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Abstract

Introduction: European integration requires candidate countries not only to align national legislation
with the European Union acquis but also to strengthen public administration systems capable of systematically
incorporating data, research findings, evaluation results, and stakeholder knowledge into policymaking. In
this context, evidence-based policymaking is an important component of effective, transparent, and
accountable governance. This study examines the role of evidence-based policymaking in Georgia’s European
integration process and assesses the extent to which existing public policy mechanisms correspond to EU and
OECD/SIGMA principles. Methods: The study employed a qualitative research design based on document
analysis. The analysis covered official documents of the European Commission, OECD, OECD/SIGMA, and
the Government of Georgia, including the European Commission’s Georgia Report 2025, the OECD/SIGMA
Principles of Public Administration, Georgia’s Public Administration Reform Strategy 2023-2026, relevant
regulatory and methodological documents, and academic literature on evidence-based policymaking. The
documents were examined using thematic analysis across six predefined dimensions: policy planning and
inter-agency coordination, monitoring and evaluation, use of data and research evidence, institutional and
analytical capacity, stakeholder participation, and transparency and accountability. Results: The findings
indicate that Georgia has established important legal and institutional foundations for evidence-based
policymaking, including unified mechanisms for policy planning, monitoring and evaluation, programme
budgeting, and Regulatory Impact Assessment. These mechanisms are broadly consistent with EU and
OECD/SIGMA approaches. However, their implementation remains uneven across public institutions. Major
challenges include fragmented and insufficiently integrated data, unequal analytical capacity, weaknesses in
inter-agency coordination, limited use of evaluation findings in subsequent decision-making, and insufficient
incorporation of stakeholder input into final policy decisions. Evidence use appears to be more developed at
the policy planning stage than in monitoring and, particularly, policy evaluation. Conclusion: Evidence-based
policymaking is an important foundation not only for improving the effectiveness of public administration
but also for strengthening Georgia’s institutional resilience, transparency, accountability, and alignment with
EU governance standards. The principal challenge is no longer the absence of a formal institutional
framework, but ensuring its consistent and effective implementation in practice. Further progress requires
stronger results-oriented monitoring and evaluation, integrated data management, enhanced analytical
capacity, improved inter-agency cooperation, closer collaboration between public institutions and academia,
and more meaningful stakeholder participation.
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1. Introduction

European integration is no longer understood merely as a technical process of aligning national
legislation with the European Union acquis (acquis communautaire). It also requires the development of a
public administration system capable of designing, implementing, monitoring, evaluating, and, where
necessary, revising public policies on the basis of reliable evidence and measurable results. Accordingly, the
EU’s contemporary enlargement methodology places particular emphasis on the “Fundamentals”, within
which the quality of public administration and institutional capacity are regarded as essential prerequisites for
preparedness for EU membership (European Commission, 2023; OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

For Georgia, this issue has acquired particular importance in the context of its European integration
process. The granting of EU candidate status in 2023 increased expectations regarding the quality of public
administration, strategic planning, inter-agency coordination, transparency, and accountability. Evidence-
based policymaking has therefore become relevant not only as an instrument for improving policy
effectiveness but also as an indicator of the country’s institutional and administrative preparedness for closer
integration with the European Union.

In recent years, Georgia has undertaken a number of reforms aimed at strengthening its public
administration system. These include the adoption of the Public Administration Reform Strategy 2023-2026,
the introduction of unified procedures for policy planning, monitoring, and evaluation under Government
Ordinance No. 629, stronger links between strategic planning and programme budgeting, and the gradual
incorporation of Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) into the legislative process.

Despite this progress, international assessments indicate that the formal institutional framework has
not yet ensured the systematic and consistent use of evidence in practice (European Commission, 2025;
OECD/SIGMA, 2023). The European Commission’s Georgia Report 2025 identifies limited progress in
public administration reform and stresses the need to strengthen open, participatory, and evidence-informed
processes for policy development, monitoring, and evaluation (European Commission, 2025). These findings
suggest that the effective use of evidence is increasingly linked to Georgia’s broader prospects for European
integration.

1. Theoretical Framework of Evidence-Based Policymaking and European Integration

1.1. The Concept and Development of Evidence-Based Policymaking

Evidence-Based Policymaking (EBPM) is founded on the principle that public policy decisions should
be informed not only by political priorities and administrative experience but also by reliable data, research
findings, programme evaluations, and other relevant forms of evidence. The approach gained prominence
toward the end of the twentieth century as public administration increasingly shifted its focus from measuring
activities and outputs to assessing outcomes and wider societal impacts. Policymaking consequently became
more concerned with identifying what works, under what conditions, and with what consequences (Sanderson,
2002).

