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Abstract

Digital technologies and ArƟ fi cial Intelligence (AI) are transformaƟ ve forces profoundly shaping 
Georgia’s economic, social, and governance landscapes. While Georgia endeavors to bolster naƟ onal 
compeƟ Ɵ veness through technological progress, systemic challenges persist concerning digital 
infrastructure, regulatory frameworks, and a cohesive naƟ onal strategy. These impediments hinder 
comprehensive digital transformaƟ on and constrain economic growth.

This study invesƟ gates AI and digital technology integraƟ on within Georgia’s private and public 
sectors, analyzing key insƟ tuƟ onal barriers and proposing recommendaƟ ons for sustainable development. 
Employing a qualitaƟ ve methodology, the research uƟ lizes semi-structured interviews with government 
and business experts, complemented by open-source analysis.

Findings reveal that AI integraƟ on in Georgia is in its nascent, fragmented, yet promising stages. 
Primary barriers include:

 Absence of a unifi ed strategic and legal framework, deterring investment and rapid innovaƟ on 
disseminaƟ on.

 Signifi cant regional dispariƟ es in digital access, exacerbaƟ ng economic diff erenƟ aƟ on and limiƟ ng 
inclusive growth.

 Ongoing challenges in data governance and cybersecurity, elevaƟ ng operaƟ onal risks and 
impacƟ ng business reliability.

The paper concludes that establishing a long-term, inclusive naƟ onal digital strategy is imperaƟ ve. Such 
a strategy should prioriƟ ze criƟ cal investments in digital infrastructure, foster research and development, 
develop robust regulatory and ethical frameworks, and deepen public-private partnerships. Crucially, it 
must specifi cally address regional digital divides to ensure equitable access and maximize naƟ onwide 
economic benefi ts. This approach will facilitate AI’s full potenƟ al for GDP growth, enhanced public sector 
effi  ciency, and elevated internaƟ onal compeƟ Ɵ veness, preparing Georgia for future challenges.

Keywords: ArƟ fi cial Intelligence, Digital TransformaƟ on, Economic Growth, InnovaƟ on, Digital 
Strategy, Georgia, InsƟ tuƟ onal Barriers, Regulatory Frameworks.

IntroducƟ on 

The dynamic evoluƟ on of digital technologies and the global integraƟ on of ArƟ fi cial Intelligence (AI) 
are fundamentally transforming economic, social, and governance systems worldwide (Kagermann, 2015; 
Murugesan et al., 2023). AI is widely recognized as an essenƟ al mechanism for enhancing compeƟ Ɵ veness 
and producƟ vity across both private and public sectors.
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Georgia, as a developing economy and a post-Soviet, EU-aspirant country, is progressively integraƟ ng 
into this global digital transformaƟ on. The naƟ on demonstrates increasing adopƟ on of digital services and
nascent aƩ empts to implement AI elements, which are vital for boosƟ ng compeƟ Ɵ veness and economic 
effi  ciency. The third wave of digital governance, marked by advanced digital tools and AI integraƟ on, is
already reshaping insƟ tuƟ onal architectures globally, signifi cantly improving public service effi  ciency
(Dunleavy & MargeƩ s, 2023). While these processes are at an early stage in Georgia, burgeoning iniƟ aƟ ves 
are laying the groundwork for substanƟ al potenƟ al macroeconomic benefi ts (Civil Service Bureau of 
Georgia, 2020; UNDP, 2023).

However, this promising trend is concurrently challenged by signifi cant insƟ tuƟ onal and socio-poliƟ cal 
obstacles. Insights from other developing countries reveal that digital transformaƟ on failures frequently 
stem from organizaƟ onal, cultural, and leadership defi ciencies, coupled with immature regulatory 
frameworks and weak innovaƟ on ecosystems that deter investment (El Ghozail et al., 2024; Gamage et 
al., 2022). These pervasive challenges impede AI adopƟ on and sustainable economic diff usion, negaƟ vely 
impacƟ ng the country’s long-term economic growth trajectory.
This study seeks to answer the following key research quesƟ ons:

1. What are the primary insƟ tuƟ onal and socio-poliƟ cal barriers hindering the eff ecƟ ve integraƟ on 
of ArƟ fi cial Intelligence and digital technologies within Georgia’s private and public sectors?

