at either of 
the elections or have disappeared at all. This is an important point for 
women and minority participation, as political parties need an institu-
tional capacity to reach out to these groups and recruit them. In the 
case of Georgian political parties, only a few of them had enough time 
for institutional development, which spans for more than one election 
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cycle. Very often, political parties depend on their regional offices in 
attracting women and minorities to the party system. However, small, 
relatively newly established political parties have limited capacity to 
establish regional offices and reach out to women and minority repre-
sentatives.

This is reflected in the candidate recruitment and selection. As political 
parties have highlighted during the interviews, they face “supply-side” 
problems while selecting sufficient numbers of women and national 
minority representative candidates. Political party representatives have 
indicated that they have different support bases with the various mi-
nority groups living throughout the country. In the case of national 
minorities, political party representatives have pointed to the lack of 
knowledge of the state language among national minorities. However, 
it is unclear, based on the interviews with the political party represen-
tatives, whether political parties fail to identify qualified women and 
national minority representatives for the positions in the party struc-
ture or the electoral lists, or whether the qualified women and national 
minority representatives are not willing to participate in party politics.

What matters here is the decision-making system within the political 
party, as potentially decision-making procedures, whether formal or 
informal, can influence the composition of the party electoral list. If 
women and national minority representatives are not included in the 
decision-making body responsible for recruiting new candidates/mem-
bers, then there is a big chance that women and national minorities 
will not make it to the Parliament (Bird 2003: 16). Furthermore, unless 
women and national minorities are included in the decision-making 
process, the political party might also fail to reflect relevant issues in 
the party program. Considering the social bias towards women’s polit-
ical participation, as well as the representation of national minorities, 
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without bringing women and national minorities in the decision-mak-
ing system within the party, all the majority male-dominated deci-
sion-making body will keep nominating male majority candidates on 
the party list (Bird 2003: 16). Currently, most of the Georgian political 
parties undergo a significant reform process, resulting from the out-
comes of the 2016 Parliamentary elections. Therefore, the party struc-
tures are in the process of formation. However, in those cases where 
data is available, one can see that party decision making bodies un-
derrepresent both women and national minorities. For the moment of 
writing this article, the Georgian Dream political council included 20% 
women and no national minority representative (personal communica-
tion with the party), whereas Republican Party has 40% women and no 
national minority in the party decision-making body (Samnidze 2016). 
The United National Movement has 20% women in the political coun-
cil and only three national minority representatives, which constitutes 
3.4% of the total members (UNM 2016). This is an important indicator 
to judge how much influence each group can have on the party deci-
sion making process.

Furthermore, women and national minorities also face what Bird calls 
the “incumbency factor”. This is when a political party places extreme 
importance on the party’s electoral performance and continues relying 
on a candidate with proven electoral appeal rather than run an un-
known and unproven candidate (Bird 2003: 16). This has often been 
the case with the Georgian political parties, which, especially in the 
case of national minorities, rely on a proven candidate. During the 
interviews, political party representatives have confirmed that due 
to various reasons, they rely on the trusted party member/candidate 
from a particular region to mobilize voters for the party. Interviews 
have also demonstrated that political parties do not have equal sup-
port from different national minority groups, and in those areas where 
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they have limited support, they prefer not to risk by identifying new, 
little-known candidates.

The research across the countries have demonstrated that ethnic mi-
nority voters are not motivated by exclusive ethnic minority agenda, 
but rather their political concerns and attitudes are increasingly similar 
to those from the majority voters (Saggar 2000 cited in Bird 2003: 20). 
A similar pattern is also observed in Georgia, where the representa-
tives of national minority communities express willingness to be also 
engaged in the discussions of country-wide issues, and expect from 
elected national minority representatives to be not only the spokes-
people of the minority communities but also engage in the issues per-
tinent to the whole country. Yet, political parties in Georgia continue to 
perceive national minority candidates only in the areas of high minori-
ty concentration as good prospects.

There is no simple solution for deciding exactly which rights should be 
accorded to different groups. However, such a decision should be re-
solved politically. One of the means of including women and national 
minorities in the political party process is through a fair decision-mak-
ing process, which takes into consideration their interests and perspec-
tives (Kymlicka 2003: 131). In this regard, it is important to identify 
how Georgian political parties engage women and national minority 
representatives in the party structure and electoral lists. While party 
membership is open to every citizen on equal footing, political parties 
do not invest in reaching out to any group and mostly rely on the inter-
est of individuals in becoming a party member. However, becoming a 
party candidate depends on a variety of issues, and often this falls un-
der the informal practices within the party. All the interviews conduct-
ed for this article have revealed that networks and personal contacts 
contribute to becoming a party member and being nominated in the 
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top section of the party list. However, smaller parties have indicated 
as well that the ability of a particular candidate to financially support 
the party can also influence one’s prospects of making it to the top 
of the electoral list. Small political parties are rather concerned about 
their limited funding and attach importance to the financial contribu-
tions of the party members (provided they also share party values). 
Last but not least, political parties also consider the popularity of indi-
vidual candidates among the electorate either throughout the country 
or within a particular region as a precondition for nomination at the 
top of the list.

The existence of the informal practices for candidate nomination along 
with the established policies makes it difficult for women and national 
minorities to make it to the top 10 or 20 of the electoral lists unless 
there is a willingness of political party leadership to make lists inclusive. 
With the establishment of financial incentives, seven political parties 
have ensured that at least 30% of the list included women candidates. 
However, no such incentive exists with regards to national minorities. 
This also contributes to the unequal representation of women and na-
tional minorities in the political party structures.

Conclusion

Having looked at the political party landscape in Georgia from the per-
spective of minority and women’s participation, it is clear that historical 
domination of one group over the other - whether man over women or 
majority over national minority - has left a “trail of barriers and preju-
dices” that makes it difficult for the historically disadvantaged groups 
to participate effectively in the political process (Kymlicka 2003: 141). 
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Existing practices form a challenging environment for women and na-
tional minority participation and put national minority women in even 
more unequal conditions. Political party decision-making structures 
and procedures do not give women and national minorities enough 
power to influence decisions in the parties with regards to developing 
political party programs. While most of the political parties have es-
tablished procedures for recruiting new members, similar procedures 
are not in place regarding forming the party lists. While it is common 
to look for the reasons for low representation of national minorities 
and women in these two groups, such as lack of Georgian language 
knowledge among national minority representatives, or lack of desire 
to participate in politics among women, political parties miss the op-
portunity to create favorable conditions for these two groups within 
the party system.

Sometimes different political parties provide varied access to women 
and national minorities; however, their overall representation remains 
inadequate. Even though political parties attempt to form programs 
based on research and opinion polls, it is clear that not all of them have 
the institutional capacity to address all those issues. Therefore, those 
critical issues, which are of importance for the political parties, must 
be gender mainstreamed and sensitive to national minority needs and 
interests. Furthermore, looking at consecutive elections in Georgia, it 
is evident that the political party landscape changes significantly. This 
affects the ability of the party to gain support among national minority 
and women voters by identifying the needs of each group on the one 
hand and developing party programs and structures so that they are 
responsive to the needs of these two groups. 
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cesko.ge/geo/list/show/108817-saarchevno-subieqtebis-mier-saqartvelos-parla-
mentis-2016-tslis-8-oqtombris-archevnebistvis-tsardgenili-partiuli-siebi).

Political Party Resources

დმეს 2016: დემოკრატიული მოძრაობა - ერთიანი საქართველო. საარჩევნო 
პროგრამა. 2016. http://www.democrats.ge/images/banners/prog.pdf (DMUG 
2016: Democratic Movement – United Georgia. Election Program. 2016. http://
www.democrats.ge/images/banners/prog.pdf). 

ენმ 2016: ერთიანი ნაციონალური მოძრაობა. საარჩევნო პროგრამა. 2016. 
http://unm.ge/ge/about-us/programa (UNM 2016: United National Movement. 
Election Program. 2016. http://unm.ge/ge/about-us/programa). 

