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Foreword by the Editors

The violent escalation of the Georgian/South Oagetiand
Georgian/Abkhazian conflict in the summer of 20G&ulted in a
significant deterioration of the regional secusijuation in this part of
the Southern Caucasus. Due to the suffering ofredjuexpelled or
killed civilians, it caused a new humanitarian stai@phe and strained
the relations between Washington and Moscow. Desftie raised
voices in the UN and OSCE framework starting ineaey 1990ies for
a proactive and preventive policy in potential isrisituations, the so
called “frozen conflicts” in the Southern Caucasaemed to have been
underestimated.

The issue how to close the gap between pretensidneality in regard
to preventing violent conflicts has been in the teerof a research
project carried out by the Institute for Peace Swpmnd Conflict
Management of the Austrian National Defence Acadesimge 2006.
After having dealt with the instruments and consefar conflict

prevention as well as preventive strategies in reg@ religious

extremism in the Middle East and Western BalkanMarch 2009 the
case study of the Georgian/South Ossetian and doegian/Abkhazian
conflict became the main topic of another workshop.

This conference, organized in cooperation with tleistrian

“International Institute for Liberal Politics” anaeld in Vienna, focused
in particular on the lessons which can be drawmftbe behaviour of
international and local actors regarding confliagevention in the
Georgian/South Ossetian and Georgian/Abkhazian liconbetween

1990 and 2008. The used - and much more - misspdriopities to
transform these conflicts in a peaceful way werscussed by
outstanding international experts on the Southerrauc@sus,
representatives of the OSCE and EU as well as biggmms and NGO
representatives coming from the conflict region. sMoof their

contributions are contained in this publication.

The book comprises of five parts:



Part | is focussed on the concepts and instrumerasnflict prevention.
Frida Mdller, an analyst from the Department of dgeand Conflict
Research at the Uppsala University in Sweden, iircbetribution gives
an overview about this topic with some referencestite Uppsala
Conflict Data Program.

In part Il, international experts on the Southermu€asus analyze the
conflict development in regard to the (missed) opputies for
preventing an escalation. Sabine Fischer from the I&stitute for
Security Studies in Paris focuses on the Georgiskiiazian conflict.
The period 2004-2006 in the aftermath of the “R&w®volution” in
Georgia is in particular the subject of the conttibn by Doris Vogl
who is affiliated with the University of Vienna. gend that she draws
from a large pool of knowledge and experience dudaving been
engaged in different EU and OSCE missions in Georgdksana
Antonenko from the International Institute for $#gic Studies in
London analyzes the failures of conflict transfotioa and the root
causes of the August war in her contribution. s thontext she
emphasizes in particular the relevance of “TracleiWwalogue”, a
confidence-building format to which she activelyhttbuted.

Part 11l is dedicated to views from the region: @aé Zourabichvili,
who was Georgian Foreign Minister 2004-2005, prissen critical
Georgian opinion on the missed opportunities fonflact prevention.
Liana Kvarchelia from the Centre for Humanitariarogtammes in
Sukhum/Sukhumi presents an Abkhazian perceptiorthef conflict
development. Finally, Alan Parastayev, who heads @entre for
Humanitarian Studies in Tskhinval/Tskhinvali, déses in his
contribution the Georgian-South Ossetian relatibos the angle of an
NGO representative from South Ossetia.

In part IV, the role of international actors in aed to the
Georgian/Abkhazian and Georgian/South-Ossetianlictmfs analyzed.
Dov Lynch, Senior Advisor to the the OSCE Secret&gneral,
illuminates the OSCE’s practical experience witiftiot prevention in
Georgia. The role of the United Nations in Abkhaaeween 1992 and
2009 is the topic of Charlotte Hille, who is Asaist Professor at the



University of Amsterdam. Eugene Kogan, a SenioreBesher at the
Vienna based International Institute for Liberal lifes, in his

contribution explores the role of the US and of TQAIn the context of
the conflicts in the Southern Caucasus. Russidisyps then analyzed
in the contributions of Markus Bernath, a jourriafier the Austrian
daily “Der Standard”, and by Flemming Hansen, a iBarDefence
College in Copenhagen.

The final part V closes with some general lessohihvcan be drawn
from the Southern Caucasus cases for conflict ptewe This is done
by Predrag Jureko&i co-editor of this book and researcher at the
Institute for Peace Support and Conflict Managenanthe Austrian
National Defence Academy.

Some of the contributions included in this book prienarily based upon
the practical experience of the authors in the émadh conflicts.
Another case is that authors belonging to one ef dbnflict parties
present their personal views. In these cases, ainikhe contributions
based primarily upon academic research refereneessed less often,
respectively the articles are written without pwigtto other sources.
The editors want to thank Veronika Siegl and RosaWilli for their
substantial efforts in lecturing the articles adlwe Christian M. Huber
for the technical realization.

By publishing this book the editors want to raiee awareness on the
necessity of and the challenges connected withlicoirevention, in
particular regarding the lessons learnt which candtawn from the
difficult processes of conflict transformation inetregion of Southern
Caucasus. With the Partnership for Peace ConsortifinDefence
Academies and Security Studies Institutes and thedyS Group
Information series published at the Austrian Nadldbefence Academy
we have deliberately chosen a framework of secymithtical research
cooperation on regional stability active in the Yées Balkans and the
Southern Caucasus alike.

Walter Feichtinger
Ernst M. Felberbauer



Predrag Jurekowi



PART I:
CONCEPTS IN CONFLICT PREVENTION






Concepts and Instruments in Conflict Prevention

Frida Moller

A number of positive signs indicate that the woitdgetting more
peaceful. Since the early 1990s, the overall nurobarmed conflicts in
the world has decreased even though there hasabserall increase in
the last few years, illustrated in Figure 1. Anoteacouraging trend is
that the number of full scale wars (over 1 000 leattlated deaths in
one year) has decreased during the same time pénid®91, the year
with the highest number of armed conflicts sincé@,®ne third reached
the level of war. In 2007, there were only four svaegistered in the
world. This is the lowest number of wars since 19Bfen the number
was just three Fewer conflicts seem to escalate to the levelat This
in itself is encouraging. Also optimistic is thavit conflicts — the far
most common type of armed conflicts — are now tbigher degree
terminated through peace agreements. From the 1658e 1980s there
were many more victories than negotiated settlesadBuit this pattern
changed in the 1990s when the negotiated settlesnggatv in number
and is still growing. Furthermore, negotiated setints are more stable
today than previously. In the 1990s, negotiatetleseents were highly
likely (44 %) to break down within five years. Tgdaround 12 % seem
to break down. This is a dramatic decrease.

! Harbom, Lotta/Melander, Erik/Wallensteen, Peteyaflic Dimensions of Armed
Conflict, 1946 - 2007. In: Journal of Peace Redga®%(5)/ 2008, pp. 697-710.
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Figure 1:Number of armed conflicts 1946-2007, by intensity
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These encouraging signs are often overshadowecdybrutality of
some of today’s conflicts. However, these positivends need an
explanation. A common one is that the internatioc@inmunity to a
larger extent has been acting proactively on pravgrarmed conflicts
from starting, reoccurring and spreading. Furtheemthis is the likely
result of the increased support for post-conflieage-building showed
by the international community. That would meart thasons have been
learned from the crises such as Bosnia, Rwand&antlia in the early
part of the 1990s. One reason for the increasetnadtom the
international community is that many parties nowéhthe possibilities
to get engaged, whereas during the Cold War maing {harties, —
especially the UN — were restricted in their actioAfter the restraints
were lifted, the UN and other actors could startatd effectively to
prevent armed violence and now there seems taghebal consensus on
the importance of acting at an early stage to preescalation. Even
though conflict prevention has been high on theermdtional
community’s agenda, (in foreign ministries and icademic circles)

12



since the early 1990’s, there is still no consensms what this
phenomenon constitutes. The insights into what wakd what does
not, is also often limited.

Defining Conflict Prevention

Conflict prevention can mean many things dependinghe situation
and what is intended. At the core of the concephés prevention of
destructive and violent forms of conflicts — armmahflicts, wars and
even genocide. However, this does not specify Whatls of violence
are sufficient to merit the attention of preventeasures. The UN sees
prevention as “action to prevent disputes fromirgidetween parties, to
prevent existing disputes from escalating into totsf and to limit the
spread of the latter when they occur” through djaky negotiations or
other pacific means (UN Peacemaker Glossary). Semdd however
argue that conflict prevention should mean the @méwn of conflict in
the first place, i.e. prevent the outbreak of vicke.

Even though the concept has a broad meaning,aftes divided into
two categories: measures taken before the conffiatee erupted and
efforts that are taken when the violence and conii noticeable. The
first type includes long term efforts such as dreptconditions that
foster a peaceful environment and are intendedfs®tostructures that
could foster armed violence. These measures camdmefforts where
poverty is reduced and economic development immgtoVéis is often
referred to asstructural prevention and occurs before violence has
broken out. The other category contains measuedsatie those put into
place during the early violent phase of the confben there are clear
defined and visible organized groups and a statedmpatibility. The
efforts taken in this phase have the purpose @fctffg the situation in
the short term, such as reducing low levels of enok, hindering a
conflict from escalating or averting it from spresgl geographically.
These efforts are often labelletirect or operational prevention but
some would call it conflict management as the ¢onflas moved from
a non-violent situation to a violent one. Finalbgnflict prevention can
also include measures taken to prevent a conflich freoccurring after

13



a peace agreement has been signed. This is offed paace building.

Many — countries, organisations, researchers ettbave their own

definitions and notions of what constitute conflpcevention. Whereas
researchers need a well elaborated definitioncpohakers require one
that mirrors the situation on the ground and thne$ep a more inclusive
definition.

It is customary to consider preventive actions asomas taken by
outsiders, so called third parties and not actiopnghe warring parties
themselves to try to deescalate a situation. Thpshlp Conflict Data
Program (UCDP) defines third party as an actor that is involved in
either helping the warring parties to regulate theompatibility, to
change conflict behavior or to regulate other donhilssues. In other
words, a third party works as an intermediary betwé¢he primary
parties to the conflict. According to UCDP’s defion a third party may
or may not be neutral in its relations with the mvay parties although it
cannot be involved militarily in the conflict as ssecondary warring
party. It may, however, provide support for any of tharmng parties
short of sending troogsAs long as the outside party is not considered to
be a fighting ally of one of the conflict rivals & secondary warring
party — the actor is viewed as a third p3ity

Preventive instruments

There is a proliferation of terminology. At the ment there are many
concepts circulating: conflict prevention, peaceilddng, conflict

management etc. The definitions of these termsnwiftes overlap,
describing different aspects of the same thingrdlee several different

2 A secondary warring party is defined as a party émters a conflict with troops to
actively support one of the sides in the conflicsecondary warring party is always a
state actor who shares the position in the incoitifigt with one of the sides in the
conflict. (Uppsala Conflict Data Program 2009/02/R&finitions)

® Melander, Erik/Mbller, Frida/Oberg, Magnus: Mamagjintrastate Low-Intensity
Armed Conflict 1993-2004: A New Dataset: In: Intational Interaction, volume
35/2009, pp. 58-85.

* For a description and definitions of all measupdsase see Appendix A.
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tools available to third parties in their efforts avert a conflict from
escalating. In creating a typology of preventiveaswges, some include
only peaceful means such as mediation, facilitattm whereas others
include coercive ones such as sanctions or militagrvention. As there
is no agreed-upon definition of conflict prevention the first place,
there is also no consensus on if or how mediatidferd from
facilitation, dialogue and diplomacy in generaleféare different ways
of describing a typology of measures: as toolbdxesas a ladder of
preventive steffs Both assume that there are different, clearlassge
means that are used. But how can one distingui$éreint tools from
each other? For example, when does an activity lwtictermed (for
instance, by the involved parties) facilitativek&alactually turn into
negotiations? Concepts as the toolbox and the tadde difficult to
translate into reality. As a result, the Uppsalanfict Data Program
(UCDP) and its researchers went one step furthécegated a typology
that was both theoretically interesting and emallyc authentic, i.e.
actions that actually fit into the categofieBased on this typology, data
was collected covering escalating ethnic conflictghe period 1990-
1998. This resulted in the Ethnic Challenges to ésoment Authority
Dataset (ECPEC) where 729 preventive actions wecerded in 32
crises. The data was then analyzed, which showattlie typology
worked when applied to the empirical cases.

The preventive instruments were divided into peacehd coercive
measures. These two categories each have a setbomsasures as
shown in Figure 2. The typology tries to capture tihole spectra of
interventions, small and peaceful as well as moeeahding and
coercive. It covers measures that are traditiooalst in preventive
diplomacy but also takes in initiatives that migidt be viewed as

® Lund, Michael S: Preventing violent conflicts. #kategy for preventive diplomacy.
Washington D.C. 1996, pp. 203-205.

® Eliasson, Jan: A Culture of Conflict PreventioBweden and Conflict Prevention. In:
Melbourne, Anders (Ed.): Developing a Culture oh@iet Prevention. Hedemora
2004, pp. 40-46.

" Oberg, Magnus/Mbler, Frida/Wallensteen, PeterlyEaonflict Prevention in Ethnic
Crises, 1990-98: A New Dataset. In: Conflict Managat and Peace Science, 1/2009,
pp. 67-91.
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necessary for prevention but are used to an ekigrthe international

community when dealing with upcoming conflicts. Osiech tool is

giving verbal attention to various sorts of statatee such as
condemnations and praises made by head of staed)N Secretary
General, 1GO representatives etc. Another unconwesit measure is
relief efforts, which include humanitarian aid; thetual delivery of

food, clothes and medicine but also include deosiby statesmen to
allocate funds to this cause. Even though thisoisanmeasure widely
used in the literature, researchers such as Dig686) have included
this type of initiatives based on the assumptiat they may “have the
effect of reducing anxieties and tensidhs”

Figure 2:Typology of third party measures
Peaceful measures
I
1 1 1 1 | |
[ Verbal J [Relief J [Facili-} [Third partyJ Proposals
attention efforts tation coordination

Concerning the Concerning Concerning the Concerning
incompatibility related issues incompatibility related issues

Coercive measures

I
[ Conditioning measures J [ Chapter VIl measures J

I_I_I

Threats of Implementation
Carrot Stick chapter VII of Chapter VIl
measures measures

8 Dixon, William J: Third-party techniques for presing conflict escalation and
promoting peaceful settlement. In: Internationag@nrization, 4/1996, p. 658.
° Oberg et al.: Early Conflict Prevention, p. 72.
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The typology also encompasses different types wfies that facilitate
communication and the creation of opportunities rfagetings between
disputant parties (facilitation). This category ludes action such as
inviting primary parties to talks, visits, separate all-party talks,
meetings and negotiations over the conflict issité the participation
of a third party. An instrument in line with this the meetings that are
held among third parties in their efforts to cooate their attempts to
discuss the proper way to proceed (third party dination meetings).
The preventive tools in Figure 2 also include psae by third parties
on how to solve or handle the issue at stake, tbecalied
incompatibility or a related issue such as refugmeseasefire. The last
of the peaceful means are decisions taken by d tharty, over the
incompatibility or a related issue. These measoassbe actions such as
arbitration or a decision to form a mission to moenhuman rights or to
make provisions for the return of refugees.

The coercive means are fewer in numbers. They arigled into
conditioning measures and Chapter VII measures. fils ones
stipulate a preferred outcome and also state aiymseaction if fulfilled
(carrot) or a negative consequence if not (stigk). example of a
conditioning carrot could be: “disarm and you caket full part in
talks”. An example of a stick could be: “withdramaps or face further
sanctions”. Finally, the Chapter VII measures ideluhreats to use or
the decision to carry out measures that are caedaim Chapter VIl of
the UN Charte?’.

One conclusion from the Oberg et al. (2009) stsdpat in a systematic
study, it is reasonable and possible to differéatizetween different
types of facilitation. One way to do this is to tdiguish between
different forms of talks instead of labelling them mediation, é&iion

etc. Instead it seemed fruitful to look at whetttex warring parties are
meeting and communicating directly or indirectlyaiaigh a third party.
This would enable researchers and practitionergréate their own
definitions by combining different types of talkannew categories. For
instance, mediation would for some only includeedirtalks between

1% Oberg et al.: Early Conflict Prevention, pp. 71-73
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belligerents with a mediator present whereas othwerdd include both
direct and indirect talks. These thoughts resulteal new UCDP project
and data collection effort, which emanated in thankbing Intrastate
Low-intensity Conflict (MILC) dataset. MILC coverall low-intensity
intrastate armed conflict dyadsin the period of 1993 to 2004 and all
third party activities are mapped until the dyada¢stes into full-scale
war or the dyad becomes inactive.

The MILC dataset maps includes different types edqeful third party
measures: indirect-, direct-, and bilateral tatisod offices, arbitration,
fact-finding missions, permanent observers, and cegleseping
operations.Its main focus is on different types of talks betwe
belligerents and third partiekdirect talksare talks where the warring
parties are not talking face to face, but indinettirough the third party
acting as a go-between. The intermediary bringsrimétion from one
party to the other. When the combatants meet fadade with a third
party present, the talk is viewed adieect talk The MILC dataset also
includes so-calledhilateral talks which are talks between the third party
and only one of the warring parties over conflgsues. Many times,
bilateral talks include situations where the thiraty simply explores
the positions of the parties and there is thusegotation or bargaining
going on. Bilateral talks may also include eventsere a third party
state representative talks to one of the warrindiggaabout possible
financial or material support. This might not beasidered intentionally
preventive but following strict coding definitionghich are necessary
when compiling data, all events taken by a thirdypahere the conflict
issue is discussed in any form is included in thtaskt. MILC covers
127 dyads. A total of 3,018 third party initiativase included in the
dataset?

1 A dyad is two conflict units that are parties toaaflict. One of these units has to be
an armed challenger while the other unit has ttheechallenged one, for example;
government vs. opposition group or two alliancgsting each other (the alliance is
connected by its position in the incompatibility).

12 Of the 127 dyads covered in the dataset, measumestaken in 83 dyads.
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Patterns of prevention

Even though there has been an increased interesmitict prevention

and management, little is known of what measuresuased, who the
third parties are and what is effective. Reseascl@ve not had an
opportunity to test their propositions as globabdaas been lacking. Up
until a few years ago, there were only few datasetgerning conflict

management efforts: the International Conflict Mgeraent (ICM) and

International Crises Behaviour (ICB) being the mpsiminent ones.
Compared to these datasets, the creation of MILQresented a
significant improvement for research specificalijed at understanding
conflict management in low-intensity intrastate admconflict. First,

although ICM has greater breadth, MILC is much modetailed than

both ICM and ICB and thus enables researchers eautifoners to get a
comprehensive global overview of third party peaugatives for the

period of 1993 to 2004.

As can be seen in Figure 3 the number of efforts Jaied over the
years. A sharp increase in the activity by thermagonal community is
seen from 1999 to 2001. This variation is mainlyatex to the
intensified attention given to the situation inalsk (Palestine). The curve
labeled “without Israel” shows the total amountedfiorts excluding the
efforts made in regard to the Israeli (Palestineflact. This conflict
appears to be an exceptional case. Examining tlaeathathis case more
closely suggests that the actions during the 188®sctually connected
to the peace process that was, at the time, géneesin as creative and
with good prospects of finding a solution.

19



Figure 3:Number of third party efforts and warring dyads 398004°
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Examining where initiatives by third parties haveeb taken, one can
observe that the number of warring dyads in a regimes not
correspond to the attention received from the nmaeonal community.
A pattern of bias toward taking action in the Migldast is evident also
when one looks at the regional distribution ofdhparty efforts, seen in
Figure 4 and 5. The Middle East receives 35% oinddirnational peace
efforts even though only 9% of the global numbedgéds is found in
the region. The same is true for Africa. In corirdsian dyads receive
little attention despite the fact that they makeounp fourth of the global
number of warring dyads. In Europe, the many cotdlin the Balkans
received a large majority of international attenti@ similar pattern was
found when analyzing the ECPEC data; the Middlet Basl Europe
received relative high levels of attention whileaAseemed to have been
forgotten despite many crisés

13 Melander et al.: Managing Intrastate Low-Intengityned Conflict.
1 Oberg et al.: Early Conflict Prevention, pp. 76-77
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Figure 4:Number of warring dyads by region 1993-2004.
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!> Melander et al.: Managing Intrastate Low-Intengityned Conflict.
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Figure 5:Third party efforts by region 1993-2064
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Based on the MILC data, the most common form oforeffoy
international actors in preventing intrastate dotdlfrom spreading or
escalating is to engage in some type of talk with warring parties as
seen in Table 1. This is true for all regions. Ralarly common were
bilateral talks, i.e. talks where a third partytatking to only one of the
warring parties. One possible explanation for thegdéent use of
bilateral talks is that this form of talks may beed as a way to pave the
way for more direct types of talks between theigetents, either face-
to-face or indirectly through a mediator. One comnfiarm of bilateral
talks is state visits or visits by envoys who dssuhe conflict with
either party, often the government side. In fads twice more common
for third parties to talk to the government of arnvey dyad than to the
rebel group. This is probably because the goverhngea legitimate
party and it could be seen as controversial to talkebels that are
sometimes even labeled as terrorists by their oowregment. A first
step could be to start a process by talking togbeernment and then
move on to include talks with the rebels.

A large share of the good offices, i.e. providingdtion and facilities to
a third party and the warring party/-ies, were &tk by Switzerland,
Tanzania and South Africa. A majority of Switzedan good offices
were in regard to the conflicts in the Balkans,eesgly the conflict in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia. Tanzania andthSéfrica
provided a location for talks concerning the canfin Burundi. Other
measures such as fact-finding missions, arbitrasind other missions
and operations were used in moderation.
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Table 1:Percentage of type of measures by region.
Actual number in parenthesis

Middle

Europe Asia  Africa  Americagast
Bilateral talks 61% 77%  64% 43% 85%
(2128)
Good office 11% 10% 17% 27% 6%
(359)
Direct talks 18% 7% 10% 22% 5%
(307)
Indirect talks 6% 1% 4% 0% 3%
(106)
Unclear talks 2% 1% 3% 2% 1%
(53)
Fact finding 1% 4% 1% 3% 1%
(41)
Peacekeeping |<1% (1) 0% 1% 1% 0%
(14)
Permanent
observers 1% 0% <1% (1) <1% (1) <1% (3)
(8)
Arbitration 0% 0% <1% (1) 0% <1% (1)
2)
Total: 3018 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Research suggests that the characteristics ofhihe party actor may
affect the outcome of preventive measures. A clések at who the
third parties are, is therefore essential. In tHe®Adata, the US are the
most active intermediary, illustrated in Figure ®ne conflict in
particular received US attention: the conflict israleli-Palestinian
conflict. The Balkans, particularly the conflicts the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia over Kosovo and in Croatia over Stebitories, was
another area of focus of US activity. Also manytlué UN’s activities
were directed at the conflicts in the Balkans, emy the one in
Croatia but also in Bosnia Herzegovina. The EU wais® engaged in
both countries and it mediated actively througheitsoy Lord Owen in
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Bosnia Herzegovina. Another conflict in Europe thla@ EU focused
their efforts on was Macedonia. Russia also padied in various types
of talks and dealt actively with the Israeli/Paleisin conflict as one of
the members of the so-called Quartet that attemptedrevive
negotiations. Russia also took action regarding tive territorial
conflicts in Georgia: over Abkhazia in the early008 and South Ossetia
in 2004'" Egypt's involvement was almost exclusively focusea
talking to the parties to the Israeli — Palestincanflict. A large part of
the efforts taken by France were directed at Africanflicts, such as the
ones in Ivory Coast and Niger, and most of therefftaken by South
Africa targeted the conflict in Burundi but also DBbngo. Also the
efforts by Tanzania were directed at these two |msf The
involvement by the UK is spread fairly evenly agrathe world’s
conflicts and regions even though the Israeli donfleceives a large
part of British attention. Finally, the African Wm (AU) has mainly
focused its activities on Central and West Africéhwconflicts for
example in DR Congo, Burundi, Sierra Leone and lligbe

" Remember that according to the UCDP, a third peatysupport either side in a
conflict but cannot be a secondary warring pamy2008, Russia is coded as a
secondary warring party on the side of Republi8afith Ossetia and could therefore
not be seen as a third party. However, in 2004siaugas seen as a third party since it
was not actively fighting on side of the RepublicSouth Ossetia. Even if Georgia
repeatedly accused Russia of supporting the break-gepublic, support in itself is

not enough to be seen as a secondary warring [@ety<http://www.pcr.uu.se/
research/UCDP/data_and_publications/definitionshtati#top>.
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Figure 6:
Ten most active third parties in conflict dyadshgltly 1993-200%
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Are any of these conflict management measures assdcwith an
increased or decreased likelihood of an escaldbowar? Second, for
some of the most commonly employed measures, doasitier what
type of third party is taking the measure? Melaredeal. (2009) used the
MILC data to answer these questions and showed ahatimber of
conflict management measures are associated wiiérein increased or
decreased likelihood of a low-intensity intrastatanflict escalating to
the level of war? Many previous findings and suggestions on
preventive efficiency are supported by the ECPEQ MiLC data. The
idea that relief efforts should reduce the liketiioof escalatiof! is
supported by research by Oberg et al. (2009). Obead. also find that

18 Melander: Managing Intrastate Low-Intensity Arm@anflict.

¥ The UCDP defines war as an armed conflict witkeast 1000 battle-related deaths
in a year.

% Dixon: Third-party techniques.
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activities that facilitate communication and theatron of opportunities
for meetings between disputant parties (facilitatim combination with
proposals have a significant conflict dampening@ffwhich is in line
with previous research that argues that efforts ferilitate
communication and to create opportunities for nmgstihave a conflict
dampening effeét. The effects of using sticks (threats/coercionyl an
carrots (inducements) are popular themes in tleeatitré® but when
tested on empirical data, the use of carrots ise®athe risk of
escalation significantly, whereas sticks have riec#f’.

Turning to bilateral talks, that is talks betweere @f the warring parties
and a third party, research finds that only bilatéalks where the third
party is one or several of the permanent membetieofUN Security
Council are associated with a lower risk of es@aainto war. In fact,
bilateral talks where the third party is a neighiroy state, a non-
neighbouring state, or an actor in the residuatgaty “other” are
associated with a higher risk of escalation inta®varhus, apart from
the measure itself, it seems that the identitype tof third party matters
quite a bit. In fact, for mediation (here definedaacombination of direct
and indirect talks) and bilateral talks the typetlofd party seems to be
more important than the type of measure. Alsodtparty efforts to
participate in talks are not generally associateth \& lower risk of
escalation into war. In fact, mediation by the UNdaneighbouring
states are associated with an increased risk efagm into war. Only

21 Jentleson, Bruce W: The realism of preventivesstaft. In: Carment,
David/Schnabel, Albrecht (Eds.): Conflict Preventi®ath to peace or grand illusion?
New York 2003.

And: Lund: Preventing violent conflicts.

And: Lund, Michael S: Preventing Violent Intrast&enflicts: Learning lessons from
experience. In: Tongeren, Paul van et al. (Edear&ing for peace in Europe and
Eurasia. An overview of conflict prevention and gefauilding activities. London 2002.
*2\Wallensteen et al.: Wallensteen, Peter/Staibanan@Eriksson, Mikael: The 2004
Roundtable on UN sanctions against Iraq: Lessarsdel. Uppsala 2005.

And: Jentleson: Realism of preventive statecraft.

And: Lund: Preventing violent conflicts.

And: Lund: Preventing Violent Intrastate Conflicts.

2 Oberg et al.: Early Conflict Prevention.

4 Oberg et al.: Early Conflict Prevention.
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participation by the five permanent members ofuihNeSecurity Council
and by actors in the residual category “other’ig;miicantly associated
with a lower risk of escalation into war These findings seem to
suggest at least one thing: the identity and cheariatics of the third
party may be as important, or even more importdran the type of
conflict management measure applied. As Melandei.g2009) point
out diplomatic efforts like mediation may be mofteetive if — at least
implicitly — backed by a credible threat of foroa, commitment of
resources. Thus, super powers, here defined adiwbepermanent
members of the UN Security Council, may be moreaife mediators
because they possess military and economic gower

Conclusion

Mapping third party preventive efforts show thate timternational
community is doing a lot to prevent and manage iltwnsity conflicts.
This is very encouraging. However, many aspectssalteunanswered.
Even more data and further studies are neededlar tw understand the
complexity of third parties and their conflict pestion and
management activities.

> Melander: Managing Intrastate Low-Intensity Arm@anflict.
%6 Melander: Managing Intrastate Low-Intensity Arm@anflict.
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APPENDIX A
Definitions used in MILC dataset:

Indirect talks:

Talks where the warring parties do not conversee fax face, but

indirectly through the third party acting as anemediary. The

intermediary is bringing information from one patty the other. In

order for an event to be coded as indirect tahes;et must be substantial
validation that the third party is going from oneming party to the

other exchanging information. Typical events inewhuttle diplomacy.

Examples of indirect talks include the Egyptian ad& mediation

efforts that led to the signing of a number of meateals on the
expansion of Palestinian self-rule in the late X)9fost notably the
Protocol on Redeployment in Hebron, the Wye RivenMrandum and
the Sharm el-Sheik Memorandum.

Direct talks:

When the combatants meet face to face with a fharty present. These
talks include events such as face-to-face meetwefyween the warring
parties to the conflict in Aceh, Indonesia in Swede 1999 and talks
with the Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue (HDCY@00.

Bilateral talks:

Talks between the third party and only one of tlering parties over
conflict issues. Bilateral talks differ from indatetalks in that we do not
have considerable reason to believe that the tharty is passing along
information between the warring parties, i.e. théseno form of

negotiation going on. Many times, bilateral talkslude situations
where the third party simply explores the positiohthe parties.

Unclear talks:

When the character of the talks is uncertain, tdiks are defined as
unclear. This includes instances where the circumstanoce®unding
talks were unclear, e.g. whether the parties tatkegach other face to
face or indirectly through a mediator, etc.
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Fact finding missions:

A delegation with the purpose of establishing thetd of a matter, e.g.,
whether human rights abuses, instances of violeacejiolations of
cease-fires have taken place.

A good office:

Defined as a country that offers the warring partiee opportunity to
meet. Here, the third party does not actively eegaghe talks but only
facilitates talks, i.e. provides location, facesi, etc. By good office we
only include locations where the talks are heldamother country
besides the conflicting state or the state of tlediating country. E.g. in
talks in Sweden between the Hamas and Israeli govemt with the US
acting as a mediator, Sweden is coded as goocaoffic

Arbitration:

A situation where a third party issues a bindingisien on a matter, e.g.
an international court ruling on a contested isSue third party must
be mandated by both warring parties to decideemthtter.

Permanent observeis defined here as a mission with a permanent
office, carried out by the UN, IGOs or individuahtes, with the stated
purpose to observe and/or support a peace procesmflict situation,

but without any operational duties involving unifeed personnel having
an official status as military troops, military @pgers or civilian police.
Only the deployment of the mission, not actionsetalkduring its
deployment are included.

Peacekeeping operation:

A third-party state intervention that: a) involvése deployment of
military troops and/or military observers and/orilgan police in a target
state b) is, according to the mandate (as specifiednultilateral

agreements, peace agreements, or resolutions oUmher regional
organisations), established for the purpose ofratipg conflict parties,
monitoring ceasefires, maintaining buffer zones, d anaking

responsibility for the security situation (amondhat things) between
formerly, potentially, or presently warring partiesnd c) is neutral
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towards the conflict parties, but not necessarntypartial towards their
behaviour (Heldt & Wallensteen 2005).

Source: Melander et al. 2009 and MILC Codebook
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The GeorgianAbkhaz Conflict

Sabine Fischer

Introduction

Georgia and Abkhazia found themselves on the boink new war in
July and August 2008. The Russian-Georgian war &arth Ossetia
did not spill over to Abkhazia mainly thanks to theick reaction and
intervention of the European Union, who succeedeadégotiating a
ceasefire only five days after the outbreak of ifibes. Nevertheless,
tensions along the administrative border betweeor@a& and Abkhazia
had risen to a maximum, and the events of Augusi82Bad
consequences for Abkhazia that were very similahtse that the war
incurred for South Ossetia: unilateral recognitidindependence by the
Russian Federation, and with it, progressive séipardrom Georgia
and further isolation from the international comntyn

This contribution aims to analyse the historicabtsoand evolution of
the Georgian-Abkhaz conflict. This conflict is reotecent development
but has a long history and a strong ethno-politd@hension. It is,
therefore, necessary to go back to its pre-19901yiso as to be able to
understand the different layers and narrativeb@fcbnflict.

As an analytical framework to elucidate the compéxictures behind
the Georgian-Abkhaz conflict and provide an expliemafor the failure
of any attempt — be it by the parties to the cotslior by international
stakeholders — to find a solution, the author hueses the terminology of
conflict prevention, management, resolution, andngformatiort.
Conflict prevention refers to the attempt to previe incompatibility of
positions from escalating into open violence. Thgetwith conflict
management, meaning the attempt to influence théiciing parties to

! Coppieters, Bruno: The EU and Georgia: time patpes in conflict resolution,
EUISS Occasional Paper, 70/2007, p.1.
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make concessions in important security issues gtrouternational
mediation, it forms part of sustainable conflickéskition. However, the
precondition for successful conflict resolutioncnflict transformation
— a change in the conflicting positions of the igartvhich enables them
to make compromises on issues related to the canflConflict
transformation implies first, an alteration of baides’ position on the
conflict and a reassessment of their own role aespansibility.
Secondly, systematic confidence building is an mssepart of conflict
transformation so as to enable the parties to dmdlict to interact and
communicate.

The chapter is divided into three parts: the fpatt will deal with the

historico-structural background to the conflict. réé historic layers
shape the structure of the conflict which provideat entrepreneurs at
the beginning of the 1990s with fertile ground fomenting violence:

the territorialisation of ethnicity in the Sovietnldn, the very specific
demographic history of pre-Tsarist, Tsarist and i&o®bkhazia and

Georgia, and nationalist radicalisation againstlbekground of intra-

elite struggles for the redistribution of power amdalth in the failing

Soviet Union. The main assumption of this first tpa that the

nationality policy of the Soviet Union deepenededgences between
ethnic groups by erecting a system of instituticseal injustice and
mutual discrimination which was very likely to ingole once the central
power disappeared.

The second part focuses on three parallel develofaredter the war in
1993/1994: the evolution of Georgian politics cae tlescribed as
following a trajectory from a failing state to a rpmnent (and
nationalist) revolution, while Abkhazia shifted fiuer into Russia’s
orbit. In the aftermath of the war the distancenaen the Abkhaz and
Georgian societies became insurmountable. Moreakerregional and
international context of the conflict became evarenfragmented and
competitive. The main assumption underlying thisaais that instead of
conflict transformation in the sense of rapprochementof the

antagonistic positions of the parties to the cohtihere was a growing
polarisation of the conflict at all levels. This dermined existing
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mechanisms of conflict management and made compitetention — not
to speak of conflict resolution — increasingly ahifit.

The third part gives a brief overview of the cottflresolution process
and tries to explain why conflict prevention wag possible.

Historic layers

The territorialisation of ethnicity and the institinalisation of injustice
in the Soviet Union

The territorialisation of ethnicity within the tdorial administrative
organisation of the Soviet Union was a cruciallyportant historico-
structural factor that paved the way for the Gearghbhkaz war in
1993/94% After the October Revolution and the civil warftbébkhazia
and Georgia were incorporated into the Soviet UrisiSocialist Soviet
Republics. They concluded a Union Treaty in 192t bkemained
separate. Starting from 1924, Abkhazia’s sovergidriggan to vanish
(the 1925 constitution already lists it as an Aotoous Soviet Socialist
Republic/ASSR). In 1931 it was officially incorpted into the
Georgian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic (SEFSRhe main
difference between the Soviet Federative Soci&®egublic/SFSRs and
the ASSRs was that the former were sovereign andtha right to
secession. Although both sovereignty and the riglgecession lacked
any practical meaning in the Soviet system, theyumed high symbolic
value in the difficult relationship between Georgiaand Abkhazians.
There were other important peculiarities of thetesys which in the

2 For an elaborate analysis of the development of@an-Abkhaz relations during the
Soviet era see Coppieters, Bruno: The Georgian-aAbkronflict. In: Bruno Coppieters
et.al. (Ed.): Europeanization and Conflict ResolutiCase Studies from the European
Periphery. Ghent, Academia Press 2004, pp. 191R2&1an analysis of Abkhazia’s
pre-Soviet history, see Schorkowitz, Dittmar: Postknunismus und verordneter
Nationalismus. Gedéachtnis, Gewalt und Geschichit#poh Schwarzmeergebiet
(Post-Communism and Imposed Nationalism. Memomlevice and the politics of
history in the Black Sea region).

Frankfurt am Main/Berlin: Peter Lang 2008, chapter
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course of the decades deepened the gap betweenatehnicities: the
Abkhazians were in a subordinate relationship te tBeorgian
community in Georgia and the Abkhaz ASSR had feagbministrative
powers. At the same time, the Abkhaz population vgmanted
disproportionate representation in public instdns in Abkhazia. The
Abkhaz as the titular nation of the ASSR had feadtural rights than
the (Georgian) titular nation of the Georgian SFB®&:. instance, school
and university education was only available in Rarss- but not in
Abkhaz. This had a dual effect: on the one hamdedkened the Abkhaz
language and culturevis-a-vis Georgia, thereby multiplying the
Abkhazians’ fears and sense of being victims ofcriisination.
Moreover, mutual estrangement was underpinned lgy lémguage
barrier which emerged between the Abkhaz and theordsmn
population. Russian, the language of the opprefison a Georgian
perspective, became théingua franca between Georgians and
Abkhazians, because neither community spoke trgukege of the other.
At the same time the predominance of the Russiagukge brought
Abkhazia even closer to Russia. The transformatfoAbkhazia into an
all-Union vacation paradise and the massive infdfixRussian tourists
reinforced this trend.

After a period of fierce “Georgianisation” duriniget Stalin era, Abkhaz
protest movements pushed Moscow to improve thegitipa vis-a-vis
Thilisi. By the end of the 1970s they had acquiagldlitional cultural
rights, and increased representation in politinatiiutions in Abkhazia.
Given the fact that in parallel to this the demphia balance kept
shifting to their disadvantage, this fuelled mooeial discontent among
ethnic groups in Abkhazf.

Georgia also had to contend with political and wnalk marginalisation
and fight its own struggle against MoscbwAlready in the Tsarist
Empire emerging Georgian nationalism had militategainst the

% See section on migration below.

* Goltz, Thomas: The Paradox of Living in Parad@eorgia’s Descent into Chaos. In:
Cornell, Svante/Starr, Frederick (Ed.): The Gundwdust 2008. Russia’s War in
Georgia. New York and London: M.E. Sharpe, pp. I0-2
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imperialist centre, but at the same time agairstietgroups in Georgia.
Abkhazia, which had been the last part of the Gaargingdom to be
annexed and incorporated into the Russian Empirel864, was
perceived by the Georgians as a pawn in Russiadshabkhaz claims
for more cultural rights were interpreted as hiddéempts to ‘Russify’
Georgia. The fact that Russian gradually becamabksihed as the
lingua franca between the two communities did not ameliorate the
situation. Georgia was subordinated to the Sovaditipal structures,
which, for their part, were dominated by Russiamug$tfied) elites —
despite formal equality between Georgia and Rus§a&orgians
perceived themselves as discriminated againsteattiion level as well
as in Abkhazia.

Consequently both sides interpreted their relatignsn diametrically

opposed ways and ascribed themselves the rolecbingi — which, in

fact, they were. However, neither side acceptedgtimvances of the
other, and consequently, the possibility of sirmaiausly being a culprit
and a victim. This was the perfect precondition dar efficient divide-
and-rule policy, which helped the Soviet Empir&kéep different ethnic
groups in a precarious balance and preserve itspomer. Abkhazians,
Georgians and Russians coexisted in what was ligs@acomplex

system of mutual suppression, in which injusticéthbupon injustice,

and all affected groups developed their own, utedlaand eventually
mutually exclusive narratives of their tribulations

Demographic manipulation

The fact that the Abkhazians as an ethnic groupy oepresented a
17.8% share of the total population in Abkhaziaobefthe 1993 war is
often quoted in the Georgian debate as well akarstientific literature
on the conflict. And as a matter of fact the analpitof a relatively small
minority to become independent and have a saytbeedestiny of other
(majority) ethnic groups is problematic from a demadic point of view.

Because of this striking imbalance, Sukhumi’s fasih regarding the
return of internally displaced persons (IDPs) hasrbone of the central
stumbling blocks in the negotiation process on @worgian-Abkhaz
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conflict. It is important, however, to put this antthe context of
Abkhazia’s long history of migration and demograpimanipulatiorr.

Two landmark events stand out when looking at #raahraphic history
of Abkhazia: first, the makhadzhirstvo the mass emigration of
Abkhazians (and other North Caucasian ethnic grotgpshe Ottoman
Empire during the second half of thé™@entury® Between 100,000 and
500,000 members (estimations vary depending onstheces) of the
Abkhaz community are said to have left Abkhaziairdythat period.
This diaspora was caused by the combination of rabwears and
political discrimination. Meanwhile, the Tsaristthaaorities promoted the
settlement of Russian, Greek, Armenian and Baltdorgsers in
Abkhazia. Secondly, there was also a movement eighdlians to the
Southern parts of Abkhazia — hence the dense GaoeiMingrelian
poL)uIation in Gali in the Dcentury. As a consequence, already in the
19" century the indigenous Abkhaz population in Abkhastarted to
become a minority. From an Abkhaz perspective, Wiagipened was
political discrimination in tandem with demographi@nd ethnic
marginalisation.

Under Soviet rule, particularly between 1939 an899massive waves
of migration of Georgian, Russian and Armenian woskto Abkhazia
took place. This shifted the demographic balancghén, to the

disadvantage of the Abkhaz. Ultimately, the demplgi@ composition

in the Abkhaz ASSR as recorded in the 1989 censss &/ % percent
Abkha7z, 46% Georgians, 14% Armenians, 13% Russiand, 10%

others.

Thus, demography, migration and Stalinist natidpgiolicy fed into a
system of territorial-administrative control ovethic groups, and it

®> Schorkowitz: Postkommunismus, pp.130-134.

® Themakhadzhirstvetarted during the Great Caucasian War (1832-186d had
several peaks: after the annexation of the Abkieiddm (1864), after the Great
Uprising (1866), and after the Russian-Turkish (1&78).

"Wolleh, Oliver: A Difficult Encounter — The Inforah Georgian-Abkhazian Dialogue
Process. Berghof Report, 12/2006, Berlin: Bergheddarch Centre for Constructive
Conflict Management, p. 14.
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provided the basis for both Abkhaz and Georgianlirfge of
discrimination, marginalisation, and need for skdfence. After the war,
during which the entire Georgian population wascéor to leave
Abkhazia, the demographic situation remained oneth&f factors
blocking conflict resolution.

Perestroika and collapse

Three aspects increased inter-ethnic relations he period of
Perestroikaand Glasnost and the subsequent collapse of the Soviet
Union.

First, Perestroikaprovoked debates about democracy and the reform of
the state in all parts of the Soviet Union. Givdre tdemographic
composition of the Abkhaz ASSR, the Abkhaz startedfear that
democratic representation without ethnic quotas lvolead to a
considerable increase of Georgian power and thveir marginalisation.
The Abkhazians, therefore, early on militated farugpgrading of their
status to a sovereign SFSR and a confederationtiatiGeorgian SFSR
within the Soviet Union. Since they considered #xésting system a
guarantor for their security, they did not share ttesire of many
Georgians to dissolve the Soviet Union but, oncthrérary, opted for its
preservation.