2. How do these idenƟ fi ed barriers impact Georgia’s socio-economic development and naƟ onal 
compeƟ Ɵ veness?

Research Gap: While established theories like Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons (Rogers, 2003) and InsƟ tuƟ onal 
Theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) elucidate technological adopƟ on, empirical research specifi cally 
addressing the structural and insƟ tuƟ onal barriers to AI implementaƟ on within developing country 
contexts, such as Georgia, remains limited. This study aims to bridge this criƟ cal gap by thoroughly 
invesƟ gaƟ ng the insƟ tuƟ onal and socio-poliƟ cal factors infl uencing AI integraƟ on within Georgia’s business 
and public sectors. The research employs a qualitaƟ ve methodology, uƟ lizing semi-structured interviews 
with industry experts, to provide both theoreƟ cal contribuƟ ons and acƟ onable policy recommendaƟ ons 
for sustainable economic growth and comprehensive digital transformaƟ on.

1. Literature Review and TheoreƟ cal Framework

This study is grounded in two primary theoreƟ cal frameworks: Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons Theory (DOI) 
and InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory. These complementary theories enable a mulƟ faceted analysis of technological 
transformaƟ on processes, encompassing both the dynamics of innovaƟ on adopƟ on and the contextual 
and organizaƟ onal barriers to such adopƟ on.

1.1. Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons Theory (DOI)

Developed by EvereƩ  Rogers (Rogers, 2003), the Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons Theory (DOI) explains how 
new ideas, pracƟ ces, or technologies (in this research, AI and digital technologies) spread and are adopted 
within a social system. At its core, DOI suggests that the speed and extent of adopƟ on depend on how 
people perceive the innovaƟ on itself. Key factors infl uencing adopƟ on include: whether the innovaƟ on is 
seen as beƩ er than what it replaces (relaƟ ve advantage); its consistency with exisƟ ng values and needs 
(compaƟ bility); how diffi  cult it is to understand and use (complexity); if it can be experimented with on a 
limited basis (trialability); and if its results are visible to others (observability). DOI is frequently applied 
to assess technological adopƟ on readiness and idenƟ fi ed barriers in developing contexts (Akoh Atadoga 
et al., 2024; Gamage et al., 2022).
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Relevance to this study: DOI provides a crucial framework for analyzing the process of AI adopƟ on and 
diff usion in Georgia’s context, ulƟ mately determining the economic outcomes of technological progress. 
Of parƟ cular signifi cance are the innovaƟ on’s perceived complexity and its compaƟ bility with exisƟ ng
systems, as these oŌ en serve as fundamental sources of insƟ tuƟ onal barriers in a developing economy 
like Georgia.

1.2. InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory

InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory, parƟ cularly aspects of organizaƟ onal insƟ tuƟ onalism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), 
focuses on how organizaƟ ons conform to external pressures to gain legiƟ macy and stability rather than 
solely pursuing effi  ciency. OrganizaƟ ons oŌ en adopt pracƟ ces and structures that are widely accepted or 
expected in their environment to ensure survival and success.

The theory highlights three main types of isomorphism—a process where organizaƟ ons become more 
like others in their environment:

 Coercive Isomorphism: This occurs when organizaƟ ons are forced to change due to external 
pressures from powerful enƟ Ɵ es or societal expectaƟ ons, oŌ en driven by laws, regulaƟ ons, 
policies, or government mandates.

 MimeƟ c Isomorphism: This happens when organizaƟ ons imitate successful or legiƟ mate 
organizaƟ ons in response to uncertainty or ambiguity. When faced with unclear goals or new 
technologies like AI, organizaƟ ons might copy what others are doing to reduce risk or achieve 
similar success.

 NormaƟ ve Isomorphism: This stems from the infl uence of professional groups, educaƟ onal 
insƟ tuƟ ons, or industry associaƟ ons that defi ne and disseminate standards, best pracƟ ces, and 
qualifi caƟ ons, pushing organizaƟ ons towards certain norms.

In developing country contexts, insƟ tuƟ onal barriers—such as incomplete legislaƟ ve frameworks, 
regulatory vacuums, and governmental weaknesses—frequently impede AI implementaƟ on and digital 
transformaƟ on, leading to direct economic losses (Krook et al., 2025; Soliman et al., 2024).

Relevance to this study: InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory is criƟ cal for understanding the structural and contextual 
barriers, such as legal voids and organizaƟ onal conservaƟ sm, that impact AI implementaƟ on in Georgia. 
It helps explain why the digital transformaƟ on process is oŌ en fragmented and slow, especially within the 
public sector, where adherence to established norms and a lack of clear top-down direcƟ ves (coercive 
isomorphism) can hinder rapid adopƟ on.