In the field of public policy, the concept of evidence is broad. It encompasses official statistics,
administrative data, academic research, analyses of social and economic conditions, programme monitoring
and evaluation findings, financial assessments, expert knowledge, and the practical experience of
stakeholders. Evidence-based policymaking should therefore not be understood as the simple application of
academic research to policy decisions. Rather, it involves drawing on multiple sources of information,
assessing their quality and relevance, and applying them within a specific institutional and political context.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) defines evidence-informed
policymaking as a process in which data, research findings, evaluations, and other relevant information are
deliberately incorporated into the design, implementation, and review of public policies (OECD, 2020). The
effectiveness of this approach depends not only on the availability of high-quality evidence but also on the
capacity of public institutions to identify, assess, synthesise, interpret, and apply it. Strengthening evidence
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use therefore requires appropriate professional skills, organisational procedures, analytical resources, and an
institutional culture that values evidence in decision-making (OECD, 2020).

From this perspective, policymaking is a continuous cycle comprising problem identification, objective
setting, assessment of policy alternatives, decision-making, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and
subsequent policy revision. Evidence has a role at every stage of this cycle: it helps define policy problems
accurately, compare alternative interventions, allocate resources, monitor implementation, and assess
outcomes and impacts.

Policy evaluation is particularly important within this process. Its purpose extends beyond documenting
whether planned activities have been implemented. Evaluation also seeks to explain why a particular policy
has or has not achieved its intended outcomes. It therefore serves as an important mechanism for
organisational learning by generating knowledge that can inform the revision of existing policies, support
future decision-making, and promote more effective allocation of public resources (Sanderson, 2002).

1.2. Evidence-Based and Evidence-Informed Policymaking: A Conceptual Perspective

Although the term “evidence-based policymaking” is widely used, it has also been subject to criticism.
The term may imply that public policy can be formulated primarily or exclusively on the basis of objective
evidence and that decision-makers simply select the technically optimal policy option. In practice, however,
policymaking is considerably more complex. Policy choices are shaped by political values, institutional
interests, public expectations, resource constraints, time pressures, and the influence of multiple actors.

Evidence is therefore an important foundation for policymaking, but it cannot be regarded as its sole
determinant. The concept of “evidence-informed policymaking” reflects this complexity more accurately
because it recognises the interaction between empirical evidence, political judgement, professional expertise,
institutional constraints, and societal values. From this perspective, evidence strengthens the rationale and
quality of policy decisions without replacing political choice or the responsibility of decision-makers (Head,
2016).

The application of evidence in public policy cannot simply replicate the model developed in clinical
medicine, because policymaking takes place in a dynamic, complex, and politically contested environment.
Policy problems may be framed in different ways, and the consequences of particular interventions cannot
always be predicted with certainty. Researchers and policymakers also operate according to different
professional incentives and timeframes. Researchers tend to emphasise methodological rigour, uncertainty,
and the limitations of findings, whereas policymakers often require information that is timely, accessible, and
directly applicable to practical decisions. This divergence affects the extent to which research evidence is
translated into policy (Cairney & Oliver, 2017).

Consequently, the availability of high-quality research does not automatically ensure its use in
policymaking. Evidence may be methodologically robust but reach decision-makers too late, be difficult to
interpret, or fail to address the immediate policy problem. Strengthening the relationship between evidence
and policymaking therefore requires sustained communication and interaction among researchers, public
institutions, professional communities, stakeholders, and decision-makers.

Evidence-informed policymaking thus provides a more realistic conceptual framework than the notion
that public policy can be driven by evidence alone. It recognises that research and data are considered
alongside economic, social, legal, institutional, and political factors. Its purpose is not to replace the political
process but to provide a stronger foundation for policy decisions, improve understanding of their likely
consequences, and support the responsible use of public resources.

1.3. Institutional and Analytical Preconditions for Evidence Use

The effective use of evidence does not depend solely on the willingness or competence of individual
public officials. It requires an institutional environment in which data collection, research, analysis,
monitoring, and evaluation are embedded within routine policymaking processes.

The OECD conceptualises capacity for evidence-informed policymaking at three levels: individual,
organisational, and systemic. At the individual level, public officials require the ability to interpret data, assess
the quality of research, compare evidence from different sources, and relate findings to specific policy
problems. At the organisational level, effective evidence use requires analytical units, appropriate procedures,
accessible data systems, adequate resources, and leadership support. At the systemic level, cooperation among
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ministries, statistical authorities, research organisations, universities, and civil society is essential (OECD,
2020).