ენმ პოლიტიკური საბჭო: ერთიანი ნაციონალური მოძრაობა. პოლიტიკური 
საბჭო. http:/unm.ge/ge/about-us/politikuri-sabcho (UNM Political Council: 
United National Movement. Political Council. http:/unm.ge/ge/about-us/politiku-
ri-sabcho).

თავისუფალი დემოკრატები 2016: თავისუფალი დემოკრატები. საარჩევნო 
პროგრამა. 2016 http://fd.ge/files/fd_programa.pdf (Free Democrats 2016: Free 
Democrats. Election Program. 2016. http://fd.ge/files/fd_programa.pdf). 

პატრიოტთა ალიანსი 2016: პატრიოტთა ალიანსი. საარჩევნო პროგრამა. 
2016. http://www.ivote.ge/images/doc/patrioti-1.pdf (Alliance of Patriots 2016: 
Alliance of Patriots of Georgia. Election Program. 2016. http://www.ivote.ge/im-
ages/doc/patrioti-1.pdf). 

Interviews 

Interview with Chiora Taktakishvili and Samira Ismailova. United National Move-
ment. 

Interview with Khatuna Samnidze, Chairperson. Republican Party of Georgia.  

Interview with Tamar Kekenadze. Free Democrats. 
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INTEREST AGGREGATION AND POLICY-MAKING BY 
POLITICAL PARTIES 
(PAST DECADE OF THE GEORGIAN PARTY POLITICS)

Irakli Kobalia 

Political Parties and Their Criticism

A core assertion of the democratic theory that democratic systems 
of government better reflect people’s choices is widely accepted to 
be accomplished by political parties more than by any other institu-
tion. Many influential scholars and even more of those concerned 
with emerging democracies subscribe to the claim that political par-
ties largely define the present form of democracy and that “modern 
democracy is unthinkable save in terms of the parties” (Schattschnei-
der 1942: 1). Not everybody may agree that political parties are in-
dispensable for a democracy to function, but the ubiquity of parties, 
their presence in virtually every modern democratic state, means they 
are endemic to democratic systems (Stokes 1999: 245). Some of the 
accepted core attributes of any genuine democracy, such as effective 
participation, controlling political agenda, and exercising association-
al autonomy, are particularly difficult to imagine in absence of parties 
(Dahl 2000: 12-14). As relative latecomers into the democratic creed, 
and as institutions that are usually borne out of grassroots movements 
or dominating elites, parties are somewhat exogenous to established 
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legal systems. Even if rarely defined in national constitutions1, parties 
in combination with electoral systems are the most significant shapers 
of national political landscapes (Dahl 2000: 130-144). It is no surprise 
then that the role of parties in modern democracies is frequently 
viewed as critical and even foundational.

Engaged in a constant quest to win and retain power, political parties 
are expected to deliver on two broad missions: to represent and to 
govern. The former entails aggregating interests and articulating policy 
ideas necessary to secure votes and to succeed at the elections (Hof-
stadter 1969: 1-39). The latter implies implementing policies, making 
decisions, and running institutions. Political parties usually provide in-
formation to their audiences and perform as organizational machines. 
They try to maintain large bases from which to draw candidates for 
elections. Through their engagement with supporters, parties con-
dense the interests of their bases into manifestos and plans (Aldrich 
1995: 3-27). Parties help voters to structure their choices at the ballot 
box by reducing and simplifying the alternatives as much as possible. 
Surely, independent candidates can also represent their electors, but 
parties remain to be the central means of political representation, best 
equipped to do it systematically and durably on a large scale. Once 
in power, parties fill up legislatures, the ultimate venues for a dem-
ocratic process. They form coalitions, pursue legislative agendas, and 
advance long-term goals. At any stage, parties are expected to remain 
responsive and representative of their backers and conducive to the 
achievement of greater public good (Goodin 2011). It is for this reason, 
perhaps, that parties bear the brunt of the blame when democracies 
falter (Mainwaring… 1995). 

1	 There are notable exceptions such as Germany, whose constitution does define 
political parties.
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To be sure, political parties are also targets of intense criticism, ques-
tioning their value, and foretelling their extinction (Cardoso 2009). A 
relatively recent decline in the popular enthusiasm for political parties 
appears to be a global phenomenon grounded in the perceived failure 
of parties to remain responsive to citizens and to solve essential prob-
lems such as unemployment, immigration, poverty, and corruption. 
The rising tides of populist nationalism threaten to shatter established 
democratic institutions (Fukuyama 2016). The rapidly evolving iden-
tity politics may render conventional party markers such as ideology 
and class irrelevant, forcing traditional parties to change rapidly or die 
out. These tendencies, combined with the renewed appetite for direct 
forms of democracy, and modern technologies diminishing the need 
for intermediaries, do pose existential challenges to political parties. 
Nonetheless, despite these bitter headwinds, parties to this day re-
main central to institutional democracy.

Challenges of Party Development in Georgia

Structural Instability

The Georgian party system is nascent like the Georgian democracy and 
still far away from a classic mold. One of the crucial factors in its evo-
lution has been a high level of structural instability. Since its adoption 
in 1995, the Georgian Constitution has been amended many times, 
including several overhauls of the system of government and the sys-
tem of elections. Despite the volatility of central laws, they have been 
consistent in one way, which is in disfavoring opposition parties and 
helping those in power. It has forced parties to continually fight for and 
adapt to new frameworks instead of fully immersing in their own or-
ganizational needs. The constantly changing environment has deprived 
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political parties of the ability to learn and evolve within a neutral and 
stable system of governance. The inability to fully immerse in internal 
organizational building weakened the prospects of parties to pursue 
incremental plans and, in that way, generate longer-term success. The 
Georgian Constitution underwent substantive redrafting in 2017 and 
2018, promising to usher in a reformed party system. A cross-party 
agreement over it, however, proved to be as elusive as in the past. The 
2020 constitutional amendments, brokered by Georgia’s international 
partners, successfully introduced a more proportional election system. 
The change had been pre-agreed by the Parliament’s full spectrum. 
Even on that important piece, embodying a lengthy political strug-
gle and seemingly wanted by all, the main opposition parties chose 
to withdraw their votes over arguments against the majority party. In 
short, Georgia is yet to settle on a constitutional framework supported 
by all political sides. 

Biases of the Electoral System

Many of the representation and policy-making patterns of parties are 
shaped by the electoral systems through which they compete for pow-
er and then assemble governments. Out of the classic binary juxtapo-
sition of proportional and majoritarian systems, Georgia has been us-
ing none in a pure form but their mix, something found only in a few 
European nations. The logic behind such a choice back in 1995 had 
been that the majoritarian component would facilitate strong direct 
accountability of elected officials to their district constituencies. The 
proportional component would ensure a more balanced representa-
tion of voters’ views as well as present an avenue for the future organi-
zational development of parties. Overall, such a mixed system was sup-
posed to make the government stable and efficient in carrying out its 



247

The Political Landscape of Georgia 

policies. Unfortunately, the mixed system has been unable to meet any 
of its key objectives. Majoritarian elections failed to form into compet-
itive, localized contests that would produce winners primarily tied to 
their district voters. A balanced representation could not be achieved 
either. The winning parties in 2008 and 2016 Parliamentary Elections 
gained 20% and 28% more seats than they earned votes. In the Geor-
gian case, the mixed electoral system diminished both accountability 
and representativeness of elected legislatures and political parties. It 
also puts brakes on the development of a more vibrant party landscape 
by penalizing small parties and favoring the biggest ones. Ultimately, 
instead of ensuring stable governments, it boosted the preponderance 
of single parties, inclining Georgia away from a multiparty and towards 
a dominant party system (Suttner 2006).

