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Introduction: Objectives and description of the study

The qualitative sociological survey was conducted in autumn 2011. Its 
main objective was to identify perceptions and attitudes prevalent in 
Georgian society on the prospects for conflict transformation in Georgia 
and the role of the EU/Europe, and the West in general, in the process.

The survey included the following sections:

1. Prospects for conflict resolution/transformation

2. Perceptions of justice in relation to the conflict

3. The status and the role of Georgia in the Caucasus region

4. EU/Europe and Georgia

The survey used two main methods: focus-group discussions and 
interviews (6 focus-groups and 18 interviews: 67 respondents in total) in 
different regions of Georgia (Adjara, Kakheti and Tbilisi) with randomly 
sampled respondents from different social groups: experts, press 
and TV journalists (both pro-government and opposition); activists of 
civil society organisations; internally displaced persons (IDPs) from 
Abkhazia; students; ordinary citizens; representatives of government 
institutions and opposition parties; and Georgian Orthodox clergy. The 
respondents also represented different age groups. In addition, young 
respondents involved in the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue were identified 
as a separate group (in order to find out the importance of this factor).

Although the survey was supposed to address both conflicts in Georgia 
(Abkhazia and South Ossetia), the main attention was focused on 
the Abkhaz-Georgian confrontation in order to get more specific and 
accurate data. The first section of the survey (Prospects for conflict 
transformation/resolution) covered the following themes: current 
public perception and assessment of the conflicts in Georgia; potential 
solutions to the conflicts; available resources for resolution of the 
conflicts; the role of the EU and West in the conflict resolution process 
in Georgia; and the role of Russia in the conflict resolution process in 
Georgia and in the Caucasus in general. The survey looked into how 
important the principle of territorial integrity is for the Georgian public, 
and what people think about security and about who should participate 
in the conflict resolution negotiations and how they should participate. 
One of the important components of the survey was the analysis of 
how people perceive justice in relation to the conflicts – how important 
restorative justice is for Georgian society. 

Another purpose of the survey was to identify the prevalent public 
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views on the status and role of Georgia in the region. The respondents 
were asked to evaluate Georgia’s relations with neighbouring countries 
and related security issues, the importance and prospects of the idea 
of a United Caucasus, and so on.  

The survey also examined what Georgian citizens think of Georgia’s 
relations with the EU/Europe and the importance of this relationship. 
The respondents were also required to assess Georgia’s political 
choice – West or Russia. 

1. The nature of the conflicts and prospects for resolution

1.1 The nature of the conflicts: main players and stakeholders

The survey showed that different social groups of respondents 
understood the nature of the conflicts differently. Namely, the 
respondents perceived and interpreted the Abkhaz-Georgian and 
Georgian-Ossetian conflicts mainly as: 

1. A military–political conflict between Georgia and Russia (not between 
Abkhaz and Georgian people or between Ossetians and Georgians)1

2. A conflict between political elites of Georgia, Russia, Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia 

3. A tripartite ethnic conflict. The parties of the conflict were identified 
as Abkhazia–Georgia–Russia, and Georgia–-South Ossetia–
Russia. Each party of the conflict was viewed as an entire society 
not just the political elite. 

4. An ethno-political conflict with three different levels: i) Georgia–Abkhazia/
South Ossetia; ii) Georgia–Russia; and iii) Russia–West (USA and 
Europe, that is supporters of Georgia’s territorial integrity)   

5. Confrontation between the Georgian government and its own 
citizens.

About half the respondents – mainly representatives of government 
institutions, part of the experts and opposition politicians, and small 
numbers from other categories – backed the first formula. In their 
opinion, current conflicts in Georgia (in Abkhazia and South Ossetia) 
are in fact nothing else but a confrontation between Georgia and 
Russia that had gradually escalated since the 1990s and culminated 
in the August 2008 war. In their words, these conflicts were caused by 
the fact that Georgia and Russia had copposing interests, not by ethnic 
tensions. Continuing occupation of Georgia’s territories was said to be 
the most visible negative result of the conflicts.

“It’s not an ethnic conflict. It’s Russia’s geopolitical ambition to subdue 
and control Georgia. It’s a conflict of interests: Georgia strives to 
assert its authority and sovereignty over its internationally recognised 
and constitutionally defined territory, while Russia is anxious to keep 
Georgia, partly or entirely, under its control. Just these opposing 
interests caused the conflict.” (Interview, governmental representative)

“It’s a military-political conflict between Georgia and Russia, caused by 
Russia’s political interests and its political ambition to achieve hegemony 
in the region. It is a result of political expansionism. The Russian military 
presence in Abkhazia and Tskhinvali is the most obvious indication that 
it is a military–political conflict.” (Interview, opposition politician)

1. 85% of IDPs said that it was 
a conflict between Russia and 
Georgia, not between Abkhaz and 
Georgian people. Displacement in 
Georgia: IDP attitudes to conflict, 
return and justice. Caucasus 
Research Resources Centre (CRRC) 
in cooperation with Conciliation 
Resources carried out the survey 
in 2010. Available at www.c-r.org
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A relatively small number of the respondents (NGO representatives, 
some experts, journalists, ordinary citizens) suggested that it was a 
political conflict between the two countries’ leadership, a conflict 
between political elites, not an ethnic conflict. Some of them argued 
that these elites were not interested in conflict resolution.