Access to high-quality data is one of the central prerequisites for evidence-informed policymaking.
Incomplete, outdated, fragmented, or incompatible data can undermine both the accurate diagnosis of policy
problems and the assessment of policy outcomes. Public institutions frequently collect administrative data in
accordance with their own functions and reporting requirements; however, when such data are not integrated
across institutions, they may provide only a partial understanding of the overall effects of public policy.

A clear distinction between monitoring and evaluation is equally important. Monitoring systematically
tracks the implementation of activities, timelines, expenditures, and immediate outputs. Evaluation, by
contrast, examines whether a policy has been relevant, effective, efficient, impactful, and sustainable. When
evaluation is reduced to reporting completed activities or quantitative indicators, public institutions are unable
to address the more fundamental question of whether policy interventions have produced the intended changes
in society.

Policy evaluation is therefore central to evidence-informed governance because it connects policy
implementation with subsequent decision-making. It generates policy-relevant knowledge and contributes to
understanding why certain policies achieve their objectives while others produce less satisfactory results
(OECD, 2020).

Effective inter-agency coordination is another essential precondition. Contemporary public policy
challenges often cut across the responsibilities of several institutions. Issues relating to employment,
education, social protection, healthcare, and regional development, for example, require both the integration
of information from multiple sources and coordinated institutional action. Weak coordination can contribute
to fragmented data, duplication of responsibilities, and inconsistent policy decisions.

Stakeholder participation also represents an important source of evidence. Citizens, service users,
businesses, professional groups, academic institutions, and civil society organisations can provide information
and perspectives that administrative data alone may not capture. However, consultation contributes
meaningfully to evidence-informed policymaking only when stakeholder input is systematically analysed and
when there is transparency regarding how such input has influenced final policy decisions.

1.4. Evidence-Based Policymaking in the Context of EU Enlargement

The EU accession process requires candidate countries not only to transpose EU legislation into
national law but also to develop the administrative capacity necessary for its effective implementation. Formal
legal compliance is insufficient when public institutions lack the capacity to plan, coordinate, implement,
monitor, and evaluate policies effectively.

Public administration reform is therefore a central component of the EU enlargement process. The
quality of public administration directly affects a country’s ability to implement membership-related reforms,
manage EU financial assistance, enforce legislation, and sustain reform outcomes. The EU enlargement
framework consequently places particular emphasis on the rule of law, economic governance, and public
administration reform as essential components of the accession process (European Commission, 2023).

The OECD/SIGMA Principles of Public Administration set out the core characteristics of a modern
and effective public administration (OECD/SIGMA, 2023). These include strategic management of public
administration reform, policy development and coordination, a professional public service, accountability,
effective service delivery, and sound public financial management. In the area of policy development and
coordination, particular emphasis is placed on rigorous problem analysis, assessment of policy alternatives,
financial costing, inter-agency coordination, public consultation, and monitoring of results.

The EU’s Better Regulation approach similarly emphasises the systematic use of evidence throughout
the policy cycle. Before a decision is adopted, the policy problem should be clearly defined, the need for
intervention assessed, and alternative policy options and their potential economic, social, and environmental
effects examined. Following implementation, evaluation should determine whether the policy has achieved
its intended objectives and whether it should be continued, modified, or discontinued.

Within the EU enlargement process, evidence-informed policymaking therefore performs several
interrelated functions. It supports the accurate definition of policy problems and reform objectives, facilitates
comparison of alternative policy options and their likely consequences, promotes justified allocation of
limited financial and human resources, strengthens monitoring and evaluation of reform implementation, and
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enhances transparency and accountability. Importantly, it also contributes to substantive administrative
preparedness rather than merely formal legal alignment.

Evidence-based policymaking in the context of European integration should therefore not be viewed
solely as a technical or analytical instrument. It is also a dimension of good governance and an important
indicator of a state’s institutional and administrative capacity.

1.5. Development of Public Policy Planning and Evidence Use in Georgia

The development of Georgia’s public policy planning system has been closely associated with both
public administration reform and the country’s European integration agenda. Over the past decade, common
requirements have been introduced for the preparation, monitoring, reporting, and evaluation of strategies and
action plans. Policy documents have also become more standardised, with increasing emphasis on clearly
defined objectives, measurable indicators, implementation responsibilities, and expected results.