Secondly,Glasnosttriggered off a series of historical debates bioth
Abkhazia and Georgia. Against a backdrop of mudisdrimination and
marginalisation, prejudices and fear, national atares quickly turned
into nationalist narratives. In Georgia, for ingtan the Ingorogva
hypothesis on the Abkhaz not being an indigenowplpeexperienced a
renaissance during that period. Georgian natidsaligsed this
assumption to try and justify depriving the Abklzams of their
autonomous rights and subordinating them to thergs&@o population in
Abkhazia®

8 Schorkowitz: Postkommunismus, p.133.
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Thirdly, the decline of the Union centre and itdimnhte collapse,

followed by a period of total absence of functi@nistate structures,
gave free rein to unscrupulous actors who were t@bieap the benefits
of an extremely tense situation in which fears othbsides translated
into radical nationalism, and could easily be miebd and exploited. In
Abkhazia, the Abkhazians and the Georgians vietl e#ch other over
the redistribution of power and benefits in thdifigi Soviet structures.
In Georgia, various Georgian elite groups compei®dng themselves,
and the Georgians competed with national minorithesin other parts
of the ailing Soviet Union, increasing intra-el@ed inter-ethnic tensions
and the rush to grab opportunities in the Soviet aarly post-Soviet
shadow economy became closely intertwined in aougicircle of

violence?

This explosive mix led to three wars in Georgiawsstn 1992 and
19941° The war in Abkhazia (August 1992-October 1993) \wgisfar

the bloodiest of them, leaving 10,000 dead, of What least three
quarters were civilians. Almost the entire Georgeapulation, between
200,000 and 250,000 people, had to leave Abkhaha.Abkhazia war
started as an offshoot of the Georgian war whenGergian National
Guard under Tengiz Kitovani invaded Abkhazia on A4gust 1992

under the pretext of hunting down followers of thested President
Gamsakhurdia. After an initial display of superiprby the Georgian
troops, the Abkhaz side, thanks to massive Russigoport, emerged
victorious in the war. The acute phase of the eonfinally ended with

the ‘Moscow Agreement on a Ceasefire and the Separaf Forces’ on
May 14, 1994. The parties to the conflict agreedhmnestablishment of
a Security Zone and a Restricted Weapons Zone dloagseorgian-
Abkhaz administrative border. The Agreement alsovigled for the

deployment of a Commonwealth of Independent SteResicekeeping
Force (CISPKF) in order to monitor both conflictriges’ compliance

® Ziircher, Christoph: The Post-Soviet War. Rebe]liihnic Conflict, and Nationhood
in the South Caucasus. New York and London: NewkYdmiversity Press 2007, p. 9.
9 The Georgian-South Ossetian war 1992, the Geowyjidrkaz war 1992-1993, and
the civil war between supporters of the first GéamgPresident Zviad Gamsakhurdia
and his main adversaries, Tengis Kitovani, heath@National Guard, Jaba loseliani,
leader of the paramilitary group Mkhedrioni, in 299
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with the agreement. The UN Mission to Georgia, Whitad been
established already in 1993, was tasked with mangahe activities of
the CISPKF.

Growing apart

If the Abkhaz and the Georgian communities hadadlydived separate
lives during Soviet times, the war and the expulsid the Georgian
population from Abkhazia sealed the rift. Developsein the 14 years
between the conclusion of the Moscow Agreement #oed Russian
recognition of Abkhazia’s independence both in @eoand Abkhazia,
but also in the regional and international contextthe conflict,

systematically deepened the gap between GeorgiAlakithzia.

Georgia — from state failure to permanent revolutio

During his years in power, Eduard Shevardnadze gotounable to
restore the Georgian state. Neither the securitiosenor the economy
or any other sector crucial to support functioniatatehood was
reformed during his rule. Corruption was endemit] &hevardnadze,
his family and his entourage were deeply involved.i Shevardnadze’s
government never possessed the monopoly on theoliderce in

Georgia. Armed militias and paramilitary groups xieted with a

confusing and ever growing number of state secstiyctures. Last but
not least, the impoverished Georgian populationaber increasingly
disillusioned, apathetic and distrustful of the testawhile growing

distance could be observed between Thbilisi andonati minorities

living in Georgia — not to speak of the breakawayitories. Centripetal
forcelsl were at work, everywhere and at all lev8ksorgia was a failing
state.

Georgian policy towards the conflicts during thatipd did not follow
any strategy or goal except the principle of rejrééion of the

' Lynch, Dov: Why Georgia Matters. EUISS Chaillopg 86/2005, Paris: European
Union Institute for Security Studies, p. 23.
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breakaway regions into an asymmetric Georgian &aber. Towards the
end of the war and during the first years thatolekd Georgia
succumbed to Russian pressure. In autumn 1993)edajm a militarily
hopeless situation, Shevardnadze had agreed t@i@eanembership in
the CIS, which changed Russian loyalties and pakedway for the
Moscow Agreement In late 1994 Georgia officially supported
Russia’s invasion of Chechnya and accepted fousiRasnilitary bases
on its territory. In 1996 Georgia achieved the igipon of CIS trade
sanctions on Abkhazia, which isolated the breakateaytory from the
rest of the region. The Georgian government ditlelito constrain
paramilitary groups operating in western Georgiad aacross the
administrative border, presuming that any kind ofsgure on thele
facto authorities in Abkhazia would work in Georgia’svéar. Apart
from this, however, no conceptual thinking tookgglaon how to create
conditions that would allow for a peaceful coexiste of Georgians and
Abkhazians in a unified state.

The Rose Revolution radically changed the Georgigoroach towards
both Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The new admitistra policy was
underpinned by the wish to reform the Georgianestatd pursue its
Euro-Atlantic integration. The restoration of Gadarg territorial
integration through the reintegration of Abkhaz&guth Ossetia and
Ajaria was considered a precondition for both thgpsas.

In concrete terms, the new government launchednabitiaus reform
programme aiming at the restoration of the Georgtate, focussing on
the rule of law, political and institutional refosmrestoring central
power across the country, economic reforms and rggcsector
reforms®? It achieved considerable successes during theyirs of its
rule, particularly regarding the economy. Howeveteficiencies
remained in many areas of the political system.r&@heas been no
proper division of power, and the government hasashlittle appetite

'2 Gordadze, Thornike: Georgian-Russian Relatiorteén1990s. In: Cornell,
Svante/Starr, Frederick (Ed.): The Guns of Aug@&t® Russia’s War in Georgia.
New York and London: M.E. Sharpe, pp. 28-48, at3?p38.

3 Lynch: Why Georgia, p. 26.
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for installing a functioning system of checks aradaibnces between the
executive, the legislative and the judiciary. Dotieegensions flared up
and culminated in the unfortunate events on 7 Ndnexr2007.

President Mikhail Saakashvili also moved swiftlyaigent the country’s
foreign policy towards the West. The Shevardnadiaimistration had
cultivated a pro-Western rhetoric, but this had heen matched by
much in terms of concrete policy. The new Geordeadership set out
to firmly anchor Georgia in Euro-Atlantic internarial structures. Close
relations with the EU and NATO, and a strategiaatie with the US
rose to the top of Georgia’s new foreign policy radge The country
quickly became one of the most active participamthe EU’s European
Neighbourhood Policy. Even more important from a o@&an
perspective, however, was quickpprochementwith NATO, which
Thilisi hoped to achieve with American support thgh a Membership
Action Plan. Relations with Russia deterioratedlaiut the same speed
with which Georgia pushed for closer relations WWATO and the EU.
In autumn 2006 Russia imposed economic sanctioagstgGeorgia.
The two Presidents traded verbal insults on a eedudsis. In fact, the
very strained personal relationship between GenrgRresident
Saakashvili and former Russian President Putin Idhawot be
underestimated as a factor determining GeorgiarsiRaselations.

The unification of Georgia through the restoratioh its territorial
integrity became the single most important goalidg the policy of the
new Georgian administration. President Saakasidide the quick
reintegration of the unrecognised entities his qea historical mission.
Several features characterised the newly activéedrgian policy
towards the breakaway territories.

1) The new Georgian approach was based on theofdeaunifying the
country for the sake of the Georgian nation. Heitce&/as a nationalist
approach by its very nature which is problematixrfrthe perspective of
national minorities in a multi-ethnic countt¥.

1 Lynch: Why Georgia, p. 32.
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2) Georgian policy addressed Russia as the mairrsaw in the
conflict. When looking at public statements by Rtest Saakashvili and
other government officials throughout the wholeigersince the Rose
Revolution, they focussed almost exclusively on fusas the main
driving force behind the conflict. Thee factoauthorities in Sukhumi
were ignored or disqualified as a bunch of crimsnalth whom Thilisi
was not prepared to negotiate. Just as in Sovedsti the dispute with
Abkhazia was conducted via Moscow, and not direatlgh the
Abkhazians.

3) Georgia actively pushed for a change of the g@lkezaping format in

place since the 1994 Moscow Agreement. The govemtimeampaign

to internationalise the peacekeeping force aloreg Abkhaz-Georgian
border was based on the conviction that Moscow avasarty to the

conflict, and the CISPKF, staffed exclusively bg tRussian Army, was
not a neutral peacekeeping force. Georgian officialso regularly

criticised the UN Mission to Georgia and the Grag-riends for their

inefficiency and called for the involvement of neactors in the

negotiation process. The ultimate aim of thesar@aivas to strengthen
the influence of actors close to Georgia and tontenbalance Russian
predominance.

Abkhazia

Abkhazia may have managed to avoid reintegratioth vizeorgia

through the war in 1992/1993, but the price it kaghay was immense.
The war had left its infrastructure and economytrdged and its lands
devastated. Economic and trade sanctions undernangdsustainable
economic development for more than a decade. Therityaof the

Abkhaz population remained without employment, suaffered from

total isolation from the outside world.

'3 Jonathan Cohen: Incentive or Obstacle. In: AccArduestion of sovereignty. The
Georgia-Abkhazia peace process. London: Conciligesources 1999, p. 34.
International Crisis Group: Abkhazia Today, Euréfeport 176/2006, Brussels:
International Crisis Group 2006, pp.15-19.
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Abkhazia set out to establish state institutionth@course of the 1990s.
A constitution was adopted in 1994, and parlianmn&ections took
place in 1996. In October 1999 a referendum adgytkia constitution of
Abkhazia as a sovereign state passed with an oeémittig majority™®

Meanwhile, despite its official adherence to th& Ganctions and to the
recognition of Georgia’s territorial integrity Mase’s political and
economic influence increased steadily. Clandestimkillegal economic
interaction across the Abkhaz-Russian border wasothly source of
income for ordinary people, and the only way tondaenefits for elites
in Abkhazia. Moscow’s decision to offer people imkhazia Russian
citizenship and lift travel restrictions at the egng of this decade
aimed at increasing the region’s dependence asasghutting pressure
on Thilisi. When assessing the situation, howevilee, humanitarian
dimension of Abkhazia’s isolation should be taketoiaccount. From
the point of view of ordinary people in Abkhaziaete was no other
alternative but to accept Russian support. Consfdestern criticism
towards Russia in this respect was perceived irhAbia as ignoring the
economic hardship inflicted by isolation.

Nevertheless disagreements occurred between SukandiMoscow.
The dispute over the Presidential elections in Adak in October 2004
stands out in this respect. Moscow was not ablgush through its
favoured candidate, Prime Minister Raul Khadjimba&o would have
guaranteed (even more) continuity in Abkhaz pditiafter the
resignation of Vladislav Ardzinba. Instead, Rusk&d to reluctantly
accept a new poll and the eventual victory of SeBmgapsH.’

The new Abkhaz leadership tried to pursue a matepandent political
line. Close relations with Russia remained the regntce of Abkhaz
strategy. At the same time, however, Sukhumi pmodd a ‘multi-

vector foreign policy’, aiming at establishing rtabas with other
external actors, notably the European Union.

'® International Crisis Group: Abkhazia: Ways ForwdEdrope Report 279/2007,
Brussels: International Crisis Group 2007, p. 9.
7 International Crisis Group: Abkhazia Today, pp-113L
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Polarisation of the international context

The number of international actors formally andmially involved in
the conflict resolution process in Abkhazia greeaslily throughout the
years. Russia was the first external player tdifat? meetings between
the parties to the conflict in 1992. At the sammeti however, Russia
played a highly ambivalent role in the conflictndieng support first to
Abkhazia and later, after Georgia's accession & @S, to Georgia.
Later on, Moscow kept using the unresolved corsliot Abkhazia and
South Ossetia as a lever against Georgia. Hencssi&Rmever was a
neutral broker between the parties, but got deeplplved in the
conflict from the outset and pursued its own indesewvhich were not
aimed at the resolution of the conflict, but ratheits preservation to put
pressure on Thilisi.

The United Nations and the OSCE were the nextnatenal actors to
appear on the stage. Both were involved in thet finternational
mediation efforts in the conflict. A first ceasefingreement concluded
in Sochi in July 1993 provided for the deploymeritimternational
observers and peacekeepers under the aegis of NheThé ceasefire
collapsed only two months later, but the United ibteg Observer
Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG) stayed. A year lates imandate was
expanded to observe the activities of the CISPKIaglthe Georgian-
Abkhaz border.

In 1997 the ‘Group of Friends of the Secretary Galhdor Georgia
entered the scene when the then Special Repraserftatthe Secretary
General (SRSG) Liviu Bota initiated the so call€&geheva Process’.
France, Germany, the UK, the US and Russia actéatcdiators for the
Georgian-Abkhaz Coordination Council and its thveerking groups
(on security, IDPs and refugees, and social andauo@ issues). Hence,
by the end of the 1990s, Russia, the US and thgeEW Member States
were involved in the official negotiation format.

Between 1997 and the beginning of this decade db&smed to be a

promising constellation for the achievement of arernationally
negotiated and guaranteed settlement. And indeedst#meva Process
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introduced some dynamic into the negotiations @nGleorgian-Abkhaz

conflict. After 2002/2003, however, relations betnethe international

brokers became increasingly strained, which hadery detrimental

effect on the conflict resolution process. It ist iee purpose of this
chapter to elaborate on the development of relatbmiween Russia and
the US or Russia and the EU. It is important téestaowever, that the
polarisation of the relationship between Georgid Abkhazia and the
increasing polarisation of the international contekthe conflict have

been simultaneous and mutually reinforcing sineehiginning of this

decade.

As outlined above the new Georgian leadership densd Moscow a
party to the conflict and occupi&t.On the other hand, closer military
cooperation between Thilisi and Washington and Acaer support for
Georgia’'s NATO ambitions transformed the image bé tUS in
Abkhazia into that of a protecting power of Georyideteriorating
Russian-American relations and increasing compaetitor influence in
the whole post-Soviet space reinforced the poltwisaf the Georgian-
Abkhaz conflict.

When the EU cautiously increased its engagemetiterconflict, it did

so by strengthening its relations with Georgiastfithrough the
nomination of an EUSR for the South Caucasus atet tArough its
European Neighbourhood Polity. The new Abkhaz leadership
expressed interest in contacts with the EU. Atghme time, however,
the quickrapprochementetween Georgia and the EU was observed
with great suspicion. The fact that the EU quickigcame the most

18 Interviews with government officials and expertsbilisi, January, May and July
2008.

19 Interviews with representatives of te factoauthorities and experts in Sukhumi,
January, May and July 2008.

%0 Lynch, Dov: The EU: towards a strategy. In: LynBloy (Ed.): The South Caucasus:
a challenge for the EU. EUISS Chaillot Papers 6882@p. 171-196, at p. 171. The EC
has had a delegation in Thilisi since 1995, andr@aaoncluded a Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement with the EU in 1999, butaswenly with the debates on the
ENP that Georgia and the other two South Caucdggrublics became a focus of EU

policy.
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important donor of external assistance to Abkhaza insufficient to
meet Abkhaz concerns, because EU aid went througilsiTand was
targeted at strengthening ties between Georgians\bkhazians! The
EU’s economic assistance could not compensatehirpolitical and
symbolic deficiencies of EU policy as seen fromAdokhaz perspective.
Before decision makers in Brussels even realisgtietEU became part
of the polarised international environment of theo@ian-Abkhaz
conflict, which negatively affected the potentialr fmediation it had
enjoyed when it first entered the stage. Once agdavelopments
around the conflict and increasing tensions intbikd relations between
Russia and the EU overlapped and reinforced onthano

The failure of conflict transformation

Irreconcilable positions

Throughout the 1990s, negotiations on the Georgiainkaz conflict
were characterised by two basic positions: Geargigted on territorial
integrity and on an asymmetric federation with loreathough never
really specified — autonomy rights for Abkhazia aather regions.
Abkhazia, on the other hand, was not prepared tbeyond a two- tier
confederation guaranteeing sovereign rights to SukhBy the end of
the 1990s, and particularly after the Abkhaz refduen in October
1999, however, Abkhaz demands for independencebbadme firmer
and, finally, irrevocable. During the same perimiias on an associate
status with Russia had occasionally surfaced inAbkhaz political
debate. The international debate around Kosovowigmp Western
support for Kosovo’s independence and Russianrs&its about its
possible implications for other unresolved condlidtad strengthened

1 |CG: Abkhazia Today, p. 16. Abkhaz NGOs repeateeiysed to cooperate with the
European Commission Delegation in Thilisi becahse ¢cooperation was linked to the
final goal of the reunification of Georgia and tamder the umbrella of EU-Georgian
cooperation in the framework of ENP. Interviewdhilisi and Sukhumi, January,
May and July 2008.
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Sukhumi’s self-confidence and hardened its positima-vis Georgia
and the other international negotiators.

In May and June 2006 Abkhazia and Georgia publishegjestions as
to the solution of the conflict. These two papdrsve how far positions
had grown apart since the mid- 1990s, when negmtstircled around
the organisation of a federal solution.

The Abkhaz ‘Key to the Future’ paper made a pegceament between
two sovereign states and Georgian and internatignatantees on the
non-resumption of force a pre-condition for negatizs®? It called on
Georgia to apologise for its ‘policy of assimilatjovar and isolation’,
lift the economic and information blockade andiaté the recognition
of Abkhazia’'s independence to overcome barrierpeaceful relations
and regional cooperation. The paper presented traksderal steps as a
precondition for any further negotiation. IDP retuwas made
conditional upon the verification of the actual rhen of IDPs from
Abkhazia in Georgia under the auspices of the UNHT# wording in
the paper suggested that return should be limitéde Gali region.

The order of priorities of the Georgian peace ganAbkhazia was the
exact opposite: the proposal insisted on Georgeistorial integrity in

internationally recognised borders, albeit grantiAgkhazia broad
internal sovereignty based on the principles oéfatism® In its second
point, the proposal demanded the organised retd@irallointernally

displaced persons ‘in safety and dignity withowy areconditions’. The
third point affirmed that Georgia was ready to caimitself to the non-
resumption of hostilities and the peaceful resolutof the conflict.

However, no legally binding agreement was mentioned

2 predlozhenie Abkhazkoy Storony o Vseob’emlyushchiegulirovaniem
Gruzinsko-Abkhazkogo Konflikta ‘Klyuch k BudushemygSuggestion of the Abkhaz
side regarding the comprehensive resolution of3bergian-Abkhaz conflict ‘Key to
the Future’- Website of thee factoPresident of the Republic of Abkhazia.
<www.abkhaziagov.org>.

% Thilisi Unveils Principles of Abkhazia Peace PI@ivil Georgia, 9 June 2006.
<www.civil.ge>.
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The two papers starkly illustrate the deadlock leetwthe parties to the
conflict: the Abkhaz side refused to accept negiotid underpinned by
the principle of Georgia’s territorial integrity @n for fear of its
demographic implications, made talks about the rmetof IDPs
conditional upon the recognition of its sovereignipilisi, on the other
hand, was not prepared to enter any negotiationghenstatus of
Abkhazia because this would have implied its departfrom the
principle of territorial integrity.

Regarding the involvement of external actors, tla@ dpetween the
Georgian and the Abkhaz positions grew wider ad.Wéle fact that
Sukhumi saw Russia as its main security guarantqrorgentially

increased Georgian concerns and fears. Consequéhtligi questioned
the CIS/Russian peacekeeping mandate. With its d@sndor the

internationalisation of the peacekeeping forces #mel negotiation
format, as well as closer relations with the US, XA and partly also
the EU, Georgia tried to gain security guarantess eounterbalance
Russia’s influence in the conflict resolution pregeFrom an Abkhaz
perspective, on the other hand, these measuregdolife part of an
increasingly aggressive Georgian policy aiming e tnconditional
reintegration of Abkhazia into the Georgian sta@onsequently,
Sukhumi strictly opposed the internationalisatiénhe CISPKF as well
as a change of the negotiation format.

Given the now firmly entrenched separation betwetie two
communities and the tense international contexhefconflict, the few
small windows of opportunity such as the publicatal the two peace
plans in spring 2006 were not enough for the adtwigeak through this
vicious circle.
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Negotiations — but no transformation

After the negotiation of the Moscow Agreement ir849he next phase
of active negotiations on the Georgian-Abkhazianflad started with
the launch of the Geneva Process and lasted hatilatks on the Boden
Document Talks in the framework of the Geneva Process feeti®n
security and the non-resumption of hostilities, $Déhd refugees, and
social and economic issues. Negotiations unfoldedtveo tracks: a
series of meetings at different venues involvedadewange of political,
economic and cultural actors from both sides of abeflict line? In
parallel to this, the Coordination Council andthsee working groups
mentioned above proceeded in their work. The ovatatlosphere was
characterised by the parties’ willingness to wark donflict settlement.
The Boden Paper suggested a federal solution gganfibkhazia
sovereignty within the Georgian state. The inwiataimed at forging a
consensus among the Friends first — and stalled Abkhazia’s refusal
after the Georgian side had already accepted itaadasis for
negotiations® The failure of the Boden initiative marked a tmaipoint
and the beginning of a new period of deadlock ie tdN-led
negotiations. The bilateral Sochi Agreement betwé&éoscow and
Thilisi in 2003 appeared to be an important stepwéod. Putin and
Shevardnadze agreed on the establishment of worlimgips on
refugees and IDPs, the prospective creation ofpartite police force
and administration in Gali, the restoration of ®echi-Thilisi railway

24 This is only a very rough overview of the inteinatl processes on the Georgian-
Abkhaz conflict. For more detailed analysis see Ratane, Neil: The role of the UN.
In: Accord: A question of sovereignty. The Geor§iakhazia peace process. London:
Conciliation Resources 1999, pp. 36-41. Coppiefens: Georgian-Abkhaz conflict.
Oliver Wolleh: Difficult Encounter.

% The Athens meeting in 1998 (weapons reductions|#int investigation
mechanism in security zone), the Istanbul Meetin§999 (IDPs) and the Yalta
Meeting with the Yalta Declaration in 2001 (seqursisues). For a collection of the
most important documents of the Geneva Proces8cmed: A question of
sovereignty. The Georgia-Abkhazia peace proceszddm Conciliation Resources
1999.

% |CG: Abkhazia: Ways Forward, p. 9.
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and other infrastructure and economy-related ptefécThe Georgian
government for the first time conceded that ecowonghabilitation
measures could be implemented before a politictlesgent of the
conflict. However, the Sochi Process did not leadat significant
improvement of thestatus quo Disappointment over its selective
implementation prompted Georgia to reconsider asimitment. After
the Rose Revolution, and with tensions mountingvbeth Georgia and
Russia, the Sochi Process came to a standstill.

Negotiations were accompanied by recurrent violdashes along the
Georgian-Abkhaz border. The focal points of thesgdents were the
Gali district, where the situation deterioratedidapin 1998, and the
Kodori Gorge, where clashes between Georgian/Cimeeind Abkhaz
troops took place in 2001, and again in 2006. Massalecision to
grant Russian citizenship to inhabitants of Abkha#ieightened
tensions. When both sides put forward their respegieace proposals
in 2006, the situation was already at a very lownpand, as outlined
above, the positions of the parties to the contliict not indicate any
rapprochementThe Georgian incursion into Kodori finally intepted
the Geneva Process shortly before the escalaticeverits in August
2008.

Conclusion

The ultimate trigger of this escalation was Kossvaeclaration of
independence, which had direct repercussions on uheesolved
conflicts in Georgia. As part of its ‘asymmetricsppnse’ Russia
unilaterally withdrew from the sanctions regime iaga Abkhazia and
South Ossetia, set about legalising relations whth two entities and
moved in more troops. In Georgia this was perceagthe acceleration
of Moscow’s ‘creeping annexation’ of the two em#i Thilisi’s reaction
fluctuated between heightened nationalist rhetdhie, strengthening of

%" Debates focused on economic rehabilitation (rajilvimvestment in Inguri Power
Station), the extension of the CISPKF mandateattiie police force in Gali for safe
return of IDPs. Coppieters: Georgian-Abkhaz Conflic
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Georgia’s bid to obtain a NATO Membership Actiora®l(MAP), and
diplomatic attempts to defuse tensions along thdlict lines. In late
March, President Saakashvili put forward a new pgaoposal, which
was quickly dismissed by the Abkhaz side.

All this was underpinned by the total failure ohflect transformation.
Political elites on both sides of the conflict lioger the past 15 years
never seriously questioned their roles and respaitigs in the conflict,
nor did they soften their positions regarding theywo its resolution. On
the contrary, relations between the parties to ¢beflict became
increasingly polarised. Georgia’s attitude radsedi after the Rose
Revolution and alternated between peace proposals aggressive
nationalist statements. Sukhumi, too, hardenegasstion, relied totally
on Russian protection and hardly took any initiegivwf its own. Last but
not least, the polarisation of the internationahteat undermined joint
efforts to find solutions and deepened the gap éetwthe conflict
parties. Under such conditions none of the actorslved could prevent
the situation from spiralling out of control in Augf 2008. Alas, the
post-August 2008tatus quds even more rigid and less open to conflict
transformation.
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Missed Windows of Opportunity in the Georgian-
South Ossetian Conflict — The Political Agenda of
the Post-Revolutionary Saakashvili Government
(2004-2006)

Doris Vogl

Summary

This essay focuses on the performance of the Gaorgide as main
actor in the Georgian-South Ossetian conflict adenitifies windows of
opportunities that the Georgian central authoritidisl not seize during
the first two years of the first incumbency of Rtest Mikhail
Saakashvili. The text refers mainly to comments aadkground
analyses of Georgian experts in order to avoid agiade Western bias.
The final part of the text elaborates on the questivhether or not some
of the missed opportunities could be reanimatedha context of the
current post-conflict situation.

Introduction
Learning from history implies the search for missggportunities.

Conflicts erupt in a context of wrong decisions, igsions and
misinterpretations. The history of the GeorgianutBdOssetian conflitt

! A precedent to the later Georgian-South Ossetaflict can be traced back to early
Soviet times, when Ossetian clans joined the RosSaviet Republic in 1918, refusing
to become part of the newly-created Democratic Ripof Georgia (1918-1921). In
response, Georgia launched several punitive expadiinto Ossetia.

The existinghistorical frictions deteriorated in the winter1#89-1990 after the South
Ossetian Autonomous Region declared on 10 Noved®#&9 separation from the
Georgian SSR and unification with the North Ossefiatonomous SSR in response to
nationalist policies of the then Thilisi leadersHipmcontrolled military actions
continued for three months and were stopped bgtwet Army. During the
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is riddled with human errors. The current interoaél discourse on the
reasons and factors of the five-day war of Aug@&i®focuses primarily
on political developments shortly before the outliref the far-reaching
violent conflict. The following text concentrates the years 2004 to
2006 to trace various missed windows of opportuffidy a durable
peace-building process. During this period, the Ipevelected
Saakashvili government emerged as driving forcetha ongoing
negotiation process and was in the favourable ipostb create a new
framework for the political settlement of the GaargSouth Ossetian
conflict. In this context, the essay elaboratesttes main features and
shortfalls of the peace agenda, put forward by gbst-revolutionary
Georgian government.

Retrospective on the Shevardnadze era

Already during the era of the Georgian Presidenided Shevardnadze
(1992 - 2003), the Georgian-Ossetian conflict wascgved by
international observers as “frozen”. Despite a fidicade of political
stalemate climate with the occasional exchange afst official

presidency of Zviad Gamsakhurdia (1990-1991), $hibughened itsGeorgia for
Georgians$ policy and attempted to solvéhe Ossetian Probletmilitarily. On 9
December 1990, the Supreme Soviet of Georgia digalithe South Ossetian
Autonomous Region and declared a state of emergency

An offensive of the Georgian Interior Ministry tqo® which started on 6 January 1991,
resulted in an escalation of the conflict, duringiatr thousands of Ossetians and
Georgians were killed or wounded. On 20 Januaryl 18% Georgian units, having
encountered tough resistance, left Tskhinvali. @iMay 1992, the Supreme Soviet of
South Ossetia adopted an Act of State Independ@&ieeconflict remained frozen
under president Shevardnadze after signing of dgobys Accords in Sochi, on 14
June 1992. In consequence to the Accords, th@stagj of Russian, Georgian and
Ossetian peacekeepers as tripartite peacekeepo®vi@s agreed upon.

2 0n 22 November 2003 massive anti-governmenta¢spetests connected to
election results falsification during parliamentafgctions of 2 November 2003 led to
the forced interruption of the constituting parlemary session by opposition members
(entering the building with roses in their hands) ¢he resignation of President
Shevardnadze on 23 November 2003. Those eventsfareed to as the “Rose
Revolution”. New Parliamentary elections were hahd28 Mach 2004, with a large
majority won by the Saakashvili-supporting Natiohalvement - Democrats.
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statements, all sides involved adhered to exigfiagpgue mechanisms
to avoid further complication of the status guio.might be argued that
the situation remained stable during the governantePresident
Shevardnadze due to the effective mechanism oftia€lripartite Joint
Control Commission (JC&)which was initiated in 1994, on the one
hand and the Georgian-Ossetian treaty, signed96 »® the non-use of
force, on the other hand. Yet on closer examina@owell-balanced “tit
for tat” policy among the conflict stakeholders side the established
framework of international conflict resolution mectisms appears as
the overarching stabilisation factor. To put it e@recisely: Georgian
authorities, Tskhinvali de-facto authorities togatlith representatives
of the Russian Federation were relying on well-fiorang unofficial
communication channels related to common “grey eooyi activities®

— i.e. large-volume cross-border trading — untike thall of the
Shevardnadze government. Against this backgrodnedcultivation of a

® Heinrich, Hans-Georg: OSCE Conflict ManagemerGaorgia: The Political
Context. In: Institute for Peace Research and 8gdeolicy at the University of
Hamburg (Ed.): OSCE Yearbook 2001. Baden-Baden 2001211-215.

* The Joint Control Commission (JCC) was set up @salt of the Dagomys Accords
of June 1992. The JCC included Georgian, RussiarthNDssetian and South Ossetian
representatives. Under JCC mandate the Joint Pegpielg Forces (JPKF) with
Georgian, Russian and Ossetian soldiers was esttalli limited to 500 soldiers from
each entity.

® Regulatory economic procedures like tax and custaere administered in a way
that allowed officials to extract illicit paymerftom private enterprises and
individuals. Border-crossing commerce was regaaseleing riddled with corruption.
See: Papava, Vladimir/ Kaduri, Nodar: On the Sha&alitical Economy of the Post-
Communist Transformation. In: Problems of Econofmiansition 40(6)/1997, pp.15-
34.

Darchiashvili, David/ Tevzadze, Gigi: Ethnic Coofl and Breakaway Regions in
Georgia. Discussion Paper 9, International Ingtifot Democracy and Electoral
Assistance. Stockholm 2003.

Chkhartishvili, David/ Gotsiridze, Roman/ Kitsmdmigli, Bessarion: Georgia: Conflict
Regions and Economics. In: Champain, Phil/ Kleimaria/ Mirimanova, Natalia
(Eds.): From War Economies to Peace Economiegniatienal Alert. London 2004,
pp. 120-157.

Kukhianidze, Alexandre/ Kupatadze, Alexander/ Gase/ Roman: Smuggling
Through Abkhazia and Tskhinvili Region of Georghar(erican University
Transnational Crime and Corruption Centre, Geo@iffice). Thilisi 2004.
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“hidden” common agenda proved to be fertile soildogeneral climate
of mutual trust.

The First Missed Window of Opportunity:Trust Buildi ng
Measures

Within four months after the presidential electidnsJanuary 2004

after Mikhail Saakashvili assumed office, the newistalled Georgian
government succeeded in regaining control over radjane of the
breakaway regions in West Geordia.

In early May 2004, Tskhinvali followed the oustiofAslan Abashidze,
the local potentate of Adjara, with utmost concesince a continuation
of Thilisi’s ambitious territorial restoration poji seemed likely. Despite
high-level Georgian-Ossetian meetifigand a public statement of
President Saakashvili, offering autonomy to Souttsélia within a
federal staté the general perception on the South Ossetianvegethat
Thilisi was going to apply the “Adjara scenario”3outh Ossetia.

® On 4 January 2004, Mikhail Saakashvili won an eAssiming victory in the
Georgian Presidential election and was inaugurasddresident of Georgia on 25
January 2004. With a voter turnout of 86,2% Saakiiskceived 96,3% of the votes
cast. As in previous elections no polling took plat Abkhazia or South Ossetia.

" Mikhail Saakashvili was refused entry into Adjamacampaign for the regional
presidential elections on 28 March 2004. In respdsakashvili put the Georgian
armed forces on alert. On 2 May 2004 Adjarian lea@ddan Abashidze ordered the
demolition of two bridges linking Adjara with thest of Georgia. In response
Georgian authorities gave the province ten dayigarm its militias. On 4 May 2004,
Adjarian security forces broke up protests agaséan Abashidze in Batumi, the
capital of Adjara. The following day, street prdteimtensified, Abashidze resigned
and left Adjara, flying to Moscow with his family.

8 According to the testimony of Erosi Kitsmarish\biéfore a Georgian parliamentary
commission on 25 November 2008, Irakli Okruashvifippointed as Interior
Minister on 10 June 2004 — was engaged in infomhivaict talks with Eduard

Kokoity between May and August. 14-16 July 20040rg&n Minister for Conflict
Resolution, Giorgi Khaindrava, met with represemés from North Ossetia and South
Ossetia in the framework of the JCC in Moscow.

° On 26 May 2004, President Mikhail Saakashvili imet in a presidential statement
his commitment to discuss a solution based on erédtate granting South Ossetia
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At this point, trust building measures would haveem of decisive
importance for any further developments in the @reor-South Ossetian
peace-building process, creating sort of an intctahy blue print for the
newly installed government. In this regard, the rggwernment was in
the rather privileged position to start from a parttabula rasa”
situation since Moscow initially showed itself opfen a new agend¥.

As a matter of fact, the new Georgian leadershig it meet the
challenge to lessen fears on the Ossetian sideadeate a durable
negotiation basis with Russia. Another shortcomivas the lack of
“patience” at the negotiation level, as the youagkashvili team did not
pay appropriate attention to the necessity of digph diplomatic

continence vis-a-vis its Ossetian opponent. Thétipasof Tskhinvali’s

leadership in regard to the political status of bheakaway region had
not changed for more than one decade. Therefoseassumption that
South Ossetia would quickly drop its aspirations $overeignty in

favour of a federal state solution was unrealistic.

autonomy status within a sovereign Georgian stateesponse, South Ossetian
Foreign Minister Murad Djioev declared that Soutss€tia was a sovereign state and
while the Tskhinvali leadership was ready for tadksresolving the conflict it should
not lead to the creation of a unified state.

1941n February 2004 in a capacity of the Georgiaasiient’s special envoy | [ Erosi
Kitsmarishvili ] was sent to Moscow to organize flist meeting between President
Saakashvili and then Russian President VladimimPutThe first thing Russians
told us was that they were starting relations whign new authorities in Thilisi with
an empty paper, because it was a totally new gowvent, which came into power
through the peaceful revolution; so Russians welteng) us that they wanted to build
formats for resolving those problems, which exigtetiveen the two countries for
years”.

See: Civil Georgia Online: Ex-Envoy’s Hearing atAMZammission Ends in Brawl
(25 November 2008). <http://www.civil.ge/eng/aréigdhp?id=20026>, accessed on
30 April 2009.

On Russian position see also:

Champain, Phil/ Klein, Diana/ Mirimanova, Nataliad(): From War Economies to
Peace Economies in the South Caucasus. Internbtitera London 2004.
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Starting with 31 May 2004, the Saakashvili governmengaged in a
confrontational strategy vis-a-vis Tskhinvali ando$dow’, which
reached its climax in August and September. It wak before late
September 2004 that first substantial trust-bugdafforts were initiated
from the Georgian side. Yet, the once open windbwpportunity was
already closed. The unexpected and sudden crack-davblack market
commerce, starting in May 2004 together with thebiigation of
Georgian special forces had left traces in theectille consciousness of
the South Ossetian population and significantlyséeed the effect of
any trust-building efforts, which were later inted by Thbilisi.

In regard to the uncompromising performance of B&akashvili
government shortly after the fall of Abashidzetical observers point in
the first place at the lack of governance expepeasfdhe newly installed
political leadership:
“One of the flaws of the new authorities is thaéythcontinue to use the
revolutionary style and apply the principles of akiionary expedience in
solving the problems (...)In the case of Adjara, tevolutionary style worked,
but later, continued use of this style createdoseriproblems in terms of
governance and administration. The activities whialere conducted
informally, behind closed doors, which neglected thw and prompted the
misuse of power by officials ended in a serioudufai for example, in
breakaway South Ossetia. We can openly say thadhernment’s campaign
failed in South Osseti&®

1 On 31 May 2004 Georgia deployed 300 Interior Miigroops to the Georgian
populated village Tkviavi in South Ossetia follogian alleged threat from the
commander of the Russian contingent of the thriempaeacekeeping force. On the
same day, an “Anti Smuggling Operation” started sindet blockades were erected at
Nikozi, Tkviani, Pkvenisi and Eredvi villages.

On anti-smuggling operation see: Mirimanova, Natafilein, Diana (Eds.):
Corruption and Conflict in the South Caucasus.rivgonal Alert. London 2006.
The so-called “South Ossetian military campaigatjiched on 18/19 August 2004
with approximately 3 000 troops deployed endedhitufe. According to the
Georgian military expert Kakha Katsitadze, the caigp was not planned
effectively.

12 Civil Georgia Online: Interview with legal expdavit Usupashvili (1 November
2004). <http://lwww.civil.ge/eng/article.php?id=823kccessed on 30 April 2009.
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Even though some members of the new Saakashvikrgawent team
like Giga Bokeria, the Vice Foreign Minister of Ggm@, have been
aware at an relatively early stage that it was sable to implement
goodwill measures in regard to the South Ossetianér, the official
rhetoric on the idea of trust-building remainedused only on the South
Ossetian population and excluded the political éesldip of the
breakaway region.

In sharp contrast to previous Shevardnadze auritthe new
Saakashvili cabinet directed its efforts towarddarmining the political
standing of the South Ossetian de facto Presidehtafd Kokoity
instead of pursuing dialogdé.

The Georgian observer, Archil Gegeshidze, offere fiollowing
explanation for the failure of this delayed as wasl one-sided trust-
building strategy:
“Current Georgian President Mikhail Saakashvilitleyious attempt in 2004
to break a twelve-year deadlock and take anothegr 81 restore Georgia's
territorial integrity by undermining the regime Trskhinvali was misguided,

13 “we intend to strengthen our policy towards hotitialogue with the people.
However it would be rather unrealistic to speakulparticular dates now. The
situation in the Tskhinvali region completely difdrom that which was in Adjara. In
Adjara, 99% of the population identify themselvathwhe Georgian state.
Abashidze’s regime was the only problem existingdiara. Therefore, we did not
need much campaigning among the local populatiereth..As for South Ossetia, we
have to convince our Ossetian compatriots of thedgdl of the Georgian authorities
and the Georgian people; we have already madeusapimgress in this regard. At the
same time, the civil society is significantly wethlere, as compared with Adjara”.
See: Civil Georgia Online: Q&A with MP Giga Bokew&er South Ossetia (26 July
2004). <http://lwww.civil.ge/eng/article.php?id=748&arch=Q&A%20with%20MP
%20Giga%20Bokeria%200ver%20South%200ssetia>, aatess30 April 2009.

% |bid.: “Simultaneously, we are working towardsagsishing ties with those who
serve in Kokoev’'s administration. To be sure, amtirggn are many persons who
wish this regime to be changed. We work in thigdiion very actively and the
results will become obvious very soon, howeverilt meed some time. ...The fate of
Eduard Kokoev depends only on him. However, | dbthimk that he will change his
opinion regarding the current situation. Kokoeweot§ any dialogue over the status
of the breakaway region within the Georgian sthftence, we have to talk with the
Ossetian people by bypassing him; there are maaglpén his regime who wish to
talk with us”.
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ignoring the fact that only a comprehensive appnoic conflict resolution
will result in a sustainable peace.

The Georgian approach failed in large part becausea# based on a limited
analysis of the causes of the conflict. It falssdysidered that South Ossetia’s
de facto president, Eduard Kokoity, had little denatic legitimacy or
popular support and that the people would rapidijtch loyalties from
Tskhinvali to Thilisi™®.

When Mikhail Saakashvili presented the so-calldue-stage” peace
plan on the settlement of the Georgian-Ossetiarflicorat the 59th

Session of the UN General Assembly on 21 Septe@b@4, the South
Ossetian leadership claimed not to have been dewsoh the plaf®

Tskhinvali was more than reluctant to react in favof the “three-
stage” plan, which was presented in a revised apareled form by
President Saakashvili, speaking at the Parliamgmasembly of the
Council of Europe on 26 January 2005. The Southeti2ss response
came in late December 2005, after the first versitie peace plan was
already drafted into a detailed “Action Plan”, peted by the Georgian
Prime Minister Zurab Noghaideli to the OSCE Permér@ouncil in
Vienna in October 2005. According to the time scheaf this “Action
Plan”, a final political solution was envisagedthg end of 2006.

Kokoity’'s peace plan version rejected the idea oiflict settlement
within the short period of one year, included alints, unveiled at the
UN General Assembly in 2004 and coincided with iBbd three-stages
proposal, which called for demilitarization of theonflict zone,
confidence-building and security guarantees durihg first stage,
social-economic rehabilitation at the second stagel a political
settlement during the third stage. It should be troaed at this point
that the Ossetian initiative could only materialiséth Moscow’s
explicit approval of Georgia’s peace plan; Kokatyequest to absorb

!> Gegeshidze, Archil: Conflict in Georgia: Religiand Ethnicity. In: Kilpadi, Pamela
(Ed.): Islam and Tolerance in Wider Europe, Opeai&yp Institute. Budapest 20086,
pp.62-69, citation p. 63.

' The full text of the peace plan was posted oroffieial website of President
Saakashvili in late March 2005 (http://www.presitigav.ge).
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South Ossetia into the Russian Federation had fegected by Moscow
authorities on several occasions.

However, Russian officials, having been involvedha Georgian-South
Ossetian peace process, indicated that duringebend half of 2005,
the Saakashvili government started to pressureaf@momprehensive
political settlement at an earlier stage than atag8 Three”, as
scheguled in the activity timeframe of the initighree-stage” peace
plan:

In fact, such kind of substantial strategy changettee Georgian side
towards settling the Ossetian issue proved to néiramus reason for a
rather limited trust level and renewed armed tamsidt the beginning
of the year 2006, the representatives of the Jooritrol Commission
were once again confronted with the danger of awexd armed conflict
like in summer 2004.