1.3. Digital TransformaƟ on and AI: InsƟ tuƟ onal and Regulatory Barriers

Global AI integraƟ on is frequently hampered by common barriers, including data quality issues, 
infrastructure limitaƟ ons, and cybersecurity risks (Akoh Atadoga et al., 2024; Krook et al., 2025). Digital 
transformaƟ on in the public sector is oŌ en driven by coercive isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) 
and necessitates clear ethical guidelines, transparency, and accountability (Krook et al., 2025; INTERPOL 
& UNICRI, 2024).

In Georgia, the implementaƟ on of AI and digital technologies is in its nascent stages. Public sector 
adopƟ on primarily stems from central government iniƟ aƟ ves, exemplifying typical coercive isomorphism
(e.g., the “JusƟ ce House” concept; UNDP, 2018). The “JusƟ ce House” model, a unifi ed public service 
delivery plaƞ orm, serves as a prime example in Georgia where centralized government mandates 
(coercion) drove the adopƟ on of digital processes across various state agencies to improve public 
service effi  ciency. EnƟ Ɵ es like the Digital Development Agency and Georgia’s InnovaƟ on and Technology 
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Agency represent aƩ empts at coercive and normaƟ ve isomorphism, aiming to establish standards and 
foster technological advancements.

Nevertheless, AI implementaƟ on in the Georgian public sector faces numerous insƟ tuƟ onal barriers. 
These include incomplete legal and regulatory frameworks and underdeveloped data protecƟ on and 
ethical standards. This vacuum creates insƟ tuƟ onal uncertainty, which hinders eff ecƟ ve innovaƟ on 
diff usion and its legiƟ mizaƟ on. The conservaƟ sm of state agencies and their resistance to change also 
act as an insƟ tuƟ onal barrier, as this impedes the compaƟ bility (Rogers, 2003) of innovaƟ on with exisƟ ng 
bureaucraƟ c structures, contribuƟ ng to a signifi cant insƟ tuƟ onal inerƟ a that slows down comprehensive 
digital transformaƟ on.

Methodology

This study adopts a qualitaƟ ve approach, which is essenƟ al for an in-depth analysis of the current state 
of AI integraƟ on and its associated insƟ tuƟ onal and socio-poliƟ cal barriers within Georgia’s private and 
public sectors. QualitaƟ ve research is ideal for contextual understanding of complex phenomena (Creswell 
& Poth, 2017). The study employs an exploratory and descripƟ ve research design to comprehensively 
represent the facets of this domain (Maxwell, 2013).

Data CollecƟ on: Data was collected using two primary instruments:
 Semi-structured Interviews: Eight in-depth interviews were conducted with leading experts in 

the fi eld. Respondents were selected using purposive sampling to ensure high competence in AI 
and digital transformaƟ on issues (Flick, 2019). SelecƟ on considered their insƟ tuƟ onal and sectoral 
representaƟ on (private sector, public sector, regulatory bodies, academia) to gain a mulƟ faceted 
perspecƟ ve on insƟ tuƟ onal barriers to AI integraƟ on. These interviews focused on key themes such 
as exisƟ ng digital infrastructure, regulatory gaps, naƟ onal strategic vision, and the socio-economic 
impacts of AI adopƟ on. For instance, interview quesƟ ons explored respondents’ percepƟ ons on 
the biggest challenges to AI adopƟ on in Georgia, how current regulaƟ ons (or lack thereof) impact 
investment in AI, what role they believe the government should play in fostering AI development, 
and specifi c examples of successful or unsuccessful AI iniƟ aƟ ves they’ve observed.

o Four interviews were conducted verbally, either via online plaƞ orms (e.g., Zoom) or 
direct phone calls, with the recorded audio subsequently transcribed for analysis. The 
average duraƟ on for these verbal interviews was approximately 30-40 minutes.

o The remaining four interviews were conducted via email, where respondents completed 
and submiƩ ed their answers to the semi-structured quesƟ onnaire in wriƟ ng.

 Content Analysis of Open Sources: The study also drew upon a systemaƟ c analysis of secondary 
data, including offi  cial reports, policy documents, and academic research relevant to Georgia’s 
digital policy and innovaƟ on (Mah, 2024).

Data Analysis: Data from interviews and open sources were analyzed using content analysis and 
themaƟ c analysis methods (Flick, 2019; Braun & Clarke, 2006). ParƟ cular emphasis was placed on themes 
directly related to the impact of regulatory frameworks, insƟ tuƟ onal inerƟ a, leadership, ethical dilemmas, 
and other socio-poliƟ cal factors on AI integraƟ on.