“It is a conflict between political elites rather than nations, a conflict with 
political elites of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, not only Russia. I do not 
think that the general Georgian public considers itself a party to the 
conflict.” (Interview, expert)

“It is a conflict between the ruling elites of the conflicting parties. The 
elites are neither ready nor willing to reach a compromise and change 
the situation. They seem quite contented with the status quo, as it 
provides them with perfect opportunities for money laundering.” (Focus 
group, Adjara, a journalist)

A good number of the respondents (some of the experts, journalists, 
some IDPs and NGO representatives, opposition politicians, ordinary 
citizens and youths) also saw it as a conflict between Georgia and 
Russia that resulted, in their words, in the Russian occupation of 
Georgian territories. But at the same time, they emphasised that the 
Abkhaz–Georgian and Georgian–Ossetian conflicts were, in essence, 
ethnic conflicts between Abkhazia and Georgia, and Georgia and South 
Ossetia. Respectively, in their opinion, Abkhazia, Georgia and South 
Ossetia are the main parties to the conflict. Today (especially after the 
August 2008 war), in their words, the conflict is increasingly perceived 
as a clash of interests between Georgia and Russia, but initially, in 
1992, they argued, it started as an ethnic conflict. 

“In the early 90s, it was an Abkhaz–Georgian conflict. It might have 
been instigated by Russia, but it was the Abkhaz and Georgians who 
fought and died. Today the Abkhaz do not want Georgian IDPs to return, 
they do not want to live in one country with the Georgians. It means that 
it is a conflict between them and us.” (Youth focus group, a participant 
of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue)

“Indeed, Russia played a certain role in the first stages of the conflict. 
But after the August 2008 war, it became a party to the conflict. It would 
be wrong, however, to downplay the Abkhaz–Georgian confrontation. 
At first, it was a two-party conflict. Afterwards, it has evolved into a 
tripartite one.” (Interview, an expert)

One of the experts (a political analyst) claimed that such conflicts were 
natural consequences of the collapse of multi-ethnic empires. During 
the disintegration, in his words, parts of an empire, dominated by a 
particular nation, are trying to achieve independence from the master 
state. After gaining independence, they in turn may face secessionist 
challenges from ethnic minorities living in the same territory. In such 
cases, interests of the empire and these minorities may coincide, 
creating a so-called tripartite conflict. 

“It has been a tripartite conflict since it began in the 90s: Abkhazia–
Georgia–Russia and Georgia–Russia–South Ossetia. There was not 
a single day in the conflict without all the three parties being involved. 
But the nature and extent of involvement varied with each stage of the 
conflict. However, it became clear in 2008 that the conflicts in Georgia 
have transformed into Georgian–Russian confrontation. It does not 
mean that there is no conflict between Abkhazia and Georgia, or 
between Georgia and South Ossetia. The conflict does exist, but it is fully 
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determined by the Georgian–Russian relationship.” (Interview, expert)

Some of the experts and other respondents argued that 
the conflicts had different levels, shaped by the conflict 
of interests between major international players.  

“The conflicts in Georgia have several levels: Abkhaz–Georgian, 
Georgian–Russian, and Russian–Western. It is necessary to take into 
account disagreements between Russia and USA/NATO and between 
Russia and EU/Europe. Georgia has in fact become a bargaining chip 
in the dispute between these players. Russia’s occupation of Georgian 
territories in 2008 is a challenge for the West. But the West appeared 
impotent and incapable of doing anything. The situation in Georgia can 
serve as a certain indicator of the balance of forces and interests of 
major international players. After August 2008, these conflicts became 
in essence international. The Georgian government thought that the 
internationalisation of the conflicts would play in its hands – it expected 
that the conflicts would become a main issue on the international agenda 
and hoped that global powers would help solve them in Georgia’s 
favour. But reality is not that simple – global powers do not seem willing 
to confront Russia for the sake of Georgia. Today Georgia has become 
a headache for the West.” (Focus group, ordinary citizen, Adjara)

Some respondents said that the conflicts of the 90s and the 2008 war 
in South Ossetia should be seen as a conflict between the government 
and its own citizens, which could be never excused or justified. 

Although admitting that these conflicts might have been encouraged 
by a third party, a considerable number of the respondents said that 
the Georgian government should take its share of the blame. Three 
successive Georgian governments made mistakes that led to civil unrest 
and confrontation between the authorities and the people – none of them 
was wise enough to avoid the bloodshed. Some respondents emphasised 
that the conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia were largely caused 
by the first Georgian president’s nationalistic policies, not by Russia. 

“I think that both in the 90s and in 2008, we fought against our own 
citizens. Every state has a responsibility to protect its citizens but in our 
country it was not the case. Governments should not shoot their citizens. 
In all these conflicts our authorities behaved irresponsibly. It’s a shame 
to the government and the president that they failed to avoid confronting 
their own citizens. It does not matter whether Georgian tanks are 
ordered to attack Tskhinvali or Telavi; they all are citizens of this country. 
It’s a dark page in the country’s history. It can be removed only if we 
acknowledge our fault and ask for forgiveness.” (Interview, journalist)

“Suffice it to remember the first Georgian president Gamsakhurdia’s 
offensive and xenophobic statements about ethnic minorities of Georgia, 
such as his proposal to control their birth rate. His policies led to inter-
ethnic tensions that gradually evolved into an open conflict. It was a big 
mistake on the part of the Georgian government and Georgian society. 
But these hostile and derogatory statements were not only against 
ethnic minorities. In fact, they were anti-Georgian too, in the sense 
that they brought about disastrous consequences for Georgia, as they 
plunged the nation into violent conflicts.” (Interview, opposition politician)

Some respondents saw a clear similarity with the present situation 
in Georgia that is marked, in their opinion, with similar hostility 
and antagonism between the government and a large part of 
the society, albeit on social-political rather than ethnic grounds. 
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1.2 When could the conflicts be considered resolved? 
What indicators would confirm that the conflicts are  
settled?