"“The Georgian side understands that it is countetpctive to hold essential talks
over political settlement without resolution of tissues of the first two stages”.

See: CAUCAZ.COM Breaking News: JCC to Discuss KoKsiPeace Proposals
(25.12.2005). <http://www.caucaz.com/home_eng/depecdetail_imprim.php?
idp=482>, accessed on 30 April 2009.

“There’s no need to invent something new here. dfoximate guidelines were
voiced by President Saakashvili in September 2@0@4esb9th UNGA Session, where
he formulated a three-stage scheme for settlerttenteconomic and social
rehabilitation of the conflict zone, its demilitzation and decriminalization and the
determination of South Ossetia’s status. The tetage principle received
development in the counter-initiatives of Eduarckiity. In December 2005 the South
Ossetian leader proposed that a working group tapsithin the JCC to prepare a
program of peaceful settlement based on this pia¢demilitarization coupled with
trust restoration and security guarantees; sociaao@ rehabilitation; political
settlement). The working group was formed exaetly years ago and was ready to
operate. But the Georgian side preferred to bacMpednediately”.

See: Interview with Yuri Popov, Russian Co-Chaittef JCC for Georgian-Ossetian
Conflict Resolution. In: Izvestia, 28.5.2008.
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The Second Missed Window of Opportunity: Ergneti
Market

South Ossetia is connected through the Roki Tdhnelth North

Ossetia-Alania in the Russian Federation. Even rbetbe Kazbegi-
Verkhni Lars customs checkpoint along the Georgfiditary Road was
closed in June 2006, the constant heavy transjmovtthrough the Roki
tunnel connection was of high economic importanae the political

leadership in Tskhinvali. During the Shevardnadea, ¢he de facto
South Ossetian authorities had used tolls levieduanel traffic as one
of their main sources of revenue and developedSQdsetia into a
lucrative North-South trafficking conduit.

One of the main destinations for the smuggled gdama the Russian
Federation was the Ergneti market, consideredasntin trading point
in the South Caucasus region.

For more than one decade the Ergneti market, Idcate kilometre
south from Tskhinvali and 20 kilometres north fr@uori (main town in
Shida Kartli region), had served as a shipment fouluntaxed goods
from Russia, mainly food and petrol. According twe testimate of
Mikhail Kareli, governor of Shida Kartli region lve¢en 2004 and 2006,
the illegal market reached its peak with an anrtuahover of 120
million US dollars, with 80% of the trade conducteg Ossetians and
the rest by GeorgiarlS.Against this backdrop, Tskhinvali was cut off
from its economic lifeline, when the Georgian tealige department
erected street blockades and deployed policeistdiry 2004.

'8 The tunnel, completed by the Soviet authoritie$d85, is one of the few routes that
cross the North Caucasus Range. It is at abou©2r@ers altitude and 3 660 meters
long, and near the Roki Pass at about 3 000 maitittede, which can only be used in
summer.

The Old Ossetian Military Road, which crosses atriigéan Pass from Georgia to
North Ossetia is not passable for trucks and thegaiegligent. In breakaway
Abkhazia the Gantiadi-Adler crossing connects \lith Russian Federation.

9 Vilanishvili, Nana: Smuggling Row hits Georgianwio (22 April 2005).
<http://www.iwpr.net/?p=crs&s=f&0=239752&apc_stalemnicrs200504>, accessed
on 30 April 2009.
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The introduction of a vigorous tax collection systevas one of the
economic policy pillars of the newly consolidatedaagashvili
government. As a consequence, one of the firsietaggoups for the
newly introduced tax enforcement were local offiand businessmen
in Gori, which were known to gain huge profits froRussian and
Ossetian trade connections. In this context, thegelscale anti-
smuggling operation of late May 2004 was not merbigcted against
South Ossetia and its leadership. A more detaihadlyais reveals that at
least two population segments on the Georgian lsisietheir income
basis as a result of the closure of the Ergnetiketarwealthy
entrepreneurs in the transport and distributionoseogether with rank
and file citizens in the retail sale sector. Thausaof Gori residents and
Hundreds of Thilisi residents had made a livingrefjuently driving to
Ergneti market and purchasing tax-free cigaretieshol or food items
in order to sell untaxed import goods on the sffeet

Further, it should not be overlooked that anti-sgiung initiatives also
started to be carried out along the Armenian-Georgborder in
Samtskhe-Javakheti region and at Georgian-Azeroaidjorder check
points in the Kvemo Kartli region. Insofar, thetiative along the South-
Ossetian trading route was part of a country-widadacted “anti-
corruption” viz. “anti-contraband” campaign. Thisangpaign was
orchestrated by publications which portrayed theyef regions like

Abkhazia and South Ossetia as criminalised soseietie
“The self-proclaimed republics created zones withhhconcentrations of
weapons among the population, and first of all agnoriminals. Smuggling
through Abkhazia and the Tskhinvali Region takexelin an atmosphere of
rooted violence, innumerable assassinations, kiuings, hostage takings,
and numerous other serious crinfés”

2 A significant percentage of IDP households from #bkhaz war 1992-93 derived
their income from selling tax-free products in teeets of Thilisi and other big towns,
unable to integrate in limited local labour mark€se economic reform measure of
the early Saakashvili government was the prohibitibstreet kiosks outside market
areas. This policy aimed at gaining control over thban retail commerce, but as a
consequence deprived hundreds of Georgian housebbtteir main income source.
L Kukhianidze, Alexandre/ Kupatadze, Alexander/ @intse, Roman: Smuggling
Through Abkhazia and Tskhinvili Region of Georglanerican University
Transnational Crime and Corruption Centre, Geo@jtece. Thilisi 2004, p.6.
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When the Georgian Prime Minister Zurab Zhvania &odith Ossetian
President Kokoity met on 5 November 2004 in Sochdiscuss ways to
lessen ongoing tensions, the Georgian side refusedonsider the
withdrawal of the Financial Police from the TskhativGori border
region claiming that such a move would lead to tbé&toration of the
Ergneti market. Yet, a few months later the essabtient of “free
economic zones” in South Ossetia was already addexdviable option
to President Saakashvili's peace plan, presentethdoCouncil of
Europe in January 2005.

In late 2006, a series of political scandals broughight that large scale
smuggling was a still ongoing phenomenon on theterdoetween
Vladikavkaz, Tskhinvali and Gori. The time-testeafficking routes had
been simply taken over by stakeholders of the nelitiqal elite?* It
then became public evidence that the Vladikavkahihvali-Gori
trading route had developed its own specific nekimgy dynamics,
which were not to be stopped by occasional goventahe€ampaigns or
arrests. In other words, the broadly campaignedti-G@mtraband”
campaign of 2004-05 had failed in the South Ossei#se.

When identifying the Ergneti market as a misseddawn of opportunity,
two reasons have to be highlighted: firstly Ergrmatirket had been a
highly valuable venue for inter-ethnic encounted &ssetian-Georgian
co-operation at all levels; secondly the existiragling networks around
Ergneti market could have served as a startingt fjoira future step-by-
step integration into the legal national market.

As for the first, second-track diplomacy is fregtigmuoted as peace-
building means against the scenario of frozen aisfl In fact, the
Ergneti market was a perfect example for well fiordhg people’s

22« ocal people say the smuggling is still going bnt that its nature has changed.
The shops in Gori still openly sell duty-free cigies, butter, flour and other food
products which are clearly contraband. As many gJieejgoods are coming in as
ever”, said Gori President Gaioz Tsereteli. “Onhedhing has changed. Before, it was
normal villagers who dealt in it, whereas now foufive influential people have taken
over”.

See: Vilanishvili: Smuggling Row hits Georgian Tawn
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diplomacy in a situation, where the ruling eliteedhfailed to reach a
solution in their inter-state viz. intra-state dartf Until the year 2004,
the peace process was mainly sustained by creatigmies of citizens
from both sides, building on areas of convergencenprove daily life.
Without doubt, the Ergneti market was the key arbaonvergencé®
The newly installed Saakashvili team lost valuabtee, before it came
to realize the full importance of a market placdjich brought the
Ossetian and Georgian ethnicities closer together.

In regard to the second reason, the unique charicgradually
transforming the Ergneti market into a free ecormomnune had already
vanished by 2005, as the venue had been closedna 2004. The
remaining alternative for later years boiled dowm the possible
reactivation of a dead market venue or the opening new market?
The creation of one or several free economic zomas addressed
repeatedly in regard to the South Ossetian isstigeiryears 2005-2006.
But in the following years this economic trust-lolilg option was
apparently dismissed by Saakashvili authoritfes.

Vladimer Papava, economic expert and senior felldwhe Georgian
foundation for Strategic and International Studi®@&SIS) offers a clear
hint, which considers that the current Georgianegoment might have
stepped back from the initial idea of “free tradimgnes” in South
Ossetia:

% The author of this text visited the Ergneti marseteral times (1999 -2002) and had
the opportunity to observe the location. At thatdj car traffic between Tskhinvali and
Ergneti was hardly controlled at the South Ossed@ministrative border check point.
24 \Wennmann, Achim: Renewed Armed Conflict in GeordigRions for Peace Policy
in a New Phase of Conflict Resolution. PSIO Ocazai®aper 3/ 2006, Geneva.

% A presidential draft law on “Free Industrializedrigs” submitted to the Georgian
parliament and approved in May 2007 named only &udi Batumi harbour area. The
draft included the provision that companies operain such zones would be
exempted from profit tax, property tax and VAT. Bxpfrom the zone or transport
to other parts of Georgia would be custom-free.

See Civil Georgia Online: President Submits Draftion Free Economic Zone
(1.5.2007).

<http://www.civil.ge/eng/article.php?id=15046&sebrf resident%20Submits%20D
raft%20Law%200n%20Free%20Economic%20Zone>, accass&d April 2009.
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“The following threats are anticipated: the opemasi carried out on these
territories [free economic zones] will be less colthble by the central
authorities. Regions with large numbers of ethnimarity population,
which border with our neighboring states, will ty get involved in this
process. A certain capital will start to flow thamader the cover of western
capital to carry out the interests of some of oerghboring states and
naturally, this will not always be acceptable fstd

Conclusion

To put the main conclusions of this essay in asheat: State-building
measures overshadowed trust-building measures eet2004 and
2006, and the already achieved high level of pesptBplomacy

disintegrated under the impact of a faulty diplognaé the political

elites. During the rigorously implemented statelding process of the
early Saakashvili government, the informal Georglasetian relations
immediately lost momentum.

The question remains, whether or not some of thesexli opportunities
could be reanimated in the context of the curr@stgonflict situation.
As for the first missed window of opportunity, ondy newly elected
Georgian government team would be in a positionldgonch a
“goodwill” campaign vis-a-vis the South Ossetiaadership that might
be well received.

Regarding the second missed window of opporturilig, undeniable
spirit of economic pragmatism on the side of theutBoOssetian
leadership is going to heal the wounds of the resear quickly.
Nevertheless, the political status quo has chargjgdificantly and
therefore future negotiations on a “free trade redrlor “free trade
zones” along the Georgian-South Ossetian admitigrdorder line
will have to be conducted in an atmosphere of fhstate” diplomacy.
Drawing on last year's developments, Tskhinvalil vadéfinitely not
accept the labelling of such negotiations as amdistate” initiative.

%6 CAUCAZ.COM Breaking News: JCC to Discuss KokoitPeace Proposals
(25.12.2005). <http://www.caucaz.com/home_eng/depecdetail_imprim.php
?idp=482>, accessed on 30 April 2009.
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The final recommendation refers again to the idgaeople’s diplomacy
and is based on observations of Georgian as wé&bath Ossetian non-
governmental organisatiofisover several years. In the Georgian-South
Ossetian peace-building process until the year 20@s primarily the
local population that launched common practicdiiatives to improve
living conditions, that was active in neighbourhcsmf-help initiatives

or made a living on the inter-ethnic shadow market.

In contrast, the supposedly warning voice of ceatiety organisations
of both conflict sides was hardly heard during tnitical periods of

violent clashes and armed interventions in 2004062@nd 2008.

Georgian as well as South Ossetian NGOs did netdhganise peace
rallies, nor hold press conferences or organiseoémgr public events, in
order to foster Georgian-Ossetian peace-buildind emse the voice
against further conflict escalation. Most civil sgg organisations in
Georgia are still located at elite level, partlfilated with governmental

institutions, rely on external funding and have yett nested in the main
sections of their society.

In this sense, it is recommendable for currentri@gonal peace-
building efforts in the region not to overestim#lte role of local civil
society organisations for the time being. Of coutke time will come
when Georgian and South Ossetian NGOs will be w¥ec
implementing partners in reducing inter-ethnic tens, calming
dangerous conflict situations and changing puliticuaes.

?"Vogl, Doris: The Idea of Civil Society — The Cultural Limits @Western Concept.
The Cases of the Republic of Georgia and Peoplefsitic of China. In: Central
European Political Science Review 3(7)/ 2002, pi82
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Failures of the Conflict Transformation and Root
Causes of the August War

Oksana Antonenko

The immediate effect of the August 2008 war betw&sorgia and
Russia was that the prospect of a mutually agresdlution of the
Georgian-Abkhazian and the Georgian-South Osset@mflicts has
been pushed decades or even generations intotthre.flrhese conflicts,
which have a long history and resulted in threeomajars in the past
two decades, have been supplanted by a new imtier-€eorgian-
Russian conflict, which added the degree of ingdaitity to the conflict
resolution process. It is hard to imagine that Addid and South Ossetia
— so far recognized as independent states onlyusgiR and Nicaragua
— will have a chance to become full fledged membétke international
community in the foreseeable future. Equally, ithiard to see any
realistic change for these two entities to accempirt de facto
reintegration (or as some of them see integratiodp Georgia.
Therefore, these two conflicts have entered thelogeof major
deadlock, the ultimate “frozen” state, in which fimb management, not
conflict resolution could be the only plausible ghand medium term
objective.

Naturally, questions are being asked to what extemtAugust war was
preventable and avoidable. The majority of expagsee that many
predictions about the possible conflict escalatiand impending

Georgian-Russian confrontation were made in thethsoleading to the
August outbreak of violence in South Ossetia. Hguahany

speculations persist on the theme of by whom, hadvvehen the chain
of events which led to the full scale armed confliere provoked. The
purpose of this paper, however, is not to offergmdther interpretation
of the war chronology, but to look deeper into #heents preceding
conflict resolution (or conflict transformation b more precise) efforts
and to examine the root causes of why these haee ta progress over
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the past 15 years and in particular in the yealevitng Georgia’s
“Rose Revolution” when the international spotligiitone on Georgia
and its conflict.

The perspective of this paper for such an analgdisofold — first of all
as an expert, who has been closely following depraknts in Georgia,
Abkhazia and South Ossetia for many years and \gkatsmany years
in the region researching and interviewing key slea-makers and
opinion formers. Secondly, the process will be kxblat from the point
of view of a practitioner who has been involvedaimumber of track-
two (or Track One and a Half) processes betweelGtgmgians and the
Ossetians, and Georgians and the Abkhazians. Ajthau the analysis
conclusions are drawn based mostly on own expegjencch gratitude
is owed to other organizations — such as ConalatResources,
International Alert and others — who have been wgylor many years,
and often under tremendous pressure, in ordervel@e and maintain a
regular dialogue across the conflict divides.

The final caveat to this analysis is that defimsosuch as Georgia,
Abkhazia and South Ossetia will be used withoukisgeto make any
statement regarding their status, but only to ifiede facto players and
parties to inter-ethnic conflict in the South Casum It will be
acknowledged that Russia and Nicaragua recognikéasia and South
Ossetia as independent states, while the rest ef itbernational
community still recognize them as part of Geordiboreover, the
definition such as president or government in Alzkhaand South
Ossetia will be used not to assert their intermatidegitimacy, but to
define key actors and stakeholders who exercidaate control over a
particular territory and people residing there aroh have been party to
conflict resolution processes — both official ambfficial — in the period
between the end of Georgian-South Ossetian andga®@eAbkhazian
conflicts of 1990s and until the August war. Figait is continuously
believed that although Russia has provided sigmticsupport to
Abkhazia and South Ossetia in the past five yeadsitehas not behaved
in an impartial manner in exercising its role a$icadl mediator and
peace-keeper, until the August war the conflicthamed essentially
between Georgia and Abkhazia and Georgia and S@sbketia.
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Moreover, these two conflicts, although closelykéd by the role of
Georgia and by geographic proximity have very défg¢ dynamics both
internally within the conflict regions and exteryaih terms of the role
played by all external mediators and parties. Comahties will be
highlighted in the underlining failures of the peagrocesses in both
cases, but due to limited scope of this study, bl unable to dwell
considerably on differences, which need to be thigest of a bigger
study.

Limitations of the Official Conflict Resolution Eff orts

Much has been written about the pitfalls of definithe Georgian-
Abkhazian and Georgian-South Ossetian conflictsfragen’. On the

one hand, this definition enshrines some degremowiplacency on the
part of both regional and international actors awmdhful thinking,

which was so clearly exposed in August, that tlees#licts can be left
indefinitely in the state of no peace no war.

On the other hand, the definition ignores very dyitadevelopments
which were taking place both within the conflicgi@ns — Abkhazia and
South Ossetia — and within Georgia’s political slasd its international
relations. All these changes had a direct and alutipact on the peace
process or the lack of thereof.

For example, the fact that a new generation of Alzidns and to a
lesser degree South Ossetians who grew up aftefirftenvars of the
1990s has by now only a vague understanding of gie@nd has been
raised with an only negative perception of the @eor government as a
security threat to their mini-nations causes a @nobAnother example,
is that over the past two decades of de facto ieddence of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia these two entities, not recodrbyeany established
states within the UN system, have established theifacto institutions
of state, including pesidency, parliaments and ewtscivil society and
sought to develop them even in the climate of remegnition and
isolation. Moreover some of these institutions hpeeformed well or
even better than those in the established statdgiSouth Caucasus. It
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is well-known that in Abkhazia the power transfeonfi (de facto)
President Vladislav Ardzinba to (de facto) Presideergei Bagapsh has
taken place as a result of the competitive elesti@ven though these
have been recognized as legitimate. In contraggaargia no transition
of power between presidents has so far taken plgbéen major turmoil
and competitiveness.

In Georgia too both manifestations of policies éonflicts have been
dynamic and this dynamism has increased signifigasihce the Rose
Revolution when the new popular President Mikhala&shvili has
made the restoration of Georgia’s territorial imigghis priority. Such
dynamism was later reinforced by activist poliocddis government to
promote the reintegration of Abkhazia and Southe@as

While the conflicts themselves had not been frozdmat was however
frozen, was the official peace process. There \aeleast three factors
which back such a conclusioRirstly, the international community has
from the very beginning of the post-Soviet phasé&ebrgia’s conflicts
in the 1990s supported a principle of Georgia'sttaral integrity as the
key guiding principle for defining a desired outeerfor any peace
processes. This was enshrined in the Boden docuomeAbkhazia and
several UN Security Council Resolutions as wellnasnerous OSCE
resolutions concerning the Georgian-South Ossegaflict. This was a
deliberate choice and not just an accidental “laggtion driven by the
mechanics of the Soviet Union’s dissolution andngiples of the
Helsinki Final Act which has enshrined the prineiplf sovereignty and
inviolability of borders. In the post-Soviet spabés has meant that the
borders for all post-Soviet states have been defadleng the lines of
administrative borders of the former Soviet SostaRepublics (SSR),
defined unconditionally and with no reference tstdic, ethnic or other
factors which could have called for special consitien. While such an
approach was warranted in cases where peacefuptaoce of new
borders by states and their peoples had been a&chiewn Central Asia
or Ukraine for example — in other cases — likeSbeth Caucasus where
wars of the 1990s and their outcomes could have loeasidered as
taking precedence over the post-Soviet border thke,same approach
was applied. As a result there was a situation alhefor over 15 years
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after the end of conflicts, the peace processepostgd by the
international community have sought to push the¢iggmr or mostly so-
called separatist regions or de facto states Abkharrd South Ossetia —
to accept their place under Georgia’s sovereigntyh vonly the
mechanics of their autonomy open for negotiati@isen that following
the 1990s conflicts with an outcome such as this bave not been
acceptable to them in principle and as time hassquhstheir
determination to seek independent nation statuhiysstrengthened —
they saw no real meaning in negotiations which werstructured
around a pre-determined, as opposed to negotiatedutcome. Such
inflexibility of negotiating strategy on the parf all international
mediators, including Russia which in the 1990s isgaba blockade on
Abkhazia to force it to abandon its strive for ipdadence — meant that
Abkhazia and South Ossetia saw no real meaningrfgaging seriously
in such negotiations, but only used the peace psoas a waiting game
in which they believed that time was on their sifiee further they
actually separate from Georgia de facto, the haitdeill be for the
international community to sustain its demand focepting Georgia’s
sovereignty.

Their skeptical attitude towards the peace probassonly strengthened
when the same states which elevated the principlerotorial integrity
into a dogma, have then easily violated it by ajoglyunilateral
recognition of Kosovo bypassing the UN Security @olu process.
Although legally Kosovo recognition did not consté a precedent for
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, ibfluenced their attitudes and
strengthened their intransigence in rejecting tlwgnoa still being
applied to them. It was indeed difficult to explasthem why Kosovo
can, and they cannot, particularly if such explemabnly went as far as
rejecting any link between the two and refusinghgage in details on
substantive difference, which could have meantifigreche international
community to accept that under certain circumstsineesometimes
referred to as standards before status or as dt relswa particular
semblance of interests between key internation@rse- the dogma of
territorial integrity could no longer apply.
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Thesecondreason why the official peace process has failg¢dattsform
the conflict and bring it closer as a mutually gteble resolution was
that the Georgian government, particularly the government of
Saakashvili, has been skillful in imitating confli¢ resolution without
even engaging into a genuine attempt at reconcilian and power-
sharing. When Saakashvili succeeded to force the resmymati Eduard
Shevardnadze and to receive overwhelming suppmrt the majority of
the Georgian people, many people in Georgia anldédrconflict regions
were hopeful that a new democratic and pro-Wedesader of Georgia
could finally bring lasting peace. Saakashvili'srlgasuccess in
reestablishing Thilisi’s control over the region Afljara, where no
armed conflicts have taken place comparable toethwsAbkhazia and
South Ossetia, has been treated as an indicatisirategies he was
hoping to apply to solving conflicts. These stragsgcan be reduced to
two main components — the president’s personal galgant in a top
down initiative and a great emphasis on publigigrticularly vis-a-vis
broader international audiences. This was a sgikidifferent approach
to the one used by his predecessor who preferigiddbéhe scenes deal-
making and who in the years before the Rose Rdwoldtad invested
efforts, albeit not very successfully, in tryingdet Russia on Georgia’s
side in pressuring Abkhazia and South Ossetiaaotepting Georgia’s
sovereignty.

Saakashvili started by closing the Ergneti marketne of the largest
bazaars operating along the administrative bordewden South Ossetia
and Georgia. The market which without a doubt iagd| considerable
illegal activity and operated largely outside of dBga’'s customs
controls, had been one of the key peace-making.titak at the Ergneti
market that Georgians and South Ossetians tradéd eech other,
established contacts and built trust. In hindsigid widely considered
that the closure of the market has been a majaiakds although some
efforts to legalize it and to limit corruption acdminality were clearly
needed. The conflict escalated when Goergian trdopsly entered
South Ossetia and major shooting erupted in thenmsemof 2004.
Although the escalation was quickly quelled, itgwoed major damage
to the potential peace process. Abkhazians andhS@ssetians no
longer trusted Saakashvili as a peace maker andediehim as an
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opportunist who is not prepared to seek genuinepcomises. The
perceptions turned more negative after Saakashwiksented a
comprehensive peace plan for the Georgian-Soutleti@asconflict at

the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Eur@@ACE) session in
Strasbourg without even discussing it with the 8dDssetian side who
only received the text months later. This humidatiamid major

economic (post Ergneti market closure) and militstryfe (Saakashvili

opened reservists camps near South Ossetia andefesnce Minister

vowed publicly to celebrate next Christmas in SoOsetia’s capital
Tskhinvali) has turned Ossetians away from any mng@m engagement
with Georgian interlocutors and towards seeking@tsecurity ties with
Russia. Seeing no progress in pressuring Southti@ssdo accept his
rule, Saakakshvili decided to abandon negotiatiand concentrate
instead on changing realities on the ground in Is@ssetia where he
appointed a pro-Georgian governor, Dmitry Sanakaewo although

being of Ossetian origin and a former official imetSouth Ossetian
government enjoyed no legitimacy among the Soutketms and was
viewed merely as a Georgian puppet. Saakashviested money to
build entertainment centers and organize rock atmc@ Georgian

villages where Sanakoev was based. This PR campaigrever was

seen as another insult by the South Ossetian piogruland a threat to
the South Ossetian government which abandonediaggos and began
preparing for another military conflict.

In Abkhazia, Saakashvili’s tactics were similarlgld and at the same
time superficial. In a similar manner he proposgxtace plan which had
no input from the Abkhazian side — was not a prodfcegotiations or
agreements and therefore not a confidence-buildiagl which
Georgians hoped to produce but a source of resentanel rejection on
the Abkhazian side. This resentment was partiqukstdrk given that the
agreement on the non-use of force which was ndgdtidy the
Georgian and Abkhazian envoys was later publiclyeated by
Saakashvili. At the same time the Georgian presigent troops into the
Kodori Valley in violation of the ceasefire agreemh¢éo conduct what
was termed as an anti-criminal operation (simitarthe operation to
close the Ergneti market which was also termed mtisanuggling
operation). Following the Kodori operation, the @pan authorities
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relocated the pro-Georgian Abkhazian “governmentexile” to the

upper Kodori region which is located close to thkkAazian capital
Sukhumi, and thus continued to exercise pressueg authorities in
Abkhazia.The Kodori operation has effectively endey hope for the
Georgian-Abkhazian negotiations which were suspernue the latter
requesting the full withdrawal of Georgian forcesl acompliance with
the ceasefire agreement. The Kodori operation was followed by an
escalation of violence in which Georgian Unmannegti#l Vehicles

(UAVs) were allegedly shot down by Russian airceaftd by summer
2008 there was a strong expectation that escalatiaa likely to

continue with Russia moving more troops into Abklaan reinforce its
peace-keepers there. The intervention of the Gerrmaieign Minister
Frank-Walter Steinmeier in July 2008, although augniate in the
escalation phase of the conflict, might have préaerihe outbreak of
conflict in Abkhazia and shifted it instead to So@ssetia.

The third reason for the lack of progress in the officialnftiot
resolution process was the roleRiissia, which has used the process
primarily to safeguard its regional interests, whid in many ways
were not compatible with peace and strengthened Gapa’s
statehood- be it with or without Abkhazia and South Osseétié. The
evolution of Georgian-Russian relations has beararkable. Following
the Rose Revolution the relations started on aergbositive note with
Russia’s tacit and lukewarm support for Shevardeadzsignation and
later for the restoration of Thbilisi's control oveAdjara. These
improvements came after years of tensions with $trevardnadze
Administration which was accused by Russia of suppp Chechen
separatist forces through the Pankisi Gorge, wheary Chechens fled
Russia’s violence. The first summit between Saakhsind Russian
President Vladimir Putin was considered a promisiagcess. The new
Georgian president in his inaugural speech voweidhfirove relations
with Russia. However, these relations quickly detated following
Georgia’s incursion into South Ossetia in 2004 raftee closure of
Ergneti market and later fuelled by Georgia’s itesise on the closure
of Russian military bases on its territory and eeking membership in
NATO.
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It appears that early into his presidency, Saakhstas hoping to offer
Russia a bargain to exchange its neutrality (pledgfeto join NATO)
for Russia’s real pressure on what Thbilisi sawtaseparatist regions —
Abkhazia and South Ossetia — to come under Thilsitrol. Such a
bargain, even if it was explicitly discussed, hasrbunrealistic from the
start. Russia had no power to pressure AbkhaziaSauth Ossetia and
Saakashvili’'s project of Georgia’'s democratizatiand pro-Western
orientation was incompatible with making Georgiss&a’s closest ally.
Since the summer 2004 clashes in South Ossetiaiwihesides have
entered a phase of growing tensions which hasHemftfirst to “Cold
War” status and in August 2008 to a real militagnitontation. As
Georgia’s relations with the US and NATO improveu &saakashvili’s
anti-Russian rhetoric became part of Georgia’stigali mainstream,
Russia started to apply pressure on Georgia firstmposing economic
sanctions on its products, later closing all tramsginks and land
borders and at the same time developing closemiigsboth Abkhazia
and South Ossetia. Russia stepped up political gemgant, removed
economic sanctions, developed security ties witth e facto states,
and in the case of South Ossetian even sent Rusitizens to serve in
the South Ossetian government in key security anda@mic posts.

Russia’s rapprochement with Abkhazia and South t@ssbas
progressively come into conflict with its role & tkey mediator and a
sole peace-keeper in the conflict zones. Russiataiaed over 2000
peace-keepers in Abkhazia and 500 in South Osdetias one of the
key mediators in the Joint Control Commission (JCC)the key
negotiating mechanism for the Georgian-South Casetnflict — and it
played an important role both in the Geneva anchiSoechanisms for
conflict resolution in the Georgian-Abkhazian catfl Clearly, the
Georgian government did not view Russia as imgdaatna sought to
internationalize both the peace process and peasgitky formats. In
the absence of political will on the part of the biSEU states to support
Georgia’s efforts and to contribute to these preessGeorgia’s policies
ended up producing a one sided outcome only — uamderg the
legitimacy of Russia’s mediating role in the eyé#ocitizens and other
key members of the international community. Howeuvsoth South
Ossetians and Abkhazians continued to view Russiahair only
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guarantor for political and economic stability aseturity and rejected
any proposals on even marginal internationalizabbrpeace-keeping
operations and even the peace process itself.

By 2007, as a result of (1) an unrealistic negigastrategy (insistence
on territorial integrity over a negotiated outcom@) Georgia’s counter-
productive activism (breaking dialogue with de fa@uthorities in

Abkhazia and South Ossetia, applying pressure @m thoth rhetorically
and militarily and undermining Russia’s credibiliag a mediator and
peace-keeper), (3) Russia’s conflict with Georgmal aapprochement
with Abkhazia and South Ossetia (which undermingd role as

impartial mediator and peace-keeper) the two pectach conflicts had
been heading towards new escalation eventuallyingad the August
war and a new post-August status quo in which Gaongs clearly

emerged as the major loser.

Track-Two Dialogues

While the official mechanisms — the JCC in Soutlsélis. and the UN

Geneva process in Abkhazia — have been creatingtense of the peace
process and in reality only maintaining and entnégmg the unstable

status quo with no real agreement in sight, theas avplethora of track-
two initiatives involving representatives of th@itsociety and in some
cases officials on both sides of the conflict dévith a more open and
honest dialogue on the nature, current status laduture prospects of
the unresolved conflicts. Unlike the official metim processes, track-
two initiatives have not operated on the basis of-getermined

outcomes and sought to stimulate discussions quo&htial futures and
their implications for societies and elites in Ggar Abkhazia and

South Ossetia.

The track-two meetings took place regularly foruember of years and
involved a group of activists on both sides whiatrevopen to dialogue
even in the absence of the official peace procEssse groups included
both supporters and opponents of governments oh &ides of the
conflict divides, refugees and IDPs, veterans aadognbatants, as well
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as opinion-formers such as journalists. Youth dja&s were conducted.
All these efforts represented the only tentatiterapts at reconciliation
and promoted new ideas on conflict resolution at ldvel of the two

societies.

Being by definition neutral and informal, theselogues have revealed
clearly a number of obvious truths, which have bbanned from the
official peace process.

Firstly, it was clear that there was no scope for agreement on status
between current elites representing Georgia anchabilk and Georgia
and South Ossetia, as well as for their societidsch in many cases
were even more radical than elites).

Secondly, that there was no buy-into Saakashvpiésce plans’ on the
other side — in Abkhazia and South Ossetia — wineited them as no
more than mere PR games. Similarly there was n@augdor the
Dmitry Sanakoev government in South Ossetia, winek installed by
Thilisi in order to showcase pro-Georgian attitudesfined to a small
number of ethnic Georgian communities within SdD#setia.

Thirdly, it was clear from the discussions thateadthy process of
reconciliation is required in order to overcome tmist and that such a
process has not been enhanced, but rather furthdermined by

Saakashvili’'s militaristic rhetoric. While the UNe&urity Council and

JCC co-chairs have been debating proposals foticordsolution, both

Abkhazia and South Ossetia were convinced thaeualation of the

conflict and Georgia’s new attempt to impose atamji solution has a
high probability to occur within even a short-teperspective.

Fourthly, the Georgian government had very naivd daliberately
ignorant attitudes to conflict resolution — disnmgs any role of
Abkhazians and South Ossetians and focussing thstedheir conflict
with Russia. Such attitudes — which were fermerigdSaakashvili's
policies and statements and provoked by Russiaiertsupport for
Abkhazians and South Ossetians at a time of wargerglations with
Georgia — provided a convenient rationale to ther@ians on why they
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should not engage in any meaningful reconciliatiah Abkhazians and
South Ossetians. Such a diminutive attitude in tpravoked more
intransigence on the past of conflict regions thelues.

Fifthly, the dialogues have revealed that the Westh the US and EU,
have been progressively losing leverage in Abkhanih South Ossetia.
Due to their unconditional support for Georgia’sriterial integrity,
refusal to see through Saakashvili's declaratorgcpeinitiatives and
denial to accept Georgia’s mistakes, the West hasn bviewed
progressively as a biased and unconstructive agtoch cares little
about the human rights and interests of populatimrsg in Abkhazia
and South Ossetia. This perception has been fughkanced by the
unilateral recognition of Kosovo and refusal tocdsss its implications
for the South Caucasus conflicts, and most recemylyUS and EU
failure to openly and clearly condemn Georgia’s akéorce in South
Ossetia in August 2008.

Sixthly, the dialogues also revealed that althoAgkhazians and South
Ossetians welcome Russia’s support and view Ruasiahe only
credible security guarantor for them, they are alsacerned by the
prospects of being isolated from the outside wardl dominated by
Russia in a way other ethnic republics in the N&@#ucasus have been
in the past. Such sentiments are particularly gtnonAbkhazia which
has difficult historic relations with Russia — iading its brutal
incorporation into the tsarist Empire in the™@entury in which
thousands of Abkhazians were killed and expellesd which due to its
size, geography and presence of a sizable diagtwoad has a higher
hope of sustaining its independent statehood with&®ussia’s
domination, than does a small and landlocked SOs#getia.

Finally, the discussions also revealed that anyotiggd outcome in
which Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia couldhtexadly find a
commonly agreed formula for their peaceful coexisee— be it within
one state or separately — can be considered otihyrma wider regional
project. At some point Georgian, Abkhazian and BaDssetian civil
activists all agreed on a shared future within alewi Europe, for
example. Although this Europeanisation approach Heak so far very
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disappointing practical results, it can still ser® an inspiration for
younger generations. However, the internationdaismn of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia following Russia’s recognitiord @he growing
disappointment among their residents in what they as a western
double standard applied to them could underminsetiperceptions and
open another future of a diminishing status issuihimv closer
partnership with Russia, which remains unacceptabl&eorgian elites.

These conclusions have been communicated to théeYdegovernments
or the EU, who often funded track-two initiativésit they have little or
no bearing on their official policy which remainésated on territorial
integrity rather than the flexibility on a negog&dt outcome. They
continued to treat Saakashvili's peace initiatiesssignificant factors
(and not mere PR plans) while refusing to respagdifccantly to his
pleas for a greater internationalization of the flicinwith their full
involvement in mediation frameworks or peace-kegperations.

The track-two processes also have become hostagketahanging

environment on the ground in and around confligiaes. Firstly, the

Georgian government has reconsidered its strategy fconducting

dialogue with the Abkhazians and South Ossetiamkstoissing them as
credible interlocutors. Therefore any initiativgsibternational NGOs to
facilitate such dialogue was opposed by the Georg@avernment and
Georgian officials found it difficult to participatin these meetings. At
the same time, one of the problems of the track+iveeting was that in
the atmosphere of growing mistrust and insecupigsticipants were
unable to communicate any positive messages tar thecieties.

Moreover, in some cases participants have expestegmwing pressure
form their respective authorities. By 2008 it wdsac that the gap
between any attempts to promote restraint, mutaderstanding and
constructive dialogue had become marginalized aadical and

uncompromising views — including the threat of ore have prevailed
within political mainstream both in Georgia ancconflict regions.
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Way forward

Following the August war the official negotiationst only have ceased,
but any track-two initiatives have also become iclit. Yet it is
precisely in this period of separation and postfadntrauma within
Georgian, Ossetian and Abkhazian societies thairnmdl dialogues
should be moved to the forefront of the possiblafidence-building
agenda. Although many networks have survived theand participants
stayed in contact even during the conflict anchim following months, it
has become harder to organize meetings and tofdreamshem into a
meaningful tool for communication across the cantfiiivide.

One obstacle includes the Georgian government’s laemon occupied
territories which advises against any contacts wibkhazian and South
Ossetian representatives. Although thanks to thernantion of the
international community this law is not strictly ferced, there is
certainly a reluctance for any Georgian officiatdeading civil society
groups to seek engagement with those residingnflicbregions.

Another obstacle is the physical difficulty of tedng into Abkhazia

and South Ossetia. After Russia’s veto over UN @&CE missions in

Georgia it is now hard for any international faelors to access the
conflict regions. It is close to impossible for tBeorgians to get such
access. At the same time Russia’s recognition déhabia and South
Ossetia prompted a number of Western states tdetigtheir visa

requirements for residents of these two entitieselting abroad on a
Russian passport.

Beyond technical reasons there is now no suppdttarSouth Ossetian
and the Abkhazian societies for any engagementem a dialogue with

the Georgians whom they solely blame for the recembreak of war.

When the dialogue within existing civil society wetks takes place few
points of agreement regarding the status issudoared, which looms

greatly over any confidence-building measures.

It will take many years before any serious negiutiest between Georgia
and Abkhazia and South Ossetia can start. Even \ahdéms point the
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terms for such negotiations are bound to be differd there are any
lessons to be learned from previous years, theytlze any peace
process has to be accompanied by reconciliatiombgwed in as much
possible, with an equal measure of top down andobtup efforts.
Small (and often unilateral) steps or goodwill ges$ over grand one-
sided peace plans which only breed resentment taebkd prioritised. It
is important to find a neutral way to engage witbkAazia and South
Ossetia without recognizing their independenceth&t same time, any
meaningful conflict resolution process has to pedcen the basis of
support for a negotiated solution not purely forofga’s territorial
integrity which has no real meaning after the Adguar. And finally,
the conflict resolution process should involve @esi investigation into
allegations of war crimes on all sides committedraduthe August 2008
war. Ideally a joint and/or independent commissstiould review all
claims and conduct investigations. If nothing imeldo address the new
grievances they will be translated into myths whighi live in the
memory of this and future generations of Ossetidbsprgians and
Abkhazians breeding hatred which could at any pwminthe future be
channeled back into violence.
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PART III:
VIEWS FROM THE REGION
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Frozen Conflicts: The Missed Opportunities

Salomé Zourabichvili

This paper addresses the missed opportunities enAttkhazian and
Ossetian conflicts on the part of the Georgian @uiils. It intends in no
way to minimize or excuse the central factor argpoasibility of the
Russian side in preventing by all possible meaimgeapeace settlement,
in raising tensions at any point in time, resortiogendless provocations
and preventing any real dialogue to emerge betweeparties.

That being said the scope of the present papeatiRuassian politics and
strategies, but to question whether — Russia nthtsteinding and being
what it is, i.e. an uncontrollable factor — therasnndeed the slightest
chance, had Georgia for its part done everythingsibte, to outplay

Russia and succeed in what should have been anagin®rthe major

objective of Georgian policy: to resolve these tiotd peacefully; and

by doing so, to remove one of the most destrudéiverages that Russia
maintains over Georgia, its sovereignty and itepahdence.

The opinion of the author is that over the yearsoatt all options, all
opportunities have been either misused or missedhby Georgian
authorities out of lack of vision and strategy, vesll as lack of real
understanding of the stakes; and finally out of whan be called
incompetence. At the same time, the systematicackar of these
“mistakes”, the addition of so many missed oppaties the

coincidence of unexpected incidents cannot buérgigestions regarding
the true objective of Georgian authorities. One sametimes wonder
by looking at the final outcome of their policiehe&ther they have ever
wanted to serve Georgia’s interests or just letsRuisave its own way.

In this succession of errors/mistakes/faults, dire¢ Georgian

governments are to be held responsible and ansleem@beit at very
different levels: The first Georgian President, &/i Gamsakhurdia
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accountable for the first war in Tskhinvali, doest nbear any
responsibility for failures in the peace procesxaihe was not given
time to perform in that direction and was overthnolefore he could
address the question of peace making and resoévednflict situation
created by the abolition of autonomy and subsediethie first conflict.

Looking at the Eduard Shevardnadze/Mikhail Saakifisfears, there is
an equal amount of responsibility, each regime rigaviis full share of
mistakes and faults, due to the lack of a concémpproach to the
conflicts and their solution.

Ten major failures in policy
1. The conception of State and citizenship

Neither Shevardnadze nor Saakashvili really undedsthe meaning of
citizenship in a modern democratic and multiettstate. Shevardnadze,
raised in the Soviet conception of ethnicity andnafional minorities,
could not understand any other conception. Saakasalthough self
branded democrat and piestern leader, did not realize that the concept
of multi ethnicity he has been using constantlyainpropagandistic
fashion, although in appearance more tolerant tdsvaninorities, was
based on the same misconception and on the samet $eological
grounds. Namely, he did not understand that modtatehood and
democracy implies that citizenship overshadowsonatities and any
preexisting ethnic origin; as a result, he contthde talk about the
“Georgians, Ossetians, Armenians, Abkhazians livingseorgia” and
never about the “citizens of Georgia, of Armenian,... descent”. He
was unable to grasp that “Georgians” did not eassi separate ethnic
group but only as a nationality linked to the eneeice of a state and
could be referred to only as a citizenship comnmlt inhabitants of
Georgia, therefore allowing them similar rights akhudies.