Obsession over “Big Issues”

Unsettled general rules and the unfavorable electoral system can only 
provide a partial justification to the constant obsession of Georgian 
parties over “big issues” such as how elections should be held, how 
government institutions should be designed, and how political parties 
should be funded. Despite the importance of these and other institu-
tional matters, their share on the party agendas has been so dominant 
as to hamper the ability of parties to build stronger connections with 
voters. They have contributed to the public perception that the con-
cerns of average voters usually fall into the second tier of priorities. 
None of the major political parties ever made constitutional reform a 
key pledge of their campaign, yet every time they obtained sufficient 
power (UNM in 2004; GD in 2012), many of their resources and politi-
cal capital went precisely into that. At different times, elections would 
be fought over the economy, but soon after them, the questions of me-
dia access, for instance, would come to the fore. A similar pattern has 
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been as common for the smaller parties whose feel for the people’s 
“real needs” during the elections would thereafter be blunted by their 
focus on the terms of public funding and more favorable legislation. 
Unlike the policy focus of parties, a list of top concerns of the Georgian 
population has been remarkably consistent throughout the last decade 
(NDI 2016). It has included jobs, prices, poverty, territorial integrity, 
pensions, and healthcare. Logically, these concerns have been strongly 
echoed by parties during the elections, many of whom have gone way 
out of their ideological comfort zone to offer deep social programs. 
The change of focus in the aftermaths of elections, however, has been 
equally remarkable, as the issues of electoral legislation, party finance, 
media ownership, government design, and illegal surveillance almost 
inevitably and interchangeably took center stage. Such lack of consis-
tency in policy agendas and the effective detachment from the practi-
cal concerns of median voters has continued to inhibit political parties 
from channeling grassroots interests to the top of the political agenda. 
It has made it difficult to heighten political ratings or to upgrade oper-
ations by attracting qualified cadre. As a sad outcome, weak on repre-
sentative powers, political parties have fought each other not through 
widening electoral bases but primarily by discrediting and eliminating 
political opponents. 

Low Confidence and Polarization

Public confidence in the national legislature and political parties is con-
sistently at the bottom of the list of all institutions. The public trust 
towards parties is usually measured in single or lower double digits 
while the army and the church hover above 60% and 80% (Caucasus 
Barometer 2018). Even worse, the recent polling data commissioned 
by an international NGO point to a further diminishing trust, giving 
parties the highest disapproval numbers (IRI 2017). Very low public 
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confidence in parties has been a backdrop to bitter and personal com-
petition between them. Parties have referred to each other as inimi-
cal to the national interests and resorted to worrying levels of verbal 
hostility at the time of elections (PACE Resolution 2015). Due to the 
nature and intensity of mutual accusations, the principal leaders must 
have entertained prospects of legal retribution or exodus if defeated. 
In the Georgian case, such “all or nothing” competitive culture fueled 
deep political polarization and with it a bipolar party landscape. The 
two major parties (or coalitions built around them) usually swallowed 
up what seemed like a more evenly spread public support ahead of the 
campaigns. Other players teetered along with the electoral thresholds 
at best, failing to emerge as real challengers and unable to leave a real 
mark. All key elections have resulted in the exodus of smaller parties 
from the political stage,1 giving even more space to the dominant play-
ers to fill. Rough contests between the opposed political camps have 
made Georgia one of the most politically polarized countries in Europe 
(GYLA, DRI 2017). Existential contests between the contenders nurtured 
a zero-sum logic of political battles rooted back in the independence 
movement of the eighties. This made the electoral stakes excessively 
high and banished the culture of compromise, coalition-building, and 
power-sharing. Genuine cooperation has not been part of the game 
plans unless at a time when a common enemy had to be confronted. 
Political fights have been personalized by political leaders and never 
sufficiently checked by the internal institutional filters of parties. The 
ever-elusive consensus over key national matters, the fear of retribu-
tion by opponents, and the lack of trust in an impartial judicial review 
did little to thwart this renewable cycle of political polarization. 

1	 New Rights and Christian Democratic Movement (in 2012), and Free Democrats, 
Usupashvili Republicans, and State for the People (in 2016) were effectively 
marginalized by meager electoral results. 
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Lack of Ideological Clarity

The profound political polarization has had little to no recourse to ideo-
logical differences among parties. Parties have generally failed to build 
the kind of coalitions with the various sections of grassroots that would 
foment their lasting political identity. Unlike a British factory worker 
with trade union links, who can reasonably expect how an unfamil-
iar Labor Party candidate might vote in the future British Parliament, 
Georgian voters, even if politically savvy, could predict very little based 
on the brand of their candidate’s party. Whether because of the poor 
organizational strategy or the lack of grassroots sophistication, parties 
have been unable to weave party leaders, activists, and supporters 
into a distinguishable fabric of political values. The concepts of a sup-
port base and an interest group continue to be fuzzy theoretical no-
tions without a clear, practical value even for the leaderships of most 
parties. In the absence of genuine value-based identities, they were 
usually formulated by party leaders along the broad lines of foreign 
policy direction and economic and social priorities. Notably, foreign 
policy direction appears to be a single most important identifier for 
most of them. The differences in these declared objectives have been 
remarkably narrow even between the two biggest parties and fierc-
est rivals since 2012, the United National Movement and the Georgian 
Dream. Most other parties, too, barring few notable exceptions, have 
positioned themselves near the political center. In terms of ideologies, 
political parties in Georgia are still in a formative evolutionary phase, 
mirroring the embryonic stage of interest group formation in the so-
ciety. Most parties continue to be primarily concerned with political 
survival and only then with carving out a lasting identity. The party 
confrontation in Georgia may be one of the fiercest in Europe, but it is 
not based on apparent ideological cleavage. 
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Excessively Retroactive Voting

In congruence, with its fierce polarization and low ideological fragmen-
tation, the Georgian political process has been a clear ground of retro-
spective voting (Fiorina 1981). In simple terms, governments’ past per-
formances determined voter decisions far more than issue positions 
and prospective policy proposals of campaigning parties. Party labels 
denoted achievements of the past, most notably victories over rivals, 
above fresh visions for the future. In this sense, all national elections 
could be understood in terms of the referendum on incumbency. Judg-
ing a ruling party based on its record is only natural, however, reason-
able only to a certain degree. The elections should also bring about a 
competition of ideas and programs looking towards the future where 
both the ruling and opposition parties could renew. Such a sensible 
balance would inform forward-looking voter choices while giving due 
regard to the lessons of the past. Parties should be encouraged to in-
vest in policy research and internal reform as the primary means of 
success. Albeit, the excessively retroactive pattern of voting in Georgia 
has incentivized parties to entrench themselves into their past posi-
tions, to refuse critical self-assessment, to avert the admission of error 
at any cost, and to focus on discrediting opponents as a means to suc-
cess. The growing resentment in 2008 had not yet reached sufficient 
levels to unseat the United National Movement government, but it did 
in 2012. The Georgian Dream Coalition spearheaded that peaking an-
ti-government sentiment and converted it into electoral success. The 
eight-year-long United National Movement incumbency had left such 
a strong aftertaste that even in 2016, four years after it had been re-
moved from power, elections were fought over its no return more than 
over the approval of the ruling Georgian Dream party. If the past is of 
any indication, future elections, presumably in 2020, should be bat-
tled out based on the performance of the Georgian Dream government 
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more than anything else. As in the theoretical descriptions of retro-
active voting (Key 1966), the Georgian culture of voting seems to be 
driven by the anticipation of the future, primarily and almost entirely, 
based on the assessments of the past.