By 2018, Georgia had already established formal mechanisms for policy planning and coordination.
Nevertheless, significant challenges remained in areas such as policy quality control, inter-agency
coordination, Regulatory Impact Assessment, public consultation, and monitoring (OECD/SIGMA, 2018).
Since this assessment focused specifically on policy development and coordination, its findings should not
automatically be generalised to all areas of Georgia’s public administration.

Subsequent reforms have further strengthened common rules and procedures for policy planning,
monitoring, and coordination. However, the existence of formal procedures does not in itself ensure the
consistent use of evidence. Effective implementation depends substantially on the capacity of individual
public institutions, including the availability of qualified personnel, access to relevant and timely data, and
adequate analytical expertise. A gap may therefore persist between formally established requirements and
their implementation in practice.

International assessments indicate that this implementation gap remains an important challenge.
Greater attention is required to strengthen policy coherence, the systematic use of evidence, inter-agency
coordination, stakeholder participation, and the institutional capacity of public bodies. The quality of public
policy therefore depends not only on the existence of formal standards but also on whether these standards
are applied consistently and effectively (OECD/SIGMA, 2018).

A vparticularly important challenge concerns the use of monitoring and evaluation findings in
subsequent decision-making. Strategic documents frequently contain performance indicators and reporting
requirements, yet the collection of implementation data does not necessarily result in policy adjustment.
Monitoring may therefore remain primarily an administrative reporting function, while evaluation is used less
consistently as a mechanism for organisational learning and future policy development.

Data quality and interoperability constitute another important challenge. Public institutions hold
substantial amounts of administrative information, but these data may be stored in different formats, remain
disconnected across agencies, or fail to be updated in a timely manner. This fragmentation makes it more
difficult to identify target groups accurately, assess cross-sectoral policy effects, and evaluate the combined
outcomes of programmes implemented by multiple institutions.

Uneven analytical capacity across public bodies further compounds these challenges. Expertise in
policy analysis, economic appraisal, research methods, data processing, and evaluation is not equally
distributed across institutions. As a result, a policy document may formally comply with established
procedural requirements while providing only limited analysis of the underlying problem, feasible policy
alternatives, expected outcomes, or potential risks.

Stakeholder participation is another important dimension of policy quality. The existence of formal
consultation mechanisms does not necessarily result in meaningful participation. Effective participation
requires stakeholders to be involved at an appropriate stage of the policy process, their contributions to be
systematically assessed, and feedback to be provided on which proposals were accepted or rejected and why.

These issues have become particularly significant in the context of Georgia’s European integration.
The European Commission’s Georgia Report 2025 identifies backsliding in public administration reform and
stresses the need to strengthen alignment with European principles, including the more systematic use of
evidence in policy development, monitoring, and evaluation. It also emphasises openness and meaningful
stakeholder participation (European Commission, 2025).

The implications extend beyond the internal efficiency of public administration. In Georgia’s case, the
use of evidence is increasingly linked to administrative preparedness for European integration, the credibility
of public policy, democratic accountability, and the sustainability of reforms.
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Taken together, existing research and international assessments suggest that Georgia’s principal
challenge is no longer the absence of a formal policy framework. The country has established important
methodological and institutional foundations for policy planning, monitoring, and reporting. The central
challenge is ensuring their consistent implementation. Key weaknesses include variation in the quality of
evidence use across institutions, fragmented and insufficiently interoperable data, uneven analytical capacity,
weaknesses in inter-agency coordination, limited integration of evaluation findings into subsequent decisions,
formalistic participatory processes, and an insufficiently developed link between policy planning and
budgetary decision-making.

1.6. Theoretical and Analytical Framework of the Study

The international literature suggests that evidence-based policymaking should not be understood as a
purely technical or automatic model of decision-making. The concept of evidence-informed policymaking
provides a more nuanced framework because it recognises the importance of data, research, evaluation,
professional expertise, and stakeholder knowledge while also acknowledging the influence of political,
institutional, economic, and social contexts.

Based on this literature, the present study identifies several conditions necessary for the effective use
of evidence in public policymaking. These include access to high-quality, timely, and reliable data; adequate
analytical and research capacity within public institutions; effective monitoring and evaluation systems; and
the systematic incorporation of evaluation findings into subsequent decisions. Inter-agency coordination, data
sharing, and cooperation with academic and research institutions are also essential. At the organisational level,
leadership support and an institutional culture that values evidence can further strengthen these processes.
Meaningful stakeholder participation, transparency, and accountability contribute to both the quality and
legitimacy of evidence-informed policymaking.