Ethical ConsideraƟ ons: All respondents received full informaƟ on regarding the study’s objecƟ ves and 
data uƟ lizaƟ on. ParƟ cipants’ idenƟ Ɵ es were recorded with their consent, except for two respondents who 
preferred anonymity. Adhering to ethical research standards, including obtaining informed consent and
ensuring confi denƟ ality, is crucial in qualitaƟ ve studies (Bell & Bryman, 2007).
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3. Research Results and Discussion

The analysis of semi-structured interviews conducted within this study reveals key trends, challenges, 
and opportuniƟ es related to the implementaƟ on of ArƟ fi cial Intelligence (AI) and digital technologies in 
the Georgian context. The fi ndings are analyzed using principles from Rogers’ Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons 
Theory (2003) and DiMaggio and Powell’s InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory (1983), with a parƟ cular focus on their 
economic impact.

3.1. Regulatory Environment and InsƟ tuƟ onal Vacuum: Impeding Investments

Interviews clearly indicated that AI and digital technology implementaƟ on is hindered by the absence
of appropriate regulatory frameworks and a coherent naƟ onal strategy. This is a common challenge for 
many developing economies, where legislaƟ on oŌ en lags behind technological progress (Soliman et al., 
2024; Karimi et al., 2024). This regulatory uncertainty escalates investment risks and discourages private 
sector iniƟ aƟ ves.

David Narmania (Chairman of GNERC) noted that “the public sector tends to be more conservaƟ ve
and cauƟ ous... there is no specifi c regulaƟ on, and implementaƟ on proceeds slowly.” This conservaƟ sm, 
rooted in established bureaucraƟ c processes and a cauƟ ous approach to new, unregulated technologies, 
exemplifi es the classic absence of coercive isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and oŌ en results 
in signifi cant delays. According to Nino Taganashvili (Head of Data ProtecƟ on and Strategic Planning 
at Georgia’s InnovaƟ on and Technology Agency), “ethical and responsible AI use is a disƟ nct value for 
Georgia, but this necessitates the creaƟ on of regulaƟ ons based on internaƟ onal standards.” This fi nding 
underscores the potenƟ al for mimeƟ c isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983)—imitaƟ ng internaƟ onal 
pracƟ ces like the European Commission’s AI Act (Robles & Mallinson, 2025; INTERPOL & UNICRI, 2024). 
An anonymous respondent, a Head of AI Products Department at a leading Georgian bank, also stated, 
“Currently, there is no law on arƟ fi cial intelligence in Georgia, which is a serious hindrance. This regulatory 
vacuum not only deters foreign direct investment in nascent AI ventures but also inhibits local businesses 
from scaling AI-driven soluƟ ons, fearing future compliance uncertainƟ es.”

3.2. MulƟ -Sectoral CollaboraƟ on and Systemic Vision: The Economic Need for InsƟ tuƟ onal 
CoordinaƟ on

Beyond regulatory gaps, interviews highlighted a defi cit in systemic vision and mulƟ -sectoral 
collaboraƟ on, which signifi cantly impedes AI implementaƟ on. This is criƟ cal from an InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) perspecƟ ve, as sustainable digital transformaƟ on requires coordinated eff orts 
from diverse insƟ tuƟ onal actors. A lack of coordinaƟ on leads to ineffi  cient resource allocaƟ on, duplicaƟ on 
of iniƟ aƟ ves, and a slowdown in overall economic growth. InternaƟ onal analyses also show that the success 
of naƟ onal AI strategies heavily depends on a coordinated approach involving government, academia, and 
the private sector (Mah, 2024; Abdulla et al., 2024).

Narmania’s view that the state should play a leading role in defi ning technological policy underscores 
the importance of coercive isomorphism. Taganashvili’s asserƟ on that startups oŌ en require collaboraƟ on 
with academic circles emphasizes the potenƟ al of normaƟ ve isomorphism. Zviad Gabisonia (Expert from 
the Ministry of EducaƟ on) pointed to “the absence of regulaƟ on, which creates an imbalance between 
technology use and legal responsibility,” further confi rming the negaƟ ve impact of an insƟ tuƟ onal vacuum 
on innovaƟ on compaƟ bility (Rogers, 2003). An anonymous sales sector representaƟ ve also noted the 
lack of coordinaƟ on: “In principle, innovaƟ ons are discussed, but this is quite fragmented, and there is 
no unifi ed state policy.” This fragmentaƟ on oŌ en means that successful pilot projects in one ministry or 
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company don’t easily scale or integrate across the broader public or private sector. Furthermore, several 
respondents emphasized that this lack of a unifi ed vision severely disadvantages Georgia’s regions, where 
digital infrastructure and AI literacy lag signifi cantly behind the capital, creaƟ ng a growing divide in access 
to digital opportuniƟ es and economic potenƟ al. The Head of OperaƟ ons at Rooms Hotel (anonymous 
respondent) pointed to a “lack of informaƟ on” in the business sector and the need for “more discussion 
and publicity,” highlighƟ ng a low level of mimeƟ c isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and a general 
hesitancy to adopt new, unfamiliar technologies without clear examples or guidance.