The Dominance of Ruling Parties

Deep political polarization driven by the winner-takes-all logic and bi-
ases of the electoral system continued to shore up the outright he-
gemony of incumbents. Just as in the previous decade, ruling parties 
monopolized decision-making and dominated all interim elections (na-
tionwide elections that do not contest the central government, such 
as municipal or presidential elections). They held a total grip on all 
branches of government and made significant decisions unimpeded by 
the opponents. Internal accountability structures within parties have 
been weak, too. The balance of power within the majority of parties 
has been as asymmetrical as their weight vis-à-vis the opposition. 
Those in office have been subject to very little to no pressure from 
their parties’ rank-and-file, a typical characteristic of systems with the 
incumbent party hegemony. Since the ruling parties in Georgia pos-
sessed nominal legitimacy to pull all the strings alone, they felt self-suf-
ficient. The dramatic nature of fights with the opposition made it diffi-
cult to share power with those anyway. Possible attempts of co-opting 
political opponents on separate policy issues, even if reasonable on 
face value, were fraught with perils of alienating radically-minded party 
supporters. Thus, the electoral cost-benefit analysis rendered political 
compromises costly and unrewarding. The reverse logic has been more 
at play: both majority and successful opposition parties pursued utterly 
confrontational lines as a means of energizing supporters and distanc-
ing themselves from the opponents.
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The strength of government institutions, clarity of divisions between 
them, and the evolving system of checks and balances may have been 
all undergoing some progress, but they were yet unready to withstand 
pressures of almost omnipotent and single-handed ruling parties. The 
unique circumstances of the 2012 Parliamentary Elections forced Pres-
ident Saakashvili of the United National Movement and the Georgian 
Dream government to share power for one year. After the early fall-
out with the Georgian Dream, President Margvelashvili found himself 
at odds with the majority party for most of his term. None of these 
precedents, however, seem to have spawned positive legacies of po-
litical cooperation and compromise. In the virtual absence of viable 
power-sharing with the opposition, its balancing function has been 
somewhat substituted by the international community, civil society 
organizations, media, and at times the courts. They have been more 
productive in holding governments in check, calling out their excesses, 
mobilizing protest, and nudging majority parties towards more sensible 
policy outcomes. Their work rather than that of the opposition parties 
precluded a downright slide from the apparent dominance of majority 
parties towards authoritarianism and institutional degradation.

Reliance on Individual Leaders

A perennial feature of most Georgian parties has been their extreme 
reliance on individual leaders. Parties have generally been organiza-
tional extensions of the strongmen, designed to support their agenda. 
They have been far from independently viable institutions that could 
pursue long-term objectives and reproduce new leaders. In addition 
to the obvious negative impact of such single-person-dependency on 
the internal party democracy, it continues to have a profoundly cor-
rosive effect on the sustainability of parties and the overall political 
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system. Viable political parties are expected to establish long-term rep-
utations based on policy performance and party identity (Key 1964). 
This is backed up by the continuous bond of activists, resources, ideas, 
specialists, and top-level decision-making (Cotter... 1984). Individual 
leaders are unable to provide the kind of durability or reputation that 
these processes ensure. Policy performance and identity-based scenar-
ios of party development have not yet found a way through the rough 
ground of Georgian politics, part of which continues to be a high de-
mand for strong personalities. The available research data points to the 
inclination of voters to support parties primarily based on the attitudes 
towards leaders and their traits. Whether in response to such demands 
or because of their inherent predisposition, Georgian parties have con-
tinued to rely on personalities more than on ideologies or social groups 
ever since the independence movement in the eighties. Because of 
this, parties big and small either ceased to exist or were reduced to 
insignificance upon their leaders’ exit from politics. The Georgian party 
system has several achievements to tout, among them is the relative 
stabilization after the first lawful turnover in 2012 and the ensuing nor-
malization of the extreme electoral volatility. But a major political party 
is yet to survive and effectively outlive a full political exit of its leader.

Weak Internal Democracy

The top-down organization of parties has not boded well with the for-
mation of genuine internal democracy. The essential voter groups, such 
as women, minorities, or internally displaced persons, have struggled 
to achieve adequate representation. The horizontal disparity in group 
representation has been coupled with the clogged bottom-up move-
ment of ideas and people. Party manifestos, for instance, which are 
supposed to be joint products of the activists and leaders (Almond... 
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2008), have barely been influenced by the party members. Local exper-
tise of the party activists has been more effectively used in honing tar-
geted campaign messages but not necessarily in defining longer-term 
policy objectives.

Another substantial impediment to strengthening internal democracy 
has been the constant changing of internal procedures. The rules of 
nominating candidates, promoting activists to higher positions, and 
composing party lists have been arbitrary and unstable. With limited 
exceptions, parties have changed these statutory procedures for any 
given elections. The ample ability to maneuver with party procedures 
has given the party leaders wanted flexibility to deploy party assets as 
efficiently as possible, but it has also precluded the inculcation of stat-
utory norms that would serve as a basis for procedural democracy and 
the interests of long-term organizational development. Even high-rank-
ing party activists in the most prominent parties have wondered at 
times why certain individuals were given coveted candidate positions. 
Such ambiguities must have damaged the sense of integrity, accentu-
ating the importance of personal loyalty and backstage channels above 
written rules. 

Another generalizable characteristic of most parties has been a loose 
grasp of their membership rosters (as shown by several confidential 
interviews with senior party activists). Parties confided that their mem-
bership databases were unreliable. Interactions between party leaders 
and low-ranking members, limited mainly to party congresses, rallies, 
and occasional conferences, have not amounted to regular dialogues. 
Naturally, being at a greater distance, party activists in the regions 
showed higher migratory patterns due to a weaker sense of party affili-
ation. Most dramatic for parties have been massive defections of mem-
bers in the aftermaths of electoral defeats.
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Lack of Elaborate Policies

Throughout the last decade, parties generally failed in organizing an 
inclusive policy development process. There are real barriers to this, 
from the lack of resources to the lack of demand. However, overcom-
ing them is necessary if genuinely democratic parties with substantive 
visions are to emerge. Building a renewable and inclusive cycle of inter-
nal policy formation could transform parties as organizations. It would 
enable them to be defined by their actionable ideas instead of person-
alities. For this to happen, the current informal decision-making culture 
would need to be replaced by explicit and formalized decision-making 
processes. Power would only shift from the handful of party leaders 
to the broader party membership if the latter could and knew how to 
shape party lines and did it on a systematic basis. Some parties have 
made attempts to move in this direction, but their gatherings mostly 
amounted to rallying, educational, or team-building activities, falling 
well short of the needed transformation. As unavoidable attributes, 
party programs were usually updated ahead of the elections. However, 
limited to general propositions, they rarely went deep into policy de-
tail. Compared to others, majority parties were much more productive 
in promulgating policy ideas. At the same time, the lines between them 
and the government structure at large were difficult to tell. The major-
ity of parties seem to draw the required time and resources needed 
for developing policies from the state apparatus when and once they 
fuse with it. For this apparent reason and due to the absent planning, 
policy ideas put forward by majority parties are usually unheralded at 
the time of elections. The job of the opposition then becomes to rebut 
these ideas as they come. Such interplay between the majority and 
opposition parties produced cycles of ad hoc policy battles intended 
for short-spun media attention. Under those conditions, parties them-
selves changed little as organizations and continued with their tried 
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top-down structures with informal decision-making styles and un-
grounded political concepts. 

Main Historic Events

Party systems and party identities in the world’s established democ-
racies emerged and formed in the wake of defining events. Similarly, 
some of the late tendencies of party evolution in Georgia may be bet-
ter understood in their historical context. Arguably, the August War in 
2008, Parliamentary Elections in 2012, and the subsequent transition 
from presidential into the parliamentary system of government were 
the events with transformative power. These events were accompanied 
by tragedies, political dramas, and the still ongoing difficulties, but they 
also helped create a renewed impetus for further democratic progress. 

Debatably, the August War in 2008 cemented the already prevalent so-
called pro-Western course as a defining political paradigm for all major 
political players. It helped oust all feasible alternatives from the po-
litical stage. Since the August War, the contest between majority and 
opposition parties has been reduced to bickering over who had been 
more truthful or more effective in making integrationist steps towards 
the European Union and NATO or more unequivocal in standing up 
to the aggressive Northern neighbor. Due to the tough historic lega-
cy with Russia and its ongoing breach of Georgia’s territorial integrity, 
the outright pro-Russian policy may have been unpalatable already be-
fore 2008. However, a nuanced look would also detect a view among 
political actors that the Russian keys to Georgia’s territorial problems 
could only be moved by appeasement and the toning down of Western 
aspirations. In addition to that, the Russian soft power, hybrid tools, 
and Soviet nostalgia in the older population represented a less visible 
springboard that would wait for the relevant circumstances to expand 



Irakli Kobalia 

258

and break out. The August War may have dashed any such prospect. 
Direct military confrontation and the subsequent Russian recognition 
of two Georgian regions as independent states quashed the viability 
of pro-Russian narratives in the Georgian political discourse. Such lines 
became too difficult to tow. 