The respondents agreed in general that the conflicts could be considered 
resolved if all involved parties are satisfied with the solution. According 
to one of the experts, conflict resolution means reconciling opposing 
arguments of the conflicting parties and getting them to reach an agreement 
on certain final conditions that are acceptable for all stakeholders. 

“Today, two of the three conflicting parties, that is Abkhazia and 
Russia on the one hand (Abkhazia–Georgia–Russia) and Russia 
and South Ossetia on the other (Georgia–Russia–South Ossetia) 
claim that the conflict is already over. Georgia argues, to the 
contrary, that the conflicts have not been solved yet. To settle the 
conflicts, Georgia should either accept the status quo and recognise 
their independence, or wait until the situation changes so that all 
parties, including those arguing that the conflicts have been already 
solved, will have to review their position and agree to some new 
conditions acceptable for all parties to the conflict.” (Interview, expert)

During interviews and focus group discussions, the respondents 
emphasised that just like the conflicting parties, who differ widely about 
when and how the conflict could be considered resolved, different 
groups in Georgian society also have a different understanding of 
what should be regarded as a final resolution of the conflicts. For 
instance, Georgia’s stance is that the conflicts have not been solved 
yet – Georgian territories are still under Russian occupation and 
Georgia is in fact at war with Russia. In contrast, Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia consider themselves independent entities, not occupied 
Georgian territories, and, respectively, insist that the conflict is over. 

The respondents suggested that the following main indicators could be 
used to assess whether the conflict has been resolved or not: territorial 
integrity of Georgia is restored, the status of Abkhazia is settled, 
and Georgian IDPs are back home. At the same time, many of them 
underlined that Russia’s interests should also be taken into consideration, 
along with the interests of Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The 
respondents’ answers can be grouped into the following categories:

1. The conflict could be regarded as resolved only after Georgia’s 
territorial integrity is restored: that is, the entire territory of the country 
is under the Georgian jurisdiction, and after IDPs return home.2 

2. The conflict could be regarded as resolved after all IDPs return to their 
homes in Abkhazia, even if Georgia’s territorial integrity is not restored. 
In other words, if the IDPs are able to return and are safe and secure 
in Abkhazia, no matter its status, the conflict can be said to be over.  

3. The conflict could be regarded as resolved if the IDPs are 
given a free choice between the two options: to return 
and live safely in Abkhazia or stay where they are. In such 
case, Abkhazia’s independence would be acceptable (this 
view was held by a very small number of the respondents)

4. The conflict could be regarded as resolved if the two conflicting 
parties agree to put aside their differences over the status of 
Abkhazia and focus on ensuring a free cross-border movement 
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of people and goods between them and building close economic 
and other ties, and if the IDPs are given a free choice of whether 
to return or not (this view was mainly supported by young 
respondents, participants of the Abkhaz–Georgian dialogue) 

5. The conflict could be regarded as resolved if Georgia 
receives adequate compensation for the lost territories.  

 
For more than half the respondents, the conflict could be considered 
resolved when: Georgia’s territorial integrity and sovereignty is restored 
within its internationally recognised borders; the IDPs are back 
home; and peace, dignity, security and equality is guaranteed for all 
citizens of Georgia. The respondents emphasised that the Georgian 
state should protect the rights of Abkhaz and Ossetian people and 
give Abkhazia and South Ossetia the widest possible autonomy.

“Abkhazia and South Ossetia are Georgian territories and I think 
that they should be part of Georgia. Resolving the conflicts means 
that the rights of the Abkhaz and Ossetian people are protected 
by the Georgian state, but the territories they live on should 
remain within Georgia. The Abkhaz and Ossetians should be 
given wide autonomy in Georgia to make sure that they do not feel 
discriminated. Another vital precondition is the unconditional and safe 
return of the Georgian IDPs to their pre-war homes. The Abkhaz, 
Georgians and Ossetians must have equal rights – it is a mandatory 
requirement. I think it will be a just solution and it should be based 
on international standards.” (Interview, a Georgian Orthodox priest)

Some respondents suggested during interviews that Georgia would 
not be able to restore its territorial integrity within internationally 
recognised borders in the near future because, in their opinion, political 
conditions – both at the regional and international levels – were 
unfavourable. Some of them feared also that Georgia might be unable 
to deal with security-related issues effectively and ensure peace.

“No sooner the Georgian state restores its jurisdiction over the entire territory 
of the country then a new conflict will break out.” (Interview, journalist)

Some respondents believed that the territorial problems could be 
shelved for the time being in order to achieve a breakthrough in resolving 
the conflict. First of all, in their opinion, it is necessary to give the IDPs 
a chance to return and live in a secure environment, and provide 
financial aid to these territories. Political issues can be addressed later.

“We can abstain from rebuilding our jurisdiction, provided the IDPs 
are allowed to return and their rights and security are guaranteed. 
For me, it will mean that the conflict is over.” (Focus group, Adjara)

For many respondents, the safe return of the IDPs to their homes was more 
important than anything else, even the territory and the status. In their 
opinion, this issue should be given top priority, even if Georgia will have 
to cede its territories and recognise Abkhazia’s independence in return.  

“If Georgia will have to recognise Abkhazia’s independence as a price for 
the return of the IDPs, so be it.” (Youth focus group, students) 

As to the timeframe of the process for conflict resolution, a majority of 
the respondents said that the conflicts were unlikely to be settled in 
the next 15–20 years. Some of those who believe that the country’s 
territorial integrity is impossible to restore in the near future suggested 

2. 83% of IDPs said that safe return 
of the IDPs to Abkhazia should 
be at the top of the agenda if the 
Georgian government and de 
facto Abkhaz authorities managed 
to start direct talks, while only 
25% said it was necessary to 
settle the status of the region first, 
Displacement in Georgia: IDP 
attitudes to conflict, return and justice.
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that Georgia should receive adequate compensation for the lost 
territories. However, they failed to specify what kind of compensation. 
Today, in their words, Georgian society is not yet ready to accept the 
idea of compensation, but in 15–20 years, public attitudes may change 
and what is unthinkable now can be brought forward for public debate.