2. Another major failure was the adoption of the ppl¢ sanctions

introduced in 1996 by Shevardnadze and never retutby his
followers. This policy was an even bigger conceptustake; to even
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think that punishment through isolation could foraékhazia into
submission was an incredible misreading of the Alaktletermination to
fight for its own identity. It also reflected a &btlack of knowledge of
existing experiences of sanctions policies andheirteffectiveness in
similar cases. It is difficult to understand hovodkades and sanctions
could have worked when this region had a commoddyowith Russia,
and was supported politically and economically, amdn militarily by
Russia. Moreover Thilisi should have reflected gndstioned the logic
that led the Community of Independent States (Céf),organization
under full Russian control, to adopt a resolution favor of such
sanctions. In fact, it seems that Thilisi walkedthe trap and adopted,
supported and implemented the very policy that wiased at what it
wanted most to prevent: the separation of theiestitom the center. It
should have been better understood by Georgiaroatigis that it is
both unthinkable and unacceptable to try to puaiplrt of one’s nation,
its own flesh and blood, deprive it from the essdsit by cutting it off,
while maintaining the ambition to “reunify” this ot” with the center.
As could have been foreseeable, this policy didfactitate a solution,
but on the contrary, created an additional obstactbe resolution of the
conflicts and to reunification. It has effectivehcreased the separation
between Georgia and Abkhazia, adding to the separataused by
conflict and the enduring reality of economic sepian. It has pushed
Abkhazia to turn towards Russia, which became tilg possible trade
partner for exports as well as imports for the ssiomist republic. It
succeeded in effectively distending the alreadgirsed links between
the two populations. In order to implement sanajdaeorgia increased
control over the “administrative” border betweenkAbhzia and the rest
of Georgia, thus making circulation of people awmdds more difficult.
From an administrative line, the Enguri River pesgively was turned
into a closed, albeit juridically non-existent, der. By cutting Abkhazia
from other partners (EU, Turkey) Georgia also dboted to its
economic and political weakening, as it was foraséet it also added
to its increased dependency on Russia, which shaud been foreseen,
but obviously was not.

The policy of sanctions and isolation led to othad worse mistakes:
when Russia decided to invalidate Soviet passpepscing them with
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Russian ones, the Georgian authorities opposedptbposal of the
international community to consider possibilitieD tintroduce
“international travel documents”, as a substitute Georgian passports.
The Abkhazians were forced to decline and sincaesassports were
going out of use, the Abkhazian population wasatiifely left without
any travel document. Such a decision paved the fwayhe Russian
“passeportisation” policy which later in turn alled Russia to claim that
it was entitled to eventually act in “defense ofsRan citizens”. The
decisions not to allow direct sea links betweenk&yrand Abkhazia or
to prevent Turkish investments in Abkhazia resorthe same logic of
isolation. Isolation in this case meant throwing<Azia more and more
into the arms of Russia.

This very policy is what in the end prevented thé fifEom maximizing
the positive effects that the “Europeanisation @gli could have
produced, at a time when the new leadership in Abidy under Sergei
Bagapsh, was calling for such a rapprochement. Sébkdaz leaders
were even presenting Abkhazia as the most “westemitory by its
geographical location and its historical traditiohence the closest to
Europe. But put in a strait jacket by the policysahctions, the EU could
never deploy its full fledged instruments and cotklids not exert the
same mixture of attractiveness and leverage on Alffskhazian
population and leaders that it did in the caserfstance of Kosovo.

3. The lack of direct dialogue with the separatist leadelsips,
dismissed as a “criminal bunch”, can be conside®dhe third major
failure. This refusal was paralleled by a prefeeegoren at times, in a
rather uncomprehensible fashion, to a direct chameteveen Thilisi and
Moscow.

The Sochi and Moscow agreements are results ofliteet Georgian

Russian negotiations rather than of a dialoguewét the separatist
leaders. One can view such a choice as a majotigadlincoherence:
when the State claiming reunification dismissesodiae with its fellow

citizens and gives preference to the very foreigwer that is fueling the
conflict. There were successive attempts to stakdeal with Russia
behind the back of the separatist leaders, thgggaadditional distrust
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and resentment towards Thilisi. Shevardnadze toestrike a deal with

Russia in Sochi in 1994: the return of Georgia & @nd granting

military bases to Russia were the price he agrequay for the promise
of reintegration of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Teal was never
upheld. Deals of this kind have been considereceuadakashvili; the
latter acknowledges having sent a letter to VladiRPwtin where he
discussed a similar scheme to the Cyprus one fitirsp up Abkhazia.

The logic of the “Sanakoev Project” for South Omsetuggests a
possible deal with Russia (although never offici@gognized by either
sides) by which both Thilisi and Moscow would hamethe end either
dropped their puppet separatists and agreed omdal¢ader or divided

the region in two halves. There is high probabilitst before the August
war there was some brokering going on between Gaw@nd Russians
aiming at securing Russian peacekeepers’ neutrahtyile Georgia

would strike a limited offensive against Tskhinvalihe evacuation of
civilians from Tskhinvali in the days preceding thagust 7 offensive
seems to corroborate such an hypothesis. Whaténeerrdality, the

bombing of Tskhinvali using Grad rockets proves fhet that the

Georgian authorities did not consider and treat tksidents of

Tskhinvali as their own citizens, but rather asmeies, on the same
footing as the Russians, which by itself contradiall principles of a
long lasting settlement;

Direct dialogue was never a means for looking fqreace settlement
and was never pursued seriously; it was constaefiieted as leading to
a form of de facto recognition by the authoritidgjs one of the major
instruments to understand the other side and totdrycome to a
compromise was never exploited by the Georgian. $tdeas never in
Russia’s interest to allow such a dialogue and egmently, Russia
always used all its cards to prevent such a di@dgom happening or
from developing. That is the very reason why th@@en side should
have pursued the one policy that Moscow found tbstrdisturbing and
threatening.

4. The potential of economy as a conflict resolutionnstrument

has been neglected or deliberately misused — aingathe first months
after the Rose Revolution. The initial steps in thght direction (the
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Peace offensive in Tskhinvali of the spring of 2084ve been totally
overshadowed and countered by the closure of tlgaeir market, a
decision that was wrong in timing, form and subsgarnt resulted in the
closure of the only existing umbilical cord betwedbilisi and
Tskhinvali. The understandable need for borderroband transparency
and to prevent smuggling in order to raise state dad customs
revenues, was not matched by the damage done tdGéwggian-
Ossetian relations and to the natural flow of goadd persons. The
same mistake was done with respect to Abkhaziarewe resources of
the province of Megrelia to develop joint econorprojects (following
the model of the Enguri Dam co management) weremexploited. To
the contrary, even after the August war, Georgiathaities while
declaring Russia the all out enemy chose to makeahtransferring the
management of the Enguri Dam from the AbkhazianthéoRussians,
thereby excluding the Abkhazian side from bendfibsn the dam and
obliging them to turn to the Russians to get eleityr Thus, totally
ignoring the fact that the joint exploitation oktiEnguri Dam had been
the only success story of the Georgian-Abkhaziaectlirelationship
during the 15 years since the war.

5. The attractiveness of democracyfor the populations living in
the conflict regions to the Georgian model was lasten Georgia
departed from its main democratic path and turnemtwally to an

authoritarian model closer to that of its northegighbor. One has to
recall that during the first month after the Rosev®&ution, the

Abkhazian and Ossetian populations were watchiagetlents unfold in
Georgia with extreme interest. One could say thatexpectation was
the contrary of what it had been at the time ofepehdence in 1991,
there and then the feeling was one of fear and ywaovas Georgian
independence going to be based on the revivaktbag nationalism, to
which Gamsakhurdia’s publicized conceptions seetoelie pointing,

and in such a case what would be the fate of th@dnties™? On the

contrary at the outset of the Rose Revolution,dfieial speeches were
“politically correct” talking about brotherhood, @ajity and democratic
development. The resolution of the conflict in Aawithout the use of
force, reinforced this benign vision of the newimeg In addition,

whatever the justifications and some of them undadable, the
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decision to empty Ajaran autonomy of real contemt also be seen as a
missed opportunity. Right or wrong, Abkhazians weaking at Ajara
to see what could be the form of autonomy that Ge®rgian center
would be ready to concede and to what extent the anghorities had
changed their conception of the state, from ulenat@lism to a different
approach, eventually leading to federalism. Busé&expectations were
not met by any serious reconsideration of Georgiate organization.
The official speeches never went beyond more rightsinorities as a
part of the new approach towards human rights, randense of what
democracy could mean for state building and howt steould be
translated in the Constitution of Georgia and dmsmnistrative structures
was given.

6. The constant refusal to consider non use of forcguarantees
by Saakashvili; thus increasing the distrust of Allkhaz and Ossetian
populations towards the Georgian authorities, whiReissia was
consolidating its posture as the “only protectorf’ their security

interests. This long standing demand on the Abldmzside was
understandable given that the discrepancy betwesargian and local
military forces was never seriously considered. Wgb Saakashvili’s

term, when rhetoric started to change, when an asiphvas put on the
military build-up of the Georgian Army, when thecdgon was taken to
build the two military bases in Gori and Senakihie immediate vicinity
of the separatist territories, as an implicit mgss¢hat they were the
main objectives of this remilitarization policy, | athese separate
elements did build up, for the Abkhazian side, imtcserious threat
coming from the Georgian authorities.

7. The rhetorical use of peace planswithout giving them any
substance ended up discrediting the proposals icedtén them such as
the proposals to offer the vice president’s poght Abkhaz leader, or
to create an economic free zone in the conflicezan the offer to grant
“unprecedented autonomy”, repeated at given interasa a declaratory
rhetoric form, had the effect of emptying theseaglef any meaningful
substance and attractiveness.
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8. The brutality of the policies towards the refugeesliving in
different parts of Georgia definitely took an aggige downturn.
Refugees were subjected in mass to physical pessut to expulsions
from their temporary living quarters in violatiorf their elementary
legal rights, because those buildings had beenirgehby investors in
Thilisi, Kutaisi or Batumi. A majority of these rgfees thereafter
continued living in different districts of Georgmt in less than human
conditions, humiliated and denied of their elempntaghts. What
initially had looked like a change in policy towartefugees in the first
quarter of Saakashvilis tenure, by allowing themmesomoney in
exchange for the occupied properties and some nécmy of their
rights (restoration of documents of property rigbter Abkhazian or
Ossetian formerly owned properties), ended up icepton and
disillusionment; the terrible conditions to whidietlatest refugees from
the Liakhvi Valleys, consecutive to the August waaye been relocated
to in Tserovani, does not give any positive indaatas to a serious
policy of the authorities towards the refugees.

9. The rhetoric of war: during the electoral presidential campaign
of December 2008, Saakashvili promised that “nertev would be met
under warmer temperatures, in Sokhumi” reminiscehta similar
promise delivered in September of 2006 by the Dmddviinister Irakli
Okruashvili “to meet the new year in Tskhinvalidanuary 2007”. The
propaganda was developed through “videoclips” shgwfamous
singers “returning” to Sokhumi by train, boat or,dbut dressed in
military attire, followed by the Presidential deois to grant them
official honorary distinctions of the highest categ the propagandistic
campaigns (like “Kokoity Fandarast!”) underlineddbhgh the frequent
and visible movements of the military units, andgjr@gsive militaristic
rhetoric. The opening of two modern military baseg in Senaki at the
outset of the conflict zone, the other in Gori,aagint to the Tskhinvali
region, can also be attributed to the policy okifig their muscles that
raised tensions and undermined trust in the cardtioes.

10. The lack of a political vision of what should be the future

Georgian state translates itself into the lack obaception of what real
place those entities should occupy in a new Georgision of its own
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structure. No serious debate on the issue, no fomnainformal
discussion on the federalist options took place.

These main features — trusting Russia more thasdparatists, thinking
that by isolating separatists one can achieve dongetvhen in fact that
meant pushing them in Russian arms, not playingossy the
international or for that matter, the European cardiere a constant
under the Saakashvili regime.

A chronology of the mistakes/missed opportunities#ults:

In 2003/2004, in the immediate aftermath of thedrBgvolution, there
was a real opportunityf things moving forward due to positive as well
as negative expectations in Sokhumi and in Tskhinyaositive
inasmuch as the new leadership was composed ofgylmaders who
had nothing to do with and did not take part in fin&t conflicts of the
90’s and whose initial gestures and declarationeevgminting in the
right direction: that of reconciliation (Saakashisiladdress of May 26,
2004 which contained elements in Abkhazian and @sséanguages).
But there were also negative elements: already wdealing with a
radically different situation in Ajara, the authi@s allowed confusion to
be created and the Ajara case to become a modehatf to expect in
other conflict situations on Georgian territory. to listening to the
military threats aimed at the Ajara leader and ®s8ing how easily
Georgia recovered Ajara, and even more importarthg relaxed
Russian attitude towards this “reunification” despthe presence in
Batumi of a Russian military base, separatist lesadmuld not feel
reassured as to the determination of the Russiaposuin the long run;
so one can say that in spring of 2004 and up to Thkhinvali
confrontation of 2004, there was a strong expemtain Thilisi, in
Sokhumi and in Tskhinvali that the Georgian pedcefiovement
towards reunification was in a certain way irrabist as predictable as
the Color Revolutions, would be supported by theermational
community and would not be opposed by Russia. At time the first
meeting between Putin and Saakashvili was held thedunofficial
reports point to a promise made by Putin to acaepilar solution for
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South Ossetia to the one achieved in Ajara; bugipegin return for

time (one year) in order to prepare the Russiarnigidr this additional

“concession”. Indeed, a solution was not too faapfor South Ossetia,
where the movements to and from Tskhinvali weree femd thus
economic; people to people links were numerous.

This window of opportunity was missed already imsuer of 2004 due
to the June 2004 Ergneti market closure and thensmmoffensive in
South Ossetia.

With regard to Abkhazia, at the time of the de dagresidential
elections of 2004, Georgia did not find the adeguatction in support
of the Abkhazian leadership and of the newly ekqieesident Bagapsh,
despite the fact that he was openly threateneduUsgiR, intervening in
support of Vladislav Ardzinba ( the situation theparalleled the
Ukrainian elections situation when Putin did dilgantervene in favor
of the pro-Russian candidate Viktor Yanukovitch &mdled up in both
cases in a Russian fiasco). Instead of maximiZiegatvantages of such
tensions with Russia, Georgia did not do anythmgriactice to ease its
relations with Sukhumi. On the contrary Thilisi ieased pressures and
strengthened the policy of sanctions and, in thrersar of 2005, Thilisi
almost went to war declaring a total sea blockdd&bi&thazia, President
Saakashvili threatening publicly to shoot boatst teould enter
territorial waters without the Georgian authoritiesnsent. This show of
force, which stiffened the relations with Abkhazso ended up in a
counterproductive fashion: in fact after this pabthreat, Georgian
territorial waters were violated and vessels ent@neAbkhazia. Georgia
did not react and as a result the integrity ofnitgritime territory was
infringed without allowing for any future reaction.

In 2005/2006 the failure of the American suppomnpe@dce project that
was developed all through the summer of 2005 amrdegmted at the
General Assembly of the UN in September was in ¢acicelled by the
ultimatums adopted by the Georgian Parliament irtoeEr 2005,

demanding the unconditional departure of the Ruospeace keepers
from both the Tskhinvali region (15 February 20@8d Abkhazia (15
July 2006). These harsh and provocative declamaticut short the
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diplomatic developments that from the bilateral &ais-American
summits of fall 2005 to the Ljubljana OSCE sumniitNmvember 2005
were to lead to a serious peace offensive undend¢igés of the OSCE
and active encouragement by the American admitistra

Ministry of Internal Affairs repeated provocatioimsboth Abkhazia and
Tskhinvali region in the 2006-2007 period (settiggof a youth camp in
Ganmoukhouri followed by the well-known 2007 Gantioouri
incident, sending groups of students into the @ajion) had the effect
of increasing tensions and of bringing armed AbkdraZorces into the
southern part of the Gali region where they hadbe®n present up to
2006.

The Dmitry Sanakoev project in 2007 that claimecciteate a second
administration rival to that of the separatist gniiad in fact the result of
increasing tensions; it was accompanied by a cagngaiundermine the
separatist leadership of Kokoity through the atiégi of non-
governmental organisations under the label of “Kiyk&andarst” (in
Ossetian “out with Kokoity”) that took place all @vGeorgian cities and
villages in the summer of 2007 but did not prodtiee expected result
of raising the animosities in the population of RAiskali against its
leadership, nor did the investments spent for ttesreative government
of Sanakoev in Khurta, supposed to attract the ladipus from the
other side because of the economic advantages gednfuy this new
administration, in fact produce any serious movenoérihe population
from Tskhinvali to Khurta. The very high level obreuption in the
Khurta administration explains the failure of sesobusiness or
economic projects that were to be developed irLthkhvi Valleys and
Khurta region under Georgian-Ossetian administnafidne fact that this
second separatist administration set in an ard¢ans populated mostly
by Georgians and controlled by Thilisi also raiskssatisfaction in the
Georgian-speaking populations of this region thatl chot feel
represented or defended by a Russian speaking raegpa
administration supported by Thilisi. In the end thespicions of this
population were proven right when they received eav nwave of
refugees following the August war.
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The Kodori offensive 2006under the aegis of an anti-criminal operation
led by the Ministry of Interior Forces was undemnstable inasmuch this
region had not been under the full control of Gergdministration or
police since the first Abkhazian war. But the u$dhis operation for
propaganda ends derailed it. From an internal ssitengthening
operation, it evolved to being presented as a frewtion” of lost
territories, of a “part of Abkhazia” lost since tivar (which it has never
been); in order to give credibility to this thedisis valley was renamed
“Upper Abkhazia” (against all geographical and dvisal facts); this
later gave substance and “legalized” the AbkhazsRinsaggression of
August 2008, which was not justified by any miljtanove on the part
of the Georgian military. The internal military &@s that were present in
Kodori/Upper Abkhazia gave way under this offensivéhout any
combat, abandoning large amounts of new militaryten and
armaments. This reaction was later neither expdante justified.

The succession of these incidents/provocationstemea climate in
which peace proposals were “lost”, ineffective, hipato gather any
serious diplomatic momentum. Georgia in fact wasglthe same thing
Russia had been doing for a long time, practiciogble standards
policy: pretending on the one hand to be working & peaceful
settlement, while on the other hand preparing thsyclpological
environment for war.

All of this played directly into the hands of Russind complemented
the latter's own strategy of keeping tensions highgrder to maintain
full control over the separatist regions and theadership, in order to
prevent the internationalization of the peace pgscaevhich can take
place only in a stabilized environment.

In effect, the Georgian authorities provoked thiufa of the official
OSCE efforts to bring about a conflict resolutiozape plan supported
by the international community; at a time when Aicen involvement
was ensured at the highest level and when finaasisistance from the
European Union was already decided in order to adpbpe initiative.
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The positive evolution of the events was demoretirat the time of the
June 14th, 2006 Donors conference, held in Brussdigch had been
preceded by a three month cooperative process bet@eorgian and
South Ossetian parties and which had producednder of important
joint economic projects. The international commymtomised 12 mn
Euros for infrastructure rehabilitation projectshigh would have had
the effect of bringing together interests of botbpglations in the
conflict zone.

In the working group created for the follow up bbse projects every
donor country was included and thus given the pdggito take part in
the activities of the Joint Control Commission.Tiskhinvali and Gori,
joint business centers were opened under intemelteegis, which were
to finance common interest projects presentedlyoiny Georgian and
Ossetian businessmen. The EU started working orvithe project of
reopening the Ergneti market, together with thercdedor a valid
mechanism to control the Roki Tunnel.

With the participation of EU structures, work hadoabegun on the
Project Property Restitution Law in favor of themlaced persons from
the Tskhinvali Region. Meetings had already takéace with those
refugees living in North Ossetia, and produced sitpe effect on trust
building among the Ossetian population.

Such positive developments clearly did not pleassesiR, but it was
difficult for Russia to actively and openly conftothe international
community and oppose its projects. It became nacgd® provoke
tension, and to do so using Georgia as a proxyctwitimanaged very
sucessfully.

It was, at this time, first and foremost in Russi@terest to have
Georgia leave the existing negotiation’s format ahdt was also
achieved without too much difficulty.

The peace plan was “killed” by the Georgian sidatek it was replaced

by another plan, i.e. the creation of an altermati®ssetian
administration (under Sanakoev’s leadership) inrdggon. The activity
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of this administration was directly controlled biyet services of the
Ministry of Internal Affairs and achieved nothingdides a failed PR
campaign.

It is clear that the claim of “unfairness” that t@orgian government
brought forward to the existing negotiating fornzet an argument to
justify Georgia quitting those negotiations, aslvesl the proposal of a
new formula (2+2+2) without it having been agregubm in advance
with the international community, can only be judgas mere
incompetence.

Similarly, and without any meaningful reason, theou@cil of
Coordination for the Abkhazian conflict, that haekh reinstated under
UN aegis, as well as its working groups, in the position of which
Russian participation was well balanced by the gores of US, UK,
German and French participation. Meetings with riqgresentatives of
the Abhkhazian side in Thilisi, Sokhumi, Gali, Zalidj, Geneva and
other European cities, including meetings of the sides without the
presence of other participants, took an intensivenf

It was deliberately, for no valid reason and withublic demonstration
of inflexibility that the Georgian side refused dgree on a declaration
banning the use of force and in favor of a peacséitlement of the
conflicts. The government missed the possibilitattivas offered to
insert in this document, although originally presenby the Russian
side, the positive guarantees that would have Hedpst and protect the
safe return of refugees and the creation of a saféronment. At the

same time, no attempt was made by Georgia to dxiplei possibility

presented by the creation of a group of guarardonsposed of the UN,
the EU, the US and Russia.

Later on, the State Minister for Reintegration &su Temuri
Yakobashvili declared publicly that the denominatad his ministry had
changed from State Ministry for the resolution lué tonflicts to that of
“reintegration” because the restoration of theiti@mal integrity was an
issue in the sphere of competence of the Ministiyefense.
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It is clear that in the dealings with this issue thar opens a new page
and an even more dramatic one. With the new logtdees and with
the partial recognition of their independence bys$a, one can ask
whether the story of missed opportunities has ndered a more
definitive and dramatic stage.

Beside the war itself, which is not the main subjeere, one can also
see a very serious missed opportunity in the denfamaulated by the
Georgian President when presented with the Sarkexyvedev 6 points
document to remove the ‘status issue’ from poimis@he subject to be
negotiated in the international format. In facstbirengthened Russia’s
position that the international community had ngitlmmacy to discuss
the future of those regions and hence paved thefaratheir unilateral
recognition.

The withdrawal of UNOMIG subsequent to the June 2(8)9 Russian
veto on the resolution about the Mandate proloongatbut also caused
by the Georgian uncompromising position in the niegjons leading to

the finalisation of the text, can be seen and jddge the last of many
missed opportunities. Again, as if Georgian autiewiwere playing in

the hands of the Russians, or at least not doigtheny to oppose their
plans, Georgia has let the international commuslity by, allowed it to

withdraw from the conflict zones. Today nobody dbeg the Russians
are present in those entities, which is detrimetatddoth Georgians still
(very few except for the Gali region) living theaad for Abkhazians
and Ossetians, and of course catastrophic fordheigs of Georgia as a
whole.
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Failure to Prevent Violence — Lessons Learnt from
the Georgian-Abkhazian Conflict Resolution
Process

Liana Kvarchelia

In the analytical discourse surrounding confli¢tigtions the emphasis
is often put on the prevention of the conflict itsather than on the
prevention of violence and on conflict transforroati Since conflict is

inherent in any society, the task should ratheolteansform conflicts in

such a way that helps to exclude violence fromrasglution process.

Analysis of the Georgian-Abkhazian case regardimgootunities taken,
and opportunities missed to prevent violence aadsform the conflict,
allows us to draw several lessons with regard to:

- The impact of unconditional international recogmitiof the new
states (in this instance Georgia) that emerged #itecollapse of
the Soviet Union, within the borders of former SxvUnion
Republics, that were arbitrarily created in the iSoperiod,;

- the unpreparedness of the newly independent sta&eargia to
transform into a federative state following theimtisgration of
the USSR,;

- the impact of war on the potential to find a conmpise
concerning the incompatible political goals of fherties to the
conflict ;

- the impact of continued unconditional internatiosapport for
Georgia’s territorial integrity after the violenthase of the
conflict on Georgia’s willingness to reach a compise;

- the impact of conflicting geopolitical interests tre prospects
for conflict resolution;

- the role of civil society in conflict transformatiaand prevention
of violence.
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1. The attitude of the international community towads the
process of disintegration of the USSR

If one looks at the history of the former SovietpRbBlics before

unification in the USSR, as well as at the histofythe Soviet Union

itself, one can see that many current conflictsnsteom the volatile

period that preceded the formation of the USSRyelbas from the way
the Soviet Union was later constructed and strectuaccording to
ethnic hierarchies. During the Soviet period theo@mn-Abkhaz

conflict took on a latent form, though every decdlde contradictions
manifested themselves in the form of open demanmta of

Abkhazians against being incorporated into the GiaarRepublic. The
nature of the Soviet Union with its arbitrary reddion of territories

between various ethnic groups, alteration of théustof these territories
from “union republics” to so-called autonomous &esi within union

republics, and its policies of resettlement andnaitation planted “time-

bombs” that started to detonate with the dissotutibthe USSR.

After the official announcement of the disintegoatiof the USSR by its
former leaders, the international community, forimas reasons, rushed
to recognize the former Union Republics as indepandtates, although
the disintegration process did not stop at the lledfethe Union
Republics. Following this hasty recognition evemyththat happened in
the newly independent states was regarded astdraah affairs of these
states. The international recognition process haggpat the time when
nationalist movements in the newly emerged statere vat their peak,
and democratic institutions were weak and of a mdeelarative
character, and thus unable to respond to the cigaie of nationalist
ideologies and practices in the new context. Thasaldation of
nationalism in the new states was reciprocatedhkystrengthening of
national liberation movements in their former awimous entities,
which considered that their rights had been unfaacrificed in the new
geopolitical reality. Unfortunately at the time tife collapse of the
USSR the international community did not have a nced
understanding of the situation within the Sovietp&dics, or of the
grievances of the peoples in autonomous entitied,itadid not have a
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coherent strategy for dealing with the consequencés such

disintegration other than a desire to formalize ¢bbapse of a former
foe. From the legal point of view the USSR’s disgriation neutralized
the contradiction between the principle of terrabintegrity and the
right to self-determination for people both in thénion and in

Autonomous Republics. However, the internationebgamition of Union

Republics alone, without regard for those autonanentities that had
claimed statehood for decades, has in fact resultedserious clash of
these two principles. In the case of Georgia andkhahia this

contributed to the aggravation of tensions betwBaihsi and Sukhum,

when Thilisi no longer felt constrained by direevfrom Moscow.

Ultimately, tensions resulted in military actions.

Unconditional international recognition of the ngvost-Soviet states
within the borders of former Soviet Union Republitkat were
arbitrarily created in the Soviet period, as wel aisregard for the
conflicts that had existed between these repuldicd their former
autonomous entities, have given the former a feg®lhn dealing with
what they regarded as their internal affairs andntduted to the
aggravation of tensions.

2. Georgian-Abkhazian relations on the eve of the9b2-
1993 war

Between the first Georgian-Abkhazian clashes in 91%hd the
beginning of a full-scale war in 1992, several rafies were made by
various political groups and intellectuals on baildes to organize
dialogue between Thilisi and Sukhum to avoid furthggravation of the
situation. These informal negotiations did not hav@ad public support
neither in Georgia nor in Abkhazia since the degreeolarization of
the societies was significantly high. It should beted that these
contacts were taking place at the time when ulat#gwenalist sentiments
in Georgia, led by Konstantine Gamsakhurdia, weniqularly strong.
The most popular slogan of the time was “Georgigddeorgians”. After
the overthrow of Gamsakhurdia in Thbilisi, negobas continued
between the Abkhazian Commission, which was setinugiseorgia
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specifically for the purpose, and the Supreme Cibunic Abkhazia
chaired by Vladislav Ardzinba. According to Gio#gnchabadze, one of
the members of the Commission, the situation favdhe negotiations
since Gamsakhurdia with his ultra-nationalist pekcwas no longer in
place, and the USSR no longer existed and the Abldwald not
therefore appeal to Moscow for support in dealinghwseorgia. As
Anchabadze recalls, the Abkhazian side made appteprand
acceptable proposals on the federalization of Gadhat envisaged the
division of competences between Thilisi and Sukhtira,former being
responsible in addition for foreign policy, deferss® finance. However
these proposals were rejected by the new Georgehetship who did
not accept the notion of reforming Georgia on aefative basis.
Similarly, the Georgian faction of the Abkhazianpg8me Council
boycotted the idea and did not attend sessionseo€buncil. On the day
when the Abkhazian Supreme Council met to disdusgltaft treaty on
federative relations with Georgia, Georgian troafiacked the territory
of Abkhazia, one of the immediate targets beingRhdiament building
where the Council’'s session was held. If the Abklpaaposals on
federative relations between the two republics mdn seriously
considered in Georgia at that time, subsequent teveauld have
developed according to a more peaceful scenario.

The Georgian ideology of the time was based onidka of creating
what was in effect a Georgian unitary state witlo@&n ethnicity at its
core. Despite assurances by Georgian intellecttres the concept
“Georgian” was used as the denominator of citizgnsather than of
ethnicity (similar to American or Swiss), for thenall Abkhaz nation
that had suffered Stalin’s policies of “georgiatiaa’, and was
confronted by modern Georgia’s nationalist policikat denied their
identity, the term “Georgian” was heavily loadeddamad little to do
with the concept of citizenship. On the other hahd,Georgian political
elite and the public were neither prepared to goptate a Georgian
national project based on the idea of civic idgntifor were they ready
for any federalization processes in Georgia. Irsirgp nationalism,

! Anchabadze, Giorgi: The Issues of Georgian AbldraRelations. Thilisi 2006, p.
36.
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denial of identities other than the Georgian oramadcratic institutions

that were weak to the point of being non-existehg questionable
legitimacy of the new authorities after the ovesthrof Gamsakhurdia,
and efforts to establish a unitary Georgian staigetl on the Georgian
ethnicity — these were the factors that increasaasf within Abkhaz

society and further alienated it from Georgia. @e bther hand, the
aspiration for self-determination in Abkhazia wased by Georgian
nationalists to justify their nationalistic stancerelation to other ethnic
groups.

Prior to the war of 1992-1993 the prospect of aefadl Georgia
(including mechanisms to provide security for then-4Georgian
population in former autonomous entities), couldvénaconsiderably
reduced the potential for violence.

3. The Georgian-Abkhazian war of 1992-1993

For several years before Georgian troops invadekhatia in August
1992, the situation between Abkhazia and Georgayell as between
the Georgian and the non-Georgian communities wiikhazia was
tense. The Georgian Mkhedrioni paramilitaries hagum to set up their
units in Abkhazia. In response the Abkhaz estabtistheir own armed
units. The tensions in Abkhazia did not go entirehnoticed by the
international community. At this point a CSCE missvisited Abkhazia
and Georgia, followed by a mission by the Unrepntssk Nations and
Peoples Organization (UNPO) of which both Abkhaared Georgia
were members. Both missions resulted in reports wWeaaned of the
possible escalation of the conflict. Letters wedglrassed to Russia’s
president Boris Yeltsin, and to Georgia’s PresideRtuard
Shevardnadze, stating that the current situatios finsught with grave
consequences.

Despite general apprehensions about possible vioksenarios,
Georgia’s military actions came as a surprise ® Allbkhaz. As was
mentioned above, on the day of the attack the AbkParliament had
assembled to discuss the draft federative treatiy Wieorgia. Within
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hours, Georgian troops occupied the coastal paEastern Abkhazia
and the highway connecting Eastern Abkhazia withdapital city and
the rest of Abkhazia. However, due to the capii)’s geographic
position, on the same day the Abkhazian side mahagestop the
advance of Georgian troops into the center of ekt In the following
few days, as a result of negotiations, an agreemastreached that both
sides would withdraw their armed forces beyondlithés of the capital
city. The agreement provided a basis for the priewenof further
violence, and if it had been honored by the Georgide, could have
helped to avoid a full-scale 13-month war. The Adokdhn side at that
time controlled the majority of the city. As the K®iaz side was not as
well-equipped as the Georgians, it was genuingbrasted in observing
the cease-fire and preventing further military @as$i. The Georgian side
had a military advantage over Abkhazia, having ikexk a share of
Soviet weaponry in accordance with the Tashkeneegent weeks
prior to its military offensive, and could have dgsbe cease fire to press
for more political concessions from the Abkhazighes However, the
apparent aim of the Georgian side was to takecfhultrol of Abkhazia,
and unilaterally determine its political future. lme with this, the
Georgian side violated the cease-fire as soon @sAtikhaz military
withdrew and immediately occupied Sukhum.

This episode is important for two reasons: firstiy,was a missed
opportunity in terms of preventing a full-scale w@econdly, it was the
first agreement between Georgia and Abkhazia shmestart of the war,
and it was violated by the Georgian side. Georgiaaiysts often refer to
violations of agreements by the Abkhazian side dlcatirred later, when
a considerable part of Eastern Abkhazia as welhascapital city of

Sukhum were under Georgian control. The analysfer reo these

violations to justify Georgia’s current reluctante sign an agreement
with Abkhazia on the non-use of force, on the gdsuthat it does not
trust Abkhazia to be a reliable partner in any agrent. However, this
position overlooks the fact that it was Georgiat thadermined trust
between the sides back in 1992, when it couldstile been possible to
avoid widespread bloodshed. Despite the obviousssand warnings
that Georgia was preparing a military attack adaiAd®khazia,

international organizations, particularly the UNf which Georgia
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became a member two weeks before the attack, digemously attempt

to prevent military actions. This can be explairnathong other reasons,
by expectations from the international communigttGeorgia would be

able to solve its “internal” problems in a quicldagfficient manner.

The Georgian military assault on Abkhazia at tmeetiwhen the Abkhaz
side was speaking about a federative treaty witlorGia, rather than
independence, has deprived Georgia of serious aegisnin favor of
maintaining Abkhazia within the Georgian state. Téerupation of
Sukhum in violation of the first cease-fire agreptneot only started a
13-month war, but also undermined trust, makinghierr agreements
between the conflicting parties less viable.

4. Proposals about a common state

From the very beginning of the negotiation proctes mediators and
facilitators (Russia, the UN and later the Group Fofends of the
Secretary General) insisted that a political settiet should be based on
the principle of Georgia’s territorial integrity.his approach used the
outcome which was desired by one side (Georgiahasamework for
negotiations and thus equated conflict resolutiath whe restoration of
territorial integrity. For mediators to occupy suglposition was bound
to cause protests from the other party to the ainffor the Georgian
side reconsiderinthe principle of territorial integrity was inadmiisi,
as was restructuring the country on a federatiwsbdhough Georgia’s
position was not acceptable for Abkhazia, at thgirbeng of the
negotiation process the Abkhaz side did not insmgquivocally on full
independence. This apparent ambivalence in the @&bklosition was a
result of pressure exerted on Abkhazia during eigotiation process by
the mediators (Russia and the UN). From 1994 Rusdi@duced
limitations for Abkhaz citizens in crossing the Alalzian-Russian
border, and from January 1996, at Georgia’s demaade and political
sanctions were imposed on Abkhazia by the CIS.sBreson Abkhazia
increased with the setting up of the Group of Fdg&ewnf the Secretary
General (USA, France, Germany, UK and Russia),staated to play an
active role in the negotiation process.
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As a result of such pressure the Abkhazian sidetdéabk for potential
compromises, which would allow it to preserve thaximum possible
sovereignty for Abkhazia. While it was not willinp contemplate
political status for Abkhazia within the Georgiatate, the Abkhazian
side was prepared to talk about the restoratidag#l relations between
two states on an equal footing (i.e. a common state divided
competences of the confederative type). This mositvas reflected in
the Joint Declaration signed on 4 April 1994 in Nos 2

This model for potential resolution, based on campse, could have
served as the basis for a comprehensive agreeraemdn the parties at
that time. But Georgia and the Western mediatoterpneted the

Moscow Declaration in a way that excluded a confatile type of a

settlement, substituting it by general proposalsaofederation with

various degrees of sovereignty for Abkhazia withie Georgian state.

In 1997 negotiations led by Yevgeny Primakov, tRereign Minister of
the Russian Federation, resulted in the draftinga gfrotocol on the
creation of a union state, which the Abkhaz leddpragreed to sign
and the Georgian side rejected. The Abkhaz leadgreed to make
amendments to seven out of nine provisions of tiadt ghrotocol, but
this did not help the situation.

That same year Primakov persuaded the Abkhaz Rresitdzinba to
visit Thilisi and meet with President Shevardnadizee two presidents
signed a joint statement in which they committedmbelves not to
resort to the use of force in the resolution opdiss.

The meeting in Thilisi was followed by intensiveustte diplomacy that
resulted in the establishment of a Coordination riéduto deal with
practical issues of security, economic rehabibtaind refugees.

2 Kvarchelia, Liana: Sanctions and the path awamfpeace. In: Powers of Persuasion:
Incentives, Sanctions and Conditionality in Peadentg Accord, no. 19. Issue

Editors: Aaron Griffiths, with Catherine Barnes,ndwmn: Conciliation Ressources
2008.

® Shamba, Sergei: The negotiation process: hopediaagpointments. In: Abkhazia-
Georgia. Obstacles on the way to peace. Sukhum, 2001
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The violent attempt by Georgian forces to regaintia over the Gal

District of Abkhazia in May 1998, which borders Gga and is

populated predominantly by ethnic Georgians) wasraus blow to the
negotiation process. This attempt failed, but suteed in another, albeit
temporary, exodus of the Georgian population, an@ worsening of
relations between the sides. The Abkhaz side froem n insisted on
the signing of an agreement on the non-use of filraewould provide

for international guarantees, and refused to dsths political status of
Abkhazia other than in the context of its full ipeéedence.

The fact that Georgia was not only not condemnedstarting a war

against Abkhazia, but also enjoyed unconditiongbpsut from the

international community for its agenda with regaodAbkhazia after the
war, did not motivate the Georgian leadership tokdor compromise
solutions. The international community insisted arframework for

negotiations that reflected the aspirations andm#ite goals of one
particular party to the conflict. Though such anpapach was not
accepted by the other side of the conflict andafee was doomed to
failure, international mediators continued to irtsin it for almost a

decade, often closing their eyes on Georgian attenp change the
status-quo by the use of force.

5. Negotiations on an agreement on the non-use of¢e

From the end of the 1990s the Abkhazian side dgtilabbied the

signing of a separate Georgian-Abkhazian agreemeithe non-use of
force and international guarantees for the nonmgsion of hostilities.

The Georgian side in turn linked the signing of @igt document with

Abkhazia with reference to the “inviolability of Gegia’s frontiers” and
the return of Georgian refugees to the whole of #@a’s territory

(around 50 000 of Georgian refugees have alreadyned to Abkhazia,
almost exclusively to its Gal District).

After the “Rose Revolution” the Abkhaz Foreign Mitar Sergei

Shamba and the Georgian State Minister for Cosfldian Khaindrava
prepared a document on the guarantees for the s@miuforce. They
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signed a relevant protocol in the presence of H&aljliavini, Special
Representative of the UN Secretary General. HoweWes document
was not approved by the Georgian President, whetiqued the role of
the CIS Russian peacekeepers as guarantors.

In spring 2006 President Bagapsh produced a pliedc& he Key to
the Future”. This plan reiterated the necessitgighing an agreement
on the non-use of force. President Bagapsh caleth® Georgian side
and the Community of Independent States (CIS) cmsto lift the
sanctions. The fact that it was stated in the phah Georgia should be
first to initiate the international recognition éfbkhazia, could have
been read to imply that Georgia would then be ipoaition to set
conditions concerning recognition that would addrets interests.
Another important message was addressed to thernatienal
community, and emphasized that while Russia is Akkis main
strategic partner, Abkhazia is open to buildingatiehs with the
European Union and within the framework of the RI&ea cooperation.
Some analysts within Georgia regarded these prégasa positive step
that could contribute new ideas to the negotiajwocess. But the
official Georgian response was to stick to the fokdneworks with an
emphasis on the return of refugees prior to aipalitresolution of the
status issue.

The introduction of Georgian troops into the upparts of the Kodor
Gorge in Abkhazia in 2006 terminated the officiggotiation process
for almost two and a half years, though some infdroontacts between
Sergei Shamba (Abkhaz Foreign Minister) and Irakliasania

(Saakashvili's Special Representative) continuedus$ing on a draft
document on the non-use of force and the liftingaoictions.

In the absence of external recognition of Abkhaziadependence, the
Abkhazian side hoped to prolong the existing stajus through the
signing of a document guaranteeing the non-resemptf hostilities.
Though it was not in the interest of the Abkhazate to commit itself
to the return of refugees prior to the resolutidnttee conflict on a
political level because of a possible demograpimbalance in the case
of the return of Georgians only, the Abkhazian sideertheless agreed
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to include a provision on the return of refugeethimdraft agreement on
the non-use of force, referring to past UN Secudibuncil resolutions
and other previous agreements between the siddsereRee to the
Security Council resolutions was also made in tlowipions concerning
the CIS Peacekeeping Forces (PKF) and UNOMIG asagt@s.

One can assume that Georgia’s strategy in recens yeas been based
on the following principles: 1) Georgia will notgsi any agreements
with Abkhazia (on the non-use of force, economitatslitation etc), if
these agreements do not directly endorse Geortgagorial integrity
and the return of Georgian refugess masseKnowing that such an
approach is not acceptable for Abkhazia, the Gaardeadership
attempts to portray the Abkhazian side as the peesponsible for
freezing the negotiation process. The continuatibthe status quo is
regarded by Georgian leaders as a counter-pro@ustrategy. 2) The
Georgian side accuses Russia for its support ofhAbla, which,
according to the Georgian side, makes Abkhaziastipa inflexible.
Georgia would be satisfied only if Russia’s roldpkerestore Georgia’s
territorial integrity. Therefore, Georgia claimsatithe chief obstacle in
changing the status quo is Russia’s position ambuamces Georgia’s
intention to change the existing peace-keepingreggbtiation formats.

The Abkhazian strategy was informed by the follayvassumptions: 1)
It is necessary to exclude any possibility of tise of force in conflict
resolution, since military confrontation will havedisastrous
consequences for Abkhazia. It was for this reasa the Abkhazian
leadership decided not to respond militarily to timroduction of

Georgian troops to the Kodor Gorge. The Abkhaz afdoulated that in
this way they would occupy the moral high groundhwiegard to

Georgia’s action in the Kodor Gorge, but this dat bring the desired
dividends, other than a degree of positive infleemrmn Western
perceptions of Abkhazia. 2) In the absence of magonal recognition
Abkhazia was interested in preserving the status fwom the Abkhaz
perspective the Georgian side was preparing togshdine status quo
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militarily. That is why it was important for the Kbazian side to sign a
non-resumption of war agreemént.

Before deciding to change the status quo one hbs fally aware of the
possible consequences. The status quo of “no wapeaace” is not a
desirable solution, but it is better than the u$darce. The status quo
creates the space for various diplomatic channel$®é pursued. In a
situation where the sides have conflicting politigaals (independence
vs. territorial integrity) and both appeal to thifghrties who compete for
influence in the region, attempts to change théustguo through the
use of force instead of unfreezing negotiations #aught with
predictable consequences.

6. The Steinmeier plan and the consequences of thagust
2008 war

On the eve of August 2008, Western diplomats irszdaheir efforts in
the conflict resolution process. One such effortswiae German
initiative presented by the German Foreign MiniS&inmeier. The so-
called “German plan” envisaged a three-phase approa

Phase 1- assurances of non-use of force; security gueeant
including for the Kodor Valley; general principlé and continuation of
IDP and refugee return; consideration of intermatlo security
arrangements;

Phase 2— confidence-building by practical projects — ®ihitiated
by an international donor conference in Berlin;uret of IDPs and
refugees; practical cooperation in the fields ofusiy, trade, travel,
selected legal issues, culture and sports undeydlitecal status quo;

Phase 3— agreed settlement of Abkhazia’'s political statushe
framework of internationally mediated bilateral nagtions.