Most Georgian parties vigorously emphasize their pro-Western poli-
cy credentials. For majority parties at different times (United National 
Movement and Georgian Dream), this heightened the pressure to show 
success in relations with the West, making them more susceptible to 
Western conditionality, including but not limited to the demands for fair 
elections, human rights, and the rule of law. Some success in these do-
mains was complemented by stand out achievements such as the As-
sociation Agreement and visa waiver with the European Union and the 
strategic partnership with the United States. Joint rallying by the most 
prominent parties (both ruling and opposition) around these achieve-
ments formed the basis for consensus on some of the vital national aspi-
rations and continuity in strategic objectives. Importantly, the prevalent 
pro-Western democratic discourse created stronger incentives for polit-
ical players to move towards higher democratic standards and imposed 
at least loose edges to the acceptable field of political behavior for the 
parties to retain credibility vis-à-vis their Western partners. 

The first lawful transfer of power in 2012 put Georgia half-way through 
Samuel Huntington’s famous “two turnovers” test (Huntington 1993). 
For the first time, the ruling and opposition forces swapped places di-
rectly via the ballot box and without breaching constitutional order. 
Uniquely for the time, the majority party accepted and then survived 
its electoral defeat1. After ascending to power, the winning party over-

1	 Previous ruling parties, the Round Table and the Citizens’ Union, quickly disinte-
grated after the loss of power in 1993 and 2003, respectively. 
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saw several democratic elections, including the key parliamentary 
polls, maintaining basic credentials for the eventual completion of the 
Huntington’s test. The achievement in 2012 did not in any way erad-
icate structural weaknesses or organizational flaws of parties, but it 
certainly brought about long-term positive implications. It tempered 
down electoral volatility from the previous insensible levels and creat-
ed conditions for the needed continuity of the political process1. The 
functioning of state institutions and political parties, as well as some 
key policies, became better understood through the evolutionary pro-
cess rather than the succession of abrupt and entirely new political 
cycles. The electoral defeat of an incumbent, hopefully, may no longer 
imply inevitable political death or legal retribution, creating space for 
a more reasonable and rational competition of ideas. Despite the con-
tinued bitter political lingo, the quality of arguments in policy debates 
has, arguably, begun to improve. The democratizing nature of the po-
litical process has also inspired parties to invest more than before in 
grassroots machinery, door-to-door operations, electronic membership 
databases, and online campaigns. A bigger emphasis on citizen engage-
ment and policy formation by parties is a natural outcome of a nor-
malizing political process. It should also become a precondition for the 
improved ability of parties to govern democratically. 

The 2016 Parliamentary Elections showed a stronger emphasis by par-
ties on face-to-face contacts. The need for establishing a direct bond 
with the voters was recognized more widely. However, those efforts 

1	 The Pedersen Index (the most common measure of electoral volatility, which 
depicts the net change in party support based on vote transfers) for 2012-2016 
was at 20% compared to 53% for 2008-2012, 24% for 2004-2008, and 77% for 
1999-2004. For the method of calculation, see Morgens N Pedersen. The Dy-
namics of European Party Systems: Changing Patterns of Volatility. European 
Journal of Political Research 1. 1979.
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will need to go beyond one-off electoral acts and become a norm to 
produce lasting effects. Engaging grassroots directly and consistently is 
still a perennial challenge and an opportunity in waiting. Solving this 
problem can hold keys to other essential dilemmas, such as the lack of 
funding. Ruling parties continue to dwarf everyone else in their ability 
to raise funds, threatening the level playing field. Smaller parties could 
potentially respond to the challenge by generating membership fees or 
small contributions from a broader base of supporters. Achieving that 
feat may require changing the organizational nature of parties, includ-
ing the alteration of vertical decision-making lines and the construction 
of honed policy proposals backed up by explicit commitments. Sizable 
issue-based demonstrations organized by initiative groups in recent 
years (on drugs policy, occupational safety, road traffic regulations, and 
others) show that specific demands with practical value produce more 
energy than blanket protests and generic rallies. The logical response 
to these trends seems to be to build practical and convincing policy 
propositions and to connect them with the grassroots. The contest of 
all-encompassing ideas, blanket proposals, and sweeping promises may 
be less and less appealing. As apparent as these opportunities may be, 
seizing on them will require painful compromises. The old power struc-
tures and ways of doing business may cut no longer. 

Conclusion 

The ongoing transition from the presidential to the parliamentary sys-
tem of government coupled with the switch from mixed to fully pro-
portional system of elections, if finalized without flaws, will put Georgia 
in line with the dominant European democratic tradition. These struc-
tural changes should place parties in a driving seat, affording them an 
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even more prominent role. Whether they will help parties to form into 
stronger institutions and less dependent upon individual leaders re-
mains to be seen. Some additional encouragement can be found in the 
recent voter inclinations. The share of winning party votes has begun 
to moderate, and the combined weight of opposition votes has begun 
to grow (as demonstrated by 2016 parliamentary elections results vs. 
2012 and 2008). The potential importance of this may be beyond nom-
inal because a state can only be regarded as genuinely democratic if its 
elections are truly competitive (that is where at least two sides hold 
a real chance of winning). If and once this becomes a norm within a 
sound institutional framework, parties should, by all means, improve at 
representing voters and governing on their behalf. When the missions 
of better representation and better governance drive parties, they do 
not just advance their own organizational goals but also those of de-
mocracy.
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GEORGIA’S EUROPEAN WAY:  
ROLE OF THE POLITICAL PARTIES 

Ivane Chkhikvadze

Introduction

Political polarization is a salient problem across Georgia’s political spec-
trum and among the Georgian public. Despite such division, Georgia’s 
integration to the European Union (EU) and the Euro-Atlantic commu-
nity is one of the few issues in which consensus has been achieved 
between political parties and society. The EU and NATO membership 
are unanimously considered a matter of national interest, without pol-
icy alternatives to pursue. Georgian political parties in their platforms 
on foreign policy are competing to demonstrate their stronger com-
mitment to the EU integration agenda. Notably, EU integration issues 
are now more intensely reflected in the programs and activity agendas 
of political parties than before. Arguably, the prevalence of this issue 
is conditioned by at least two factors: first, in 2014, the EU and Geor-
gia  signed the  Association Agreement, which represents the frame-
work for Georgia’s political association and economic integration to the 
EU; second, on March 28, 2017, the visa-free regime to the Schengen 
Area officially entered into force and Georgian citizens, equipped with 
biometric passports, can benefit from the tangible results of the pro-
longed process of European integration (By September 2017, the Min-
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istry of Justice of Georgia had issued more than 1.4 million biometric 
passports).

Considering the aforementioned developments, Georgia is currently in 
search of a new narrative, a new reference point, which will mark the 
beginning of the most recent era in the history of EU-Georgia relations. 
Political parties should play a crucial role in generating a new narrative, 
and while doing so, they should be more profoundly interested in EU 
integration related issues. Regrettably, partisan discourse on this mat-
ter was declaratory in nature, and few interparty discussions dedicated 
to this subject lacked argumentative debate on more effective ways to 
implement integration policy. On the one hand, parties routinely used 
the EU integration issue as a weapon for struggle and to bolster their 
political identity, while on the other hand, by raising this issue, they 
were trying to undermine the image of their competitors’ that inclined 
to be less pro-European, or more pro-Russian in their foreign policy 
rhetoric. 

This chapter of the book will provide a brief overview of EU-Georgia 
relations and identify its stages since the signing of the Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreement to the present day. Emphasis is placed on the 
role of political parties in the EU integration process and the influence 
of the process itself to determine the political agenda of a party. It 
analyzes Georgian political parties’ programs through the lens of the 
EU integration policy and assesses parties’ engagement in the imple-
mentation process. This chapter also examines the future of EU-Geor-
gia relations and the views and role of political parties in shaping the 
format of it.
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The EU-Georgia Relations

Since its independence, Georgia has considered its relations with the 
EU (European Community for that time) as an opportunity to resolve 
internal conflicts and address the food crisis. During the rule of the 
Citizens’ Union of Georgia (CUG), crucial steps were made towards the 
European Community. Consequently, the President of the European 
Commission and the President of Georgia signed  the Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreement (PCA), which entered into force in 1999. 