3.3. Service Improvement and CompeƟ Ɵ veness: Realizing the Economic Advantage of InnovaƟ on

Despite the challenges, interviews revealed that the implementaƟ on of digital technologies and AI is 
already having a posiƟ ve impact on service quality and compeƟ Ɵ veness. This demonstrates the realizaƟ on 
of innovaƟ on’s relaƟ ve advantage (Rogers, 2003). Such posiƟ ve outcomes align with global experience, 
where AI enhances operaƟ onal effi  ciency and customer saƟ sfacƟ on across various sectors (Murugesan et 
al., 2023; McKinsey & Company, 2022).

David Narmania’s example of GNERC’s pilot project, where AI automaƟ cally answers consumer 
inquiries on uƟ lity company hotlines, provides a clear instance of observable (Rogers, 2003) results: 
increased customer saƟ sfacƟ on and operaƟ onal effi  ciency. The Head of AI Products Department at TBC 
Bank (anonymous respondent) emphasized AI’s importance for improving business effi  ciency: “For us, AI 
is a means to improve our business effi  ciency, reduce costs, and increase saƟ sfacƟ on. AI implementaƟ on 
with us already allows for more accurate analyƟ cs on customer needs, prevenƟ on of fraudulent acƟ viƟ es, 
and improved service.” This directly illustrates AI’s relaƟ ve advantage and its observable (Rogers, 2003) 
fi nancial outcomes. Beyond these, interviews with various business representaƟ ves consistently highlighted 
specifi c applicaƟ ons: for instance, some smaller Georgian enterprises are adopƟ ng AI-powered chatbots 
for customer support to handle common inquiries, freeing up staff  for complex issues and improving 
response Ɵ mes. Others are exploring AI-driven inventory management or demand forecasƟ ng tools in 
logisƟ cs to reduce waste and opƟ mize supply chains. While oŌ en in iniƟ al phases and not yet formally 
measured, these tangible eff orts refl ect a growing recogniƟ on of AI’s potenƟ al for cuƫ  ng operaƟ onal 
costs and enhancing client interacƟ on in the Georgian market.

4. Conclusion and RecommendaƟ ons

Based on the qualitaƟ ve insights derived from this study, the following conclusions and 
recommendaƟ ons off er foundaƟ onal perspecƟ ves on AI integraƟ on in Georgia. While inherently 
qualitaƟ ve, these fi ndings provide a robust basis for further dialogue and strategic policy development, 
even as they warrant validaƟ on through broader empirical research.

4.1. Key Research Findings and TheoreƟ cal ImplicaƟ ons

The landscape of ArƟ fi cial Intelligence (AI) and digital governance in Georgia is at a pivotal 
developmental stage, yet persistent systemic barriers hinder sustainable progress. The study idenƟ fi ed the 
following criƟ cal fi ndings, analyzed through the lenses of Rogers’ Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons Theory (2003) 
and DiMaggio and Powell’s InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory (1983):

 Regulatory Voids and InsƟ tuƟ onal Uncertainty: The absence of a cohesive naƟ onal AI strategy 
and comprehensive legislaƟ on in Georgia notably lessens the impetus for coercive isomorphism, 
consequently impeding investment and innovaƟ on (Krook et al., 2025; Soliman et al., 2024). 
Furthermore, the emulaƟ on of internaƟ onal best pracƟ ces (mimeƟ c isomorphism) remains 
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inconsistent, slowing overall technology adopƟ on.
 Disjointed IniƟ aƟ ves and Strategic Defi ciencies: Digital iniƟ aƟ ves frequently operate in isolaƟ on, 

oŌ en prioriƟ zing short-term projects. This approach obstructs the consistent diff usion of 
innovaƟ on (Rogers, 2003) and the development of a unifi ed naƟ onal vision. The consequence 
is oŌ en ineffi  cient resource allocaƟ on and a diminished realizaƟ on of digital transformaƟ on’s 
broader economic benefi ts (Mah, 2024).