“ Akaba, Natella: Agreement on non Resumption ofiliss as an important factor in
the Resolution of the Georgian-Abkhazian Conflighpublished policy paper,
International Alert.
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For the first time in almost fifteen years of nagbbn a plan suggested
by a Western state did not refer to Georgia’s tienal integrity. Instead
it envisaged discussions concerning the statushihazia as the third
phase of the plan. Georgia did not want to disthisgolitical status of
Abkhazia without reference to its territorial intiyg. But the main
drawback of the plan in Georgia’'s eyes was that glen did not
stipulate the withdrawal of the CIS PKF.

The Abkhaz side was not satisfied with the plahegitsince they had
made it clear they were not willing to discuss Aakia’'s status as such,
but only conditions under which Abkhazia's indepemce might be

recognized. Besides, given the inflexible Westeosifpn on the issue
of Georgia’s “territorial integrity”, for Abkhazi# was crucial to have

Russia’s peace-keeping role as central in any ggcarangements.

Despite criticism with regard to a number of prawis of the German

plan, the Abkhaz leadership agreed to prepare tveir version of the

paper that incorporated a significant part of therr@an plan. The

Abkhaz draft was sent to Thilisi on the eve of gust events.

The August war changed the situation not only oa g¢nound, but
internationally. Apparently Georgia’s plan was toroypke the
deterioration of the situation in the so-calledrifiict zones” to a degree
that would force Russia to intervene. A sufficigntrude Russian
intervention would have allowed the Georgian autles to
expose Moscow as a party to the conflict. WhatGleergian leadership
did not foresee, however, was the intensity of RUssesponse. As a
result the August war has left Georgia’s militanjrastructure in ruins,
the question of Georgia’s “territorial integrityven in the perception of
Georgians themselves has become rhetorical, Rafsraed itself as
the sole regional power, and the internal politisélation in Georgia
has acquired the form of a permanent crisis. Ablkhezgained control
of the Kodor Gorge, was recognized by Russia, antk @gain stated
something that has been obvious to its populatibal@ng: the issue of
Abkhazia’s security is directly linked with its @gnized independence
and therefore any international solutions haveatee tthis reality into
account.
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The Abkhazian side realizes that recognition by dRusnd Russia’s
military presence does not exclude the necessityeiolving its conflict
with Georgia, and it has supported consultatiorthiwithe new Geneva
process based on the Medvedev-Sarkozy plan. Moredkhazia is

interested in preserving an international presencébkhazia in the
form of the UN mission, albeit with a revised naarel mandate. The
eventual presence of EU observers on Abkhaziartasris highly

doubtful due to the active position the EU is tgkiagainst the
recognition of Abkhazia (EU pressure on countries tnight potentially
recognize Abkhazia, calling on Russia to renoutg@ecognition etc.).
The door of any EU mission to Abkhazia could opaty of Abkhazia

perceives the EU as an impartial actor, which is the case at the
moment.

Georgia managed to play on the contradictions betwdMoscow and
the West to such a degree, that the internationairaunity proved to be
ineffective in stopping Georgia from using force Awugust 2008.
Western diplomats failed to warn Georgia suffidigmtearly that using
force was impermissible, enabling Georgia to mesiptet their
message. The EU, that has now increased its pregartbe region and
has adopted a more active role in conflict res@athas largely failed
to assume the role of an impartial mediator despame progress in the
Geneva talks over creating mechanisms for the ptewe of security
incidents.

7. The role of civil diplomacy

Contacts on an unofficial level were maintainedMsen the sides even
during the war of 1992-1993. During that periodd ammediately after
the war, these contacts were aimed at solving sndsimanitarian
problems (exchange of prisoners of war etc.). Latsil society
representatives (mostly NGOs) on both sides acdeptat it was
important to work together on the prevention ofuelfer outbreak of
war. Thus Georgian-Abkhazian civil society dialoggadually evolved
from solving practical issues of common interesthsas the exchange
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of information on missing persons to issues of aremlmng-term
character.

The main difference between the official negotiatjgrocess and the
civic dialogue was not only related to the objeesivof the two

processes or to the degrees of responsibility foy &ind of an

agreement. The most important difference had tovido the fact that
on the official level there was an attempt to cotoea resolution

without analyzing the sources of the conflict ahd tange of issues
under dispute that constituted the core of thelminf

Unlike the official process, there was no specff@amework within
which the sides looked for solutions in the unadficcivil society
dialogue. The Georgian participants put forewardous ideas for a
Georgian state incorporating Abkhazia - either fathe or
confederative — while the Abkhaz participants désad potential
conditions under which Georgia might recognize Adskh. Among the
topics discussed were the sources of the conflietheeds and fears of
the parties to the conflict, the role of third pest the impact of
Georgia’s possible NATO accession on the Georgibkh&zian
conflict, and migration processes related to thela.

Despite political differences over a number of gwes, particularly

regarding the territorial integrity vs. independenssues, the common
assumption was only that a peaceful resolution Ishbe found to the

conflict, and that resolution is as much about phecess of reaching
agreement as it is about the outcome.

Materials, including transcripts of the meetinggrevpublished and this
gave to readers in both societies and internatipniaé opportunity to
explore the conflict resolution process and develepts within both
countries through the civil society prism. Many wiags about the
possible impacts of various decisions, as well lagutthe possible
deterioration of the situation, were unfortunatejpored by decision
makers both at the local and international levels.
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The so-called “Schlaining” process initiated byilcaociety from both

sides together with international NGOs, occupiepecial place in the
history of informal dialogue. It provided a neutsglace for officials to

discuss conflict related issues in an unofficidtisg. It was designed in
a way that allowed a free exchange of opinions betwofficials and

civil society from both sides and a space for jainalysis of factors that
enhance or hamper conflict resolution. Some ofidleas that emerged
during the discussions were later used in the matgmt process, or vice
versa. For example, the Shamba-Alasania initiadivéhe agreement on
the non-use of force and international guaranteesdn-resumption of
hostilities, were rehearsed in the Schlaining psecdn one of his
articles Paata Zakareishvili, a Georgian civic\astiand coordinator of
the Schlaining dialogue process from the Georgide, gives a very
convincing picture of how the Georgian leadershegdn to undermine
the process by preventing Georgian officials froamtipipating in the

Schlaining meetings.

The Georgian leadership put pressure not only eir tifficials who
supported unofficial contacts with the Abkhaziaskesibut also on those
NGOs that took an impartial position and were ablavork on both
sides of the conflict divide. Impartiality was inpeeted by the Georgian
government as an anti-Georgian position.

In addition to dialogue processes at the level GfO¢ and analysts, civil
society was involved in concrete confidence-buddimeasures on
bilateral and multi-lateral (Caucasus-wide) levels.

In 2001 on the eve of the first escalation in trel&r Gorge Georgian
NGOs issued a statement in which they warned tlmwvernment

against any steps that might aggravate the situafitier the clashes in
the Gorge following the intervention of armed gredpm Georgia, the
Caucasus NGO Forum, set up at the initiative of dazkand Georgian
NGOs, sent a fact finding mission to the region @stdied a report on
the events that took place in the Kodor Gorge. 0072 Abkhaz

® Zakareishvili, Paata: How Step by Step the GeorGiamernment was Destroying the
Informal Georgian-Abkhazian Dialogue Process. lezéhansi, 22.09.2008, p. 19, 20.
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journalists helped in the release of Georgian jalists that were
detained by the Abkhaz authorities for illegallpgsing the border.

At the peak of the August events the participantsthe dialogue

processes were in contact with each other througlaie Abkhaz NGOs

held a meeting with the Abkhaz authorities to eastivat the ethnic
Georgian civilian population in the Kodor Gorge,vesll as in the Gal

district, did not become a target and innocentimistof score settling.
Today Georgian and Abkhaz civil society activistsd aexperts are
involved in parallel policy research and in prochgcrecommendations
on security, the situation in the border regiortse thuman rights
situation etc. Contacts at the civil society legbbuld not create the
illusion among the international community thatréhare forces within
Abkhaz society that see the future of their coumtithin the Georgian

state. The rationale behind such contacts is thareavess that the
conflict has not been resolved, and that until solgion is achieved
there remains a threat to security, and limitatitmg/hat Abkhazia can
achieve economically and politically prevail.

However, there is a serious gap between the esgedccumulated
within civil society circles with regard to the dbat resolution process
and internal developments within both societieshenone hand, and the
demand for such expertise from local and internaladecision makers
on the other.
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Missed Chances in the Georgian-South Ossetian
Conflict — A View from South Ossetia

Alan Parastaev

The conference on “used and missed opportunities donflict
prevention in the Georgian-South Ossetian conflicgquired the
consideration of two points:

a) Not too much focus on the general conflict history
b) Focus on describing the policy of the South Ossdeadership
in the last two decades

Points a) and b) are somewhat contradictory. Dutiveglast 20 years,
South Ossetia has periodically been in a stateobfigal conflict with
Georgia, which culminated in the armed phase. ewtaly, the
frequency strictly corresponds with the periodstloénging regimes in
Georgia. The policy of the South Ossetian leadprshirecent decades
has simultaneously been the history of the Geor@issetian conflict.

This essay aims at sampling one period of modemthS@ssetian
history to try to discover the essence of the Gaor@ssetian relations
and the role of various actors, to uncover theolesd4o be learnt from
the past and to reveal the missed chances/oppoetirtiefore and
during the conflict.

There have been dozens of peace initiatives oérdifft governments in
the Caucasus, including those of Georgia and SOs#etia, as well as
the OSCE mission and Russian peacekeeping foraeh &de to the
conflict participating in the negotiation procesgues that it was their
peacekeeping mission which was most effective aoiributed to

peace-building. However, it is not the aim of thaper to go into further
depth into these dynamics. With all personal amgigof the South
Ossetian government, as a South Ossetian citizenntpossible to find
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actions that could be described as factors leatdirte deterioration of
the situation. Thus, Georgians also believe theesanthe case of their
own government and it is quite possible that tkiplausible, if one did
not take such facts as the case of direct aggre$sid992, 2004 and
2008 into account, as well as the regular violat@ninternational

agreements banning the entry of heavy weaponrythet@onflict zone.

To increase the complicated dynamic of differemwpoints, officers,
part of the OSCE peacekeeping mission, would alsmis@ their
peacekeeping mission, finding it difficult to cgtie their own
organisation.

Russia is not to be mentioned here, which formaliig in reality, did
serve a peacekeeping mission.

The combination of different viewpoints, all seryipeaceful means in
their opinions, led to hundreds of people beinde#liland Tskhinvali
destroyed.

The security problem, in terms of preventing a vesek conflict, was not
solved by the various international institutiontu$ the South Ossetian
government, realising that no other security systastuding the OSCE
was able to decrease tensions, allowed the Rugsiary in South
Ossetia to protect the safety of the South Ossptiulation.

At the state level this led to an improvement cé #gituation. In the
formal negotiation process under the auspices ®fQBCE the parties
failed to agree. Generally, the initiative to reviand analyse the parties
to the conflict and the conflict dimension does matke sense until the
actual conflict process as a whole has been ewludthus, the main
problems were neither the actions by the governsnemr the
international organisations, but in fact the actoebotiations of the
peace process and the approach to them by theatiamal community.

From the perspective of a citizen of the RepubliSauth Ossetia taking

part in the round table discussions in Vienna is waportant to focus
the comments on the conflict regions and not onr@aocand South
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Ossetia, territories which are interpreted difféiseby different parties.
The area of conflict is seen here in terms of laegs of residence of the
non-Georgian population. From Georgia’'s point ofwj any regions
inhabited by non-Georgians are defined as the afreanflict. For the
majority presently living in the Georgian provinoESouth Ossetia, the
essence of the conflict lies in the wish to secdm the metropolis
Thilisi, which is not granted to them. This is besa the Georgian-South
Ossetian conflict is essentially seen as an inteaalict in Georgia.

To be able to function, civil society activists agdvernment entities,
which regarded South Ossetia a part of Georgig these differing
realities in South Ossetia into account. It wasangmnt to try to explain
the situation from a South Ossetian point of viewttese actors. This
dimension was also present in the conference inndewhere differing
views prevailed on the interpretation of Georgitgitorial conflicts.
The general confusion surrounding the topic is ook of mere
terminology; it encompasses the main componertepblitical conflict
and the real reason for the low efficiency of p&aeping initiatives and
attempts to transform and resolve the GeorgiantS0@stsetian conflicts
that have been going on for more than 16 years lence led to
numerous deaths.

The permanent and categorical declarations of thiernational

community of its support of the disputed territbrigegrity of Georgia

and the definition of the Georgian-South Ossetianflct as an internal
conflict within Georgia and not as a conflict wheretors compete for
international recognition, hindered the internatlocommunity as well

as Russia to develop effective measures that wanelgent an escalation
of the conflict and the events of August 2008.

The recognition of Georgia’s territorial integrityy the international
community at a time when the territory was plagigdthree armed
conflicts in 1992, (South Ossetia, Abkhazia, thal eavar) was the first
measure that hindered the resolution of the cdnflic

The former Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic wasognised as an
independent Republic of Georgia, despite the faat teferendums held
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under international law and democratic norms in tBossetia
demonstrated the willingness to become a part aSRunot part of the
new Georgian Republic.

With no possibility of an absolute recognition aiush Ossetia, it was
taken to the level of a taboo topic that could e#n be discussed. The
international community, through the OSCE, deniedniag an
agreement in support of South Ossetia.

All these events led to an air of opposition betwBe@ssia and the West.
In terms of attitudes towards democratic values \rest and Russia had
no specific conflicts. However, South Ossetia’s ydapon was of the
opinion that Russia and the West were antagoregarding the respect
for their democratic values. This was not the atgmple of where the
EU and other international institutions vexed tha society.

As a result, the South Ossetian leadership sougppaost from the

representatives of the Russian political elite,agopg the Western “no”

to South Ossetia’s independence. This was the oanlyect choice

considering the circumstances and was ultimatedggwed as the South
Ossetian ethos, allowing it to make the first si®pards international

recognition.

The approach by the international community towahds problem of
resolving the South Ossetian conflict led to a tiggaattitude in South
Ossetia towards NGOs and individuals based on Westemocratic
values, which minimised the influence of democrédices in the South
Ossetian society.

The international community and Georgia believedt thegotiations
with the current political leadership of South Qmseegarding the
validity of the international recognition of the Réblic of South Ossetia
would be problematic. However, they had the chaoceegotiate on this
issue with constructive-minded politicians and Icsaciety activists to
defuse tensions, to avoid the escalation of thdlicomnd prevent the
move towards military action.
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Nevertheless, the selective approach of the intiema community in
regard to cooperation with the South Ossetian N@@$ community
leaders, giving preference to those that did ngame the issue of the
international recognition of the Republic of So@ksetia, did not help
matters. This was because international organizstivad developed
policies towards South Ossetian organizations wigakie support to
those who would not express public opinion i.e. ldawt represent the
interests of a large part of civil society. Thenpiples of tolerance were
substituted by the loyalty towards the policiessmed by Georgia and
international organizations. Over the years this b@come sustainable.
Based on the findings made as a result of the catipe with “loyal”
NGOs, the atmosphere was transformed into one mjliical nature.
The international organisations built a strategy fmalysing the
situation based on these findings. As revealed,labe analyses and
conclusions were perfunctory and often did notespond to reality.

This deadlock occurred despite the fact that thg iaistitutions in South
Ossetia had taken initiatives to encourage thenatenal community
and Russia to reconsider their attitudes towardsQhsetian-Georgian
conflict as an internal conflict in Georgia andt&ke into account the
justification of South Ossetia to be recognized imdependent in
accordance with international law. Unfortunatelye tinternational
community did not heed the calls of the South Gasetivil society.

To cite a personal example, when less than one year to August
2008, at a conference organized by the EU Institut&ecurity Studies
in Paris, | tried to convince the high assemblgxjerts that the EU was
promoting the political elite of Georgia. | presemtthe idea that the
replacement of the leadership of South Ossetiahley pro-Georgian
government of Dmitry Sanakoev would in no caseheeway to resolve
the conflict, but instead would lead to bloodshAad.a justification of
my logic, | gave a single argument: the problem wed the views of
the civil society of South Ossetia were not begikgeh into account. The
ignoring of this fact led to bloodshed, 20 000 gfes, the destruction of
the city of Tskhinvali and the approach of Russtanks up to 30
kilometres from Thilisi.
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How long will it take for the different actors tsten to the civil society
of South Ossetia? Considering the role of the cdatiety of South
Ossetia in the context of upholding the democrairnciples of

international law on the domestic front, it can dmncluded that it is
more than significant. Civil society activists hapkayed a significant
role in forcing the political leadership of Soutrs$@tia to abide by
humanitarian and international law. Various aciarthe political arena
of the Georgian-South Ossetian conflict have ttiedjive guidance to
the Republic of South Ossetia in terms of foreigiiqy, based on
international law, in order to achieve short-termd ehighly dubious
“progress”, but they regularly met with resistaficen civil society.

A striking example is the struggle of civil sociedgainst the political
forces of South Ossetia, claiming that adherenceth® Russian
Federation was the main purpose of the Republ&ootth Ossetia.

Defending the principles of independence was tdeate a betrayal of
the Republic of South Ossetia. Despite tremendoesspre from formal
structures of civil societies, these activists wpeesuaded by political
parties and the public to accept the accessionussiR, without which
South Ossetia would not achieve international rettimm. Furthermore
they claimed that real independence was contrarthéointerests of
Russia itself. Already by mid-2007, the politicalagiorm of the
President of the Republic of South Ossetia, Ed#ankbity, was based
on the principles laid down in the struggle for epéndence of South
Ossetia only in the framework of international law.

This was an important element in the peace effagsyell as in the
policy guidance of South Ossetia during the pef684-2005, because
it did not focus on the opposition to Georgian giek for achieving
independence and recognition. This was despitéattieghat the majority
of the people of South Ossetia voted in favourrofralependent South
Ossetia and in spite of the position of the inteamal community that
negated South Ossetia equating it to the indepeeden separatist
territories. This led, given the right leadersmp3eorgia, to the support
of Georgia by the international community and thatéd States and to
the implementation of law enforcement against SoOsetia and
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against separatism.

Georgia and the international community as repteseby the OSCE
and other interested parties in 2006/2007, hadhlacteance to negotiate
with South Ossetia, by offering it various formaik the settlement,
taking into account legal requirements of Southebas

Civil society activists were aware that a changattitude towards South
Ossetia’s problems not to mention its recognitioaswnot possible
without respect for proper procedures and withautappropriate level
of democracy in the republic. South Ossetia waslyreand open to
dialogue with all, regardless of the views of othen the South Ossetian
problem, and it was ready to support democraticgsses in its society.

Even in 2007/2008, civil society activists startediatives aimed at
building confidence with the Georgian side.

Among them, the “Civil Initiative, the citizens 8buth Ossetia” and the
“Caucasus Network of Business and Development” Ishba noted as
the first united network of citizens of South Ossetegardless of
nationality or place of residence. They acted withatives aimed at the
development of civil institutions (media, sociabgrams, human rights,
culture). However, support from international orgations was not
sufficiently strong and these kinds of civil sogiegroups could not
withstand the pressure from the extremist forcesthos the project did
not proceed. Citizens of the Republic of South @ssaccepted these
high-risk conditions, a step which led them to hblly declared as
traitors, accusing them of having distributed uatmformation. But the
Civic Forum did not succeed, which was not benaffifor the Ossetian-
Georgian dialogue. A dialogue at a crucial momesither had the
means nor the capacity to ensure what would wdecebely, because
there was no proper support from the internaticoaimunity.

A more efficient project is the “Caucasus Businassl Development
Network”, wherein the basis of its activities isetldevelopment of
business in the South Caucasus region. The suot#ss project lies in
the fact that the organizers and participants oesex number of
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principles necessary for a successful peace prdfeemost important of
which is promoting equal respect for the intere$the participants.

The situation in Georgia and its territorial coctfi has been and will be
directly connected with the situation in South Gissend with the

Georgian-Ossetian peace process which was intedupg attempts of
the Saakashvili government to destroy the peagefpulation of South

Ossetia and to annex the territory of South Ossethugust 2008.

The aggression against South Ossetia clearly exatesr the already
heightened tensions in Georgia in the conflict zon€he political

leadership of Georgia has repeatedly stated tlefctitprits were the
Republic of South Ossetia’s people — citizens obr@& —, i.e. its own
citizens; the application of weapons of mass desStm against its
“own” citizens did not have a positive impact o ttelations between
the various nationalities inhabiting Georgia, esbc in areas of

residence of other ethnic groups, such as the AianenChechens or
Azerbaijanis. This is also an important lesson ¢oléarned from the
tragic events of August 2008.

Continuing this line of thought, it can be conclddkat the August 2008
events have negatively affected the situation enNorthern Caucasus.
The increasing acts of violence demonstrate thss,the difference

between attacks on security forces and internefgiting are getting

more and more difficult to define.

Russia went along with the recognition of South gflas in spite of
being aware of the fact that it would worsen thieagion in the Northern
Caucasus. This was a high price paid by Russiaghforsecurity of the
citizens of South Ossetia.
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PART IV:
THE INTERNATIONAL INFLUENCE
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OSCE Early Warning and the August Conflict in
Georgia

Dov Lynch'

Introduction

To reflect the paradox of reality, the medical wiosbmetimes uses the
expression, “the operation was successful; theepadied.” The phrase
helps to capture, dramatically indeed, the paraofoguccess in some
situations, when operations may be carried outcsifely, even
successfully in their own terms of reference, bail fat a more
fundamental level. In the medical world, a heartyrba successfully
transplanted, but the patient may still pass aviryn related or even
unrelated causes. The expression can be usefgletongs outside the
medical world.

The OSCE has been working in Georgia since 1992 tv#é mandate to
support the process of settling the territorial fbon between the
Georgian central authorities in Thilisi and the asapist self-declared
region of South Ossetia. Through the OSCE Missoeorgia on the
ground and the activities of the permanent reptastiges of the
participating States in Vienna, the OSCE performady warning in
and around the conflict zone and undertook politdesarn against and
prevent renewed conflict. Nonetheless, war resumethe region of
South Ossetia on August 2008.

How can we explain the resumption of the conflist?his a failure of
the OSCE and the participating States? Or was thedeed, a more
paradoxical logic at play on the ground?

! These are the personal views of the author ambtleeflect those of the OSCE.
Thanks go to Emmanuel Anquetil, Martha FreemanMadin Nesirky for their
criticism and support. All remaining errors andddsof opinion are those of the
author only.
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In exploring these questions, the argument in pliger is structured in
three parts. The first part will examine OSCE medtras for early
warning and conflict prevention in Georgia. A set@ection will look
more closely at OSCE activities in the run-up togést 7', during the
period of heightening of tensions that occurred@®8. The last part
will outline elements of a deeper logic that wagplaly on the ground. In
the end, it was this logic that led events intaeacalatory cycle and that
worked ultimately to offset the benefits of OSCHEagement.

OSCE mechanisms

Before examining events in 2008, it is importanséd out the different
OSCE structures and mechanisms that have been exhgagearly
warning and conflict prevention activities in Geiarg

The OSCE has a strong mandate for engagement abeosdole OSCE
area and at all phases of the conflict cycle, isianvith early warning,

conflict prevention, including crisis managemend asettlement, and
followed by post-conflict rehabilitation. Since tlearly 1990s, the 56
participating States have created a toolbox ofumsénts that work each
in different ways in pursuit of this mandate.

The OSCE role begins with the prominent politicghdership that is
provided by the rotating Chairman-in-Office (CiQ)dahis/her Special
Representatives and Envoys. In the past, the OS@hr@an-in-Office

has often chosen to play a personal role in thé&rgoted conflicts that
remain unresolved in the OSCE area. In supporthef@hairman-in-
Office, the Special Envoys embody the political Iwibf the

Chairmanship in established negotiating mechanismd in taking
forward new confidence-building initiatives.

The Chairmanship is supported by the work of theCBSSecretary
General and the activities of the Conflict PrevemtiCentre in the
Secretariat. The OSCE Institutions — the Office fdemocratic
Institutions and Human Rights, the High Commissiooe National
Minorities, and the Representative on Freedom efMiedia — also have
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strong early warning and conflict prevention maedatand have
developed wide-ranging activities to these ends.tl@nground, OSCE
field operations undertake early warning and cohfirevention through
active monitoring and project implementation.

In the case of Georgia, the OSCE drew on a conibmaif these tools,
working at different levels to pursue early warnangd promote conflict
settlement.

The rotating OSCE Chairmanships were constantlyaged with the
objective of conflict settlement through regulasits to Georgia and
through the targeted activities of CiO Special Repntatives. In
addition, the Permanent Council, the OSCE’s mailitigal decision-
making body, regularly debated developments oaegirim and around
the conflict zones in Georgia, including destabilisincidents. The
Permanent Council also provided a forum for theigpating States to
explore proposals for the settlement of the cotsflic

The OSCE Mission to Georgia led OSCE early warrang conflict
prevention activities. The Mission was establisiredecember 1992
with the mandate to promote negotiations betweenphrties to the
Georgian-Ossetian conflict in order to reach atpali settlement. A
branch office in Tskhinvali, the capital of the i@y of South Ossetia,
was established in 1997 to support this objective.

Unarmed OSCE Military Monitoring Officers (MMOSs) gjed a

particularly important role in monitoring the seityrsituation in the

zone of conflict, including by identifying sourcedf tension and
reporting back to the OSCE Chairmanship and th&écgzating States.
Almost all of the MMOs were based in Tskhinvalieifs Their role

involved independent patrolling as well as patngjlwith the tripartite
Joint Peacekeeping Forces (comprising a battalawh eof Georgian,
North Ossetian and Russian peacekeepers). The Mi@stasked also
with monitoring alleged and actual violations ofethcease-fire
agreement, and with drawing attention to possibléipal implications

of specific military activity.
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In addition, the OSCE supported the work of theduyertite Joint
Control Commission, which was created by the 1962hEcease-fire
agreement. The Joint Control Commission comprisedparties to the
conflict (the Georgian and South Ossetian sides)wa#l as the
facilitators (representatives from Russia and N@#setia), along with
the participation of the OSCE itself through itssklon. The Joint
Control Commission was entrusted with monitoring ttease-fire and
with supervision of the Joint Peacekeeping Forcébe Joint
Peacekeeping Forces had been deployed in the ZoocenBict since
1992, headed by a Commander that was appointed usgi&R and
endorsed by the Joint Control Commission.

The OSCE Mission and its field office in Tskhinvedicused on raising
issues of urgent concern to the sides, with the ainpromoting a

results-oriented dialogue and of assisting impldaten of agreements
that they reached. These activities also helpetktelop the momentum
for political, security and confidence-building tiatives including

between communities. It should be noted that whilst Mission

promoted constructive initiatives, ultimately, tis&des had to agree
together to engage with them.

The OSCE Mission also supported the publication newsletter of the
Joint Control Commission in order to increase fpamency and
information-sharing. In addition, the OSCE helpedestablish a co-
operation centre for the law enforcement bodiethefconflicting sides.
The Mission also led a project to promote the ctilbe and destruction
of small arms.

The OSCE also worked on longer-term confidencedingl on the
ground. The OSCE-led Economic Rehabilitation Progne (ERP) was
a flagship project in this respect. Launched in &0#éfter a thorough
needs-assessment, the ERP drew on pledges woréilliion to seek
to build confidence between Georgian and Ossetamuunities in and
around the conflict zone through a programme ofalbéhation and
economic development. These projects were develapddcarried out
with the consent of the sides. They involved a ean§ infrastructure
projects, such as rehabilitating water pipelined achools, as well as
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capacity building across communities. With the ERM, intention was
to help move forward an often-stalled dialogue badd on the ground
a more favourable context for peaceful settlement.

In addition, in order to promote transparency amfrmation-sharing
regarding the activities of the Joint Control Coresmn, the OSCE
Mission supported the publication of a JCC newsteffhe Field Office
engaged also in a plethora of grass-roots programhat also provided
insights into community developments on the groufaese activities
included supporting local community projects, proimg civil society
development, and supporting the professional deveémt of
constructive journalism.

Overarching these activities, the OSCE sought twide a perspective
for the peaceful settlement of the conflict. At theitation of successive
OSCE Chairmanships, a ‘Group of Political Expertgt regularly to
elaborate draft proposals on criteria for the pmit settlement of the
conflict. The so-called ‘Baden Paper’ of 2000 (ndnaéter the town in
Austria where it was drafted) was the last majoshpby the OSCE
through the ‘Group of Political Experts.’

How did these mechanisms work in 20087

Throughout the year, the Finnish Chairmanship, thedCiO in person,
was engaged actively with seeking to defuse tessemmd create the
basis for sustainable progress. Heikki Talvities 8pecial Envoy of the
CiO, played an active shuttle role throughout thmir$§ and early
Summer — meeting with the Georgian and Ossetiamoaties and the
Russian government, including to discuss ways twaeoe the conflict
settlement mechanisms. On 10-11 July, Ambassaddviti€aheld
consultations in Moscow, Thilisi and Tskhinvali, a®ll as with the
commander of the Joint Peacekeeping Forces, tosfidtow to resume
the political dialogue and halt a deterioratinguseyg situation.

The OSCE role in 2008 involved also the continusdagement of the
Permanent Council and the Forum for Security Caatpmr in Vienna.
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Following the incident on April 202008 involving an unarmed aerial
vehicle over Abkhazia, the Finnish Chairmanshipoked one of the

OSCE conflict prevention tools (Bucharest MC Damisino. 3) to

request expert advice from the Forum for Securibyoperation, which

meets weekly in Vienna to discuss and take de@siegarding military

aspects of security in the OSCE area, in particatarfidence- and

security-building measures. In late May, Georgid &ussia activated
Chapter Il of the Vienna Document 1999, which pdeg a mechanism
for consultation and co-operation on unusual nmifitactivities. The

Chairmanship provided the framework for consultaidetween the
parties in Vienna.

In 2008, the 56 Ambassadors debated developmer@eangia almost
on a weekly basis in the Permanent Council. The debate before
August 7' occurred on July 41— these discussions followed in the
wake of worrying shootings in the zone of conflcid the statement by
the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs that fouussian fighter jets had
entered Georgian airspace on Jufy 8

On July 7-9, the OSCE Permanent Representatives avetep further.
Twenty two Ambassadors travelled to Georgia, inclgadthe zone of
conflict (and as far as the Roki Tunnel), whereytimet Georgian
authorities,de facto leaders from the South Ossetian side, and the
Commander of the Joint Peacekeeping Forces.

On the ground, the Mission to Georgia continuedend Activity and
Spot Reports back to the participating States, whéstified to rising
tensions and the danger of escalation. OSCE MM@arted on the full
range of incidents that were occurring. These mhetuthe exchanges of
fire in Tskhinvali on July 3-4, the increasing cakies caused by
improvised explosive devices in the zone of conflige firing incidents

in ﬁhe Sveri/Andzisi area on July 29th and in tleeaBuki area on July
30",

In the days before August"7 the reporting of the OSCE Mission
provided clear early warning of the escalation @dthities. For instance,
on August 4th, the Mission to Georgia issued a ntepdorming the
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OSCE participating States of exchanges of smalkdire and mortar

shelling. These were assessed by the Mission ag lbleé most serious
outbreak of fire since the conflict in 2004. Thepad concluded that
unless there is urgent political dialogue betwden representatives of
the sides, in whatever format, to de-escalate tinesiot military security

situation, there was a distinct possibility thag gituation could further
deteriorate. The report of August 7th informed faegticipating States
about the deterioration of the military securitjuation, the failure of a
meeting between the sides and significant movemehtsoops and

equipment on the Georgian side towards the zowerdfict.

Throughout this period, the CiO, Alexander Stuldsued a number of
sharp statements that drew attention to risingdesson the ground and
calling on parties to resume dialogue and refraiomf unilateral
measures. On August 7th, the Finnish Foreign Menigixtended an
invitation to the parties to meet in Helsinki agis@s possible, declaring
that ‘the situation in the conflict zone is extrdyneense and requires
immediate de-escalation’.

In sum, early warning by the OSCE was regular amimbiguous in the
run-up to August . A series of destabilising incidents was occuriing
the ground; this was reported by the Mission to rG@o and it was
discussed in Vienna by the Permanent Represerdatethe 56
participating States.

What went so wrong? How can we explain the failuref
what was an elaborate system of early warning? Idis a
case of ‘the operation was successful, the patiedied'?

A first, unsatisfactory but accurate, answer toséheajuestions is
tautological: ‘Early warning works if it works — doesn’t work if it
doesn’t work.” One should recognise that the eardyning activities of
the OSCE were far from perfect. Monitoring by th&QE did not
extend throughout the entire conflict zone, andrbtl include the area
around the Roki Tunnel. The OSCE never had thepiature and was
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never able to report on the whole spectrum of agreknts in and
round the conflict zone.

This being said, a more satisfactory explanationstmexplore the
‘patient’ itself — that is, the logic at work onetlground in and around
the zone of conflict that led to renewed hostiiten August . From
this perspective, the following factors can be tdmd as having
worked as accelerators of escalation.

1. The existence of a weak but entrenched self-detlseparatist
‘state’ based around Tskhinvali, in a state of ripdiion
readiness and driven by a firm political determomat to
consolidate what it saw as its hard-wdefacto ‘independence.’

2. The increasing territorial complexity of the Sou@ssetian
region itself, with the development of the pro-Ggan Ossetian
authorities in Kurta led by Dimitry Sanokoyev —ghplaced
pressure on the separatist authorities in Tskhiraadl added
uncertainty to the military configuration on theognd.

3. The support provided by external forces to the sz
authorities in South Ossetia, including in infrasture, revenues
and security — counterbalanced by the legitimatsistsce
provided by Thbilisi to the Kurta-based authoritieglso in
infrastructure and security assistance. These itotest two de
facto alternative and contradictory rehabilitation pr@ogmes
that dwarfed the OSCE-led ERP, which was desige#nit
communities together.

4. By 2008, the agreed framework for conflict settlembead run
into the sand. To make progress, two elements badark
together: First, effective monitoring in the zorfeconflict by the
Joint Control Commission and Joint Peacekeepingdsoito
prevent and offset destabilising incidents; Secaadious work
on criteria for a political settlement of the cactflby the ‘Group
of Political Experts.” For all intents and purpostee ‘Group of
Political Experts’ stopped working after 2000. Langka political
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perspective, the Georgian government in Thilisi dmee
frustrated with the existing settlement mechanignosn which it
disinvested. At the same time, the Russian Federabntinued
to insist on the first pillar of the mechanismse(thoint Control
Commission and the Joint Peacekeeping Force) whose
legitimacy and efficiency was increasingly calledoi question
by Georgia. By 2008, these countervailing presshesks stalled
the OSCE’s double-pronged approach to promotingflicon
settlement. The Organisation was left working vétstatus quo
that hardly existed on the ground and fighting tastgin
mechanisms that were off-kilter.

5. The acceleration of the pace of events after Fepraancluding
a sharpening militarisation in and around the zasfesonflict,
the multiplication of incidents on the ground, ahé increasing
brazen openness of the different parties involvadthese
incidents.

6. The perception of local actors on wider internaion
developments mattered — such as developments invidpshe
opportunities and constraints seen to be offerethbyupcoming
elections in the United States, the new leadershipe Russian
Federation, the prospects for Georgia of deepemlagions with
NATO.

From this wider angle, the picture becomes morearcl&Veaving
together, these trends on the ground and more ymlelduced a logic
of escalation that was driven by a sense of highgdeed urgency from
local actors. Entrenched and urgent, this logiowad the strategic
calculations that were being made by different llaaors about the
costs/benefits of maintaining a deteriorating stajuo or taking a risk.
The result was war.
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Early warning means little if it is not followed arly action. In this

sense, it is hard to take solace from the earlyningrsigns that were
emitted by the OSCE regarding developments in Gaongthe run-up

to August 2008. From this view, the OSCE ‘operdtican not be seen
as having been successful, as sufficient earlpmadtid not follow. This

would have required the requisite political wilbfn OSCE participating
States to act swiftly and firmly to halt an emergiescalatory logic.

Despite all of the signs of rising tension, puttitogether an accurate
analysis and prediction of developments proved déficult.

Distinguishing between increasingly routine incidleand a pattern of
imminent conflict in Georgia was no easy task bylyeAugust. It is

simply not easy to act on early warning. By AuguX08, the

international community faced the difficulty of drgangling the ‘usual’
from the ‘extraordinary’ in tensions on the grountdmay have been
easy to predict dramatic events if developmentsicoed, but it was not
a simple thing to pinpoint tipping points beyondiethescalation and
war became inevitable, and even less so to theoreaittis analysis.

There is a lot that can be done to strengthennatemal early warning
and conflict prevention mechanisms in protractedflads. Certainly,
OSCE mechanisms could be further strengthened witlhreased
analytical capabilities. One could also point te theed for greater
coordination between international actors. One codtaw specific
lessons also from the experience in Georgia —rfstance, concerning
the area of activities of the MMOs, which remaingstritorially
restricted.

However, we should underline the importance of esntin the summer
of 2004, working with a healthier ‘patient’, the OBE helped to halt the
escalation of hostilities in and around South Qasdh 2008, early
warning worked well on the whole. But OSCE actiopsoved
insufficient to offset what had become an entreddbgic of escalation.
The picture was sufficiently blurred for early actiby external actors to
be delayed. In the end, the commitment to escaldtmm local actors
proved ineluctable.
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The Role of the United Nations in Abkhazia,
Opportunities and Missed Opportunities between
1992 and 2009

Charlotte Hille

The conflict between Russia and Georgia of Aug@&82 followed by

the recognition by Russia of Abkhazia and Southe@ssurges us to
rethink the opportunities and missed opportunitreshe past 17 years
since Georgia declared its independence, and ctnflvith Abkhazia

and South Ossetia emerged. This essay investijae®le of the UN,

concentrating on the role of UN mediation in theofggan-Abkhazian

conflict, and the mandate and activities of thetebhiNations Mission in
Georgia (UNOMIG). Investigating the opportunitié® tUN has taken is
the more interesting aspect, since the UN has gdlaye active role,
supported by and working with the OSCE and statkelwform the

Group of Friends of the Secretary General.

The Conflict and the United Nations

The conflict between Georgia and Abkhazia erupted4 August 1992
when Georgian military forces entered Abkhaziac8ithe introduction
of perestroika by Soviet President Michael Gorbadmothe mid 1980s
Abkhaz nationalists had aimed at more rights ferAlhkhaz population.
During the 28' century Abkhazians had become a minority in tbein

republic, because of large scale immigration of iGiems and Russiars.

! Hewitt, George: Demographic Manipulation in theu€asus. In: Journal of Refugee
Studies, 8(1)/1995, p. 57, and Mueller, Daniel: Bgraphy: ethno-demographic
history, 1880-1989. In: B.G. Hewitt (Ed.): The Alddians. Routledge 1998, p. 225,
232, 236. Abkhazians numbered in 1897 in Abkhagi&%/, in 1926: 55 918 and in
1939: 56 147, while Kartvelians (Georgians, Mingne$, Laz, Svan) numbered in
1897: 25 875, in 1926: 67 494 and in 1939: 91 @6iich shows that the Mingrelians
in some 30 years started to outnumber the Abkhazian
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In 1989 the Lykhny declaration was adopted by tldgplara People’s
Forum, a group of Abkhazians who, together witreotthnic groups in
Abkhazia, aimed through this declaration at raisiddpkhazia’'s

Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (ASSR) statuSoviet Socialist
Republic (SSR) status, separated from the Geo@&R? They referred
to the treaty-SSR status Abkhazia had held fronl 1821931 in order
to have more autonomy.

After Georgia declared its independence in 1994 nitionalist policies
of Georgian president Zviad Gamsakhurdia estrarthedAbkhazian

population. The decision to open a Georgian languagversity in the

Abkhazian capital Sukhum(i) led to demonstrationsl anrest in the

republic. Following the start of an open conflict ®4 August 1992, the
conflicting parties reached a cease fire agreemedér the auspices of
Russian president Boris Yeltsin on 3 September £99ghting resumed

several times, until the cease fire agreement B718983, the so-called
Sochi Agreemert.

The Secretary General and the Security CouncihefWN have been
involved in the conflict since the beginning, pwastto the obligations
of chapter VI and VII of the UN Charter. The SeargtGeneral had
appointed a Special Representative to the condlietrtly after the
outbreak of hostilities, to brief him and the SeétyuCouncil on the
situation in the conflict between Georgia and Aldiha

2 Studenikin, Alexander: Roots of the 1992 — 19981@ian-Abkhaz Armed Conflict
(2009). <http://mdb.cast.ru/mdb/6-2002/ac/rgaaateessed on 19 April 2009.
® Lynch, Dov: Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist Stdts|nstitute of Peace Press.
Washington 2004, p. 28. An SSR was a member dbthwet Union, and therefore had
the right to secede from the Union, while an ASSRnied part of an SSR and did not
have the right to secede.
* Ceasefire agreement (3 September 1992). <httpuliear.org/our-
\Slvork/accord/georgia-abkhazia/key-texts.php>, aaress 19 April 2009.

Ibid.
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UN Security Council

The UN Security Council has been involved in the@@an-Abkhazian
conflict since its beginning. When several breacloéscease fire
agreements in the period 1992-1993 the cease fa wbserved, a
Declaration on Measures for a Political Settlemefitthe Georgian-
Abkhaz Conflictvas adopted on 4 April 1994. The settlement inetud
Quadripartite Agreement on Voluntary Return of Reks and
Displaced Personswhich was followed a month later by an agreement
on a cease fire and a separation of fofcElis document also included
a protocol with regard to the stationing of CIS ge&eeping forces.
Apart from CIS peacekeepers, the United Nationdoged UN military
observers who would patrol the border area, théddriNations Mission

in Georgia (UNOMIGY. The Security Council convened in a special
session when Abkhazia on 26 November 1994 adoptedew
constitution, replacing the temporary constitutiah 1925. In a
referendum in 1999 the population in Abkhazia vatgdngly in favour

of its independence from Geordiarhe referendum also asked the
population whether they approved of the 1994 cuarigin. The
Abkhazian government pledged allegiance to the ttatisn and
declared Abkhazia an independent republic.

® Declaration on Measures for A Political Settlemefithe Georgian/Abkhaz Conflict
Signed on 4 April 1994, in S/1994/379, Annex | &inel Quadripartite Agreement in
Annex Il of the said document. The Agreement oreade Fire and Separation of
Forces of 14 May 1994 in S/1994/583, 17 May 1994.
<http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B6BBF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3-
CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Georgia%2051994397.pdf> and
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N94/219K2@&IN9421927.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, all accessed 31 March 2009.

" The amount of UNOMIG observers was expanded putsubl Security Council
Resolution 937 (21 July 1994).
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N94/29&P87/N9429825.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, accessed on 31 March 2009.

897,7% of the voters were in favor of independenoel, gave their support to the
Abkhazian Constitution.

° Wikipedia: Act of State Independence of the Rejoubl Abkhazia (12. October
1999).
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The UN Security Council has adopted many resolstidrying to end

the conflict. It asked the parties to refrain frowostilities, and observe
the cease fire agreements of 1993. The negotiatioift®ring these

1994 resolutions mainly dealt with the return dugees and internally
displaced persons (IDPs) to Abkhazia, in additiorseéeking a solution
to the conflict.

Early in the conflict a Special Envoy of the SeargtGeneral was
appointed to brief the Secretary General and tloeirl@g Council on the
developments in the relation between Georgia andhabia. The
Special Envoy also played a role as mediator imggotiation process.
Negotiations involved the Special Envoy of the $&my General of the
UN, representatives of the Russian Federation @ktditors, the OSCE,
and the Group of Friends to the Secretary Geneisisting of the
USA, Great Britain, France, Germany, the RussiateFaion).