The United National Movement, a new political force, which came into 
power after the Rose Revolution, created a new impetus for Georgia’s 
European aspiration. In June of 2004, Georgia, together with its two re-
gional counterparts - Azerbaijan and Armenia - became involved in the 
Wider Europe Program, which included the EU’s eastern and southern 
neighbors. Later, the program transformed into the European Neigh-
borhood Policy (ENP).  

After the Russo-Georgian war in 2008, the EU’s role in the South Cau-
casus significantly increased. French President and EU Presidency 
holder, Nicolas  Sarkozy, stepped up mediation efforts and negotiated 
the six-point Ceasefire Agreement between Georgia and the Russian 
Federation. The EU exceptionally promptly reached a consensus and 
launched its Monitoring Mission (EUMM) in Georgia. 

Later in 2009, Georgia became involved in the Eastern Partnership pro-
gram (created by Polish-Swedish joint advocacy efforts), which served 
to advance Georgia’s political association and economic integration to 
the European Union. In 2014, during the rule of the Georgian Dream, 
Georgia and the European Union signed the Association Agreement, 
including Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA).

By signing the Association Agreement, EU-Georgia relations have es-
sentially moved to a new level. The Agreement provides an opportu-
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nity for Georgia to develop closer ties with the EU, enhance people to 
people contact, and get access to the EU’s 500 million market. Geor-
gia’s EU integration policy, with its final goal of EU membership, is a 
continuing effort of different governments and a joint endeavor of po-
litical parties. The Association Agreement is the outcome of such con-
sistent commitment - United National Movement’s government started 
negotiations in the summer of 2010, but the process was progressed 
and concluded by the governing coalition - Georgian Dream.  

The launch of a visa-free regime for short-term Georgian travelers to 
the EU (Schengen Area) countries represent a remarkable achievement 
for EU-Georgia relations. Visa liberalization enables Georgian citizens 
to benefit from the tangible results of a prolonged integration process.

The most recent polls indicate that Georgia’s EU membership is sup-
ported by the majority of the population. Public enthusiasm towards 
the process is adequately mirrored in the programs and activity agen-
das of major political parties. Georgia is the front-runner among other 
Eastern Partnership countries and even compares to some EU mem-
ber states with its public support for EU membership. Public enthusi-
asm measured in 2009 reveals the share of those supporting Georgia’s 
membership in the EU was 79%; in 2011, it reached 80%, and in 2013, 
support slightly dropped back to 79%. In 2015, despite the signature of 
the Association Agreement, the share of supporters declined to 61%. 
A relatively considerable downturn can be explained by increasingly 
influential Russian propaganda and the annexation of Crimea. Regard-
less, in 2017, the share of supporters surged again to 71%. This data re-
mained unchanged in 2019, 71% (Europe Foundation 2009: 3; Europe 
Foundation 2011: 4; Europe Foundation 2013: 7; Europe Foundation 
2015: 3; Europe Foundation 2017: 13).
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Despite consistent public support, EU integration remains the subject 
of superficial inter-party discussions. Political parties are less or not 
involved in planning and analyzing how to implement the reforms as 
committed under the Association Agreement, and that demonstrates 
the aforementioned observation. The EU integration (excluding the 
visa-free regime with the EU) and implementation of the Association 
Agreement have not yet become a matter of national political discus-
sion in Georgia.

EU Integration and Political Parties 

As previously examined, EU-Georgia relations originated in the 1990s. 
The relations were enacted into a legal framework in 1996 by the sign-
ing of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA). For that 
time, the Citizens’ Union of Georgia held the ruling majority. The PCA, 
which came into force in 1999, was the first legally binding document 
signed between Georgia and the European Community. Core objectives 
of the Agreement included the creation of an effective format for po-
litical dialogue, strengthening democratic governance and support to 
promote economic development, the transition to a market economy, 
and encouraging investment and trade. One of the PCA’s most import-
ant provisions was Article 43, which committed Georgia to ensure its 
legislation would gradually approximate to that of the EU. Also, under 
the same Article, common institutions, involving both legislative and 
executive branches of government, were launched: The Partnership 
and Cooperation Council, the Cooperation Committee, and the Parlia-
mentary Cooperation Committee. Notably, EU-Georgia relations were 
partially affected by the physical distance between each other: For that 
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time, East Germany was the furthest boundary of the European Com-
munity. The Visegrad and the Baltic States, as well as Black Sea coun-
tries like Romania and Bulgaria, were not part of the EU.

The eastern enlargement policy, which brought the EU closer to the 
South Caucasus, positioned EU-Georgian relations on a new footing. In 
2003, after the Rose Revolution overthrew President Shevardnadze’s 
government, a center-right political party, the United National Move-
ment, swept to power. The same year, the EU started implementing the 
European Neighborhood Policy (ENP), which included Georgia together 
with its regional neighbors. The five-year ENP Action Plan adopted later 
in 2006 equipped Georgia with vast opportunities for modernization. 
Despite its scope, Georgia’s inclusion in the ENP was not the ultimate 
goal for the United National Movement’s government, and that was 
frequently mentioned across different platforms. Meanwhile, the Unit-
ed National Movement intensified its efforts to join NATO. Increasing 
enthusiasm towards NATO was conditioned by at least three factors: 
a. The growing existential threat to Georgia, coming from Russia; b. 
Achieving NATO membership appeared more realistic with the support 
for the United States (compared to the EU membership perspective); 
and c. The experience of Central European countries, which became 
NATO members before EU membership. Besides those factors, during 
the rule of the United National Movement, together with five other 
post-soviet states, Georgia became involved in the Eastern Partnership 
(EaP) initiative created by a joint effort of Sweden and Poland. Shortly 
after EaP, in July 2010, Georgia began negotiations on the Association 
Agreement and later the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agree-
ment (DCFTA). 

In 2012, for the first time in the history of Georgia, transfer of power 
occurred through the election process, and a new governing coalition 
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consisted of Georgian Dream - Democratic Georgia, Industry Will Save 
Georgia, Conservative Party of Georgia, National Forum, Our Georgia 
- Free Democrats, and Republican Party of Georgia, came to power. 
Georgia’s commitment to the goals of integration with the EU and 
NATO remained backed by the new government, while its approach 
towards Russia was marked with a new vision of normalization poli-
cy. During the rule of the Coalition, Georgia completed negotiations 
and signed the Association Agreement, which included the Deep and 
Comprehensive Free Trade Area. Conspicuously, the Georgian Dream 
continued the legacy of the United National Movement and completed 
the negotiation process on the Association Agreement started by its 
predecessor. During the process, the Georgian Dream (like UNM) was 
trying to augment its efforts with relevant agreements with EU institu-
tions and used to refer to Article 49 of the Treaty on European Union, 
which represents a gateway for EU membership in case of compliance 
to its criteria. In February of 2013, the Visa Liberalization Action Plan 
(VLAP) was handed over to the Government of Georgia. Meeting re-
quirements identified by Georgia prescribed in the Action Plan was the 
precondition for establishing the visa-free travel regime between Geor-
gia and the EU. In 2015, Georgia met the requirements of VLAP. July 1 
of 2016 was an important day for Georgia regarding its EU integration 
path as the country’s Association Agreement with the EU fully and of-
ficially came into practice. 

The Coalition’s member party, Free Democrats, played an important 
role in shaping the Coalition’s foreign policy in 2012-2014. For that 
time, the party consisted of the Minister of Foreign Affairs Maia Panji-
kidze, Minister of Defense Irakli Alasania, State Minister on European 
and Euro-Atlantic Integration Aleksi Petriashvili, and the chairman of 
the Committee on European Integration and Foreign Relations Commit-
tee of the Parliament, Viktor Dolidze.
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Also, one out of two key ministries (Ministry of Justice and Ministry 
of Economic and Sustainable Development) most burdened with the 
responsibility to implement reforms required under the Association 
Agreement was led by a representative of the Free Democrats, Thea 
Tsulukiani. In 2014, the EU-Georgia Association Agenda, including the 
list of priorities for joint work in the period between 20142016, was 
handed over to the Government of Georgia. The document provided a 
roadmap for reforms in different spheres.  