Such views were typical of all focus groups. Part of the youth focus 
group (participants of the Abkhaz–Georgian dialogue) said it would be 
better to discuss prospects for transformation, not resolution, of the 
conflicts. In their opinion, the term “conflict transformation” is more 
appropriate and adequate in the current circumstances. They defined 
conflict transformation as a lengthy process that requires cooperation of 
all conflicting parties and could result in an agreement, though it is hard 
to say in advance what kind of agreement it would be. The respondents 
argued also that the conflict could be regarded as resolved if borders 
between the conflicting parties were open, the IDPs were given a free 
choice between return and stay, and economic ties were rebuilt. The 
status of the breakaway territories can be decided later, they said. Some 
of them emphasised that the interests of all involved parties, including 
Russia, should be heeded in the conflict resolution process. Some 
of the respondents in the youth focus group and Adjara focus group 
said they were prepared to drop the demand for restoring Georgia’s 
territorial integrity and sovereignty in return for safe return of the IDPs, 
economic cooperation and free movement of people and goods. 

“For me, the conflict resolution means open borders, with 
people from both sides being able to move freely across 
the dividing line.” (Youth focus group, students) 

“It is essential to remove the dividing line and establish personal, 
economic, cultural and other ties. The future status does not matter.” (Youth 
focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue) 

“If the IDPs are given a free choice to return and the Abkhaz 
people consent to their return under no coercion or force, it 
will mean for me that the conflict has been solved.” (Youth 
focus group, participants of the Abkhaz–Georgian dialogue) 

Some respondents said it was important to look into what the Abkhaz 
people think of their independence and get their views on conflict 
resolution. A good number of the respondents underlined that the 
declaration of independence and recognition by some countries 
did not make Abkhazia really independent, which means that the 
conflict is not over yet. In their words, the conflict can be regarded as 
resolved only when all stakeholders accept the conditions. 

“The result must satisfy all involved parties, the Abkhaz, the 
Georgians, the Russians and Ossetians. The present status quo, 
whatever the Abkhaz say about the conflict being already resolved, 
is absurd. Given the current political reality, the least Georgia can 
do is to secure the return of the IDPs. Even if Georgia will have to 
recognise Abkhazia’s independence in return, that’s ok for me.” 
(Youth focus group, participant of the Abkhaz–Georgian dialogue)
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1.3 Conflict resolution: options and resources

When asked what conflict resolution options were available to 
Georgia, the overwhelming majority of the respondents in all focus 
groups and interviews stressed that the conflicts must be resolved 
only by peaceful means.3 As one of the respondents put it, “Bad 
peace is better than a just war”. Only two respondents (male) from 
the IDP focus group said that the use of force was the only realistic 
solution – “There are no other options because the Abkhaz have 
deep hatred for the Georgians and there will be no peace between 
them”. According to one of the government representatives, Georgia 
should seek a peaceful resolution because it does not have sufficient 
military resources to regain the breakaway territories by force. 

The respondents’ opinions about the available resources for resolving 
the conflicts can be grouped into the following categories:

•	 Internal resources: political and social “assets”
•	 External resources: West in general, EU, USA
 
According to the respondents, each level of resolving the conflicts 
requires a different resource. Internal resources mainly include 
people’s diplomacy and political diplomacy (state policy): in other 
words, social and political assets. Different respondents viewed their 
role and importance in different ways. Some of them deemed that 
people’s diplomacy was useful for rebuilding confidence and people-
to-people contacts between the Georgians and the Abkhaz and 
Ossetians, while political diplomacy should help to make appropriate 
and efficient political decisions. It means that the Georgian government, 
rather than the opposition that does not have the political mandate, 
should conduct negotiations with the Abkhaz and South Ossetian 
leadership. In the opinion of many respondents from different groups 
(except government representatives and some experts), Tbilisi must 
also start a direct dialogue – without mediators – with Moscow, 
though neither Georgia nor Russia is ready for such a dialogue today.

“As to relations between Georgia and Russia, direct talks between 
them would make sense from the political point of view. But neither of 
them has the respective political will and a rapprochement is nowhere 
near in sight. Georgia insists that the status of Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia should be the main theme of the negotiations, while Russia 
is ready to talk about anything but these issues.” (Interview, expert)

“Resources that are needed for talks with Russia are completely 
different from the ones required for the negotiations with the 
Abkhaz and Ossetians. I think that there must be talks between the 
governments. It is the Georgian government that needs to lead the 
talks with Russia, as neither the opposition nor people’s diplomacy 
are in a position to break the impasse.” (Interview, journalist)

Under such circumstances, in the respondents’ opinion, Georgia should 
resort to external resources to help the political negotiations start and 
proceed. In other words, it should take advantage of the support it has 
from the West, the EU and international organisations. The respondents 
claimed that these resources could play a crucial role, since the 
Georgian and Russian leaders seem unwilling to talk to each other.