The aim of the Group of Friends of the Secretarggsal was to create a
favorable situation for conflict transformation aondnfidence building
measures. The Group of Friends of the Secretargf@grtogether with
Russia (as facilitator) and the UN Special Envdgng with with the
Georgian and Abkhazian sides, met in a Coordina@ugincil. The
Coordination Council was set up on 18 December 1893ukhum(i),
and met regularly, alternating its meetings in Sukti) and Thilisi*’
The Coordinating Council divided its work into Waorg Groups, in
which two representatives of the parties parti@gaas well as the UN
Special Envoy as chair, Russia as facilitator, I &CE, and the Group
of Friends as observers. Working Group | dealt vissues related to
lasting non-resumption of hostilities and to seguproblems; Working
Group Il discussed the issue of refugees and ialigrrdisplaced
persons; Working Group Il was responsible for fitgda solution for
economic and social problerhs.In 1998, as part of the ongoing

<http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Act_of State Indepemce_of the Republic_of Abkh
azia>, accessed on 19 April 2009.
1% Record of the first session of the Coordination@msl of the Georgian and Abkhaz
Parties, held in Sukhumi (18 December 1997). <thivpw.c-r.org/our-
\1/\1/0rk/accord/georgia-abkhazia/keytextS.php>, acakesel9 April 2009.

Ibid.
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negotiation process which took place in Geneva, eeting was

convened in Athens to discuss confidence buildiegsares. In addition
to the expected participants, Georgian and Abkhglz representatives,
the Special Envoy of the Secretary General, the B§Se Group of

Friends of the Secretary General, and the Exec8ieretary of the

Coordinating Council, the Georgian and Abkhaz daiegs included

academics, businessmen, cultural figures, jourtsadind representatives
of NGOs, in order to create broad support for treegss-> This process

took place while exchanging information on the diexis taken by the
Coordinating Council.

At the Athens meeting, held from 16-18 October 199@& Secretary
General presented a draft protocol, indicating Whieeasures should be
taken as part of confidence building measures. dg&sfsi and IDPs
should have the right to voluntary return to thacpls of their permanent
residence; violations of the cease fire and sejogaraf forces agreement
of 14 May 1994 should be investigated jointly by OMIG and the CIS
peacekeeping force; the prosecutors should be stgobby the sides in
investigating criminal cases; support to the leadef the military
structures of the conflicting parties for rapid pesse in the conflict
zone should be given; demining programs shouldrbmgted; contracts
in the fields of energy, trade, agriculture and starction should be
supported; there should be active involvement m ithvestigation of
cases involving persons missing during the hastliand the handing
over of the remains of the dead; and lastly dormmtries should be
requested to support in carrying out psychologsmadial rehabilitation
of post-trauma syndromné.

This initiative resulted in another important megti concerning
confidence building measures when in June 1999 apogsal was
adopted in Istanbul on renewed efforts to solve phablem of the
refugees and Internationally Displaced Persons gJ0Fbm Abkhazia.

12 Athens Meeting of the Georgian and Abkhaz Side€onfidence-Building
Measures (16—18 October 1998). <http://www.c-raugivork/accord/georgia-
abkhazia/keytext10.php>, accessed on 19 April 2009.
13 |k

Ibid.
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Another topic which was high on the agenda at theeting was the
economic situatioh?

Territorial Integrity and Independence

From the beginning the resolutions of the UN Ségudouncil have

stated that the territorial integrity of Georgiatisbe preserved, which
meant before August 2008 that a solution was tiobed in a federal or
confederal status of Georgia, or a situation whdrkhazia would have
extended autonomy.

It was only on 12 October 1999 that Abkhazia dedandependence,
which means that much time was wasted to find atieol which was

acceptable for both parties within Georgia, or ifoase bond with
Georgia. The fact that Abkhazia had been an ASSiRerSoviet Union
and held treaty-SSR status from 1921-1931 gave gingoom to

maneuver for extended autonomy, maybe even sowveyeiglready

having its own government, constitution and othetitutions.

The formal declaration of independence, backedheay gopulation of
Abkhazia through a referendum, limited the scopeegjotiations from
then on. Though the Abkhazian parliament had dedlapvereignty on
25 August 1990 and adopted a constitution on 26eNtdber 1994, it had
held open the possibility of a form of alignmentttwiGeorgia, even
though the Abkhaz politicians aimed at a solutidnol would be based
on equality between Georgia and AbkhdZia.

The UN has missed chances in finding creative vwaysopose to solve
territorial conflicts in which entities have becofaetually independent,
de factostates. The existence of these territories iscditf since they
are often boycotted. Furthermore, the adoptionesblutions in which

14 |stanbul Statement of The Georgian and AbkhazsSiseConfidence-Building
Measures (7—9 June 1999).<http://www.c-r.org/ourkfaxcord/georgia-
abkhazia/keytext11.php>, accessed on 19 April 2009.

15 wikipedia: Act of State Independence of the Rejoutfl Abkhazia (12 October
1999). <http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Act_of Statedependence_of the_Republic_
of _Abkhazia>, accessed on 19 April 2009.
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the territorial integrity is respected, in accordanvith international law,
leaves the mediator with the task of creating tinsthe negotiation
process by thee factoentity. While it is customary that mediators are
neutral, such aa priori statement at least creates doubt on the neutrality
of the mediator.

Frozen Conflicts

The status as ‘frozen conflict’ also resulted frdhe tactics of the

negotiators. As time went on, the momentum for @akthrough was

lost. There were spoilers both in and outside tbkeghtions. People
willing to compromise were replaced by hardlindhgere was sporadic
fighting along the borders of the conflicting peasti and rhetoric was
used as other means of continuing the fight. A®tpassed and new
Special Representatives of the UN Secretary-Gemezed appointed to
report on the situation and mediate, parties hduitiol confidence in the

new mediators, and the willingness to work towasdsompromise

diminished. Parties dug themselves in, and the gogaoposals were
often reformulations of earlier versions, to whitte other party could

only say ng'®

Although protracted conflicts between the metrdpalistate and the
secessionist entity at some point may be calleftaén conflict”, this
may be misleading, since negotiations, sporadichtifig, and
developments in international politics in the GeangAbkhazian
conflict continued’

In the end, the conflicts over the status of Abkhamnd South Ossetia
were not only “frozen conflicts”, but even worserdotten conflicts,

16 Chester Crocker explains in “Taming Intractablenfliots: Mediation in the Hardest
Cases” (United States Institute of Peace Presshingten 2004), how conflicts
become intractable (a feature which applies ta@bhergian-Abkhazian and the
Georgian-South Ossetian conflict).

" United Nations Security Coucil: Press ReleaseugaCouncil demands that
parties in Abkhazia, Georgia, widen commitment toteéd Nations-led peace process.
SC/6671 (7 May 1999). <http://www.un.org/Depts/ctdfuide/scact1999.htm>,
accessed on 31 March 2009.
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with little international attentioff The fighting in August 2008 did two
things: the conflict became violent, and it placde “forgotten”
conflicts back on the international political agandhus creating new
possibilities to negotiate a settlement. The rdl®uassia in this process
has changed from being a facilitator and providemditary for the
peace keeping force to being a party to the cdrfflic

Negotiations from 1992-2009

Mediation

The fact that there have been several Special Enwebyhe Secretary
General implies that trust had to be rebuilt timd again. In mediations
it is known that the chances for success diminiblerwearlier attempts
to mediate have failed. Unless, of course, theigmdt the negotiation
table change.

This created chances in January 2004, when in @edvwkhail
Saakashvili came to power, and in Abkhazia Serggdpsh. However,
the Georgian president soon left his position einly Abkhazia back
through promises of economic help. The controvarsgcerning the
right to self-determination, demanded by Abkhaaag underlined by
the unilateral declaration of independence of 1984] the territorial
integrity, as demanded by Georgia, finally maddifficult to think out
of the box and get common state concepts accepted.

Another aspect which made the conflict turn intdr@zen conflict” was
the aspect of time. The mediator has to considertithe, especially

18 Crocker, Chester and Hampson, Fen Osler and AateR (Eds): Intractable
Conflicts, Mediating in the Hardest Cases. Unitéaté Institute of Peace Press,
Washington 2004. The authors describe various faffiergotten conflictsin casu
the Georgian-Abkhazian and Georgian-South Ossetafiict could fall in the sub
category “neglected conflicts”, pp. 49-52.

19 Circassian World: A Short Chronicle of Events lué 11992-93 Georgian-Abkhazian
War. <http://www.circassianworld.com/croniclewantit, accessed on 31 March
20009.
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shortly after a violent conflict. A solution shoypdeferably be found as
soon as possible. If the parties have tried sewsels to solve the
conflict, like in the case of Abkhazia and Georgihey reach the
moment where they will repeat their moves, and dbeflict becomes

frozen. It has been seen that an escalation oéni@ in a conflict will

result in taking steps back, destroying what hanhbeached in recent
years.

The most important aspect in the negotiations igebwild trust, before
negotiations will and can lead to a solution. Ia theorgian-Abkhazian
case there are confidence-building measures aerdift levels of
society, both at political, economic, and -cultudavels. Several
organizations support local civil society projeatsl participate in multi
track diplomacy, such as the Institute of Strate§tadies, and the
Berghof Institute. Since the cease fire agreemémugust 2008 this
issue is again at the top of the agenda.

In order to have a positive and successful negotiaénvironment,
spoilers among the negotiators have to be newtdliZhere can be
several reasons for thwarting the negotiations. fieeliator may have
influence on spoilers among the negotiators, betsthoilers can also be
external, consisting of groups which want the dohtio remain. Cross
border incidents, although minor, made it more coaped for the
mediators to broaden the room for maneuver.

The outbreak of hostilities in August 2008 in So@hksetia was not a
sudden eruption of the conflict. Analysts had hafbrmation on the
buildup of Georgian military presence in the bordeea of South
Ossetia since summer 2004, when newly elected Geongresident
Saakashvili visited South Osseffain 2006 Georgian troops were

% Saakashvili: Russia to blame for South Ossetiisc(7 December 2004).
<http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insighttéeti/eav071204.shtml>, accessed
on 31 March 2009.

Georgia-South Ossetia: Refugee Return the Patkdaod>(19 April 2005).
<http://www.crisisgroup.org/home/index.cfm?I=1&id3&0>, accessed on 31 March
2009.
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stationed in the Kodori Gorge along the border wAbkhazia. The
pretext was the fight against a Georgian warlomz& Kvitsiani, who
defied Georgian rule, and the restoration of ctutitinal ordef" In

both cases there were incidental cross border encas.

In 2007, the Georgian government decided to phigiosove the exiled
governments of Abkhazia and South Ossetia to thdebaegions with
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. These governments dedluGeorgian
citizens who had fled Abkhazia and South Ossetrianduhe conflicts in
the 1990s and got their support from Internally flased Persons
(IDPs), but had little support in South Ossetia @fikhazia propef?
This could potentially have resulted in cross bordeidents.

Negotiations with OSCE and EU

In terms of opportunities and missed opportunitig topic of this
article, the UN has had to share the mediationk thi¢ OSCE and the
EU since August 2008. The EU, under the presideatyFrench
president Nicolas Sarkozy, brokered a cease fiterdmn Georgia and
Russia, and not the UN. In this case it is undadstble that the position

Fuller, Liz: Georgia: Thilisi's Moves Raise FeansSouth Ossetia (July 2005).
<http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/nesi2005/07/mil-050728-
rferl03.htm>, accessed on 31 March 2009.

L Fuller, Liz: Georgia: Troops Deployed to Rein inliva (26 Febuary 2006).
<http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1070114.htmixccessed on 30 March 2009.
Unpredictable Results in Kodori Gorge (25 July 206®&ttp://www.kommersant.
com/p-9225/r_500/Unpredictable_Results_in_Kodorirgef>, accessed on 30 March
2009.

However, Ghia Nodia did not see a reason for aamjliinvasion, though he mentions
the risk of a spill over effect of the Georgianitaily operation in the Kodori Gorge to
Abkhazia. Nodia, Ghia: Georgia: Operation in thed&o Gorge (26 July 2006).
<http://www.eurasianhome.org/xml/t/expert.xml?laag&nic=expert&pid=740>,
accessed on 30 March 2009.

%2 Civil Georgia: EU Mulls New Opportunities for Bieawvay Abkhazia and South
Ossetia (23 January 2007).
<http://www.caucaz.com/home_eng/depeches.php?idi=14&cessed on 31 March
20009.

Freedom House: Freedom in the World 2008 - Abkhpzeorgia] (2 July 2008).
<http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/487cale9la.himaccessed on 31 March 2009.
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of the UN, and especially the position of the SiguCouncil, was
difficult, having a permanent member as a partya teiolent conflict.
The UN, OSCE and EU have combined their energyetgotiate with
the parties to the conflict, which include Abkhazaiad South Ossetia.
This joint effort also leads to a weakness in thecess. If the
negotiations fail, the credibility the UN, OSCE aad may have will be
lost. The fact that the organizations work togettear therefore be seen
both as a strength, combining forces and puttimygsaunder pressure
to take the negotiation process serious, and asakmvess, since the UN
iIs no longer the sole mediator in the Georgian-Adzkén conflict
(leaving aside mediation efforts by other actorgshsas the Harvard
Project on Negotiation, the German Berghof Resedtemter for
Constructive Conflict Settlement, the Schlainingod&ss (aimed at
confidence building measures and named after theepln Austria
where the first meeting was held), and initiatieéshe London based
Institute for Strategic Studies).

Negotiations since October 2008

The first round of negotiations was to take placéhe UN Headquarters
in Geneva in October 2008. Right at the openinghef negotiations
major problems erupted concerning who would be gmesat the

negotiations> Georgia declared it would negotiate with Russiat, fot

with the Abkhazian and South Ossetian delegatishgch were also in
Geneva. Russia considered it necessary to inclweleAbkhazian and
South Ossetian delegations, since they were pathefconflict, and

subsequently, they were now independent stateshwiad to be present
at the international negotiations as aspects ragattieir position were
discussed. The South Ossetian and Abkhazian dalagailso expected
to be taken seriously as they were now recognizatess and the
position of the Russian military directly affectédeir interests. The
Russian, South Ossetian and Abkhazian delegativeatened to return
home if the South Ossetian and Abkhazian delegatiorere not

2 Hille, Charlotte: Onderhandelingen in de KaukagNegotiations in the Caucasus”).
In: Atlantisch Perspectief, 1/2009, p. 26.
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admitted. Since no solution on the correct negotiapartners could be
obtained, the meeting was immediately postponeitl Navember.

In the middle of November 2008 a second round @otiations took
place. The mediators found a way to incorporateréhevant parties in
the process. Georgia allowed the participation eleghations from the
Abkhazian and South Ossetian government, and akdaeda for

delegations from the (Georgian) Abkhazian and So@bsetian
government in exile to be present. Instead of w@fieneetings, the
different groups met informally in working groupthereby giving

Georgia the idea that the Abkhazian and South @ssdelegations had
lower status. One has to keep in mind that peagetia¢ions do not
imply recognition of a party as an independentestab for Georgia this
was part of its strategy, rather than a risk obgetzing Abkhazia and
South Ossetia.

No tangible results were reported during the Deamimund of
negotiations. However, there was some progressnfidence building,
which was regarded as a positive sign.

During the negotiations in February 2009, the graach negotiated on

the issue of security was partially successfulwi#ts agreed that all
parties concerned will have weekly contact on ggcussues, and

additionally, that there will be extra contact whsaturity risks emerge.
Some journalists stated that these are for the mbmere words, and
their significance in practice has to be profehlowever, the fact that
parties agreed on regular contact with regard ¢orggy can also be seen
as an intent to establish a long term cease fidet@nwards normalization
of relations. In the group which negotiates aborétarn of refugees and
Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) no progressmade.

If we want to analyze thehancesthat are created for the international
community after the August 2008 war, one chanddespossibility to

24 Radio Free Europe, Radio Liberty: Is Geneva Agrniviore Important
Psychologically Than Militarily? (19 February 2009)
<http://www.rferl.org/archive/The_Caucasus/3/96398ml>, accessed on 31 March
20009.
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support civil society projects in Abkhazia and $o@ssetia and thus
create understanding for the other party. Thoughetlare international
NGOs present in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, man@# @ particular

Dutch NGOs, did not invest in Abkhazia and Soutkélia out of fear to
anger the Georgian authorities and lose entranGetwgian projects.

The negotiations are now being held under the aaspiof three

intergovernmental organizations, the UN, OSCE arndl Ehe first

priority in order to be successful is to rebuildistr between the
conflicting parties, to which the Russian Federatas now been added.
This renewed interest of the international comnwniand the

commitment of international organizations, can legarded as an
opportunity for the UN and the parties to the cohfl

It is possible that the Group of Friends of Geor(faussia, the US,
France, Germany, Great Britain), to which the nawertels (Bulgaria,

Czech Republic, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, PolaRdymania) can be
added, will keep the interest of international ficdi alive, and will

create an additional forum to support Georgiasmibgressive relations
with  NATO and the EU and support peace initiativeyarding

Georgia’s unresolved conflicts.

The UN Security Council has regularly extended nh&ndate of the
United Nations Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG). UNOMIGas
participated in confidence building measures anddgoffices. Apart
from UNOMIG, a CIS peace keeping force has existethe border
zone between Georgia and Abkhazia since 7993.

% United Nations: Group of Friends of Secretary-GahReview Georgia-Abkhaz
Peace Process (15 December 2004).
<http://www.unis.unvienna.org/unis/pressrels/2094#3s9646.html>, accessed on 31
March 2009.

Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Léh: Latvian representative at
"Friends of Georgia" meeting indicates supportGaorgia's reform process (10 Nov
2006). <http://www.am.gov.lv/en/news/press-rele&36/november/10-5/>, accessed
on 31 March 2009.

%6 United Nations Security Council: Letter dated 1@yM 994 from the Permanent
Representative of Georgia to the United Nationgesikd to the President of the
Security Council. S/1994/583 (17 May 1994).
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UNOMIG

When UNOMIG was established in 1993 its aim waguarantee that
the parties, the Georgian government and the Ab&haauthorities,
which had signed a cease fire agreement in Julg,1@8uld abide by
this agreement, and that actions would be underté@epreserve and
restore peac€. In September 1993 fighting started again between
Georgian and Abkhazian forces. A new mandate wasdet for
UNOMIG.?® The amount of military observers was increasethfg8 to
136 and the mandate was formulated as: to moniwarify

“To monitor and verify the implementation by thertpges of the
Agreement on a Ceasefire and Separation of Fotoeshserve
the operation of the CIS peacekeeping force withine
framework of the implementation of the Agreemeut;verify,
through observation and patrolling, that troopsh# parties do
not remain in or re-enter the security zone antdhbavy military
equipment does not remain or is not reintroducethénsecurity
zone or the restricted weapons zone; to monitostbeage areas
for heavy military equipment withdrawn from the sety zone
and the restricted weapons zone in cooperation thieh CIS
peacekeeping force as appropriate; to monitor tiledvawal of

<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/lUNDOC/GEN/N94/219K2@&IN9421927.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, and United Nations Security Council: Retsmu937 (1994) adopted by the
Security Council at its 3407th meeting, on 21 1994, where the mandate of
UNOMIG was expanded, including overseeing the #&ti of the CIS peacekeeping
force as well,
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N94/29&P8//N9429825.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, all accessed 31 March 2009.

2 UNOMIG was established on 24 August 1993 in UNuBieg Council S/RES/858
(1993). [United Nations Security Council: Resolat®68 adopted by the Security
Council at its 3268 meeting, on 24 August 1993].
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N93/466MGIN9346603.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, accessed on 31 March 2009.

%8 United Nations Security Council: Resolution 88293). Adopted by the Security
Council at its 3304th meeting, on 4 November 1993,
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N93/60%P&/N9360928.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, accessed 31 March 2009.
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troops of the Republic of Georgia from the Kodoraley to

places beyond the boundaries of Abkhazia, RepublGeorgia,;

to patrol regularly the Kodori Valley; to investigareported or
alleged violations of the Agreement and to attetoptesolve or
contribute to the resolution of such incidentsraport regularly
to the Secretary-General, in particular on the enmntation of
the Agreement, any violations and their investmatiby

UNOMIG, as well as other relevant developmentsm@ntain

close contacts with both parties to the conflictl &m cooperate
with the CIS peacekeeping force and, by its preséme¢he area,
to contribute to conditions conducive to the safel arderly
return of refugees and displaced persdns.”

UNOMIG was to patrol the border area of Abkhazid &weorgia. The
Moscow Agreement listed the conditions under whidhe
Commonwealth of Independent States Peacekeepinge Ritould be
implemented®

In July 2003 the Secretary General suggested et &rom military
observers, 20 civilian police officers would be addo UNOMIG®!

When fighting broke out in South Ossetia and thedéo area of
Abkhazia in August 2008, additional Russian trosese deployed. The
CIS peacekeeping troops were withdrawn on 15 Oct@bé8, after a
decision of the CIS Ministers of Foreign Affairslth in Bishkek on 9
October. The conflict between Russia and Georgiao ahad

consequences for the mandate of UNOMIG. While @ been extended
every six months in the period from its creatioiMay 2008, in October
2008 the mandate was extended only for a periddwfmonths, and in

2 UNOMIG: UNOMIG Background.
<http://www.un.org/Depts/dpko/missions/unomig/backad.html>, accessed on 31
March 2009.

% Thruelsen, Peter Dahl: Russian Peacekeeping ingéabkhazia. Fakultet for
Strategi og Militaere Operationer, Copenhagen, 2006.

%1 United Nations Security Council: Report of the i®¢ary-General on the situation in
Abkhazia, Georgia. S/2003/751 (21 Jul 2003).
<http://wwww.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/AlIDocsByUNIBad7e15ec7cc825785256d6¢
006fabe5>, accessed on 31 March 2009
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February 2009 it was again extended for only fownths. One of the
reasons is that the Georgian government, whichtdvascept the peace
keeping force on its territory, is not content witle situation.

The mandate has to be changed, since it is sskkdban the pre-August
12 2008 situatiori® Since, according to the Secretary General, there i
little clarity concerning the status of UNOMIG’sear of responsibility
(the security zone), where, according to the SaryeGeneral and
adopted documents, no military presence was peuniind where in
the restricted weapons zone no heavy weapons bteuiktroduced, it is
clear that the CIS peacekeeping force has no nothi$ area. This was
underlined by the termination of the peacekeeporgef on 15 October
2008.

A reason to keep UNOMIG in place is the fact thagofgia on 23
October 2008 adopted a law which declared AbkhazthSouth Ossetia
“occupied territories”, and Russia as occupyingd€orOn 4 November
the Russian Parliament ratified a treaty on friémglscooperation and
mutual assistance with Abkhazia. This legalizedgtesence of Russian
armed forces on Abkhaz territory. These forces havthe following
months taken over some of the positions formerlgupeed by the CIS
peacekeepers’

In resolution S/2009/69 of February 2009 the SacyeGeneral details
the activities UNOMIG can perform, while discussiam the future role
and activities of UNOMIG continue. The activitieshiwh can be
discerned as a basis for an effective securitymegicomprise of
observing the cease fire agreement; refraining fioostile actions;
creating a security zone on both sides of the fead:e, where no
armed forces and equipment are allowed, with theegton of law
enforcement personnel; banning overflights by eniit aircraft and

%20n 12 August 2008 the cease fire agreement bettireeRussian Federation and
Georgia was signed.

% United Nations Security Council: Report of the i®¢ary-General on the situation in
Abkhazia, Georgia. S/2008/631 (3 October 2008).
<http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/NO08/526758//N0852658.pdf?OpenEl
ement>, accessed 31 March 2009.
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unmanned aerial vehicles in the security zone; rcing the notification
of changes in armed personnel and equipment; asmjrdging each
party of authorized representatives for negotiation

While waiting for consensus on a renewed manddte, Secretary
General in resolution S/2009/69 proposes that UNGMEegularly
patrols its area of operations, on both sides efcéase fire line and the
Kodori Gorge; wins the hearts and minds; monitaspect for UN
Security Council resolutions by the parties to ¢baflict; contributes to
an improvement of the humanitarian situation amdasions which will
make it possible for refugees and IDPS return;lifatés dialogue
through the activities of the Special Envoy; andtosues activities in
the field of human rights and law enforcement othlsides of the cease
fire line.

The activities of the United Nations in the field wegotiations and
security can be interpreted as beneficial to thaceeprocess. If the
opportunities and missed opportunities in the d¢onBietween Georgia
and Abkhazia were to be summarized, the followiogld be concluded:

Conclusion

The following used opportunities in conflict pretem activities
performed by the United Nations in Abkhazia cardiseerned:

1. The continuing negotiation process, under the omeamship of
the Special Envoy of the Secretary General of thated
Nations;

2. the renewed interest of the international communitythe
conflict between Georgia and Abkhazia, which magn tout
beneficial to the peace process;

3. the activities of the Group of Friends of the Stame General,
primarily as observers to the negotiation processhe field of
peace building measures;
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4.

5.

the fact that the UN, OSCE and EU unite powersnisjue and
may help in putting pressure on parties to contithees process
towards settlement of the conflict;

encouraging civil society initiatives in the confli areas,
especially in Abkhazia; especially international ®& could be
more active, and can be additional to the actwwitiethe UN on a
political level.

There are, however, also some missed opportunitiethe field of
conflict prevention of the UN in Abkhazia:

1.

3.

4.

The controversy concerning the right to self-deteation,
demanded by Abkhazia, and underlined by the um#dhte
declaration of independence of 1999, and the t¢emitintegrity,
as demanded by Georgia, finally made it difficoltthink out of
the box and find a solution to the conflict, sushcammon state
concepts.

The fact that the UN has not been able to sols ¢bnflict and
has seen it flare up again in August 2008 can barded as a
missed opportunity.

The fact that the UN now negotiates with OSCE ard E
increases the risk of failing to reach an agreenretie future,
since the organizations will lose credibility inetheyes of
Abkhazia and Georgia. If the negotiations failvitl be difficult

to find a new team of mediators, or a new mediatod, this will
not only be regarded as a loss for the partieheéoconflict, but
also for the organizations which engage in mediagiforts.

The adherence by the UN to territorial integrity@dorgia makes
it more difficult to gain the trust of the Abkhamigarty to the
conflict, since it may give the impression of pality of the

mediator.

It may be concluded that there are more opporesitiaken than
opportunities missed, which gives hope for a peadceiolution,
acceptable for all parties, in the future.
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United States’ and NATO'’s Role in Georgia’s
Territorial Conflicts; August 1992-July 2008

Eugene Kogan

Key Points

* We can neither speak of the United States’ nor NATIOle in
Georgia’s territorial conflicts between August 1992d 11
September 2001 because both the US and NATO wéitarityi
engaged elsewhere.

 The role of the European NATO members remained very
marginal even after 11 September 2001. During hsst ¥o
Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan on May 14-16 20B88prge
Robertson, the then NATO Secretary General, emgpbagihat
“NATO cannot play the leading role in speeding hp peace
process in the South Caucasus”. He added thatélspdnsibility
for achieving peace is borne mainly by the coustrie
themselves” That, to put it mildly, was the official policyne
declared by the NATO Headquarters in Brussels, kvhic
remained in place until the outbreak of the RusSiaorgian war
in August 2008.

* As the only non-European NATO member in the araakdy
provided military assistance but was wary of gettin
diplomatically involved in solving the conflictsagly because of
the large Abkhaz diaspora living in Turkey who abuty to
influence the politicians and partly because Turked to keep
a balance between its economic needs from andgadlimterests
with Russia and good neighbourly and energy secueiations
with Georgia. Thus far, the policy of maintainifgetstatus quo

! Devdariani, Jaba: NATO Interest in Caucasus SgcGonfirmed by Secretary
General’s Visit. In: Eurasia Insight (19 May 2003).
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articleg}64903.html>, accessed on
23.2.2009.
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has been a central piece of Turkish foreign andrég@olicy. It

remains to be seen whether Turkey can maintainstiisce. In
addition, as a member of NATO, Turkey followed NASO
official policy line of “not playing the leading eJ'.

Thus, the greatest involvement, on a military andtipal and

diplomatic level, was left to the US as a countertpo Russia in
the area. In political terms, the US has suppofbrgia’s

territorial integrity and sovereignty. Howeverhas consistently
avoided committing itself unilaterally to a moretiae role in

resolving Georgia’s territorial conflicts. In comgeence, the US
position can be summed up in that the US says “pes’carries
out a “no”. The Georgian Training and EquipmentdPaonme
(GTEP) followed by the Sustainment and Stabilitye@pion

Programme (SSOP) provided the first tangible nmji@ssistance
to Georgia, but neither programme was intendedetoesas a
bridgehead for conflict resolution.

During Georgia’s military operation against Soutbsétia in the
summer of 2004, US officials communicated to Thbilikat

Georgia could not count on US support if it soughtesolve the
situation in South Ossetia through force. This blowPresident
Mikhail Saakashvili by the US brought him to hismses and led
him to come up with a peace initiative for Souths@m in

January 2005. The subsequent visit of US Presi@entge Bush
to Thilisi in May 2005, marked by multiple offeriagf goodwill

on Saakashvili's part on the one hand and Bushgsaé to

commit the US to taking a more active role in resqg the

conflicts on the other, left Saakashvili unsurevbiat to do next.
Furthermore, Georgia showed the weakest track deaor
democracy building, which was one of the major Ulfans of

foreign policy in the post-Soviet era. The Bush audstration

was extremely disappointed. As a result of this loioation US
involvement in Georgia’s territorial conflicts begao fall

sharply after May 2005 and reached its nadir éB@akashvili’s
reciprocal visit to Washington in July 2006. SiriMay 2008 in
particular the US re-engaged diplomatically to derete the
August 2008 conflict but too much time had beentedsand
very little was done to prevent the conflict.
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* There is a problem with a smaller state like Geprghere the
leadership may almost take it for granted thatbiésmevolent
patron, namely the US, would come to its rescuth@tmoment
of truth if such a scenario were played out byl#aelership. This
is often a very dangerous illusion and the consecgeof such a
dangerous game can be disastrous for a smaller stakalistic
assessment with a very painful and unpleasant méds often
rejected because such an assessment is too difficalome to
terms with in general and very hard for politiciamparticular. It
is evident that diplomacy alone without the reatkdag of
military force is not going to accomplish its goadls particular,
in the case of confrontation with Russia the bagloha robust
military force is not only necessary but an imperat

* The economic benefits may assist in preventingansidlving
the conflict only if, for instance, Russia was ulling to provide
such assistance to Abkhazia and South Ossetiaegdérdient
states such as these have nothing to gain fronopesite side
in the conflict, they will not agree to give up theewly acquired
status even if this status is very illusionary aod recognised by
the international community. It means that in therall strategy
both sides have reached a stalemate.

An appeal from Georgia to the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council to assist in settling the conflicts

During a Summit of the Euro-Atlantic Partnershipu@oil (EAPC) on 9
July 1997 in Madrid, Eduard Shevardnadze, the tReesident of
Georgia, stated that “The time has come for a ctille effort to be
made towards the restoration of peace and justiceEhwwere §ic
crushed during the conflict in Abkhazfa'Shevardnadze clearly referred

2 <www.nato.int/docu/speech/1997/s9707090.htm>, ssemkon 4.2.2009. During a
Summit of the EAPC in Washington on 25 April 199@$dent Shevardnadze
reiterated his comments made on 9 July 1997 aneldsthat “| strongly believe that the
time has come for the Euro-Atlantic Community, atie rich in experience, to
invigorate the joint effort to achieve a settlemienthe Abkhaz conflict”

See: <www.nato.int/docu/speech/1999/s990425b.hameessed on 4.2.2009.
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to the conflict in Abkhazia that began in AugusB2%nd that Georgia
lost in 1993 and suggested that a collective ettwait included NATO
member states should be made. It was an explicitation to NATO
member states to intervene. Almost eighteen momdbsr Giorgi
Burduli, Georgia’s First Deputy Minister of Foreigyifairs, in a speech
at the EAPC noted that “Georgia sees the Alliarec¢ha instrument of
an integrated, comprehensive and long-term staliit all the Euro-
Atlantic area”. He added that the conflicts in $ouDssetia and
especially Abkhazia are, as yet, unsettled. Thetifesnent is unrealistic
without the mobilisation of the concerted effort§ the European
security institutions and especially the EAPC. Riuirccontinued, in
September 1998: “We had the honour to host Segr@aneral Xavier
Solana. | take this opportunity to thank him ongaia for his constant
attention towards our region and my country in ipalar, for useful,
encouraging discussions in Thilisi on a numberssues, and for his
instilled optimistic spirit®. Burduli has not, however, elucidated his
statement further. Nonetheless, it can be saidithlvads another appeal
to NATO member states to come aboard and settleahificts together.

On 19 December 1999, Georgia’s Minister of Forefgfairs, Irakli
Menagarishvili, gave a speech at the EAPC meetahd) in Brussels and
urged NATO to help settle the conflict in Abkhaz&s it had done in
Kosovo? Despite Menagarishvili's appeal, NATO member statere
still heavily engaged in settling the conflict iro&ovo and, as a result,
did not get involved in solving the conflicts in @gia.

Interestingly enough, in a comprehensive documetitled Georgia
and the World: A Vision and Strategy for the Fufurded by NATO

% For a complete article and the strengthening latioms between Georgia and NATO
in particular, see <www.nato.int/docu/speech/1988I208p.htm>, accessed on
4.2.2009. The article did not, however, refer ®idsue of NATO's role in Georgia’s
territorial conflicts.

“ct. Jafalian, Annie: Influences in the South Causa®pposition and Convergence in
Axes of Co-operation. In: Conflict Studies Resedtemtre (CSRC), Caucasus Series
P42 (February 2004). <www.da.mod.uk/colleges/a@githent-listings/caucasus>
accessed on 21.2.2009, p. 3. Hereafter cited alarafinfluences in the South.
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online’, there was not even one line referring to Geosgidéa to the US
and NATO to assist in resolving its territorial €iaets. The document
emphasises that Georgia aims to resolve disputegepdly, in
accordance with international law and through negons. The
Government of Georgia seeks to reconcile the peapte leaders of
Abkhazia, Georgia and South Ossetia to live withia Georgian stafe.
It appears that in early October 2000 the Georbtgadership was losing
patience with the leadership of the US and NATOperhaps both had
turned a deaf ear to the various Georgian appealthé resolution of
the conflicts. It can be assumed that the oppdramito resolve the
conflicts by involving the US and NATO were not dahle.
Furthermore, both the US and NATO were militarihgaged elsewhere
and, until 11 September 2001, Georgia’s territcc@tflicts were not in
their field of interest. To reiterate the autha&ssumption that Georgia’s
resolution of the conflicts was not yet a priorityy the US policy-
makers, see below.

As Cory Welt, deputy director and fellow in the Riasand Eurasia
Programme of the Center for Strategic and Inteonati Studies (CSIS)
notes, there was no indication that the US wasggtnmake conflict
resolution in Georgia a central issue in its ovelRalssia and Eurasia
policy. In the 1990s, Washington evinced littleerg@st in pursuing a
more active conflict-resolution policy, preferringo leave the
responsibility to the United Nations (UN) and theg@nisation for
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) missionwhich the US
played a peripheral role. After 11 September 20@iever, US policy-
makers appreciated the need to prevent the pratiéer of uncontrolled
territories around the globe, and this imperatiktthnslate into a need
to support more energetically the resolution of @&os territorial
conflicts’

® For a complete document, see <www.nato.int/pfl@@1010.htm>, accessed on
4.2.2009.

® Ibid.

“cf. Welt, Cory: Balancing the Balancer: Russia, \fiest, and Conflict Resolution in
Georgia. In: Global Dialogue 7, 3-4 (Summer/Autud@®5).
<www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/welt_globaldialogdé&zpaccessed on 21.2.2009, p. 4.
Hereafter cited as Welt: Balancing the Balancer.dfoearlier article, see Jafalian:
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Change in US policy toward Georgia’s territorial caflicts
and the US’s practical contribution

As will be discussed further below, the Georgianaifiing and
Equipment Programme (GTEP) was launched in May 20@Pwas the
first real US initiative to address the shortcorsingf the Georgian
military. It should be remembered that the GTEP wasin any way
linked to the resolution of Georgia’s territoriardlicts. The idea behind
the programme was to have a robust military forggable of fighting
terror and maintaining stability in the country.

US security assistance to Georgia during the lest years has been
quite impressive in terms of material support ahg& teform of
Georgia’s security sector. Among other programroas, has to mention
the GTEP, which started in May 2002. In the framhehes $US65 mn
programme, the build-up and training of four Geonglzattalions was
planned® It needs to be remembered, that Georgia request®d
assistance to defend itself against the extermahthConcerned about
jihadist elements in the Pankisi Gorge, the US ol a two-year
$US64-mn military assistance packagehe package that was launched

Influences in the South, pp. 3-4. See also CorBeknte: US Engagement in the
Caucasus: Changing Gears. In: Helsinki Monitor2(@005).
<www.isdp.eul/files/publications/scornell/05/scO5ug@gement.pdf.pdf>, accessed on
10.3.2009, p. 111. Hereafter cited as Cornell: bg§dgement.

8f. Darchiashvili, David: Georgian Security Sectachievements and Failures.
<www.bmlv.gv.at/pdf_pool/publikationen/10_ssg_07r.ddf>, accessed on
21.2.2009, p. 96. For an in-depth report on thevgrg Georgian-US military relations,
see German, Tracey: Faultline or Foothold? Gemdralations with Russia and the
USA. In: CSRC, Caucasus Series P41 (January 2004).
<www.da.mod.uk/colleges/arag/document-listings/eaus>, accessed on 21.2.2009,
pp. 6-8. According to Krasnaya Zvezda, since 20@2U4SA assisted Georgia to train
its military for a sum of about $US125 mn. Accoglie Krasnaya Zvezda this was the
minimal financial assistance needed to train s€aad not four as mentioned above)
battalions. The sum excluded procurement experedffered to Georgia to purchase
arms and weapons systems. See <www.redstar.ru@2Q9/ 02/3_03.html>, accessed
on 19.2.2009.

%f. Welt: Balancing the Balancer, p. 3. The surBld864 mn is often cited as $US65
mn.
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in May 2002 was subsequently followed by the Sustant and
Stability Operation Programme (SSOP). The lattgdal was merely to
prepare select Georgian units for deployment im Ina support of
Operation “Iragi Freedom™ The outgoing Minister of Defence, Giorgi
Baramidze, stated that the assistance for the S&8Rbout $US60 mn.
It was planned that four battalions or about 2 86liers were to be
trained under the 16-month initiative, which wamed at enhancing
Georgia’s military peacekeeping skiffs.

GTEP training focused on counter-terrorism and ganenilitary
preparation, anevas not intended to serve as a bridgehead for mnfl
resolution (author’s italics). In fact, US officials insistethat as a
requirement of GTEP, Georgia should not use itsef®rtrained under
the programme in any military operations againsttzia? During the
visit of Lieutenant General David Tevzadze, Gedsgillinister of
Defence, to the US on 7 May 2002 he was asked whétlere was any
possibility that those four battalions of Georgtamops trained by the
US would be deployed anywhere near or along thddsao Abkhazia.
Tevzadze's reply was negatiVelronically (as will be seen below),
these stipulations failed to specify operationsirsggaSouth Ossetia, an
oversight that was perhaps due to South Ossetig lzeless contentious
issue at the time. The Georgians themselves beliévat they had to
resolve Abkhazia first, after which the South Ossebnflict would
“take care of itself*

1%f. Giragosian, Richard: Georgian Planning Flawd teCampaign Failure. In:
Jane’s Defence Weekly, 20 August 2008, p. 23.

Ycf. Mackedon, John: With US Help, Georgia Getlake and Eats It, Too. In:
Eurasia Insight, 17 December 2004.
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articlesi2a 704.shtml>, accessed on
23.2.2009. The above information contradicts infation published in the recent issue
of Nezavismoye Voennoye Obzreniye (NVO) that thefu&ided a two-year $US100
mn military assistance package (for training, &guipment and full armament of the
armoured brigades destined to Iraq) between 206%2806. For a complete article, see
<nvo.ng.ru/forces/2008-09-12/1_invasion.html?mthBse accessed on 12.9.2008.
1%cf. Welt: Balancing the Balancer, p. 4.

13%f. <defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspagscriptid=3430>, accessed on
21.2.2009.

%cf. Welt: Balancing the Balancer, p. 4.
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In addition to the GTEP another milestone in militeelations between
the two countries was reached in December 2002. dgreement
between the Government of Georgia and the Goverhofeihe United

States of America on Defence Co-operation was digmel0 December
2002. On 21 March 2003 the Georgian Parliamenfiedtit and the

agreement came into force on 25 March 2003.

Military co-operation between Georgia and the U&sldack to 1997.
However, the majority of agreements concerns sigeaiilitary co-

operation, while the Agreement on Defence Co-opmrasigned on 10
December 2002, could be considered as a framewstkument in the
military field. Its signature is regarded as thecessary legal
precondition for the transfer to a new stage odtsetyic partnership in
Georgian-US relations. At this important stage eforming the
Georgian armed forces attention is accorded tonteasification of co-
operation between the two states and the estaldishrof basic
principles. This is the purpose of the agreementrthérmore, the
agreement is regarded as one of the most impoei@ments of the
successful implementation of the Georgian-Ameritteain and equip”
programmé&’ mentioned above.

Although Georgia had momentarily become a highijgadrena in the

war on terror, and although it staunchly backed W& in its invasion

and occupation of Iraq, Georgia’s relationship wite West deteriorated
in the two years after 11 September 2001 and thetopcame no closer
to a favourable resolution of its conflicts with Wimzia and South
Ossetia® However, relations with the US remained strong.

Former US Secretary of State James Baker visitelisiTim early July
2003 and delivered a letter, indicating that thesiBwadministration

! For a complete article, see
<geplac.org/publicat/law/glr03n1Eng/Chachava%20piy., accessed on 21.2.2009.
See also Blagov, Sergei: US-Georgian Security Geragjpn Agreement Provokes
Outcry in Russia. In: Eurasia Insight (16 April 200
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articleglda603a.html>, accessed on
14.2.2009.

'8cf. Welt: Balancing the Balancer, p. 5.
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unequivocally supported Georgia’s territorial iriggand sovereignty.
It appears that this letter from the US encouragleevardnadze to state
that “Our friends are slowly closing in on Abkhdzidedo Japaridze,
Secretary of the Georgian National Security Counditl not share
Shevardnadze’s optimism and described a recentecsatvon with US
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice in whiRice emphasised
that Georgia “should settle relations with Russyaali means”. As a
result, Japaridze said that

“We should not hope that the United States is gtangsolve this problem
while we sit around and wait. If we have a concrdt for resolution of
the Abkhazia conflict in which the interests of siles will be taken into
account, they will naturally help us at the highesel, but we have to take
the first steps”.

This was a very sobering assessment and perhapa alake up call for
the leadership of Georgia to devise a concrete @hghnot to pursue an
ensuing military campaign.