Regrettably, Georgian political parties have not yet comprehensively 
analyzed Georgia’s EU integration process and its challenges. Parties 
have rarely been involved in discussions on crucial matters, including 
setbacks regarding the implementation of the Association Agenda, op-
portunities for the future of EU-Georgia relations, and other related 
issues. Instead, parties perceived the process as symbolic and ideolog-
ical in nature, rather than substantive. For instance, future phases of 
EU-Georgia relations have not yet become a matter of partisan discus-
sion, as well as Georgia’s potential strategy for further proximation and 
integration to the EU has not yet been debated. 

Partisan discussions on Georgia’s European pathway are often super-
ficial and lack substantive arguments from the standpoint of different 
partisan ideologies and visions. Surprisingly, opposition political parties 
do not tend to bring up implementation setbacks of the Association 
Agreement to criticize the ruling party. Debates regarding EU integra-
tion policy among major political parties, Georgian Dream, European 
Georgia, and United National Movement, is limited to bragging on hav-
ing a deeper commitment to Georgia’s European aspiration and taking 
credit for adopting a visa-free regime for Georgia.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that both ruling and opposition parties 
are trying to align Georgia’s European integration policy to their goals 
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and strategic interests. For instance, achievements leading up to the 
way to the European integration are promoted as a partisan success 
by the ruling Georgian Dream, while criticism coming from European 
institutions is not paid much attention or is just labeled as opposition 
parties and their European allies’ attempt to sabotage the government. 
Traditionally, ruling parties, which may be the Georgian Dream or the 
United National Movement in the past, are routinely trying to align 
some of the unpopular reforms to EU requirements. (For example, in 
2011, State Minister on European and Euro-Atlantic Integration, Giorgi 
Baramidze, linked meat price increase with EU requirements (Baramid-
ze 2011). In 2014, Minister of Justice, Thea Tsulukiani, justified a new 
visa regime with the Islamic Republic of Iran with the requirements 
laid out in Georgia’s Visa Liberalization Action Plan1. This decision has 
negatively affected the number of tourists from Iran and, consequently, 
Georgia’s economic development record). On the other hand, oppo-
sition political parties eagerly question the government’s devotion to 
the European integration policy and emphasize only critical parts of 
assessment reports (For example, progress reports of the implementa-
tion of the Visa Liberalization Action Plan (VLAP); The annual report on 
Association Agreement implementation, 2016; Declarations adopted at 
the Eastern Partnership Summits, etc.). This way, opposition forces are 

1	 Thea Tsulukiani - “Flow of tourists from China, Iraq, Iran, and Egypt decreased 
by 42 000 in the last four months of 2014. It was caused by the new immigra-
tion reform, which entered into force on September 1 …We managed to limit 
the inflow of tourists and, consequently, achieved success in Brussels. Also, we 
expect some progress on the Riga Summit as well ...After that, within the given 
limits, we will be able to control who enters the country, which comes with 
positive intentions, who is a tourist, and most importantly, who is an investor” 
(Exempt from Thea Tsulukiani’s announcement dated as of March 11, 2015). 
Rezonance, March 11, 2015. http://www.resonancedaily.com/index.php?id_
rub=2&id_artc=23969
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trying to mark themselves as a unique political force able to complete 
the requirements envisioned in the Association Agreement, undertake 
all necessary reforms, and bring Georgia closer to EU membership. 

In this situation, the following circumstance appears promising: ruling 
and opposition political parties rarely, but at least sometimes man-
age to put differences and rivalry aside and find common ground for 
cooperation. For example, in May of 2014, the Parliament of Georgia 
managed to handle vast protest and resistance from some political 
parties and Georgia’s Orthodox Church and adopted an anti-discrimi-
nation law, which was one of the key points envisaged in VLAP and EU 
requirements. The law was supported by Coalition member conserva-
tive-leaning parties as well as the parliamentary opposition party, the 
United National Movement.

Noticeably, since the Georgian Dream came to power in 2012, parlia-
mentary opposition parties are actively trying to mobilize internation-
al support and undermine the image of the ruling party in terms of 
rendering it as an inexperienced and incapable political force. Further-
more, opposition parties undertake measures to portray former Prime 
Minister Bidzina Ivanishvili as a Russian oligarch and his Georgian 
Dream as a Russian project. 

The EU pays particular attention to the challenges of judicial reform 
and media pluralism. So, these issues are regularly raised by opposition 
parties on a national and international level and are typically used to 
discredit the government.  

Formal participation of parties in Georgia’s EU integration process is 
only possible through the Parliament. Members of opposition political 
parties (parliamentary minority) are serving as vice-chairman of parlia-
mentary committees and are included in the EU-Georgia Parliamentary 
Association Committee delegations. However, the role of the legislative 



275

The Political Landscape of Georgia 

body in Georgia’s EU integration process remains nominal. Essentially, 
the Parliament limits itself to adopting normative acts suggested by the 
executive branch of government. Therefore, parliamentary discussions 
on the implementation of the Association Agreement is very rare. Ex-
ecutive government accountability in this regard is considerably low as 
well. The Parliament of Georgia was not involved in drafting the Associ-
ation Agreement and did not participate in developing the EU-Georgia 
Association Agendas for 2014-2016 and 2017-2020. The same is true 
in terms of monitoring and assessment of the implementation of Na-
tional Annual Action Plans and the fulfillment of commitments under 
DCFTA for 2014-2017. The situation has measurably changed in condi-
tions of the ninth convocation of the Parliament, which is reflected in 
the regular committee hearings and the resolutions adopted on Geor-
gia’s integration into the European Union.  

Essentially, all major political parties in Georgia support EU integration 
policy, and this vision is reflected in their platforms and programs. The 
EU integration policy is considered a general framework for the plan-
ning and implementation of democratic reforms. Every political force 
that came into power had declared EU integration as their foreign pol-
icy priority. Such consistent commitment is partially conditioned by ex-
tensive public support to Georgia’s EU and NATO membership. In that 
sense, Georgia’s Euro Atlantic integration can be considered a public 
demand. Naturally, the level of party participation in integration policy 
is positively correlated to the availability of human resources within 
the party, which includes the competence of EU integration related is-
sues. Therefore, donor support to political parties in advancing intra-
party knowledge and capacity is crucial.

Interaction between political parties and civil society is markedly low. 
Thus, it is vital to establish the platform in which political parties and 
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civil society representatives could regularly conduct dialogue on EU in-
tegration issues. Essentially, civil society is actively monitoring the im-
plementation of the Association Agreement and was actively involved 
in elaborating the EU-Georgia Association Agreement agenda of 2017-
2020. 

Generally, political parties in Georgia do not separate EU and NATO 
integration in their foreign policy visions. The exception is the party 
- Industry Will Save Georgia. On July 8, 2016, before the NATO War-
saw Summit, political parties signed a declaration on Georgia’s foreign 
policy choice. This document was yet another affirmation that political 
parties, despite different ideological inclinations, can manage to find 
common ground on foreign policy issues and cooperate for a common 
cause. Among the signatory parties were the Georgian Dream - Dem-
ocratic Georgia together with its partner party in government, the Re-
publican Party of Georgia, and co-member of the Coalition, the Con-
servative Party of Georgia. Also, the list included the National Forum, 
which soon left the Coalition in April 2016, and opposition political par-
ties - the United National Movement and the Free Democrats. The only 
political organization which did not sign the declaration and publicly 
opposed Georgia’s NATO membership aspiration was the Industry Will 
Save Georgia.

On December 29, 2016, unanimous approval (91 votes in favor, 0 
against) of the Resolution on Georgia’s Foreign Policy by the ninth con-
vocation of the Parliament is an example of inter-party cooperation on 
foreign affairs. The resolution was supported by a parliamentary major-
ity, the Georgian Dream, and the minority, the United National Move-
ment. Despite ideological differences, both forces agreed that EU and 
NATO integration is paramount, and this pathway does not have any 
alternative. Therefore, the resolution was an exceptional act that refer-
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enced Article 49 of the Treaty on the European Union and adamantly 
stated that “Georgia aspires towards EU membership”. 