“It is for this reason that international mechanisms should be used to 
their full potential, including the Geneva format and other initiatives of 

3. 59% of IDPs said that the conflict 
could and should be resolved only 
by peaceful means, Displacement 
in Georgia: IDP attitudes to 
conflict, return and justice.
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the EU on economic and other projects.” (Interview, opposition politician)

On the other hand, some of the respondents were sure that 
political talks between Tbilisi and Sukhumi and Tskhinvali were 
highly unlikely, since none of the parties seemed to be interested 
in a dialogue. At the present stage, in their opinion, only people’s 
diplomacy has a chance to succeed. In such cases, they 
said, people-to-people contacts are especially important.  

1.3.1 The significance of people’s diplomacy
When asked to assess the importance of people’s diplomacy 
and people-to-people dialogue, some of the respondents 
pointed out that they would have a profound effect in the long 
term: first of all because they would build confidence, a vital 
precondition for future political talks (in 15 or 20 years).  

“It’s no use trying to engage the conflicting parties in political talks 
right now. Today, Tbilisi, Tskhinvali and Sukhumi are not interested in 
a political dialogue. They simply do not know what they should talk 
about. So the best way is to maintain the current level of relations 
and use people’s diplomacy, though its goals must be clear. I think 
that the main objective of people’s diplomacy should be to generate 
new ideas for politicians. In my view, the development of social assets 
and confidence building between the societies are important as long 
as they can pave the way for the emergence of new opportunities 
some day in the future, maybe in 20 years.” (Interview, expert)

As to the efficiency of internal resources, which are 
seen as non-political social “assets”, the respondents’ 
assessments can be summarised as follows: 

• People’s diplomacy is the main internal 
resource that should be used more widely.4   

• There are no such resources in the country (after the 2008 war) 
and the conflict can be solved only by political means. 

• Such resources exist, but are useless until a new 
political force replaces the current government. 

Different respondents assessed the significance of people’s 
diplomacy differently. Some of them said that this resource was 
important today and would be not less important in the future. In 
their words, both conflicting parties rely on people’s diplomacy to 
resolve some specific issues. For instance, people’s diplomacy 
played a decisive role in solving certain problems during and after 
the 2008 war: for instance, searches for missing persons, water 
supply problems, medical aid, and so on). It is also instrumental 
in overcoming the “image of enemy” and preventing new conflicts.

“We should use these resources in full. We should take advantage of 
old contacts with Abkhazia and South Ossetia, as long as they are still 
available. But we should avoid talking about the political status. We should 
not close our eyes to reality. It’s better to discuss specific projects beneficial 
for all involved parties, such as a new railway or food supply, farming 
development or cultural cooperation.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“When it comes to a dialogue with the Abkhaz and Ossetians, 
establishing and maintaining personal relationships with people on the 
other side of the conflict is the most important factor. When, for instance, 

4. 72% of the surveyed IDPs said that 
the civil society should adopt a greater 
role in the reconciliation process, 
Displacement in Georgia: IDP 
attitudes to conflict, return and justice.
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an ailing child or an adult in Abkhazia gets medical aid from Georgia, 
it is a small step towards reconciliation. Every little thing is important. 
If, say, Guram Odisharia5  writes an article and the Abkhaz read it, it is 
also important, isn’t it? If Atinati Radio6  prepares a programme for the 
Abkhaz to listen, it’s all very important. If a Georgian and an Ossetian 
journalist meet and talk to each other somewhere in, say, Turkey, about 
their daily lives or professional experience, it is very important too. Every 
positive initiative is important for building confidence and strengthening 
relations between the Abkhaz, Georgians and Ossetians. Even 
contacts between individuals are important. As to relations with Russia, 
it is the government’s business to deal with them.” (Interview, journalist)

“The most important thing is to prevent a new war. We should do our best 
to take advantage of people’s diplomacy. People’s diplomacy has huge 
potential. A lot of organisations and groups have been actively involved in 
diplomacy efforts at the grassroots level and gained enormous experience 
in this field. We have learnt how to talk to each other. The problem is, 
however, that our politicians have inadequate attitudes. They tend to 
ignore or hamper people’s diplomacy.” (Interview, NGO representative)

Some of the respondents, especially the youth, viewed people’s 
diplomacy as the prime tool in conflict resolution. Regrettably, 
in their words, the government is unable or unwilling to 
acknowledge the importance of these resources and never use 
them when preparing, for instance, its peace initiatives, planning 
talks in the Geneva format and/or discussing their results.

“Peaceful conflict resolution can be achieved, firstly, through people’s 
diplomacy – that is, it is impossible to solve the conflict if people 
do not talk to each other – and, secondly, by means of economic 
cooperation and European integration.” (Youth focus group, students)

Government representatives acknowledged that people’s diplomacy 
was an important resource. But they argued that its full potential could 
not be reached due to obstacles placed by a “third party”, namely Russia 
(though some respondents alleged that it was the Georgian government 
that hampered people’s diplomacy efforts). Government representatives 
claimed that although both the Abkhaz and Ossetians were willing 
and ready to take part in cooperation projects in the framework of 
the Georgian government’s strategy based on the law on occupied 
territories, all attempts to engage them were effectively foiled by Russia.  

“It is important to rebuild confidence between the people. Just people’s 
diplomacy is perfectly suited for the task. But all efforts are blocked 
by the third party, as the Abkhaz and Ossetians are unable to make 
independent decisions.” (Interview, governmental representative)

Some respondents, for instance a Georgian Orthodox priest 
(and some government representatives), said that all available 
resources were useless due to the Russian factor.  

“There will be zero chances for reconciliation, until the Russian factor is 
removed. It’s my opinion as a priest. The Lord is the main resource. For 
me it is He who can really help. The Georgian nation must try to deserve 
God’s blessing.” (Interview, a Georgian Orthodox priest) 

Some of the respondents (especially the youth) pointed out that 
people’s diplomacy alone could not solve the problem. The whole of 
Georgian society should work actively towards resolving the conflicts, 
they said. Some of them suggested that the Georgian government 

5. Odisharia is a writer and political 
commentator. His books include 
The Pass of the Persecuted 
(2001), which describes his 
flight from Sukhumi into Svaneti.