Japaridze as the new Minister of Foreign Affairpapted on 30
November 2003 stated recently that Georgia regdhds strategic
partnership with the US as one of the means ofimplGeorgia’s most
complicated problems and those associated witlomaginormalisation
and the establishment of the country’'s territorrgegrity. The recent
visit of Donald Rumsfeld, US Secretary of Defensmderlined
Washington’s readiness to continue productive arivea efforts in the
processe&® It is important to stress that Rumsfeld was thst fsenior
administration official to visit Thilisi on 6 Decdrar 2003 since the
peaceful Rose Revolution took place there. The ebagr of Defense
expressed strong support for Georgia in the facasofg secessionist
sentiment and the presence of Russian troops dariitory. Rumsfeld
added that the visit was meant to “underscore Asa&rivery strong

Y7ct. Miller, Eric: Georgia Looks West For Help in §#ving Abkhazia Issue. In:
Eurasia Insight (21 August 2003). <www.eurasiamgfdepartments/insight/
articles/eav082103.shtml>, accessed on 23.2.2009.

'8f. Blandy, C. W: Georgia at the crossroads. INRRCSCaucasus Series Occasional
Brief 100, (December 2003). <www.da.mod.uk/collégesy/document-
listings/caucasus>accessed on 21.2.2009, pp. 13-14.
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support for stability and security and the terrdbrintegrity in

Georgia™®. At the same time, Rumsfeld said nothing aboutstisg

Georgia in solving its territorial conflicts. Thendiguous US position
regarding South Ossetia and Abkhazia may have aabel
Saakashvili to launch a limited military operatiom the summer of
2004.

As a result, Georgia underestimated the US opposito an armed
engagement in South Ossetia. The military forcest tBeorgia had
inserted into the conflict zone were, in fact, GTiEkned. However,
thanks to the original understanding that Georgaala/ not use these
soldiers for an offensive explicitly against Abklmbpnly (see notes 11
and 13), as well as the fact that the operatioBanth Ossetia was not
strictly an offensive one, US officials expressdttlel concern that
Georgia was employing GTEP troops in South Osskliavever, they
did voice grave concer(author’s italics) that Georgia was placing itself
in a situation that could lead to a sustained arroedflict which,
especially given Russia’s involvement, the Georgiamght not win and
would certainly not be without significant casuadtion both sides. As
the fighting escalated)S officials communicated to Thilisi that it could
not count on US support if it sought to resolve siteation in South
Ossetia through forc€author’s italics). Ultimately, Saakashvili heeded
this warning: “After a brief, dramatic offensive @gia withdrew its
troops...”® Whether a limited military campaign in the summ&2004
can be seen as pre-course to the war in August B0@& known. What
Is evident, however, is that President Saakasbmtierestimated the US
opposition to an armed engagement, especially givumssia’s
involvement.

9 For a complete article, see <query.nytimes.coilgigiage.html?res=9805E0D
9153DF935A35751C1A965>, accessed on 21.2.2009.

2cf. Welt: Balancing the Balancer, p. 7. For a vemyde and simplistic analysis of the
US policy towards Georgia, see Barabanov, Mikigdlakashvili: “War at Last!” In:
Moscow Defense Brief, 3 (2008). <www.mdb.cast.rusi3e2008/item1/article1>,
accessed on 26.9.2008.
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The US saying “yes” but carrying out a “no”

Georgia has consistently lobbied the US to takeocaenactive role in
resolving the conflicts. First, however, the Busimaistration placed
the onus on Georgia to step up to the negotiatiabke, urging it to
produce detailed proposals for political settlerag¢htit could be used as
a basis for further discussions. At last, in theu2ety 2005 meeting of
the Council of Europe’s Parliamentary Assembly, kashvili unveiled
the key principles of a new peace initiative fouBoOsseti&” The US
was responsive to Georgia’s South Ossetia inigatWithin weeks of its
declaration in January 2005, US diplomats were esging approval of
it and a willingness to take part in its realisaticCommenting on a
February phone conversation between Bush and Saakaa White
House spokesperson, Scott McLellan, noted thateheers had talked
of the Georgian government’s “serious plan” to tiles the separatist
conflict in South Ossetia”. In a historic visit @eorgia on 10 May, 2005
Bush affirmed that the peace plan seemed to himb#oa very
reasonable proposition”. However, at the same titnesident Bush did
not commit the US to taking a more active roledsalving the disputes.
Instead, he emphasised how important it was thatrgte resolves its
conflicts by purely peaceful means. Accompanyingsikient Bush, US
Secretary of State Rice stressed that the mairemdrifor reintegration
should be Georgia’s own democratisation and econgrowth, not a
negotiation process mediated by outsiders.

The US could have done better than this. Georgaing unveiled its
South Ossetia peace initiative to a great fanfamajted a patron to help
move this initiative forward against the oppositaiithe South Ossetian
authorities and their Russian backer. Cautioningor@a against
resorting to arms while encouraging patience, mayehreassured the
Abkhazians and South Ossetians, but it does non e they will be
more prepared to negotiate against their indepexadén the worst case,
it could even end up having a directly oppositalltesom the one that
Washington intends: it may convince Georgia thdy by threatening or

%L For the details of a new peace initiative, seetVslancing the Balancer, pp. 7-8.
For an earlier comment of Japaridze, see note 16.
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using military force can it hasten an end to theflitt.? It can be said
that the US policy towards conflict resolution weether active enough
nor well articulated. As a result of US ambiguitgaRashvili received
mixed signals from Washington, which he did notdrearrectly. It can
also be stated in a broader context of US policgauth Caucasus that
no clearly articulated US policy toward the Soutlmu€asus was
developed and, as a result, policy moved on anoadshsis. The global
war on terrorism, Iraq, Afghanistan, and bilateedhtions with Russia
are only some of the issues that are of higher rtapoe than the South
Caucasus per se. This implies that US policy tovlaedSouth Caucasus
remains hostage to developments on other front§&)®fpolicy, and
susceptible to the role of the region in relatiothese threafs.

The perceived illusion that the US was going t@msify its efforts to
break the stalemate (see note 21) was also higadgtiuring President
Saakashvili’s visit to the US on 5 July 2006. Inaticle published in
Eurasia InsightCory Welt noted that “it does loolsif] that they [the
Presidents] are going to be able to talk abouthitit, with the probable
understanding from the Russian side that “yes Wetalk but no, we are

2 For an excellent analysis, see subsection “Sostetia First?”, Ibid, pp. 11-12. See
also Cornell, Svante: Georgia After the Rose ReiaiuGeopolitical Predicament and
Implications for US Policy. In: Strategic Studiestitute of the US Army War College
(February 2007). <www.isdp.eu/files/publicationsistell/07/scO7georgiaafter.pdf>,
accessed on 10.3.2009, p. 34. Hereafter cited aseldGeorgia After. Statement of
President Bush during his milestone visit to Gemi 10 May 2005 that “he was
ready to help President Saakashvili, if requestatié peaceful settlement of disputes
Georgia has with two separatists regions — AbkhaaéhSouth Ossetia”
(<www.cnn.com/2005/WORLD/europe/05/10/bush.tuesddgk.html> accessed on
21.2.2009) sounds a bit hollow. It appears, howebhait President Bush statement was
taken seriously by President Saakashvili und undeesl what seems to be an
intensification of US efforts to break a stalenmsierounding the Abkhaz and South
Ossetian conflicts. Owen, Elizabeth. In GeorgiasiBEmphasizes Freedom, Conflict
Resolution. In: Eurasia Insight, 10 May 2005.
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articleg}84005.shtml>, accessed on
23.2.2009. This was far from reality and the USmhtlin any way intensify its efforts
to break the stalemate.

2 Cornell: US Engagement, p. 117.
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not going to do much about it”. Welt continued think that was good
enough for the White Hous&”

Nikolai Sokov in his assessment reiterates Weltialyses and notes
that, so far, the US position on the Russian-Georgirisis has been
cautious and quite adequate. It has consistenthpated Georgia,
partially protecting it from Russian pressure. Aé tsame time, it has
placated Russia by insisting that Georgia’'s confiith Russia and the
integration of the breakaway regions be resolvadiiplomatic means.

The placation of Russia was clearly reiteratedHgyfollowing episode.

In October 2006, at the height of the North Korealear crisis, the US
State Department joined Russia in a United Natiesurity Council

(UNSC) resolution on the Abkhazia conflict that ipeal the existing

Russian peacekeeping forces. This sent all the gvrsignals. To

Georgia, it sent a shock wave of worry that thewdS ready to sell out
crucial Georgian interests for the sake of Russieguiescence on a
North Korean resolution. To Russia, it sent thenalgthat gunboat
diplomacy still works, and that the US will yieldhen subjected to
sufficient pressure. To the rest of the regionexiacerbated doubt
regarding US credibility as an affy.

In the subsection “A Role for the Westi’Welt's article he cites four
important reasons why the US, together with Eurapght want to push
more actively for negotiated solutions to the Sdb#isetia and Abkhazia
conflicts. They are:

24 Welt, Cory: Summit Signals US Support for GeomyieEve of G8 Meeting. In:
Eurasia Insight, 3 July 2006. <www.eurasianet.@géadtments/insight/
articles/pp070306.shml>, accessed on 23.2.2009.

% The United States Between Russia and Georgi&dnter for Strategic and
International Studies, Ponars Policy Memo 407 (Saper 2006).
<www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/pm_0407.pdf>, acakese?21.2.2009.

%6 Cornell, Svante: Georgia After, p. 33. See albtadize, Kakha.: Russia’s Opposition
to Georgia’'s Quest for NATO Membership. In: Chimal &urasia Forum Quarterly,
5:1 (2007). <www.isdp.eu/files/publications/cefgi07russiaopposition.pdf>,
accessed on 10.3.2009, p. 50. Hereafter citecbbslde, Kakha.: Russia’s Opposition.
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» Greater Western involvement would give peace nagotis a
better chance of success.

e The US diplomats have begun to assert more frelyudmht
breakaway regions are potential threats to Europeaurity.

e Unresolved conflicts also promote insecurity withitine
Caucasus.

* Resolving the conflicts will give a huge boost tedggia’s
democratic developmefit.

The last American diplomatic push

On 6 May 2008 the Bush administration issued thengest Western
statements thus far in response to Russia’s oe&xtre of Abkhazia.
Blaming the Russian government for its “provocataations that have
increased tensions with Georgia significantly andneacessarily
heightened tensions in the region”, Dana Perino,it&/House

spokesperson, “strongly urged the Russian goverhntenle-escalate
and reverse these measures” [namely President’$’dkcision of 16
April 2008 to annex Abkhazia and South Ossetia] arehse further
provocation”. Perino added that “the White Hous#scan Russia to
‘reiterate its commitment to Georgia’s territoridhtegrity and

sovereignty’ and ‘begin playing a true mediatooéet in the dispute®.

In recent days, US diplomats have stepped up thetoric in support of
Saakashvili’'s administration. During a 9 May 200&ting in Thilisi,

US Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Europaad Eurasian
Affairs Matthew Bryza assailed Russia’'s peacekegpbehaviour,
saying that “Mediators or peacekeepers do not issilitary threats to
parties to a conflict”. The US diplomat called oro#¢ow to consider the
peace proposals that were recently advanced byaSaweik?° As part of

%" For further details, see Welt: Balancing the Bedanpp. 8-9.

% Socor, Vladimir: The West Responds Weakly to Rars€hallenges in Georgia: Part
I. In: Eurasia Daily Monitor, 5:87 (7 May 2008).
<www.jamestown.org/programs/edm/single/?tx_ttnewB#Sews%5D=33612>,
accessed on 19.3.2009.

29 Akhmeteli, Nina: Georgia: US and EU Support foiliEBbGrows Amid Escalating
Tension with Russia. In: Eurasia Insight, 9 May 800
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a growing Euro-Atlantic campaign to reduce tensibasveen Georgia
and Russia over the breakaway region of Abkhazigzd&travelled to
Sukhumi on 25 July 2008 to push for Abkhaz partitign in

international peace talks in Berlin. Bryza told sgprs in Batumi that
“Our goal now ... is to try to bring the positions ®fikhumi and Thilisi
together and re-launch a vigorous settlement psotesthe Abkhaz

conflict”%C,

Turkey’s role

In addition to the military assistance launchedtly US, the non-EU
NATO member Turkey provided a $US77mn military sfsice
package (of which $US2 mn were allocated for thel@noisation of the
air base at Marieuli) between the years 1998 amthg008. In
addition, about 3000 Georgian military personnebgtty officers but
also some non-commissioned officers (NCOs)) werecaied either in
Turkey or in Georgid. At the same time Turkey was wary of pursuing
diplomatic initiatives in solving Georgia’s terrtal conflicts, although
Turkish officials coordinated negotiations with Atz and Ajarian
officials at the OSCE summit in Istanbul in 1999ud to Turkish
tradition, these talks sought to establish Turkew dikable neighbour in

<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articlegl68908.shtml>, accessed on
23.2.2009.

% For the complete article, see Owen, Elizabeth. Pushes Between Leaders of
Georgia and Abkhazia. In: Eurasia Insight (28 2@008).
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articleglg2808bf.shtml|>, accessed on
23.2.2009.

31 E-mail from Mustafa Aydin, Head of Department pfdrnational Relations,
University of Economics and Technology (TOBB), Anka2 March 2009. The author
is thankful to Mustafa Aydin. The information prded by Mustafa Aydin refuted
information published in Nezavisimoye Voennoye Qieoiye online. For a complete
article, see <nvo.ng.ru/forces/2008-09-12/1_invasitm|?mthree=3> accessed on
12.9.2008. See also Torbakov, Igor: The Georgiai€and Russia-Turkey Relations.
In: The Jamestown Foundation (26 November 2008).
<www.jamestown.org/uploads/media/Torbakov_Russiakdypdf>, accessed on
14.3.2009, p. 9.
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every party's view? On 15 May 2008 the UN General Assembly
adopted a Georgian resolution recognising the righexpellees to
return to Georgia’s Abkazian region. Turkey abstdinwhile calling on
“all parties to pursue a peaceful resolution” ardressing its readiness
to “assist in that effort®.

Turkey learnt that maintaining an equilibrium wiRussia and Georgia
and not getting sucked into solving Georgia’s terial disputes is a
hard test for Turkish foreign and security policy.

The role of other European NATO countries

Interestingly enough, only one article was founlkhtezl to the visit of
George Robertson, NATO Secretary General, to Arepe@eorgia and
Azerbaijan between 14 and 16 May 2003. Despitarthtial interest in
expanding co-operation, Robertson emphasised tAdtONshould not
be viewed as the miracle cure for all the regiayeéspolitical ills. He
added that “NATO cannot play the leading role ireging up the peace
process in the South Caucasus”. “Responsibilityafduieving peace is
borne mainly by the countries themselves”. Robertsmntinued,
referring to efforts to find political solutions tong-standing conflicts,
such as Nagorno-Karabakh and Abkh&Zianother article noted that
while NATO tried to distance itself from the cowtk [in South Ossetia
and Abkhazia] Brussels also stated that Georgiandicheed to resolve

%2 Katik, Mevluk: Will Turkey Meet the Strategic Cherhges in Georgia? In: Eurasia
Insight (10 December 2003).
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articles/2a003.shtml>, accessed on
27.2.2009.

% Socor, Vladimir: UN Resolution on Abkhazia Showsds Who on Ethnic
Cleansing. In: Eurasia Daily Monitor, 5:94 (16 M2§08).
<www.jamestown.org/programs/edm/single/?tx_ttnewB#Sews%5D=33643>,
accessed on 19.3.2009.

% Jaba: NATO Interest in Caucasus Security ConfirimeSecretary General’s Visit.
In: Eurasia Insight (19 May 2003).
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articles}64903.html>, accessed on
23.2.2009.
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the conflicts in order to be considered for memhier® In the third
article published inJamestown Foundatioonline two days after the
Russian President Vladimir Putin signed a decrethoasing direct
relations of officials between Russian governmendiés and the
secessionist authorities in Abkhazia and South ti2sséaap de Hoop
Scheffer, NATO Secretary General, issued a statenceiticising
Russia’s violation of Georgia’s sovereignty andinggRussia to reverse
these measuré8.These mixed signals sent by Brussels, namely bf no
wanted to get involved, of seeing no need to resthe conflicts and of
mild criticism, confused Georgian authorities. Ttheee articles on the
issue highlighted the low-key role of the Allianicethe region and its
reluctance to antagonise Russia and, as a resuéindanger NATO'’s
friendly relations with the latter. In other words,can be said that
NATO'’s role in Georgia’s territorial conflicts wamsinimal.

To conclude, in terms of diplomacy the US sent mhix@gnals to
Saakashvili and was consistently unprepared to é&akere active role
in resolving the conflicts. It is important for théS to formulate and
clearly present its policy guidelines in the Souhucasus, as the
absence of such clear policy principles hampers stiability of the
region®” The latest policy statement of US interests inGaecasus and
Central Asia was made by then Deputy SecretarytaiteStrobe Talbott
at an address to the Central Asia-Caucasus Irestitutl997; nothing
similar has taken place since th&nThe US military assistance to
Georgia was important but in terms of the US commait to its various
allies around the globe Georgia was at the veryobotof the list.
European NATO’s role both in terms of diplomacy andlitary
engagement was minimal and marginal. The Turkisltary role was
important but at the same time Turkish leaders édoknxiously behind
their shoulder to watch out for Russia’s response.

% Jibladze, Kakha: Russia’s Opposition, p. 46.

% Socor, Vladimir: Russia Moves Toward Open Annexatf Abkhazia, South
Ossetia. In: Eurasia Daily Monitor, 5:74 (18 A#008).
<www.jamestown.org/programs/edm/single/?tx_ttnewB#Sews%5D=33560>,
accessed on 19.3.2009.

37 ¢.f Cornell: US Engagement, p. 119.

% Cornell: Georgia After, p. 36.
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Used & Missed Opportunities for Conflict
Prevention in Georgia
(1990-2008) — The Role of Russia

Markus Bernath

Russia is the central actor in the territorial ¢ioté that have plagued
Georgia so much over the past 20 years. Its histegacy, geographic
size, military clout, its energy routes, its ecomnyothat gives work to
hundreds of thousands of Georgians, Abkhaziansetfass — all this
makes Russia an indispensable power in the redMithout Russia,
with a Russia not present in the separatist cdaflie with a benign,
cooperative Russia or, finally, with Russia havénglear vision on what
to do about Georgia everything might have been défgrent.

This paper examines the role of Russia as it hash.b&wo major

features appear: A lack of strategic thinking tmaade Moscow’s

dealings with Thilisi difficult; second, a very amdalent approach

towards separatism, genuinely disliked and foughthe Russians, but
on the other hand proven to be a useful instruragainst the Georgian
leadership. Russia’s role in conflict preventionerefore, needs some
clarification. It was more about upholding thanvaeting — let alone

resolving — conflicts between Georgia and the sdjss. Did Russia
use opportunities before August 2008 in order tevent a dangerous
worsening of relations or even the outbreak of tamji conflict? Yes,

sometimes. Did it miss opportunities? Certainlyd arery much so

voluntarily.

1. Living without Strategy
In interviews over the past years Salomé Zourallishiie Georgian

Minister of Foreign affairs and later oppositionrtygaleader, was
regularly asked what, in her view, might be Russigal idea about
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Georgia and the future of the secessionist teregoiHer answer used to
be: It is just not clear. Decision-makers inside Kremlin and outside

seem not to have made up their minds. Russia,yatad®, is “incapable

to maintain normal relationsWith Georgia®

It is understood what Russia was doing over the paars in South
Ossetia and in Abkhazia and how it was respondinipe policy of the
Saakashvili governments. But it is not understootly wRussian
leadership was behaving that way and what the faal, the deeper
sense of its policy towards Georgia and the segamatovinces would
be. A telling story in that regard was Russia’soviet December 2004
against the prolongation of the OSCE’s Border Olmteon Mission
(BOM) along the Chechen stretch of Georgia’s bokgigh Russia. The
fact was: that mission proved to be helpful forsadles, it eased tensions,
it made things more transparent, it brought iniedtheutral party, the
OSCE. But Moscow did not want to have it any longer

1.1. Russia — a power in process

1.1.1. From a delegitimized to a revanchist power

Russia started its relations with the new Geongid990, on the brink of
independence, as a delegitimized Soviet power. Sbédeethnic and
separatist conflicts in total were simmering orimggover the whole
territory of the Soviet Union, the Kremlin staggeérebetween
democratically oriented and nationalist-commungstés in the Duma
and in the ministries. Both forces wanted to uphbllempire. 18 years
later, Russia rolled into Georgia with tanks andkerup the country by
recognizing the separatist provinces as indepensites. Not much
foreboded that turn of history, nothing at the satnge could have
excluded it. Russia was and still is a power irgpess.

! Interview with Salomé Zourabichvili (,Unfahig zwrmalen Beziehungen®). In: Der
Standard, 18.10.2006, p.4

2 Georgien sieht ein ,Meer der Demokratie’. In: Bandard, 9.12.2004, p.4.
Russland hat sich noch nicht zu einer Politik erftssen. In: Der Standard, 2.8.2004,
p.4.
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“The state model in Russia will be a far cry frorhav was originally
conceived 10-12 years ago”, wrote Fyodor Lukyamosgring 2004 in a
foreword to an issue dRussia in Global Affairs‘Unlike the Russia of
ten years ago”, he continued, “today’s Russia mgéo wants to imitate
Europe, not to mention adapt to*it’Russia kept changing and the
consequences for its stance on Georgia which mioa@ tnything
wanted to be part of Europe and the Euro-Atlanbimmunity were far-
reaching.

The Russia of Vladimir Putin, for one thing, wouldt accept willingly
international inputs for conflict prevention as tReissia of the mid-
nineties under Boris Yeltsin might have done. WAthin in command in
the Kremlin, the Geneva-talks on Abkhazia haltetivben 2001 and
2005, the Security Council just kept on prolongitihge mission of
UNOMIG, the Joint Control Commission (JCC) in SouBssetia
somehow supported the substantial financial aidEBkeprovided for
rehabilitation projects. But we would not see Rasbeing actively
engaged, developing a policy for Georgia that cdirll up with the
EU’s new European Neighborhood Policy, or reformamgompletely
dysfunctional peacekeeping-mechanism in South (asaed letting in
military components from other states in the Wedghe CIS. Quite the
contrary.

In a résumé of the geopolitical changes the sun?@8 has brought to
Russia and the Caucasus, Russian Foreign MinistgieSLavrov drew
a new line of revanche. The post-Soviet space, laened, is a
“common civilization area for all the people livirfigere”, nothing that
can be criticized by the West as a “sphere of erfee”, but an expanse
where Russia has “privileged interests” with itgselst neighbors as they
have with Russia. “Trying to destroy what rests @m combined
objective history and on the interdependence atertimining of our
economies”, Lavrov warned that the West and Gedhgieans to go

% Lukyanov, Fyodor: Heading for a sober nationaligyolln: Russia in Global Affairs,
2(2)/2004, p.5.
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against history* The revanchist tide submerged the liberal begigin
of the 1990’s. “Without the neighboring countriexcdted in the so-
called post-Soviet space, Russia cannot be vieweanaeconomically
and, moreover, politically self-sufficient soveneigtate”, an influential
editorialist stated, echoing widespread thinking Mloscow’s power
circles® Punishing Georgia, in the end, seemed a far beftéon then
preventing a military conflict.

1.1.2. Balance, nuisance, dependence: How Russis wéh Georgia

In the 1990s Russia first helped Abkhazians andefiss deafeat
Georgia, and then — with the different Sochi agress — laid the
framework for prevention of further conflicts withe two provinces.
That paradoxical sequence of events prepared thendrfor Russia’s
way of dealing with Georgia for the next years tone: striving for
some kind of military and political balance betweBrorgia and the
secessionist regimes; being a power of nuisandectira at any time
create problems for Thilisi if deemed necessary, @nirdly, enforcing
economic dependence on Russia that made sure eonsidid easily
think of reversing the peace order. All that addgxlto a mode of
dealing with Georgia, not to a well reflected strpt.

Russia forced Georgia into the CIS in 1993, impdRadsian troops as
peacekeepers in Abkhazia and South Ossetia anthbéslsed military
bases in Georgia following the Bilateral Treaty Briendship and
Cooperation from 1994. It meant putting order itite “near abroad” of
then Foreign Minister Andrey Kosyrev, the earlysien of Lavrov’'s
“privileged interests”-zone, when Russia did notpest NATO
expansion into the South Caucasus. It is doubthwugh, whether
Russia really “planned to control all conflicts that none of the parties

* Lavrov, Sergej: Russian Foreign Policy and a Newaly of the Geopolitical
Situation. In: Diplomatic Yearbook of the Ministof§ Foreign Affairs of the Russian
Federation 2008, 15.12.2008.
<www.In.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/itogi/BC2150E49DAD6A04C3252EO036E93F>,
accessed on 28.2.2009.

® Leontyev, Mikhail: Union of the Sword and the Pkhare. In: Russia in Global
Affairs, 2(2)/2004, p.8-15, p. 9.
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involved could win a military victory”, the result, however, was clear:
military victory was possible — but only throughetlRussian army.
Neither the fighting in the Gali district in 199®min South Ossetia in
the summer of 2004 led to any military gains and wwaon aborted.
Russia froze the conflicts in the two separatistvprces with the Sochi
agreements and its follow-up treaties due to theertteat of military
defeat. “We couldn’t afford to be at war. We hadtlthe war”, Eduard
Shevardnadze explained, when asked many years lakgr he had
accepted the 3+1 format of joint peacekeeping utis®ssetia — “There
was a danger that Russian troops would interfetearconflict”.

The balance that Moscow established between Tb#iskhumi and

Tskhinvali was shifting at times. It could move mdo the Georgian
side, when Georgian leadership showed some loyaltyoscow as it

did in 1994/96. President Shevardnadze then ga&drbal support to
Russia’s first war against Chechnya. In return, dkusnade the CIS-
states impose an embargo against the separatisfsbkhazia. But

Georgia could have also had it the other way rodrain December

2000 onwards, Russia required Georgians to haveasag a punishment
for politically approaching the U.S., it sanctionisad behavior” by

Thilisi later on by cutting the import of Georgiamne and mineral

water, closing the land border to Georgia, or bgrupting the gas
supply in mid-winter after a sudden pipeline expos Russia finally

seriously troubled its own conflict prevention sciee by a series of
unexplained military incidents on the territory®éorgia in 2007 and in
spring 2008.

® Manucharyan, Ashot (Manutscharjan, Aschot): RusiaPolitik im Siid-Kaukasus.
In: KAS-Auslandsinformationen 5/2007, p.28-73, p.29

" Interview with Eduard Shevardnadze (“Georgia: $indmadze Discusses 1992 South
Ossetia Agreement”). In: Radio Free Europe/Radietty, 23.2.2006.
<www.rferl.org/content/Article/1066081.html>, aceed on 28.2.2009.
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1.2. The view from Moscow

1.2.1. Impossible Georgia: The country Russia vaghenave

Russia was the center-piece of the political order Georgia’'s
secessionist regions, but for most of the timé@1990s and after 2000
it did not have the Georgia it wished to work wish all. Russia
imagined a loyal neighbor on its Southern borderGeorgia that
respected Russia’s interests, accepted a moreserdebtle form of
hegemony when it came to security alliances, eneogyes, bilateral
relations with the regional powers Turkey and l@amd that stayed
within the sphere of Russian language and cultuadl 1 all a kind of
second Armenia. Russia would have also liked tkaeisof Georgian
refugees settled as a major step towards a futliécpl solution of the
separatist conflicts. “We never were in favor otession”, Russia’s
current ambassador at the OSCE, Anvar Azimov, desla“Until
Georgia’s aggression in 2008 we always wanted te@ f@asolution for
the two republics of Abkhazia and South Ossetidraad autonomy
within the territory of Georgid’ The Georgia that Russia saw, however,
was different.

It is often overlooked nowadays that even beforeseR&evolution
Thilisi made advances towards the U.S. During tlesidential election
campaign in 1999, Eduard Shevardnadze who wakelislhy many in
Moscow for his past as Soviet Foreign Minister amd alleged
responsibility for the downfall of the Soviet Uniopenly talked about a
NATO-membership for his countfy. After 9/11 it was also
Shevardnadze who invited U.S. and British instrigcto militarily train
Georgian troops. He was one of the driving forcefounding GUUAM
and emptying further CIS of substance. With 1,7UStDollars since
1991 Georgia figures among the world’s biggestpieaits of U.S. aid.

8 Interview with Anvar Azimov by Markus Bernath, 262009.

® Subeliani, Sozar: Knocking on NATO'’s door? (3.889). Institute for War
Reporting.
<www.iwpr.net/index.php?apc_state=hen&s=0&o0=p=crsRN&s=f&0=158944>,
accessed on 1.3.2009.
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Despite — and because — of this tremendous finasdgaport from
Washington, Russia perceived Georgia as a failate.st'Georgia’s
statehood (or rather its semblance) is maintaingdokeign financial
injections, without which there would have beennaional budget at
all’, noted Sergei Karaganov acrimoniously in 20@4,month after
Mikhail Saakashvili’s election as President, addimat “in Soviet times
its [Georgia’s] per capita gross domestic produetdenit equal to a
modest European countfy” Russia, in fact, did not consider Georgia a
European country in the sense that one day it doeldart of some EU-
structures. The general conviction in Moscow wagoi@ians have
destroyed their own country by putting the nati®stalZviad
Gamsakhurdia into power in 1990, they no longertrcbarge parts of
their territory, corruption has completely underedrthe rest of the state
and Georgians like to put the blame for all theolglems on Russia. The
idea of Georgia as the future energy transit corrids widely
overblown, the resurrection of the Silk Road a miAtom 2000 to 2002,
the issue of the Pankisi Valley, where Chechenlséimd sought refuge
before they were driven out by Georgian troops lagfdre villages were
bombed by Russian aircraft, proved more than angthiow wide the
gap between Georgia and Russia had become.

1.2.2. Russia’s way of conflict prevention: Whapfortunities” at all?

In one respect Russia’s management of the sepaidlicts in

Georgia was quite successful. Up to the momentuigust 2008 when it
decided for military action, the Russian leadershipided to be drawn
into combats between Georgians and the separaiités. the ceasefire
in South Ossetia and Abkhazia in 1992 and 1993 iRuasored itself a
role as a “peacekeeper”. It did not mean that thessRn soldiers
themselves were safe: In Abkhazia for example, nizea 60 members
of the CIS peacekeeping forces had already beksd kilhen the head of
States of the CIS decided in 1997 to expand the gizhe forces and
enhance security in the province. But seen from Hkeights of

1% Karaganov, Sergei: Moscow and Thilisi: Beginningedv. In: Russia in Global
Affairs, 2(1)/2004. <http://eng.globalaffairs.rumbers/6/507.html>, accessed on
27.2.2009.
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geopolitics Russia had acquired the role of anterlworking to its own
end. Russia could seize opportunities to preventr@&s separatist
conflicts from worsening; or it could cannily migsese chances by just
remaining inactive in favor the one or the otheesi

There are far more examples that show Russia typttia balance for
the regimes in Sukhumi and Tskhinvali. Looking alvantages for
Thilisi, however, may reveal more of Russia’s chag@nd inconsistent
role as a “peacekeeper”. In the mid-nineties, e Mbkhazian conflict,

Russia again and again initiated separate andno@atings with the two
parties, facilitating in that way discussions whighre taken up by the
UN. 1994 saw the Declaration on the Settlementhef Georgian—
Abkhaz Conflict which allowed for a common fedesalucture, but was
later disapproved by Sukhumi. A shuttle diplomagyRussia’s then
Foreign Minister Yevgeni Primakov resulted in sumnm®97 in a

meeting between Shevardnadze and Abkhazia’'s defFaesident
Vladislav Ardzinba in Thilisi. On that basis the UNitiated what

became to be known as the Geneva process. Butatign, Russia did
not push the Abkhaz leadership to accept the “Bodenument”,

probably the most promising proposal named after WN-Secretary
General Special Representative in Georgia, the &eiieter Boden, in
2001/2002. By that time, the political tide in Mosc had changed
against Georgia.

Conflict management in the case of Abkhazia asaitls Ossetia was
somewhat chaotic under Boris Yelzin. This was aatiegd by

conflicting messages coming from the MinistriesO#fense, Foreign
Affairs or the short-lived Ministry for Cooperationith CIS member
states, including the period of businessman BogseBovsky active at
the National Security Souncil and as Executive &acy of the CIS in
1998/1999. But the basic problem of an uncleategsaremained also
under Vladimir Putin: “Russia hasn’'t decided yetistthcourse is more
advantageous — to help achieve the comprehensitlensent of the
South Ossetian conflict or (to freeze the conflibly pursuing ad
infinitum the policy of preventing Thilisi and Tskivali from going to
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war”, the defense analyst Alexander Golts wrotsimmer 2004' By
not offering any perspective of political conflicsolution to Georgia,
Russia’s role as peacekeeper would exhaust itself.

2. Struggling with Separatism

Separatism was an antithesis to the Soviet Unionthe same is true for
the Russia of today. Russia waged two wars agéimsRepublic of

Chechnya which declared independence and is congbaparatist
tendencies all over the North Caucasus or in Taar&ith no end in

sight. When the Union of Socialist States startediatl apart 20 years
ago, the leadership in the Kremlin was occupiedh st containing the
damage. But, as shown in 1990, supporting separfatises was an
efficient way to prevent even bigger entities frboating away from the
Ex-Soviet space. Enemies of Georgia’s central gowent could be
good partners for Russia. Eduard Shevardnadze event further in his
memoires. “The wars in Abkhazia and South Ossegaoaly episodes
in the relations between Russia and Georgia”, letaeyfthey are part of
Russia’s attempts to dissolve Georgia as an integuatry and to throw
it back into the state where it had been when -iddd/ in seven
principalities — it had joined Russi&”

Russia’s ambivalent approach towards separatismreoluthe lines of
conflict prevention. What appeared to be a meauningbntribution to
ease tensions at one point, could be dropped arlmaked” on another
occasion just because it would go against Rusagesda of “divide and
rule”. To freeze a conflict and not move it forwatd a peaceful
resolution therefore made perfect sense for Russia.

Moscow’s “double standard” in dealing with Georgia the one hand
and the two separatist regimes on the other — tnréact if one added

1 Alexander Golts cited in: Torbakov, Igor: Krempiolicies in South Ossetian conflict
under fire. In: Eurasia Daily Monitor, 9.8.2004.
<http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&txet1s%5Btt news%5D=26735-
>, accessed on 25.2.2009.

12 Shevardnadze, Eduard: Als der Eiserne VorhangsseBuisburg 2007, p.343.

195



Adjara where Russian military leaders like Pavelat&nov and
Alexander Lebed or Moscow’s mayor Yuri Lyushkow ukegly showed
up doing business with Aslan Abashidze — was aectnreproach over
the past 15 years. Upholding the principle of terial integrity and at
the same time materially supporting separatistmegi seemed to be an
untenable position. Russia’s recognition of Abkbhaaind South Ossetia
as independent states in 2008 was felt in a negawnse in the North
Caucasus and will certainly revive separatist maamsn

2.1. The issue of “double standard”

2.1.1. Owning Abkhazia and South Ossetia

Elections and political changes in Georgia’s twpasatist provinces
used to be a particularly sensitive issue. Whenhaklans and South
Ossetians went to vote in the past years, Moscowched carefully.
When the de-facto-Presidents purged their govertsnepolitical
observers were always quick to establish somelitk Russia. Sergei
Bagapsh in Abkhazia, his predecessor Ardzinba, ftrener South
Ossetian de-facto-President Ludwig Chibirov leartteglr lesson. The
huge neighbor in the North had come to “own” Abkhaand South
Ossetia over the years. Russia guaranteed sungeaal, pensions and
salaries, overlooked all law enforcement, investeldusinesses — in the
case of Abkhazia — and provided government admatiet officials —
in the case of South Ossetia; Russia created rezerns by distributing
passports from the end of the 1990s onwards amuleaffthem the only
way out to the world — Russia was and is the hielior Abkhazia and
South Ossetia.

So vast is Russia’s hold over the separatist oerets that it leaves the
population with a meager political choice: being-Russian or being
simply Russian. The consequences for conflict mamegt, again, were
momentous, the questions for Russia’s decisiakers clear: how best
should we support Sukhumi and Tskhinvali to mee&tawn interests in

the Caucasus, how much space to breathe do wetovgivie them?
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The year 2003 offered in that respect good insigtitsthe mechanics of
lending support to the separatists while playing against Georgia:
Russia had just reestablished the railway link betw Sochi and
Sukhumi without discussing the matter beforehanth wWiilisi or the
UN mission — a decision the Georgian governmentlifigch as
“unlawful”. The preferential treatment for Abkhaeqple was, anyway,
badly felt by the Georgians who now had to queuerupbilisi for
Russian visas. In Abkhazia, distribution of Rusgpassports was on the
rise; by mid-2003 80% of the population allegediwned Russian
citizenship. In that situation, Vladimir Putin ttiéo squeeze a Georgian
leadership which would not survive the year. PrsidShevardnadze
came back empty handed from a CIS-summit at the adndanuary,
Russia would not backtrack from reopening the ecooally important
railway link for Abkhazia. Shevardnadze even hadytoback on his
threats to deny his consent for another prolongatod Russia’s
peacekeeping troops in the separatist province. st definitely be
aware of what might happen if the peacekeepers weeteave, what
tragic consequences this might hate’he admitted.

Hence, in March 2003, not even two months after ihatimg
Shevardnadze, the Russian president opened up atraelv in the
conflict diplomacy. Putin invited Shevardnadze wrl¥ and signed an
agreement on Abkhazia with the Georgian leader:r@ao refugees
should be able to return to the Gali district, Hggeement stipulates, a
tripartite police force would be deployed. With thepatriation in
course, railway connections between Russia anddzeora Abkhazia
would be resumed. Abkhazia’s then de-facto Primeidtier Gennady
Gagulia, who happened to be in Sochi, spoke abary“positive” talks
between Putin and Shevardnadze — the agreemett itssvever,
dubbed as the start of the “Sochi process” pardtiethe UN-led
“Geneva process”, was never really implemented. Wime summer
2004 a Russian company started maintenance workheatSochi-

'3 Eduard Shevardnadze cited in: Kandelaki, GiorgikiAazia row with Russia deals
new blow to Georgia's Shevardnadze. In: Eurasian22003.
<www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articlegl2@703.shtml>, accessed on
2.3.20009.
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Sukhumi railway without the Georgian refugee issué&sali resolved,
Thilisi protested in vain. The deployment of a Rassmilitary unit in
2008 for more maintenance work announced somettiiffigrent than
economic rehabilitation for Abkhazia. It was theqursor of a military
solution to the separatist conflicts in Georgia.

“Owning” Abkhazia and South Ossetia meant not oalyne-sided
management of the separatist conflicts by Russibe TRussian
leadership sanctioned “misbehavior” of the regiraeswell. That was
more evident in the case of Sukhumi than in thg tegion around
Tskhinvali where a famous big billboard with thertpait of the Kremlin

master read: “Putin, our President”. Russian ardig@r anger was not
even related to the conflict with the central goweent in Thilisi.

In November 2004 for example, the Kremlin simplyl diot like the
outcome of the presidential elections in AbkhaZigespite Russian
money spent on the election campaign the majoridly bt vote for
Putin’s candidate, the incumbent Abkhaz Prime MaerisRaul
Khadzhimba, but for the slightly more independeotnfer Prime
Minister and businessman Sergei Bagapsh. With Bagapsisting on
his victory and the dispute dragging on, Russiaseadothe border to
Abkhazia. “We cannot send humanitarian and findnsigport in a
situation when we do not have the possibility oftcolling the use of
these means”, a Russian government spokesmantariexplairt®. The
Kremlin finally set out new rules for the politicaliccession: a rerun of
the presidential election with Bagapsh teaming ugh Whadzhimba as
his deputy.

Russians and Abkhazians, it turned out, could beaswy friends.
Similarly, VladislavArdzinba appeared to have dismissed one his best
ministers, Anri Djergenia, at the end of 2002, leseaDjergenia spoke
about “associate relations” with the Russian Fddera- an idea that
sounded at times too close for the ears of thead®fPresident and a

14 Russia threatens Abkhazia blockade amid crisistd®s, 23.11.2004.
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good part of the Abkhaz peopfe.

Already in the 1990s, Moscow turned its back onHtmki. At a CIS
summit in January 1996 Russia and Georgia secheedupport of the
ten other member states to impose an embargo ae, tiihance,
transportation and communication against AbkhaZize reason was
Chechnya. Russia’s first war against the rebellimiblic did in fact
much to relativize comprehension and support ofséygaratist regimes
in Georgia. Shamil Basayev, later Russia’'s enemybar one, was
fighting along with other rebels from the North €asus during the war
in Abkhazia with Georgia in 1992/93, possibly ewsartouraged or sent
by Russian military official$® Four years and a war later, however,
Moscow sought solidarity among the new Communityirafependent
States for its campaign against Chechnya. The isasctagainst
Abkhazia angered Ardzinba and his people, but weiekly forgotten
by Russia. In March 2008 the Russian governmetetlifthe very porous
“sanctions” unilaterally. It was just another siigm a dangerous turn to
come.

2.1.2. The “Rose Revolution” as a separatist ensap

For Russia, Georgia’s Rose Revolution in Novemb@d32was the
ultimate challenge to the “frozen conflict” ordeérhiad helped to create
in the early 1990s and which it consolidated thtemg the decade.
With his promise to unite the whole of Georgia, NaK Saakashvili put
the country from day one of his tenure as Presidard collision course
with Moscow. His assertiveness provoked the Russi@ix months into
his office Saakashvili’'s fervor only seemed to groWwthink Ossetia
won't last long ... there are only 30.000 people ¢hehe announced in
July 2004 in an interview with the Financial Timé#bkhazia is

!> Waal, Thomas de: Abkhazia and Russia: Uneasydsiein: IWPR, 19.12.2002.
<www.iwpr.net/?p=crs&s=f&0=158768&apc_state=henf}82>, accessed on
1.3.20009.

'8 Baran, Zeyno: The Caucasus and Caspian Regiorerstasding United States
Policy, Testimony before the House Committee oarhmtional Relations,
Subcommittee on Europe (10.10.2001).
<http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/h&3A000/hfa75632_0f.htm>
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different. It is dear to the heart of the Russianggals ... that is where
they have their dachas”

First stunned by the speed of Georgia’'s young neéos and their appeal
to the international community, Russia came to tee whole Rose
Revolution as a separatist enterprise, a contagimease which would
seriously disturb the belt of former Soviet Repeblaround Russia.
Georgia’s reformers seemed set on moving their tpuut of the post-
Soviet space, but they also touched upon a fundaiesue of Russia’s
relations with the broader West of today: Russiafssal to tolerate the
construction of a new democracy on its immediateléis. If successful,
Georgia would have been the first former Soviet ubdp after the
Baltic States to establish an example of good garere. Russians then
may start asking questions about Vladimir Putiniharitarian styled
“sovereign democracy”, observers in the West ndidoke than at any
time before the issue of the separatist conflint§&seorgia became for
Russia a question of a much broader geostrategitryiwith the West.
The Kremlin pointed at the U.S. and the role ofitie¢GOs in the
political upheaval in Georgia. “Their aim is to ttey Russia and fill the
vast space with a number of pseudo-states”, Puidigsor Vladislav
Surkov claimed® As early as July 2003, four months before the
disputed elections, the visit of the former U.Sci8tary of State James
Baker in Thilisi alarmed some in Moscow; Eduard \&indnadze had to
make “unprecedented concessions to the oppositiBoissian news
agencies reported.In the critical hours of the revolution on Novembe
23, a phone call from Secretary of State Colin Roalegedly made
Shevardnadze realize that his time had finished. iBwas Russian
Foreign minister Igor lvanov who went to Shevardreasl residence and
talked the embattled President out of office.