 Regional DispariƟ es and Digital Inclusion Challenges: Signifi cant imbalances in digital service 
access and infrastructure exist between regions. These dispariƟ es criƟ cally impede the equitable 
disseminaƟ on of AI (Rogers, 2003), thereby constraining regional economic potenƟ al and 
hindering inclusive naƟ onal growth.

In summary, Georgia’s digital transformaƟ on is navigaƟ ng a transiƟ onal period, necessitaƟ ng focused 
and collaboraƟ ve eff orts to surmount economic obstacles and fully leverage AI’s capabiliƟ es.

4.2. RecommendaƟ ons

To accelerate Georgia’s digital transformaƟ on and AI development, based on the study’s fi ndings, the 
following recommendaƟ ons are presented:

4.2.1. Respondent RecommendaƟ ons:

 Strengthen Public-Private Partnerships: Fostering closer collaboraƟ on between public and 
private sectors is paramount for effi  cient innovaƟ on and opƟ mal resource uƟ lizaƟ on, which in 
turn enhances the potenƟ al for aƩ racƟ ng investment (Mah, 2024; Abdulla et al., 2024).

 Elevate Digital Strategy to the Policy Level: Digital iniƟ aƟ ves must evolve from isolated project-
based endeavors to integrated, strategic policies. This shiŌ  is crucial for ensuring their long-term
sustainability and culƟ vaƟ ng a predictable investment climate (Rogers, 2003; DiMaggio & Powell, 
1983).

4.2.2. Author RecommendaƟ ons:

 Fortify Legal and InsƟ tuƟ onal FoundaƟ ons for Public-Private Partnerships: ImplemenƟ ng a clear 
legal framework and establishing robust insƟ tuƟ onal mechanisms (e.g., dedicated inter-agency 
working groups, transparent guidelines for joint ventures) are essenƟ al for fostering eff ecƟ ve and 
transparent collaboraƟ on, thereby building trust and enhancing the viability of innovaƟ ve projects 
(Mah, 2024).

 Develop a Long-Term and AdapƟ ve Digital Governance Strategy: Digital transformaƟ on should 
be guided by a poliƟ cally supported, adequately resourced, and conƟ nually monitored strategic 
framework. This framework must clearly delineate roles and responsibiliƟ es for both government 
bodies and private sector engagement (Karimi et al., 2024; OECD, 2021).

 Establish a Comprehensive Legal and Ethical Framework: A well-defi ned legal and ethical 
framework is criƟ cal for regulaƟ ng technology use, bolstering data protecƟ on, and ensuring a 
human-centric approach to AI development and implementaƟ on (INTERPOL & UNICRI, 2024; 
Robles & Mallinson, 2025; Abdulla et al., 2024).

 Enhance Regional Infrastructure and Public Awareness: SubstanƟ al investment in regional 
infrastructure (e.g., improved internet connecƟ vity, establishment of technology hubs) is vital to 
miƟ gate digital inequality. Simultaneously, increasing public digital literacy is necessary to ensure 
broad digital inclusion (Rogers, 2003; UNCTAD, 2023).
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4.3. Study LimitaƟ ons and Future Research DirecƟ ons

The qualitaƟ ve nature of this study and the limited number of respondents (8 interviews) inherently 
restrict the broad generalizability of its fi ndings. Furthermore, focusing primarily on the public and private 
sectors does not fully encompass all actors within Georgia’s digital ecosystem. Future research could expand 
this analysis by employing quanƟ taƟ ve methods (e.g., large-scale surveys) and incorporaƟ ng other sectors 
(e.g., healthcare, agriculture) that hold signifi cant economic potenƟ al for AI implementaƟ on. ComparaƟ ve 
studies with other countries in the region and detailed case studies of specifi c AI projects would also be 
valuable for idenƟ fying best pracƟ ces. Crucially, future research should invesƟ gate the broader theoreƟ cal 
implicaƟ ons of Georgia’s case for Diff usion of InnovaƟ ons and InsƟ tuƟ onal Theory, exploring how these 
established frameworks might be refi ned or challenged in a post-Soviet, EU-aspirant context. AddiƟ onally, 
a deeper examinaƟ on of the potenƟ al social impact of AI, including labor market changes, ethical 
challenges, and ciƟ zens’ percepƟ ons of the technology (Schiff , 2022), is vital for sustainable and inclusive 
economic integraƟ on of AI.
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