6.  Atinati Radio is an independent 
radio station that seeks to build trust 
across different sectors of society.
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might prefer to “freeze” the conflicts and, therefore, would drag their 
feet in an attempt to delay the settlement. That is why, in their opinion, 
the Georgian society should adopt a more active stance to influence 
the decision makers. They emphasised that unless the entire Georgian 
society pressed for change, international organisations also might opt 
to maintain the status quo – as conflict resolution is a rather lengthy and 
arduous process – and “freeze” the conflicts for the sake of stability.   

It can be concluded that such an overwhelmingly positive assessment 
of the importance of people’s diplomacy and initiatives of the civil sector 
clearly indicates: first, that these factors are really worthy of attention; 
and second, that the Georgian public is increasingly frustrated and 
unhappy with the Georgian government’s conflict resolution policies.

1.3.2 The Georgian government’s inadequate 
response or opposition to peace initiatives 

Many respondents blamed the Georgian government for 
inadequately dealing with or blocking peace initiatives.  

“There are enough resources, but they are used inadequately. The 
government’s rhetoric is often wrong, aggressive and offensive. 
Sometimes, the government’s declared policy sounds good, but 
no steps are made to implement it in practice.” (Interview, expert)

Those respondents who believed that internal resources – 
people’s and political diplomacy – should be given priority in the 
conflict resolution process criticised the government for ignoring 
or inadequately using these opportunities, and, sometimes, even 
harming the peace process by aggressive rhetoric and actions. 
Some respondents argued that the wrong use of the internal 
political resources fuels estrangement instead of reconciliation.

“This government has exhausted its resources. Only a new 
government, fresh blood, can make real steps towards conflict 
resolution. It should avoid repeating its predecessor’s mistakes 
– three consecutive Georgian governments actually launched 
a war against their own citizens – and insure that people, not 
territories, are a real value to the state.” (Interview, journalist)

Some of the respondents alleged that the government had “ran 
out of steam” and was no longer able and/or willing to solve the 
conflict. No breakthrough is possible until the current government 
is replaced, they said. That is why, in their words, a new political 
force should come to power to take up the challenge and deliver a 
settlement to the conflict. To illustrate the government’s irrelevance 
and mistakes, the respondents cited the closure of Ergneti Market 
(at the administrative border that separates South Ossetia from 
the rest of Georgia) and the ignoring of the Abkhaz foreign minister 
Shamba’s visit to Tbilisi to present a new peace plan in 2006.

“In 2006 Shamba arrived in Tbilisi with new peace initiatives. It was 
a unique chance to start a dialogue. But the government wasted this 
opportunity and, moreover, pointedly responded with aggressiveness 
– the Georgian president deliberately visited a Georgian army base 
on that day for a meeting with the servicemen.” (Interview, expert)

“Ergneti Market used to be a brisk trading centre for several thousand 
residents from the opposing sides of the conflict and other countries of 
the Caucasus. It was a place for people to communicate, trade, and earn 
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a living. Here people-to-people contacts were determined by economic 
factors. But the authorities were stupid enough – or maybe driven by 
some lucrative interests – to close it, instead of trying to exploit its potential 
for transforming the conflict. People that make such decisions will be 
never able to resolve the conflicts.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Unfortunately, we, representatives of the civil society, do not expect 
the government to transform the conflict and achieve a positive 
change, unless the situation in the country changes fundamentally 
and a new political force, provided it was not involved in the 2008 
conflict and has no blood on its hands, comes to power. This new 
force will be able to address past mistakes and crimes. International 
organisations could help but their role is limited. So all hopes 
are on the civil society now.” (Interview, NGO representative)

According to the respondents, the potential of the social “assets” is 
also underexploited by the government, which is obviously annoyed 
by the civil sector’s activities in the framework of people’s diplomacy, 
by meetings and talks between the conflicting parties at various levels 
and in various formats. The Georgian authorities are unable to resolve 
the problem at an intergovernmental level with Russia, but they have 
enough internal resources to overcome the existing differences with 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. However, they are unable or unwilling 
to use these resources. According to some respondents, the 
government’s approach to the occupied territories, outlined in a state 
strategy document as “engagement through cooperation”, can serve 
as an example of the inadequate use of the resources of people’s 
diplomacy. In their opinion, this strategy does not work in practice and 
was adopted only to create an impression that the government is doing 
something useful and important for the conflict resolution. In reality, the 
document is a dead letter, as neither the Abkhaz nor Ossetians are 
willing to participate in projects developed in the framework of a strategy 
that defines their home regions as occupied Georgian territories. But 
Georgian authorities keep insisting that they are bound by law to 
use this definition on the occupied territories, not to mention the fact 
that these regions are really under the control of another country.