Existing research and international assessments indicate that Georgia has established important legal,
methodological, and institutional foundations for public policy planning and public administration reform.
Nevertheless, a significant gap persists between formal requirements and their practical implementation.
Against this background, the present study examines how these mechanisms operate in practice.

The analytical framework is organised around six interrelated dimensions: (1) policy planning and
inter-agency coordination; (2) monitoring and evaluation; (3) the use of data and research evidence; (4)
institutional and analytical capacity; (5) stakeholder participation; and (6) transparency and accountability.
Particular attention is also given to the extent to which monitoring and evaluation findings are incorporated
into subsequent policy decisions.

This framework enables the study to assess both the legal and methodological instruments established
in Georgia and the quality of their practical implementation. It therefore provides a basis for evaluating the
extent to which Georgia’s current public policy system supports evidence-informed governance and meets
the administrative requirements associated with the country’s European integration process.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Design

This study employed a qualitative research design, with document analysis used as the primary method
of inquiry. This approach was selected because the study sought to examine the development and
implementation of evidence-based policymaking in Georgia within the context of European integration
through the systematic analysis of official policy documents, institutional assessments, and relevant academic
literature.

The study focused on both the formal institutional framework for evidence-based policymaking and its
practical implementation. Particular attention was given to the extent to which evidence is incorporated into
public policy planning, monitoring, evaluation, coordination, and decision-making processes.

2.2. Research Materials

The analysis drew primarily on official documents published by the European Commission, the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), OECD/SIGMA, and the Government of
Georgia. Key sources included the European Commission’s Georgia Report 2025, the OECD/SIGMA
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Principles of Public Administration, Georgia’s Public Administration Reform Strategy 2023-2026, and
regulatory and methodological documents governing public policy planning, monitoring, and evaluation.
Relevant academic literature on evidence-based and evidence-informed policymaking was also
reviewed to provide the theoretical and conceptual basis for the analysis.
Documents were selected purposively on the basis of their relevance to the research objectives,
institutional authority, reliability, and direct relevance to public administration reform, evidence use, and
Georgia’s European integration process.

2.3. Data Analysis

The selected documents were analysed using a qualitative thematic analysis approach. The analysis
examined the legal, institutional, strategic, and administrative dimensions of evidence use in public
policymaking in Georgia.

A predefined analytical framework, derived from the study objectives and the relevant literature on
evidence-informed policymaking and public administration, was applied. The analysis focused on six
interrelated dimensions:

e policy planning and inter-agency coordination;
e monitoring and evaluation systems;

e the use of data and research evidence;

e institutional and analytical capacity;

e stakeholder participation;

e transparency and accountability.

Within each dimension, the analysis assessed both the existence of formal institutional arrangements
and the extent to which these mechanisms are implemented in practice. Particular attention was given to
identifying gaps between formal requirements and actual administrative practice, as well as to assessing the
consistency of Georgia’s policy processes with the principles and standards promoted by the European Union,
the OECD, and OECD/SIGMA.

2.4. Research Questions

The study addressed the following research questions:

e  Whatrole does evidence-based policymaking play in Georgia’s European integration process?

o To what extent is evidence incorporated into public policy planning, monitoring, evaluation,
and decision-making in Georgia?

e What institutional, analytical, and administrative challenges hinder the effective
implementation of evidence-based policymaking in Georgia?

e To what extent do Georgia’s current public policy practices align with the principles and
standards promoted by the European Union and OECD/SIGMA?

3. Results

3.1. Institutional Framework for Evidence-Based Policymaking in Georgia

The findings show that Georgia has made substantial progress in establishing the institutional
foundations for evidence-based policymaking. As part of broader public administration reform, a range of
legal, strategic, and methodological instruments has been introduced to support the use of data, analytical
evidence, and evaluation findings in policy development and decision-making (Government of Georgia, 2023;
OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

A central component of this framework is the Public Administration Reform Strategy 2023-2026,
which sets priorities for strengthening public administration and improving policy planning and coordination
(Government of Georgia, 2023). In parallel, the unified framework for policy planning, monitoring, and
evaluation establishes common requirements for the preparation, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation
of policy documents (Government of Georgia, 2019). Together, these mechanisms provide a formal basis for
policy development grounded in problem analysis, clearly defined objectives, measurable indicators, and the
assessment of policy results.