Regardless of the political skirmishes and finalg war that followed

7 Interview with Mikhail Saakashvili (“Georgia’s ldar tells Moscow to mind its own
business”). In: Financial Times, 02.07.2004, p.2.

18 Kaftan, Larissa and Elena OvcharenBauecturen riasst aJMUHUCTPAIH
[pesnnenta PO Bnaaucnas Cypkos: [IyTun ykpermiser rocyaapcrso, a He ceOs. In:
Komcomolskaya Pravda, 28.09.2004.

' Rosbalt (private Russian news agency), 2.7.2003.
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years later, Russia adopted an attitude of positeugtrality during the
days of the Rose Revolution and then again a setwmeg in May 2004,
in Adjara. Igor Ivanov secured a smooth takeovetht autonomous
region through Georgia’s new rulers. With hindsitftése cautious steps
appear as a way of testing the new leadership.aShaHi still was an
unknown quantum for Moscow. Again, Russia’s padditiforces were
divided on what to do with Georgia. Mikhail Margejdfor example,
then chairman of the Federation Council’s Foreidfaits Committee,
maintained that a confrontational stance with Gedsgnew leaders
would not benefit Russia. It would rather cause menflicts between
Thilisi and the separatist provinces and possibhgate another
“Chechnya” in the Caucas@$Russian nationalists who came out strong
in the State Duma elections in December 2003 — atmmunists,
Rodina, Vladimir Zhirinovsky’'s Liberal Democratsbut also a faction
in the Kremlin, all of them saw the Saakashvili gowyment as a declared
and irrevocable opponent to Russia. Helping to ilstab his
administration, this group said, would not bring good.

Moscow quickly found Saakashvili’s approach conttmty. On the one
hand, Thilisi had decided to resolve the problefm&likhazia and South
Ossetia without Russia. Saakashvili denounced fposwelations when
Russia itself instigated conflicts, tried to reslthem and never
succeeded®. Instead, Thilisi talked directly to Sukhumi anskhinvali.
But on the other hand, Russia simply was too bigamverlooked and
the list of problems too long, starting from ga$ivaey, visa restrictions
up to the issue of Russian military bases in Geopgoper. “There are
too many marks in our relations”, Georgia’s Primenister Zurab
Zhvania stated one year after the Rose Revolut&ations with Russia
were the biggest problem Georgia is facing, he.<aid

From 2004 on, Russia despite being a key-playethen separatist
conflicts was mostly reacting. Moscow hardenedate as a power that

%0 Cohen, Ariel: US Officials warily monitor Russiaolicy debate on Caucasus. In:
Eurasianet, 9.1.2004. < http://www.eurasianet.@géitments/insight/articles/
eav010904b.shtml>, accessed on 3.3.2009.

2L Arminfo (Armenian news agency), 8.1.2004

?2 Strained Russia ties main problem for Georgia.t&su13.11.2004.

201



kept the peace but sided with the secessionistmesgi That was
essentially due to worrying security developmer@gorgia’s rush to
enter NATO and its steadily growing defense spemdih meant that
Thilisi, at one point, would think of being able go to war against the
separatists. NATO-membership was a red line. “Atgnapt of Georgia
to join NATO would put an end to efforts aimed attkng conflicts in
Abkhazia and South Ossetia”, Konstantin Kosachey chairman of the
State Duma committee for international affairs, wea”> Already in
2001 Leonid Ivashov, the former Joint Chief of Staff the Russian
Army, declared: “Russia will never reconcile withANO borders
stretching along Psou Rivéf” That could as well be understood as: If
Georgia insists on going into NATO it will have ¢give up Abkhazia
and probably South Ossetia in exchange. With Shakaslternating
nonstop proposals for peace plans and bellicosechps to the
Georgians, pushing forward with parallel administras in the
separatist provinces and the bid for NATO-memberdRussia prepared
for change too. A revanchist Georgian leadershgedaa revanchist
Russian leadership.

2.2. Russia’s used and missed opportunities befoaad after
Saakashuvili

2.2.1. 1994-2004: A decade of trials and entrencttime
On the plus-side:

Russian shuttle diplomacy in 1997 gave new imp&iusbkhaz-
Georgian-talks and to mediation by the UN after thest-war
agreements of 1994,

Russia tried to draw a line under a particularlathd time with
Georgia between 2000 and 2002 and offered withSibehi agreement

%3 Kosachev, Konstantin cited in: Nasibli, Yunis: Biasas a key player in the South
Caucasus. In: Geistlinger, Michael/ Longo, Franaékordkipanidze, Gocha/ Nisibli,
Yunis (Ed.): Security Identity and the Southern Gews. Wien/Graz 2008, pp.131-
146, citation p. 139.

* Ibid.
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in March 2003 a perspective for a partial settleimeinthe Abkhaz
conflict. The agreement basically was a rerun oblder UN-supervised
Quadripartite Agreement on Voluntary Return of Refes and
Displaced Persons from April 1994.

the establishment of a Joint Law Enforcement BaaySobuth
Ossetia in 2000 as part of the Russian-led Joiat&&eeping Forces
(JPKF) was a potentially positive step. Joint polaperations helped
diffuse tensions.

Missed opportunities:

Russia during the Yeltsin-presidency did not buntiepolicy for
Georgia and the separatist conflicts. Instead Weksb-contracted his
Caucasus policy out to a number of policy agerite he Foreign
Ministry, Defense Ministry, CIS Ministry, Kremlinegurity Council, the
Duma, oil and gas companies and single actordigecow mayor Yuri
Luzhkov.

by imposing a CIS based economic embargo on Ab&hazi996,
Russia favored mafia business structures, crimjnaind therefore
insecurity in the province; by gradually establmghiofficial trade
relations with Sukhumi in the following years inolation of the
embargo Russia damaged its own position in thdiconfanagement.

Russia did not establish thorough controls on éacgkeepers and
border guards in South Ossetia in order to make sw@mbers of these
units would not be involved in the smuggling bussiecrimes related to
the smuggling in South Ossetia soared in 2002 rikanéd to insecurity
in the region and undermined confidence in the wafrkhe JCC and
JPKF.

by not really supporting the “Boden document” of02M2 and
dropping references to it in negotiations later on.

by not implementing the Istanbul commitments 0f9.99

The “dont’s”™
Russia should not have pressured Thilisi for supguring the second

Chechen war, and build a case against Georgia @ftdras a country
which allegedly harbors terrorists. An ultimatum tie Russian
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president and the bombing of villages in the Pankadley in 2002 as
well as threats and military incursions on Georgiaritory prior to

2002 raised tensions considerably. The populatiombkhazia and
South Ossetia was afraid of acts of retaliation Ggorgian armed
groups. The political process was seriously damagsaeen 2000 and
2003.

Russia should not have deployed a military favtthout mandate in the
Upper Kodori Gorge in April 2002.

2.2.2. Chances and combats: 2004-2008

With the start of the Saakashvili presidency Rudsaél to make
fundamental choices: confront the new Georgian gowent or try to
engage it; continue to keep the status of Abkhamh South Ossetia in
limbo or start — this time for real — meaningful gngations for
autonomy; stop Georgia moving towards a NATO mestipror work
for a new security arrangement in the South Cawscésgether with
NATO. A number of the listed “missed opportunitieBSr conflict
prevention and of decisions Russia should bettehawve taken, imply
that Russia would have opted for engagement angletety reversed
its stance on Georgia. They are therefore highpokiyetical.

On the plus-side:

Russian Foreign minister Igor Ivanov took theiative during the Rose
Revolution in November 2003 and prevented a furtbsralation in
Thilisi by convincing President Shevardnadze tg stewn. In May
2004 he mediated in the power struggle betweereh&al government
in Thilisi and Aslan Abashidze, the ruler of theamomous region of
Adzhara. Ivanov convinced Abashidze to go intoeexihich gave the
new Georgian government its first political victory

Russia supported the EU-financed economic reitatimin program in
South Ossetia, implemented by the Georgian deputyistar Gia
Volsky and the South Ossetian Vice-Prime Ministeohid Tibilov.
Russia replaced its JPKF-commander Svyatoslavzddabv in South
Ossetia in June 2004 with the more cooperative Mauakhmetov.
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Russia weighed on the South Ossetian administrati August 2004
and could finally stop the shelling of villagestire province.

Russia signed in March 2006 an agreement oretneval of its military
bases in Batumi, Akhalkalaki and Vaziani. The pmut-of the troops
was completed at the end of 2007.

Russia had missed opportunities

by not pushing for an implementation of the 2088chi agreement
(repatriation of Georgian refugees in the Gali rdistand restoring
railway communications with Georgia through Abklagzitalks in
Thilisi in July 2005 remained inconclusive.

by not accepting a new format of peacekeepin@anth Ossetia and
Abkhazia which would be more balanced and woulduohe military
observers or peacekeepers from CIS countries likeaile and EU-
member states or from the OSCE.

by not hindering volunteers and mercenaries ftom North Caucasus
passing through the Roki tunnel to South Ossetia.

by not following through with a comprehensivenfiavork agreement
for Georgia, as foreseen in the Joint DeclaratibriMay 2005, that
would end Russian military presence in Georgia @repsigned in 2006
—, lift restrictions on visa, trade and transparti also give an impetus
for negotiations on autonomy solutions within tegitory of Georgia.

by not taking up and discussing Georgian promogal autonomy
agreements in 2004, 2005 and 2006.

by not rigorously enforcing control over militias South Ossetia and
fully implementing agreements on disarmament affiter combats in
August 2004.

by not working for UN-monitoring of the Upper Kod Gorge after the
incident of June 2003 (kidnapping of UN observers).

by not prolonging the OSCE border observatiorsiaisin 2004.

by not allowing an inspection of the Gudauta base

The “don’ts™:

Russia should not have given the Georgian autésrihe opportunity in
the first place to arrest four Russian militaryic#ls and charge them
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with espionage in September 2006; the incident pudsicly exploited
by the Georgian government and led to retaliaticgasares like the
deportation of — officially— 5000 Georgians, clagiof the land border
and the temporary retreat of the Russian ambassadigorgia.
Russia’s army should not have given reason facgations about
military provocations against Georgia in 2007 arid& prior to the
August war (March 11 attack in Upper Kodori by #rkelicopters,
August 6 missile incident in Gori district in 2008hooting down of a
Georgian drone over Abkhazia on April 20, 2007)

Russia should have spared the import ban of Gaosgine and mineral
water because of alleged “violation of state sayggpidemiological
rules and norms” in March 2006

Russia should have abstained from linking thesjdes recognition of
Kosovo by the West with the case of Abkhazia andtls@®ssetia from
2006 onwards, aggravating by this the politicaielie in the conflict
regions.
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Russia and South Ossetia:
The Road to Sovereignty

Flemming Splidsboel Hansen

When on 26 August 2008 Russian president Dmitry\\ddv made the
surprise announcement that Russia was recogniemgdvereignty of
Georgian breakaway region South Ossetia (as wélb&bazia), he was
using the ultimate political tool of the moderntstarhe right to give or
to deny the recognition of the sovereignty of otbtes. This is a step
which the state usually will take hesitantly anteafgreat deliberation
only as often it can only be undone with considieralosts for the state
itself. In this case, the controversy of the Rusgi@cision is clearly
indicated by the fact that even early into 2009y @ne other state —
Nicaragua — had recognised the sovereignty of SOsHetia.

Even more controversially, the road leading to fest had to a large
extent been cleared by the Russian military, eittteopugh direct

involvement in the fighting or through indirect gapt, e.g., arms

transfers, training and intelligence, to the SdD#setian rebels. And the
short but dramatic war between Georgia and Rushiahamvas fought

out in South Ossetia in August 2008 really was fjastculmination of a

Russian military involvement which dates back te tilays of the

collapse of the Soviet Union.

The political and military power, however, are ofityy most recent and
controversial manifestations of the large arrayools which Russia has
been able to employ as it has tried to influenae dituation in South
Ossetia. In fact, so | argue here, as all othdestaRussia enjoys four
types of power — military, civilian, normative asdft — and it has used
all four in the conflict over South Ossetia. It hdene so in different

! Statement by President of Russia Dmitry Medve86\8.2008; in <www.mid.ru>,
accessed on 14.2.2009.
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combinations, with varying intensity and with mase less successful
outcomes.

This study proceeds in four main parts. In the fuat, | briefly discuss
the Russian interests in South Ossetia, which ueattave mainly been
linked to the question of Georgia’s foreign polmyentation. Following

this, | introduce the four different types of powand | go on, in the
third part, to apply these categories to the Sdsketian conflict. As
part of this, | attempt a rough categorisationha tonflict according to
the different Russian modus operandi. This pathefstudy does not in
any way claim to be exhaustive; the aim, esseptralich more modest,
instead is to provide an alternative frameworktfe study of this type
of conflict. And finally, | offer a few concludinghoughts about the
conflict and about the future status of South Gaset

Russian interests in South Ossetia

Power is a relative term. The concept only acquinesning through
comparisons, for instance of capabilities or precestcomes. Karl
Deutsch, for instance, advised us to get an indicatf the amount of
power available to an actor by looking at “the elifince between the
amounts of changes imposed and changes acceptibe lagtor” This
is of course a measurement of power based on octésomes and it is
one which is useful in this particular context al€early, events in
August 2008 reflected Russian interests much maben tthose of
Georgia, and the development indicated that, xedat earlier stages of
the conflict, Russian power had increased while rGiaa power had
decreased; Russia, after all, took a series of boliary and political
steps, suggesting that it enjoys a new-found cenfid in its own ability
to change the system — be it globally, regionalyazally — in a way
that reflects its interests more accurately thahescase today.

2 Deutsch, Karl: The Nerves of Government: Model®olitical Communication and
Control. New York 1966, p. 115.
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However, it is equally clear that global eventsthe early 1990s
illustrated a dramatic loss of Russian power. Puhpk, the
international system was being arranged in a way ¢hused increasing
discontent and resentment in Russia. This developstarted already in
1992 and subsequently it just accelerdtdthe reasons were many and
are not easily pinned down. While it is temptingsee the development
as a more or less inevitable consequence of théHacRussia gradually
seemed stronger and more emboldened and therefomeposition to
challenge the West still more, sociological appheacinstead offer
richer and more nuanced analyses. And when theersvtook at the
deteriorating relations between Russia and the Wesy mainly see a
record of expectations that were never met.

Russia on its side was sincerely (but perhaps r@seely) hoping and
expecting to be recognised as part of the “in-gtphbpt that recognition
was not (and could not) be delivered; the Westtsrside was hoping
and expecting that Russia would follow new normaastandards, but it
did not fully deliver and so it remained part ohém”. Once distrust
started growing, it fed on itself, eventually leaglito the now wide-
spread talk of a new Cold War even.

For Russia, the early signs that the West had rastaged to get rid of
its Cold War mentality and therefore could not bkyftrusted included

the failure to offer a comprehensive recovery pamogne (a new

Marshall Plan) to Russia after the collapse of Swviet Union; the

planning and subsequent execution of two roundmsn#rgement of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATQO] as well ancreased support
for Russian-critical voices and regimes in theitery of the former

Soviet Union*

% E.g. Nezavisimaya gazeta, 5.3.1992 and Shiraés/ZEbok, Vladislav: Anti-
Americanism in Russia. From Stalin to Putin, Lon@991, p. 47.

* See, e.g., the speech by then Russian presidadirvt Putin in Munich on 2

October 2007; in
<www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/rede.phpeber=en&id=179>, accessed on
5.1.2009.
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As relations with the West in general and with theited States of
America [USA] in particular started deterioratiige Commonwealth of
Independent States [CIS] was soon seen in Russigassible source of
support or, if that failed, a sphere-of-influenoeébe manipulated; it was,
in fact, the near-only pool of support which Russiald hope to draw
from as the country found it agonisingly difficuty find allies in its
struggle to arrest or to even roll back Westertuarice. Few states were
so vulnerable to Moscow’s politics of arm-twistitigat they felt that
theyhadto follow the lead of the new-born Russian statgich seemed
to teeter on the brink of total collapse and deggnation, and even fewer
were inclined to do so out of free will.

When faced with such adverse developments in tieenational system,
so traditional balancing theory tells us, a statik wave two principal
policies at its disposal. The first is to generatere resources, either
through intrinsic means or by teaming up with alléad the second is to
weaken the opposing sid&Vhile some of the CIS members have served
as more (e.g. Belarus) or less (e.g. Kyrgyzstarlingi allies, others
were drawn into the organisation by Russia maiolgrevent them from
throwing in their lot with the opposing side. Theeaall purpose, so it
should be kept in mind, was to further Russian detsathat certain
processes in the international system be halted.

Initially, Georgia managed to withstand Russiarspuee on it to join the
CIS. However, after prolonged and intense pressweleast including
support from Moscow for the South Ossetian cauken tGeorgian
president Eduard Shevardnadze in late 1993 brdugldountry into the
CIS; in a statement, Shevardnadze explained thaatdeen “forced to
consent to Georgia’s joining the CIS as a resulihefcountry’s having
been ‘brought to its knees™, and he added thatpbkesonally had
opposed Georgian membership in the CIS “until theryvend®
Moscow’s policy of arm-twisting had worked.

® Waltz, Kenneth: Theory of International Politi®eading 1979, p. 118.
® In Segodnya, 9.10.1993. In: The Current DigeshefPost-Soviet Press [CDPSP],
41/1993, Minneapolis, p. 28.
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Needless to say, this development laid the basisafaery unhealthy
relationship between Russia and Georgia. And, mxhadilly, it served to
weaken the already fragile CIS which was being kegether by a
combination of bribes (e.g. cheap credits, substtigjoods and
unrestricted market access) and threats (e.g. stuo secessionist
movements). In a comment, a Russian newspaper hewonclusion
that “today the members of the Commonwealth scaifcave any other
choice than to accept economic integration withdtarswhile making
political concessions they don't liké”.

And in a later analysis, two Russian scholars wamgainst believing
that this would work, explaining that “most likelhe leaders of the CIS
member countries are artificially prolonging theysiaf the outer shell
known as the ‘Commonwealth’ until the organic psxeof their
adaptation to a world economic picture that is newhem is complete
and problems that still require a cautious attittakeard Russia (...) are
removed”®

But for a Russian leadership determined to briregphst-Soviet space
together (excluding Estonia, Latvia and Lithuanihick had all been
irrevocably “lost”) and to oppose the West, theipglhowever short-
sighted and counter-productive others may havell&bat, indeed
seemed to work. Thus, Georgid join the CIS and, no matter how
foot-dragging it was as a member state, as longveas there, at least it
was not joining any Western-led security structure.

Georgia stayed in the CIS until August 2008, whée tountry
announced the immediate termination of its oblmadi as a member
state’ As this preceded the Russian recognition of theersignty of
South Ossetia, the main cause of the Georgian vawtal from the CIS
was the fighting with Russia. However, there is daubt that the
secession of South Ossetia (and Abkhazia) — famlit and made

" Nezavisimaya gazeta, 8.12.1993. In CDPSP, 49/1d@8eapolis, p. 15.

8 Zatulin, Konstantin/Migranyan, Andranik in Nezawisya gazeta, 1.12.1997. In:
CDPSP, 49/1998, Minneapolis, pp. 1-2.

® According to Statement of the Ministry of Foreif§ffairs of Georgia on Georgia’s
Withdrawal from CIS, 18.8.2008. In: <www.mfa.gov=g@ccessed on 5.1.2009.
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possible by Russia — has only reinforced the viéwhose who believe
that all in all it serves Georgia’s interests hetteview the CIS from the
outside; the recognition by a supposedly alliedestaf a breakaway
region is, after all, extremely controversial.

The picture presented here is one in which Sousetis has primarily
been played by Russia as a pawn in a game of cgsssst Georgia.
And the prize for Russia to win was a subservieedr@ian state which
would bandwagon with Russia out of fear of the gmesonsequences
of not doing so'® Georgian involvement in the openly anti-Russian
GUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova) aritie
Community of Democratic Choice has only shown ttie country
could not be fully controlled; however strong Rassidesire to keep
Georgia in the CIS, in its policy responses it w8l restricted by a
concern for its relations with the other membetestaas well as by
normative considerations which would rule out “weutable”
behaviour.

The Russian-South Ossetian relationship clearlyatos more than that,
however. Below, | will offer a few examples of tpeo-Ossetian and
anti-Georgian discourse which dominated a large phathe Russian
media from the early stages of the conflict; whilere is no doubt that
the South Ossetians enjoyed widespread supporugsi& even at this
time, nearly two decades of “Common Othering” ofo@ga has of
course had an impact on the Russian public vieamh Ossetia and
on the Georgian role in the conflict. A quick sugsien of August and
September 2008 polls illustrated the understandimd)sympathy which
the Russian population has for the South Ossetians.

Thus, while 54 % held the Georgian government nesite for the
outbreak of the August 2008 hostilities, very feanly one % each)
assigned blame to the governments of either Sostetia or Russia;
twelve percent pointed fingers at all three govesnts (10-13

% \alt, Stephen: The Origins of Alliances, CornéBX, pp. 17-49.
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August)*! 90 % of all respondents found that Russia shoald Bouth
Ossetia leave Georgia (10-13 Augu$t)72 % wanted the Russian
peacekeepers to stay in South Ossetia (10-13 Ay8T % found that
Russia should protect its citizens regardless eir thlace of living and
91 % believed that the development in the Cauctseatened Russian
interests (10-13 Augustf; 71 % wanted Russia to recognise the
sovereignty of South Ossetia and 63 % were evelingito welcome
the region into Russia should it wish so (16-17 #stg2008)'° and a
later poll showed that 87 % agreed with the 17 &aper 2008 signing
by Medvedev of treaties of friendship and mutuaistance with South
Ossetia (and Abkhazia), in which Russia pledgestaryl protection,
while another 79 % found that Russia should offiearfcial support to
assist in the development of the area (20-21 Sdyee2008):°

The early August 2008 action by Georgian forcesrsgadouth Ossetia,
described bylane’sas a “full-scale military assault”, clearly waseth
precipitating event of the war which then almosimediately broke out
between Georgia and RussfaLooking slightly further back, however,
two other events seem of critical importance. Thenéual outcome —
the recognition by Russia of the sovereignty of tBoOssetia (and
Abkhazia) — was not in any way inevitable becausthese two events,

1 vserossiyskiy tsentr izucheniya obshchestvennogeniya [VCIOM], Tragediya v
Yuzhnoi Ossetia: Kto vinovat?, article 1021, 14082. In: <www.wciom.ru>,
accessed on 24.2.2009. Remarkably, a full 22 % wkitee opinion that the United
States [US] government was responsible for thetifigh

12yCIOM, Buduschiy status Yuzhnoi Ossetii: Mnenissiyan, article 1022,
15.8.2008. In: <www.wciom.ru>, accessed on 24.29200

13\/CIOM, Rossiyskie mirotvortsy dolzhny ostatsya uzfinoi Ossetiil, article 1023,
15.8.2008. In: www.wciom.ru, accessed on 24.2.2009.

1\/CIOM, Zaschita prav rossiyan — v svoei straneYiuzhnoi Ossetii, article 1025,
19.8.2008. In: <www.wciom.ru>, accessed on 24.29200

15\/CIOM, Rossiyane podderzhivayut vybor Yuzhnoi Qissé\bkhazii v polzy
nezavisimosti, article 1030, 27.8.2008. In: <wwwiama.ru>, accessed on 24.2.2009.
8\/CIOM, Rossiyskaya pomoshch Yuzhnoi Ossetii i Alkin Nuzhna, no kak
crezvycainaya, a ne postoyannaya mera, article,12%98.2008. In: <www.wciom.ru>,
accessed on 24.2.2009.

7 Jane’s Sentinel Security Assessment — Russiahen@IS: South Ossetia, 8.9.2008.
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but together they propelled the area toward semesbiacked by
unprecedented Russian support.

The first event was the 2003 Georgian Rose Rewslutrthich brought
Mikhail Saakashvili to power at the expense of tipeesident Eduard
Shevardnadze. Critically, Saakashvili soon annodimze only a policy
that aimed at the speediest possible re-integratiddouth Ossetia into
Georgia proper, he also made clear that he wantbdrig Georgia even
closer to the West, in particular the USA, and tthe country was
hoping to join NATO within no more than four yeatisat is, by 2008°

It follows from the previous argument that for tRassian side the latter
aim held the more damaging prospects. A Georgidinfem the CIS
and then entry into NATO would be hugely problemdtr Russia’s
understanding of its own role and mission in th& §pace as well as for
its security interests as these have been defigeslibcessive Russian
administrations. Both plans — re-integration witbuh Ossetia and
NATO membership — therefore had to be thwarted;fmuMoscow the
immediate aim was to prevent the re-integratiorsotith Ossetia into
Georgia proper in order to prevent the ultimate,aimat is, the formal
re-orientation of Georgia away from Russia and @& toward the
West.

The second event was the February 2008 recogrbiaa large number
of especially Western states of the sovereigntyKokovo. Russia
famously has opposed the independence of Kosoting ¢precedence
concerns” and warning that, if Kosovo were to beogmised as a
sovereign state, Russia could be forced to receguiler and similar
non-state entities such as South Ossetia, AbkremiaTrans-Dniester.
As a consequence of the recognition of Kosovo mye2008, in April
2008 Moscow authorised “official relations” to betablished with
South Ossetia to indicate that the area now hadatuss of semi-
statehood?

'8 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty [RFE/RL] — CausaReport, 2.7.2004. In:
<www.rferl.org>.
19 Jane’s Sentinel Security Assessment — Russiahen@IS: South Ossetia, 8.9 2008.
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Others have argued that Russia actually wante@dors the secession
of South Ossetia from Georgia; what seemed to Rassian “threat” to
recognise the region should Kosovo be recognisetead is presented
as a “deal” whereby Russia would fail to oppose sbeereignty of
Kosovo if only the West would support South Ossdhathe words of
the Stockholm Peace Research Institute,

“It was long expected that Russia would be readsgttike a deal with
the USA and others over Kosovo in the hope thatWest would then
accept the secession of the (Russian-backed) mewiof Abkhazia and
South Ossetia from Georgia and Trans-Dniester fkdoidova. During

2006, however, it became clear that Western powerge not ready to
accept this implied trade-off and would continuestgport the territorial
integrity of Georgia and Moldova. This drove Russack towards its
more traditional policy of sympathy and cooperatwith Serbia ...

However, when [international mediator Martti] Aleesi put forward his
proposal [about phased sovereignty for Kosovo] in2007, Russia
started to change its tone and no longer menti@medventual veto on
the independence of Kosovo — a hint perhaps ofwedeconsideration
being given to a quid pro qué®.

Both interpretations of course are quite cynichk tmain difference
between them is that while the former bases itealfa belief in a
Russian principle of non-recognition of secesstomstities (unless
compelling circumstances dictate otherwise), theeddases itself on a
belief that Russia was willing to recognisg¢ least the four areas
mentioned above. In the absence of the right ssutbere is no way for
us to ascertain what really happened behind cldeeds in the Kremlin.

It does seem, however, that the policy of blanletognition goes
against Russia’s earlier policies and those ofedsffit organisations of
which the country is a member. The Shanghai Coatjoer

Organisation [SCOQO], for instance, since 1999 hataase in its charter

20 SIPRI Yearbook 2007, Oxford 2007, p. 47.
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which defines secessionism as “an efll"and at the SCO summit in
Dushanbe in August 2008, the other member stadshy China, gave
Medvedev a minor public humiliation by insistingatithey would not

break the SCO principle by recognising the soveitgigf South Ossetia
(and Abkhazia¥f?

Moreover, a policy that weakens the principle ofiterial integrity is
fraught with risks for a Russian state that mayehbgen successful at
increasing internal cohesion in the past decade wWwhich will
undoubtedly have to face strong secessionist movenagain, perhaps
already within the next decade (e.g. Chechnya, &tageor perhaps
even Kaliningrad).

Instead it could be speculated that by linkinggtedus of Kosovo to the
status of other entities such as South Ossetiasi&ugambled and
eventually painted itself into a corner from whiblere was no easy exit.
The early 2008 recognition of Kosovo did not auttozdly cause the
recognition by Russia of South Ossetia — althoughd April 2008
establishment of “official relations” seems to hdwen ordered by the
Kremlin in direct response to the Kosovo developm@ihis decision
also brought Russia one step closer to the regogrof the sovereignty
of South Ossetia; while it is doubtful that thiswhere Russiaeally
wanted to go, it may have felt that it had to pbmst only Georgia for
launching a military attack on South Ossetia wilk tiim of winning
control of the area but also the West for havingretjarded Russia’s
objections to the recognition of Kosovo as a sagerstate.

Given the all too obvious lack of international pag for Russia’s
recognition of South Ossetia, even among its ctadéss, as well as the
precedent which this step may set for some of Rissiwn federal
entities, it seems reasonable to speculate thed tiees been a good deal
of soul-searching in the Kremlin. The administratimay still try to

L E.g. Hansen, Flemming Splidsboel: The Shanghab@wation Organisation. In:
Asian Affairs 2/2008.

?2 SCO Fails to Back Russia Over Georgia RFE/RL, 28.8.2008. In:
<www.rferl.org>.
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convince itself that Georgia has been left evenkeethat it was before
August 2008 and that the region, fully unable tesewithout Russian

support, offers new and promising prospects forsRusinvolvement in

the Caucasus; plans to establish before the eBAQ& a military base in
South Ossetia with a deployment of 3,700 troopsaasign that Russia is
indeed profiting from the conflict

At the same time, however, it seems that Russidbbas weakened. Its
policy on South Ossetia has been exposed as arefally the

international community, it has exacerbated tensuth the West, the
CIS has lost a member state, and Georgia has lmeeedfto go the
whole way in terms of its pro-Western orientati@ogndwagoning is
even less an option today than it was before AugQ68. And in even
in a long-term perspective, Russia will find it exhely hard to satisfy
Thilisi's demands that the region be brought baciden Georgian
control; by agreeing to this, Russia will sufferaig reputational

damage.

The different types of power

As suggested, all states enjoy the following foypes of power.
Variations across states therefore are not caugégpke but by quantity;
Russia is more powerful than Georgia which agaimae powerful
than South Ossetia, but all three have acces®tsdaime types of power.

Firstly, military power, defined as “the ability tese physical force®
This is perhaps the type of power that is mostlyasiderstood, as

%3 RIA Novosti, 29.1.2009. In: <en.rian.ru/russia/20029/119877010.html>, accessed
on 25.2.2009. In addition to this, Russia planesiablish a base of a similar size as
well as both air and naval facilities in Abkhazia.

4 In his article “The role of military power” Johna@hett explains that military power
“is the legally sanctioned instrument of violenbattgovernments use in their relations
with each other, and, when necessary, in an integwarity role”. In: Little,
Richard/Smith, Michael (eds.): Perspectives on \W@&wlitics. London 1991, p. 69.
This definition, however, misses non-state entiiesh as South Ossetia whose
military build-up is controversial simply by thectathat it isnot sanctioned by the
central government (of Georgia).
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history unfortunately is replete with examples t§ use by actors
seeking to “kill, maim, coerce, and destréy”.

Secondly, civilian power, which includes most imjpotly economic
and political power. This category serves as aduggias it is to some
extent defined by what the other categoriesate

Thirdly, normative power, defined as “the ability tefine acceptable
standards of behaviouf®. Recent decades have witnessed the attempt,
especially among non-Western states, to build umatve power, and
it is a type of power which seems to be growingnportance. Part of
the reason for this is the gradual emergence olobal constituency
informed by the mass media and by new informatemhmology about
events throughout the world. While it was nevelyftdue that “might is
right”, it is even less true today; to illustratehen in July 2008 United
States [US] president Barack Obama visited Bersirpart of his pre-
election tour of key capitals, he introduced hirhssl a “fellow citizen
of the world”, addressing his audience with theropg words “people
of the world”?’ Most states today find that controversial polidiese to
be legitimated not only at home but often even nsorabroad.

These first three types of power share two chanattes which deserve
mentioning here. One is the ability of the actoruge them either
positively, for instance by offering military assisce, financial help or
normative support, or negatively, for instance bhgeatening to launch
military strikes, introduce economic sanctions arkvto delegitimise a
given behaviour. And the other characteristic is fact that all three
types of power can lead to policy changes basedirople as well as
complex learning; while simple learning refers topeocess where
policies change but fundamental values remain thimes complex

% |bid., p. 69.

% |an Manners defines normative power as “the ghititshape conceptions of
‘normal’ ”. In: Normative Power Europe: A Contratan in Terms?. In: Journal of
Common Market Research, 2/2002, p. 239.

2" Obama trip addressed global constituency. In: Boston Globe, 27.7.2008.
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learning instead requires a change in fundamertaleg which is then
followed by a change in behaviofir.

The fourth and final type of power is soft powehieh Joseph Nye,
who coined the term, defines as “the ability topeh¢he preferences of
others”?® One way to approach it is to view it as the corabitotal of
the other types of power. Soft power differs frdmede other categories
in that it is the only “power muscle” which canna flexed (neither
positively nor negatively) and by the fact thatist associated with
complex learning only; actors use their soft pogdrawing attention
to their fundamental values and the norms by wkhely operate — that
is, their “way of life” — thereby hoping to persweadthers to follow their

lead.

Russian power

As noted, Deutsch focused on process outcomesht follows below,

however, | will take one step back to look at theabilities which made
the present situation surrounding South Ossetiailples | will discuss
the different types of power in reverse order,tstgrwith soft power,
that is, the most diffuse type of power, and endwith the military

power which has played such a central role in trdlict.

Soft power

| am not aware of any study which has tried to meafRussia’s soft
power. Studies do exist, however, on “soft powéi usually this is
merely part of the very traditional hard (militagy kinetic) and soft
(non-military or non-kinetic) dichotomy, where tHatter category
includes civilian, normative and soft power as twacepts are used
here.

8 Nye, Joseph, Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet @igdRegimes. In: International
Organization, 3/1987, p. 380.
%9 Nye, Joseph, Soft Power. The Means to Succesito\MPolitics, New York 2004.
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Russia clearly is not a great soft power. SinceD2@fe Russian foreign
policy doctrines have stressed the need to createra positive image

of Russia in the world, thereby openly admittingttthere is a problem
here. Part of this task is to “promote abjectiveimage of Russia
globally as a democratic state committed to a dgctmiented market
economy...*® Even polls conducted among Russians show that more
people have feelings of shame rather than priderdsvtheir country*
given this, it seems reasonable to hypothesise furaigners may be
even less attracted to the Russian “way of life”.

But Russia probably has more soft power thanusigally credited with.
This is especially so among people of the formevi&oUnion; to
illustrate, a 2006 poll showed that 32 % of Belans, 23 % of
Kazakhs, 21 % of Russians and 34 % of Ukrainiaefepted to live in a
(Russian-led) union of these four states rathen timatheir present
state®

Similarly, the aim of South Ossetia, as expressgdirfstance in the
January 1992 referendum, has not been sovereigattyer, the region
has aimed at incorporation into Russia, as eitheearate entity or
through unification with North Ossetfa.Part of the reason for this
undoubtedly is the fact that very few observersehdeemed it realistic
that South Ossetia could exist entirely on its owterestingly, even
after Russia had recognised the sovereignty ofl5@sgisetia, president
Eduard Kokoity has explained that he still aimsbtong the new state
into Russia*

% The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Fedmmafi8.7.2008, part |; emphasis
added.

3L E.g. Fond obshchestvennoe mnenie [FOM], Patriotiaiterii i proyavleniya,
7.12.2006. In: <www.fom.ru>, accessed on 22.2.2009.

32\CIOM, Raspad SSSR i novye integratsionnye nastyae Article 593, 7.12..2006.
In: <www.wciom.ru>, accessed on 25.2.2009.

% E.g. Keesing’s Record of World Events [KRWE], 198238731. It should be added
that before this, the region wanted to leave Geoagd to join the Soviet Union as “the
South Ossetian Soviet Democratic Republic”. In:tRasum, 2.1.1991. In: Current
Digest of the Soviet Press [CDSP], 1/1991, p. 9.

% RFE/RL — News, 11.9.2008.
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But Russia in itself has also been attractive — famdseveral reasons.
Firstly, it should be re-called that the conflict South Ossetia was
prompted by a succession of controversial lawsqehby the Georgian
Supreme Soviet which had the effect of undermining rights of
minorities within Georgia, including the South Qsmas: The restrictive
August 1990 language law, which introduced Geortpaguage testing,
the October 1990 election law, which excluded regigarties from the
parliamentary elections held the same month, ama, tlinally, the
decision in December 1990 to suspend the autondr8puth Ossetid

Secondly, Russia at the same time seemed compdoddisint of ethnic
minorities; most clearly, just across the bordeorthN Ossetia enjoyed
the status of an autonomous republic, that is, siep above the level
which had now been denied the South Ossetians. 5i&u newspaper,
though hardly an impartial observer of the unfodderisis, in mid-1992
tried to explain to its readers the appeal of Russthe South Ossetians:

“In the north, the Ossetian urban intelligentsiarfd its identity within
the Russian-speaking environment of [the capiti}] cVladikavkaz.
Linguistic Russification was accompanied by an ease in Ossetian
influence in the republic. The Russified Ossetigmseserved a firm
ethnic self-awareness and the potential for devaksgion. In Georgia
the assimilation of the Ossetians took a diffenitrse: (...) the point of
political and territorial autonomy for South Osaetras to overcome the
“second-class citizen” syndrome of the OssetiansGieorgia. The
destruction of South Ossetia’s political autonomyaday’s Georgia is a
declaration to the Ossetians that they are socitlasts without a state
and with a ‘guest’ complex*®

Subsequent Georgian administrations failed to asxethe attraction of
their own country to the South Ossetians, therelayihg Russian soft

% Truelsen, Peter Dahl/Hansen, Flemming Splidsbtmflikten i Sydossetien. In:
Royal Danish Defence College Brief, 2008, pp. 5-6.
% Nezavisimaya gazeta, 8.7.1992. In: CDPSP, 27/19926.
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power intact’ a non-ethnic understanding of what it means to be
“Georgian” was not developed and propagated andatigenal dividing
lines of “us” and “them” therefore remained strong.

Thirdly, and most generally, the Russian “way dé’lihas had an
attractive appeal to it. In 2008, the Russian Gipssiestic Product per
capita was more than three times that of Georgla(l15,800 versus
USD 5,000)® and for many South Ossetians Russia undoubtedly ha
seemed more developed and capable than Georgiacoven by
authorising itself, in early 1992, to defend thrbagt the former Soviet
space the rights of Russian citizens, “Russianisgred and other
groups in need of protection, Russia to some exsemiceeded in
creating an image of itself as a selfless and patetor which could
easily put local governments in their place.

As noted the soft power muscle cannot be flexestehd, actors have to
draw attention to their norms and behaviour. Rukam had practically
unlimited access to a South Ossetian audience dghroordinary
television and radio broadcasts, newspapers amdngtt sites. But, in
recognition of the importance of being able to €h#pe preference of
others, the central authorities have also targitedegion more directly;
an example of this is the Kremlin-controlled “Casus Institute for
Democracy”, which organises public seminars, sugpacultural
activities and even has a radio station, locate8anth Ossetia, which
broadcasts in Ossetidh.

All of this is not to suggest that the relationshigtween Russia and
South Ossetia has been free from conflict. On tharary, there have
been numerous disagreements and the South Osssiilen has
complained about a lack of Russian involvement emmmitment. To

37 E.g. statements by former Georgian foreign miniSalome Zourabichvili at the
conference Used/Missed Opportunities for Confli@v@ntion — The Case of
Georgia’s Territorial Conflicts, Austrian Nationakefence Academy, 4.3.2009.

% CIA, The 2008 World Factbook. In: <www.cia.gov>ll igures are measured in
Purchasing Power Parity.

% popescu, Nicu: Russia’s Soft Power Ambitions JEPS Policy Brief, 115/2006,

p. 2.
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illustrate, in the first half of 1992, when the Ria® authorities were still
discussing whether and how to get involved, thednutB Ossetian
colleagues openly expressed dissatisfaction witls¥’s passivity and
meagre assistanc&®. And, so it should be kept in mind, despite
successive direct appeals made over the yearsuith 8ssetia to Russia
to help it change its international legal stattg, ibreak-through did not
occur before August 2008.

Civilian power

From this varied toolbox, two types of political voer deserve
mentioning. The first is the campaign, particulagirong after the
election in 2001 of hard-liner Kokoiti to the pasit of president of
South Ossetia, of offering passports “confettiestyto the South
Ossetians. As a result of this campaign, the ovelwimg majority (+90
%) of South Ossetians held Russian citizenship whanbroke out in
August 2008 As just noted, already in early 1992, Russia had
authorised itself to act in defence of Russiarzeris, and Medvedev did
not hesitate to justify the military involvement the conflict with
reference to the need to protect Russians; inAamg8ist 2008 statement,
he explained that

“Civilians, women, children and old people, arertdyitoday in South
Ossetia, and the majority of them are citizens bé tRussian

Federation. In accordance with the Constitution gnedfederal laws, as
President of the Russian Federation it is my datgrotect the lives and
dignity of Russian citizens wherever they may be.id these

circumstances that dictate the steps we will tad®.We will not allow

the deaths of our fellow citizens to go unpunishite perpetrators will
receive the punishment they deserte”.

0 Moskovskiye novosti, 21.6.1992. In: CDPSP 25/1995.

“! Hedenskog, Jakob/Larsson, Robert: Russian Levenagiee CIS and the Baltic
States, Stockholm 2007, p. 35.

“2 Statement on the Situation in South Ossetia, 80B2In: <www.kremlin.ru>,
accessed on 28.2.2009.
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Along similar lines, when in 2001 Russia introducgsh requirements
for Georgians, South Ossetians were exempt@tis way, Russia could
restrict the free movement of labour, on which @eorhas been so
dependent, without doing damage to South Ossetia.

The second type of political power that should Etioned is the status
and legitimacy which Moscow has bestowed on KoWwytireferring to
him, even before the official recognition of thevereignty of South
Ossetia, as “president” This has been a subtle but also highly symbolic
way of raising the status of the region to somethapproaching the
“official relations” introduced in April 2008.

The political support has been accompanied by enansupport. The
Russian state has paid pensions — higher than thaséded by the
Georgian state — to residents of South Ossetia, itatds provided
subsidised goods as well as undertaken major imesgs in the regions’
infrastructure, thereby financing a large parttefdevelopment while at
the same time bringing the region closer to RuSsiais estimated that
the Russian authorities have been providing as nascle0 % of the
yearly budget revenue of South Ossetia in diregpert?*®

As with the visa regime, South Ossetia has also kgempted from the
trade restrictions imposed by Russia on Georgigealy in late 1991,
the Russian government decided to postpone thengigof a trade
agreement with Georgia until the situation in Souissetia had
stabilised®” And in mid-1992, sanctions were then threatefieSince
then, economic sanctions have been imposed on puserccasions,
but they have not targeted South Ossetia.

*3Hedenskog/Larsson: Russian Leverage, p. 35.
“ Popescu, Nicu: ‘Outsourcing’ de facto Statehoassdta and the Secessionist
Entities in Georgia and Moldova. In: CEPS Policye8r109/2006, p. 6.

Ibid., p. 6.
“% Jane’s Sentinel Secur