“Georgian authorities are inadequately using their political resources. 
One of the examples is the strategy developed under the law on the 
occupied territories – this mechanism is simply not feasible. Its only 
purpose is to show to the West that the government is working to resolve 
the conflict. It is maybe also a deliberate attempt to alienate the Abkhaz 
and Ossetians. Such a policy can lead to anything but reconciliation. To 
get real results, one should look into how a proposed plan or policy will 
be viewed by the other side. If the other side is refusing to cooperate on 
the grounds that the title of the document is unacceptable (because of 
the term “occupation”), such a policy cannot be regarded as constructive 
and positive. In reality, the other side is ready and willing to cooperate in 
some specific areas, to address common problems, on condition that the 
problem of political status is shelved for the time being. This opportunity 
should not be wasted, which means that it would be wrong to stick to 
the controversial wording or press for political status to be resolved in 
the first place. Although several projects produced in the framework of 
the strategy do involve other sides in the conflicts, their number is too 
small to speak about. The civil society has a lot of untapped resources 
but all of them are effectively blocked by the strategy – hence fewer 
deeds and more wasted opportunities.” (Interview, NGO representative)

One of the components of the strategy – the so-called neutral passport 
offered for residents of the other side of the conflict – caught the eye of 
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some respondents (journalists, NGO representatives, and the youth). 
In the respondents’ words, although generally speaking it is a good 
idea that could help to end the isolation of Abkhazia, it does not work 
in practice, since its authors failed to take into account some important 
factors. Although the passport is titled as neutral, few Abkhaz residents 
want to have the passport because Georgia issues it. But their attitude 
would be different if the EU or an international organisation issued 
the passport. Then the idea would have a really positive effect – it 
may become a vital precondition for reaching final reconciliation and 
ending Abkhazia’s isolation. Some respondents suggested that such 
passports could also be given to Georgian IDPs and residents of the 
Gali district of Abkhazia. It was proposed that initially the passports 
should be issued to a limited group of residents, mainly to those seeking 
education, employment and/or retraining opportunities in the West. 

“If Georgia and EU are really interested in reconciliation and de-
isolation of Abkhazia, and want to improve the lives of IDPs 
and residents of Abkhazia, they should offer a EU passport, not 
a Georgian document.” (Interview, NGO representative) 

“The neutral passport is a good idea. But it will help only if issued 
by EU. A Georgian neutral passport is a Georgian document, it’s 
the Georgian government’s PR stunt designed to portray itself as a 
“dove of peace” in the eyes of the West.” (Interview, expert) 

1.3.3 The importance of democratisation 
for conflict resolution 

Many respondents suggested that Georgia should try to become attractive 
for Abkhazia and South Ossetia. In their opinion, it should convince 
them that it is more democratic and economically and culturally more 
developed than Russia, and that it does represent a threat in the future. 
Some respondents believed that the process of conflict resolution would 
benefit greatly from a Georgian offer of real democracy and a path towards 
European integration for Abkhazia and South Ossetia – “Otherwise, 
the Abkhaz will have little motivation to be part of the Georgian state”.   

“We must build a country that even the Russians, let alone the 
Abkhaz and Ossetians, will want to live in. It should become 
an oasis of democracy and create an abundance of economic 
opportunities. It is such a country that the Abkhaz and Ossetians 
will want to be their home.” (Focus group, Adjara, journalist)

“We must promote democracy and develop the national economy, 
social sphere and agriculture to make the country more attractive. 
We must offer the Abkhaz assistance in solving their social problems, 
improving their health care system, etc. After we offer them genuine 
democracy and real solutions to their problems, it will be much easier 
to speak about the political status.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Euro integration will make us more attractive for small 
ethnic groups and they will want to be with us.” (Such an 
opinion was expressed by all categories of respondents)

However, according to some respondents, the importance of 
democratisation is underestimated or ignored by the Georgian 
government and this only contributes to Georgia’s negative image. 
Some respondents said President Saakashvili’s aggressive rhetoric 
during and after the 2008 war tarnished his reputation as a peacemaker 
and eroded public confidence and support for his policies in Abkhazia, 
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South Ossetia and Georgia itself. Some respondents claimed that 
Georgia could become attractive only if Saakashvili and his government 
were removed from office, since they exhausted their resources for 
peace and/or lack political will to achieve reconciliation. According 
to opposition politicians, the government’s strategies and plans look 
fine on paper but cannot be put into practice unless the current ruling 
elite lose power. Moreover, in the opinion of some respondents, 
the government is not going to implement these plans, rather it is 
“window-dressing” aimed to please and impress western partners. 

“The written plans of the Nationals’ are not feasible. Unfortunately, 
Saakashvili has exhausted his resources, and there is a lot of 
evidence to prove his plans.” (Interview, opposition politician)

When discussed to assess the country’s attractiveness, some 
respondents criticised the Georgian authorities for a dramatic decline in 
the level of democracy in the country. Some cited the government’s “brutal” 
suppression of peaceful demonstrators in Tbilisi, especially on 26 May 2011. 

“They brutally broke up a peaceful protest on May 26. There were 
casualties. “Break up” is not a proper term. The rally was virtually 
crushed: people were beaten, arrested and abused physically and 
psychologically. The purpose was clear: to intimidate the citizens, 
suppress opposition and stifle dissent. In view of such things, the 
Abkhaz and Ossetians will hardly want to live together with us, in a 
country that is as undemocratic as Russia. It’s not enough to build 
nice new cities and fancy streets. The main point is to build an 
open and free society and ensure that all citizens have equal rights. 
Although widespread public-sector corruption has indeed declined, 
corruption among the elite has increased noticeably. Saakashvili is 
now hoping to follow in Putin’s footsteps and become prime minister. 
It means that our country is another Russia. How could it be attractive 
for the Abkhaz and Ossetians?” (Interview, NGO representative)

Some young respondents emphasised that many Georgian youths 
were ready to leave Georgia and migrate to the West, if search 
of employment or education. In their words, there were many more 
opportunities for a successful career in the West than in Georgia. 