The introduction of Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) and the development of programme
budgeting have further strengthened the policy planning framework by promoting the assessment of
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alternative policy options, expected outcomes, and resource implications before decisions are adopted
(OECD, 2020; OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

Assessments by the European Commission and OECD/SIGMA suggest that Georgia’s institutional
framework is broadly consistent with the public administration principles promoted by the European Union.
A unified system for policy planning and coordination has been established, and the principal institutional
mechanisms required for evidence-based policymaking are formally in place. However, the quality and
consistency of implementation vary across public institutions (European Commission, 2025; OECD/SIGMA,
2023).

Overall, the findings suggest that the main challenge has shifted from establishing formal institutional
mechanisms to ensuring their consistent and effective implementation. Particular weaknesses remain in
analytical capacity, integrated data use, policy evaluation, and the systematic application of evidence in
decision-making (European Commission, 2025).

3.2. Use of Evidence Across the Stages of the Public Policy Cycle

The findings indicate that evidence is not used consistently across all stages of the public policy cycle
in Georgia. Although the existing methodological framework formally requires evidence to inform policy
development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation, its practical application differs considerably across
these stages (Government of Georgia, 2023; OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

Evidence use appears to be most developed at the policy planning stage. The national framework for
policy planning, monitoring, and evaluation requires the analysis of policy problems, the formulation of
objectives, the definition of indicators, and the use of relevant information in policy design (Government of
Georgia, 2019). The Public Administration Reform Strategy 2023-2026 further emphasises improvements in
the quality of policy planning and coordination (Government of Georgia, 2023). Regulatory Impact
Assessment also provides a formal mechanism for comparing policy alternatives and assessing their expected
effects before decisions are taken.

During policy implementation, greater emphasis is placed on monitoring activities, performance
indicators, and programme budgeting. Public institutions collect substantial information on the
implementation of planned activities; however, this information is used more frequently to track outputs than
to assess broader outcomes or longer-term impacts (European Commission, 2025).

Policy evaluation remains comparatively less developed. International assessments indicate that
evaluation findings are not consistently incorporated into the revision of existing policies or the design of new
ones. As a result, the feedback loop between implementation, evaluation, and subsequent decision-making
remains incomplete (European Commission, 2025; OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

Taken together, these findings show that evidence use in Georgia is more firmly institutionalised at the
planning and monitoring stages than at the evaluation and policy-learning stages. Strengthening the use of
evaluation findings is therefore essential to ensure that evidence informs the entire policy cycle rather than
only its initial stages.

3.3. Institutional and Analytical Challenges

The findings identify several interrelated institutional and analytical barriers that constrain the effective
implementation of evidence-based policymaking in Georgia.

One of the most significant challenges is uneven analytical capacity across public institutions.
Ministries and other public bodies differ in their access to qualified personnel, analytical resources, and
expertise in areas such as data analysis, policy appraisal, research methods, and evaluation. These differences
affect the quality and consistency of evidence use across the public sector (OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

Data fragmentation represents a second major constraint. Although public institutions generate
increasing volumes of administrative data, these data are often stored in separate systems and are not
sufficiently integrated across institutions. Limited interoperability and information sharing restrict the ability
of policymakers to develop a comprehensive understanding of complex policy problems and to assess cross-
sectoral outcomes (European Commission, 2025).

Inter-agency coordination also remains an important challenge. Many policy issues require the
involvement of several institutions, yet existing coordination mechanisms do not always ensure the timely
exchange of information, evidence, and analytical resources. Weak coordination can therefore reduce policy
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coherence and limit the effective use of evidence in addressing complex or cross-sectoral problems
(OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

Stakeholder participation constitutes another area of concern. Although mechanisms for public
consultation exist, stakeholder contributions are not always systematically reflected in final policy decisions.
Consequently, the knowledge and practical experience of citizens, experts, civil society organisations,
professional groups, and other stakeholders remain underused as potential sources of policy-relevant evidence
(European Commission, 2025).

Overall, the findings suggest that effective evidence-based policymaking in Georgia requires
improvements not only in formal procedures but also in analytical capacity, data integration, inter-agency
cooperation, and the substantive use of stakeholder input.

3.4. Alignment of Georgia’s Practices with EU Requirements

The findings indicate that Georgia’s public policy planning and management system has progressively
moved toward greater alignment with governance principles promoted by the European Union. In the context
of the country’s European integration process, increased emphasis has been placed on public administration
reform, strategic planning, evidence use, accountability, and results-oriented governance (European
Commission, 2025).