Unemployment rates and the share of the population living under the 
poverty line remains high in Georgia. So, naturally, in the run-up to 
the parliamentary and local self-government elections, political par-
ties’ programs emphasized addressing unemployment and poverty 
rather than foreign policy issues. The situation was different during the 
pre-election period in 2016. In their campaigns for the parliamentary 
election, political parties stressed EU-Georgia relations and reaffirmed 
EU integration as their foreign policy priority. Today, the vision on the 
future of EU-Georgia relations and the next measure necessary to carry 
out further approximation with the EU is reflected in the programs of 
all parties (Georgian Dream, United National Movement, and Alliance 
of Patriots), which overcome 5% of the electoral threshold and gained 
seats in Parliament in 2016. Three parliamentary parties officially de-
clared their support for Georgia’s aspiration towards EU membership. 
The electoral program of Alliance of Patriots of Georgia states that 
Georgia should become an EU member, and implementation of the As-
sociation Agreement is a crucial step on the pathway to full integration. 
The document states that “Georgia signed the Association Agreement 
with the EU. We should realize that our country has already made steps 
forward to Europe, and it’s impossible to move backward if we like it or 
not. The Agreement is already signed, and to the full membership of 
the EU, Georgia has to go through this way. It will not be detrimental 
to the country” (Alliance of Patriots 2016). 

While the Georgian Dream and the Alliance of Patriots of Georgia 
were quite general and vague, the United National Movement was 
more precise in its electoral program. More specifically, the document 
states: 
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-	 United National Movement will reach an agreement with the EU 
allowing Georgian citizens to legally work in the EU countries;

-	 United National Movement will manage to mobilize EU funds for 
Georgia’s regional development; 

-	 United National Movement will spearhead Georgia’s membership 
in the European Economic Area from 2019 (UNM 2016).

As mentioned, the Georgian Dream was more imprecise in its electoral 
program:

-	 Georgia will continue implementing the Association Agreement; 

-	 Georgian citizens will be given wider opportunities after the en-
forcement of the visa-free regime with the EU;

-	 Institutional and sectoral cooperation with the EU will continue; 

-	 Cooperation with the EU in the framework of the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP) will be continued; 

-	 Cooperation with the EU will be enhanced through its educational, 
cultural, and scientific programs, including “Creative Europe” and 
“Horizon 2020”. Subsequently, maximum tangible benefits will be 
available for Georgian citizens;

-	 Cooperation within the Eastern Partnership framework will be in-
tensified to implement joint projects; 

-	 Implementation of the Association Agreement will be continued in 
partnership with civil society organizations. This will help further 
consolidate public opinion on EU integration policy and mobilize 
knowledge and experience in this regard (GD 2016).

Currently, parliamentary political parties (including the European Geor-
gia - Movement for Freedom, which split from the United National 
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Movement and is represented in the Parliament by 21 members) fully 
support Georgia’s political association to the EU, but both the ruling 
Georgian Dream and opposition United National Movement are re-
served in economic integration issues. This can partially be explained 
by the EU’s intricate bureaucracy and low level of Georgia’s economic 
development, but also parties show reluctance in supporting the impo-
sition of additional regulations to the business sector. For this reason, 
Georgia’s Labor Code has been criticized many times by the EU. More 
precisely, the European Parliament “calls Georgia to consider accession 
to the International Labor Organization Convention 81, and to step up 
efforts to transform the labor inspection into a fully-fledged effective 
mechanism, with adequate financial and administrative resources and 
unrestricted access to the workplace; calls on the Government of Geor-
gia to effectively use the mechanism of social partnership - Tripartite 
Commission and seek solutions to labor disputes in the framework of 
tripartite dialogue to promote social peace and sustainable develop-
ment” (Recommendations 2017). 

Not any major political force in Georgia tries to overtly oppose Geor-
gia’s EU integration policy.  Noticeably, parties mirror public will, re-
flected in the majority’s support to Georgia’s European aspiration. 
Opposition political parties and specifically the United National Move-
ment and the European Georgia, try to portray themselves as leading 
pro-European forces, question the ruling party’s devotion to an official-
ly declared foreign policy course, and blame it for carrying pro-Russian 
sentiments. Naturally, ruling and opposition political parties interpret 
EU institutional assessments of Georgia’s political developments quite 
differently. The difference was especially apparent in interpreting prog-
ress reports by the European Commission on the implementation of 
the VLAP. The ruling party highlighted the achieved progress and pro-
moted reforms carried out in the process, while the United National 
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Movement repeatedly questioned the governing party’s commitment 
to the European integration course and condemned the Georgian 
Dream for the belated adoption of a visa-free regime when it was al-
ready deserved earlier in 2014, together with Moldova. This way, the 
United National Movement was trying to portray itself as the only po-
litical force capable of fulfilling the commitments envisaged in the As-
sociation Agreement and bring Georgia closer to the EU standards. 

  

Future of the EU-Georgia Relations and Role of Political Parties 

The EU has already granted a visa-free regime for short term travelers 
with a Georgian biometric passport as six years have already passed 
since signing the Association Agreement. Therefore, the question re-
garding a new reference point in EU-Georgia relations has naturally 
emerged. Almost half of the commitments envisaged in the Associa-
tion Agreement must be implemented by 2020 when the ninth con-
vocation of Parliament will finish its mandate. In these circumstances, 
stakeholders need to consider the following recommendations. 

Recommendations for Donors

-	 Donors should continue assisting political parties to advance intra-
party competence on EU integration issues. 

-	 It is essential for donors to support (including organizational assis-
tance as well) regular inter-party public debates on the issues re-
lated to EU integration and the implementation of commitments 
envisaged in the Association Agreement.
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-	 Donors should further support cooperation between political par-
ties and civil society organizations on EU integration related issues. 
Currently, such a partnership is fragmented and mainly involves the 
governing party from the entire political spectrum. 

-	 Donor support to intra-party analytical work is pivotal. It might in-
clude drafting strategic documents related to the future of Georgia’s 
EU integration (namely, Georgia’s potential inclusion to the Schen-
gen Area, Georgia’s integration to the European Economic Area, 
establishment of the EU-Georgia Customs Union, Eastern Partner-
ship Program, Georgia’s effective participation in EU programs and 
other issues). If political parties intensify analytical work on policy 
documents on the aforementioned issues, it will substantially en-
rich political debates and will further augment the general vision of 
EU-Georgia relations. 

Recommendations for Political Parties

-	 In the run-up to the next parliamentary election, political parties 
should emphasize their views on the future of EU-Georgia rela-
tions, clearly define long-term goals of such relations and means of 
achieving them.  

-	 On this stage, pro-European political parties should initiate discus-
sions on the next stages of Georgia-EU relations and hone partisan 
views in this regard. 

-	 Most of the pro-European political parties agree the next step in 
EU-Georgia relations should be Georgia’s official bid for EU mem-
bership, but there is uncertainty when it should happen. It is time 
for political parties to raise this issue and include it in the policy 
agenda when meeting with their European partners.
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-	 Political parties should participate in elaborating the Association 
Agreement Annual Action Plans and the DCFTA Action Plans. It is 
crucial that political parties shall monitor the implementation of 
the reforms envisaged in the Association Agreement and hold the 
government accountable. 

-	 Political parties should develop closer cooperation with Ukrainian 
and Moldovan pro-European parties and plan regional activities in 
coordination with each other. 

-	 Pro-European political parties have a unique opportunity to play a 
decisive role in dealing with anti-Western propaganda backed or 
directly orchestrated by Russia. By combating the Russian propa-
ganda campaign, parties can further consolidate public opinion in 
favor of Georgia’s integration in the European and Euro-Atlantic 
communities. Additionally, parties’ inclusion in the communication 
process with citizens on Georgia’s Membership to the EU and NATO 
is important. Also, their role in raising public awareness of EU inte-
gration issues is significant.  
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