Georgia’s Public Administration Reform Strategy, the unified framework for policy planning,
monitoring, and evaluation, programme budgeting, and the Regulatory Impact Assessment mechanism are
broadly consistent with the institutional approaches promoted by the EU and OECD/SIGMA (Government of
Georgia, 2023; OECD/SIGMA, 2023). These instruments provide a formal basis for more transparent,
coherent, and evidence-informed policymaking.

However, alignment at the institutional and procedural level has not yet resulted in equally strong
implementation in practice. The European Commission’s Georgia Report 2025 highlights several continuing
weaknesses, including uneven analytical capacity, limited use of policy evaluation, insufficient integration of
evidence into decision-making, and shortcomings in participatory policymaking processes (European
Commission, 2025).

OECD/SIGMA assessments similarly indicate that further progress is required in policy evaluation,
integrated data use, inter-agency coordination, and the effective implementation of existing policy-planning
mechanisms. These areas are particularly important because EU alignment depends not only on the formal
adoption of institutional frameworks but also on their consistent application and demonstrated effectiveness.

Overall, the findings suggest that Georgia has established many of the formal institutional foundations
associated with evidence-based policymaking and EU-compatible public administration. The central
challenge in the context of European integration is therefore to narrow the gap between formal institutional
alignment and actual administrative practice by ensuring that evidence is used systematically, consistently,
and effectively throughout the policymaking process.

4. Discussion

The findings of this study indicate that Georgia has made substantial progress in establishing the
institutional foundations for evidence-based policymaking. Public administration reforms have introduced
legal, procedural, and organisational mechanisms that support the use of data, analysis, monitoring, and
evaluation in policy development. This represents an important shift toward a more structured and results-
oriented model of governance. However, the existence of formal mechanisms does not in itself ensure that
evidence is systematically incorporated into policy decisions. As Head (2016) argues, effective evidence-
informed policymaking depends not only on the availability of relevant information but also on institutional
capacity, organisational culture, political context, and the ability of decision-makers to interpret and apply
evidence in practice.

A key finding of the study is the uneven use of evidence across different stages of the public policy
cycle. Evidence use appears to be more firmly institutionalised in policy planning and monitoring, whereas
evaluation plays a more limited role in informing subsequent decisions. This imbalance is significant because
the value of evidence-based policymaking lies not only in improving initial policy design but also in enabling
continuous learning and adaptation. When evaluation findings are not systematically incorporated into the
revision of existing policies or the development of new ones, the feedback loop between implementation,
learning, and decision-making remains incomplete.
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This finding is consistent with the broader literature on evidence-informed policymaking, which
emphasises that the availability of evidence does not automatically result in its use. Cairney (2016) highlights
that policy decisions are shaped by institutional arrangements, political priorities, organisational incentives,
time pressures, and competing interpretations of policy problems. From this perspective, the Georgian case
illustrates an important distinction between the formal institutionalisation of evidence-based procedures and
their substantive use in policymaking practice.

The study also identifies several interrelated factors that constrain the effective implementation of
evidence-based policymaking. Uneven analytical capacity across public institutions limits the ability of some
organisations to assess policy problems, compare alternatives, interpret data, and evaluate outcomes. At the
same time, fragmented data systems and limited interoperability reduce the potential for integrated analysis,
particularly in policy areas that require coordination across multiple institutions. Weaknesses in inter-agency
coordination further restrict the exchange of information, expertise, and analytical resources.

These findings suggest that the central challenge is not simply technical. Improving evidence use
requires institutional and organisational changes that strengthen analytical capacity, facilitate data sharing,
promote cooperation across agencies, and create incentives for decision-makers to use monitoring and
evaluation findings. International assessments reach similar conclusions, indicating that improvements in
public administration depend not only on adopting formal rules and procedures but also on ensuring their
consistent implementation and effective use in practice (European Commission, 2025; OECD/SIGMA, 2023).

Stakeholder participation is another important dimension of evidence-informed policymaking.
Although formal consultation mechanisms exist, the study suggests that stakeholder input is not always
systematically reflected in final policy decisions. This is significant because evidence in public policymaking
extends beyond administrative data and academic research. The knowledge and experience of citizens, service
users, civil society organisations, professional groups, and experts can provide important contextual
information that may not be captured by quantitative indicators alone. Meaningful participation therefore
requires not only consultation but also transparent mechanisms for demonstrating how stakeholder
contributions have influenced policy choices.

The findings are particularly important in the context of Georgia’s European integration process. EU
accession requires more than the formal transposition of European rules and standards. It also requires
administrative capacity to design, implement, monitor, evaluate, and revise public policies effectively.
Evidence-informed policymaking is therefore closely linked to the broader concept of administrative
preparedness. The EU’s emphasis on public administration reform, Regulatory Impact Assessment,
stakeholder participation, monitoring, evaluation, and results-oriented governance indicates that the quality
of evidence use increasingly forms part of the assessment of candidate countries’ institutional readiness.

For Georgia, this implies that future progress in European integration will depend not only on the
existence of formal policy-planning mechanisms but also on their demonstrated effectiveness in practice. The
principal challenge is therefore to narrow the gap between institutional compliance and substantive
implementation. This requires moving from a system in which evidence is primarily used to justify or
document policy decisions toward one in which it becomes an integral component of problem definition,
option appraisal, implementation, evaluation, and policy revision.

The study also has theoretical implications. It supports the distinction between evidence-based and
evidence-informed policymaking by demonstrating that policy decisions cannot be understood as the
mechanical application of research findings. Evidence operates within political, institutional, and
organisational contexts and interacts with professional judgement, stakeholder interests, and administrative
capacity. The Georgian case therefore illustrates how evidence-informed policymaking can serve as a useful
analytical framework for understanding the relationship between public administration reform and European
integration.

From a practical perspective, the findings point to several priority areas for institutional development.
These include strengthening analytical capacity across public institutions, improving the interoperability and
integrated use of administrative data, reinforcing monitoring and evaluation systems, and ensuring that
evaluation findings are systematically incorporated into subsequent policy decisions. Enhanced inter-agency
coordination and closer cooperation between public institutions, academic organisations, and other
knowledge-producing actors could further strengthen the evidence base for policymaking. Greater attention
should also be given to ensuring that stakeholder participation is substantive rather than procedural.
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This study has several limitations. First, it relies exclusively on document analysis and therefore
reflects the evidence contained in official documents, institutional assessments, and relevant academic
literature. It does not capture directly the perspectives or day-to-day practices of public officials,
policymakers, analysts, or other stakeholders. Second, the study assesses formal institutional arrangements
and documented implementation challenges but cannot determine the extent to which evidence influences
individual policy decisions in specific sectors. Third, because the analysis is focused on Georgia, the findings
should be interpreted within the country’s particular institutional and political context.

Future research could address these limitations by incorporating interviews with policymakers, civil
servants, analysts, academic experts, and civil society representatives. Sector-specific case studies could also
examine how evidence is used in particular policy domains and at different stages of the policy cycle.
Comparative research involving other EU candidate or Eastern Partnership countries could further clarify
which institutional factors facilitate the transition from formal evidence-based procedures to sustained
evidence-informed policymaking in practice.

5. Conclusions

This study examined the role of evidence-based policymaking in Georgia’s European integration
process by assessing the country’s institutional framework, current practices, and key implementation
challenges. The findings show that Georgia has made substantial progress in establishing the formal
foundations of evidence-informed governance. Public administration reforms, including strategic planning,
policy monitoring and evaluation, programme budgeting, and Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA), have
created an important legal and institutional framework for more structured and evidence-oriented decision-
making.

However, the existence of these formal mechanisms has not yet resulted in the consistent and
systematic use of evidence across the entire public policy cycle. Important weaknesses remain in the
evaluation of policy outcomes and impacts, the integration and interoperability of administrative data, inter-
agency coordination, analytical capacity across public institutions, and the substantive use of stakeholder
input. The central finding is therefore the persistence of a gap between formal institutional requirements and
their effective implementation in practice.

This gap is particularly significant in the context of European integration. Evidence-informed
policymaking is not merely a technical instrument for improving administrative efficiency; it is also closely
linked to institutional resilience, transparency, accountability, and administrative preparedness for EU
membership. Accordingly, the quality of public policy depends not only on the existence of appropriate legal
and procedural frameworks but also on whether data, analysis, evaluation findings, and stakeholder
knowledge are systematically incorporated into policy decisions.

Further progress requires stronger results-oriented monitoring and evaluation systems, more integrated
use of data, and greater analytical capacity across the public sector. It also requires more effective inter-agency
cooperation, closer collaboration between public institutions and academic and research organisations, and
mechanisms that ensure meaningful rather than purely formal stakeholder participation.

Overall, the principal challenge for Georgia is no longer the creation of a formal institutional
framework for evidence-based policymaking, but its consistent and effective application in practice.
Narrowing the gap between formal compliance and actual administrative performance will be essential both
for improving the quality of public governance and for strengthening the credibility, sustainability, and
effectiveness of Georgia’s European integration process.
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