“We, the Georgians, claim that we will take better care of Abkhazia than 
Russia. But what a country are we inviting them to? We, the youth, are ready 
to flee from Georgia and settle anywhere in Europe if we think that life is 
better there. So, let’s make our country a better place to live for us at first, 
and only then invite the Abkhaz to join us.” (Youth focus group, students)

1.4 External resources: political players capable 
of contributing to the conflict transformation 

As mentioned, external resources were defined by the respondents 
as political players capable of contributing to the process of conflict 
resolution. The experts and many other respondents cited the 
leading role of the West, meaning USA and Europe, with the greatest 
importance being attached to the role of EU and European structures. 
The respondents emphasised that the August 2008 war only vindicated 
the significance of Europe’s involvement. This view was shared by all 
categories of respondents – experts, governmental representatives 
and ordinary citizens. They argued also that, in the current era of 
globalisation, small countries like Georgia could have a significant 
voice in world affairs. A majority of the respondents agreed that the 
West was an important resource for transforming the conflict and that 
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Georgian government and society should make every effort to use it 
to the country’s advantage, but without ignoring the West’s interests. 
The respondents’ answers can be grouped into several categories:

• Georgia should request assistance from the West in general

• Europe and the EU should play a leading role in resolving the conflicts

• The USA should play a leading role in resolving 
the conflicts (a relatively small number of respondents) 

A large number of respondents believed that Georgia should talk 
directly to Russia since it bore the main responsibility for the conflict. 
But, they emphasised, such talks are impossible today without 
international mediation. When asked to specify an international 
mediator they would prefer to be involved in the process, some of the 
respondents named the West in general, some favoured the USA, 
while others preferred the EU and European structures. The presence 
of international structures in Georgia was identified as another 
important factor that could deter parties from escalating the conflict.  

“We must talk directly to Russia. But such talks are only 
possible today with the mediation and involvement of 
international geopolitical players.” (Interview, expert)

“The European Union is a key player of global significance. What is 
more, European countries maintain relations with Russia. This factor 
has both political and economic dimensions. So, if the EU becomes 
interested in normalising relations between Russia and Georgia, it is 
likely to make a significant positive contribution.” (Interview, expert)

“It is Europe that can best do this, since Europe is the main 
driving force of democracy in our continent. When I say Europe, 
I mean such organisations as the European Union, the Council 
of Europe, and NATO.” (Interview, opposition politician) 

“The role of the international community cannot be overestimated. 
The EU’s timely intervention was crucial during the August 2008 war. 
The EU’s monitoring mission is a deterrent for Russia, even though 
the monitors are barred from entering the breakaway territories. 
The presence of a third external party, an international observer, 
acts as a sort of preventive measure for both conflicting parties. 
The August 2008 events demonstrated how important the EU’s 
role is for the process.” (Interview, governmental representative)

“In the increasingly globalised world, interests of different countries are 
intertwined to such an extent that even small nations like Georgia may 
become important for the countries that so far have had no connection 
to these political processes. We know that the USA is determined 
to pursue a reset policy with Russia. And if this policy requires to 
normalise relations between Russia and Georgia, the USA may have 
a motivation to contribute substantially – even more substantially 
than others – to the conflict resolution process.” (Interview, journalist)

At the same time, a relatively small number of the respondents 
appeared wary, and even suspicious, of the involvement of the 
USA and EU. Their opinions can be summarised as follows:

United States: We need to be cautious about the USA, Russia’s 
biggest rival. For these two countries, nothing is more important 
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than their national interests. And if these interests are at odds 
with each other, Georgia may be harmed. Or the USA may 
“cede” Georgia to Russia in return for some lucrative offer. 

EU: It would be wrong to pin all hopes on the European Union. European 
countries are concerned with their own interests and dependent 
on Russia. They will not confront Russia for the sake of Georgia.

The focus group of ordinary citizens was especially cautious about US 
involvement. They pointed out that relations between Russia and the USA 
were marked by mutual distrust and a turf war for influence and control. It 
means, in their opinion, that to avoid being caught between the competing 
interests of these two powers, Georgia should give priority to Europe.

A relatively small number of the respondents warned against pinning 
too much hope on Europe. In their words, Georgia should assess 
the situation realistically and understand that the EU’s capabilities 
are limited and that Europe would always put its own interests first. 
It should be also taken into account that Europe is greatly dependent 
on energy imports from Russia. Georgia must demonstrate that 
it is a valuable and important partner that deserves assistance. 

Some respondents were highly critical of EU policies. They emphasised 
that the EU’s position was often ambiguous and vague; its resolutions 
were sometimes largely formal and did not work in practice, and so 
on. In other words, there is often only an impression of EU activity in 
the process of resolving conflicts, and in reality there are few deeds 
and no results. Besides, the EU was criticised for tending to turn a 
blind eye to human rights violations in Georgia. By and large, however, 
the respondents agreed that EU and European structures have 
substantial potential to facilitate the process of democratisation and 
could play a greater role in peaceful conflict transformation in Georgia.

1.4.1 EU member states: the most important 
political players for Georgia 

According to the respondents’ assessments, the weight and influence 
of EU member states within the EU and in helping to resolve conflict 
in Georgia varies from country to country. Germany, France and 
Italy were named as the most important players. The respondents 
emphasised that the diplomatic efforts of these countries played 
a decisive role in reaching a ceasefire in the 2008 war in Georgia. 
Besides, they have special relationship with Russia and other countries. 
Many respondents praised these countries for their vital contribution 
to solving various problems in Georgia at different times. It is yet 
another important resource that Georgia needs to exploit, they said. 

“We must exploit the potential of Germany and France in EU. Italy 
is also an important player, as it has good relations with the Russian 
political elite. On the whole, we must cooperate closely with those 
friends of our country that have influence on Russia.” (Interview, expert)

“Germany can play an essential role as an EU member. It is a very 
active country with huge resources, one of the important members 
of the EU “Trio”. It has a decisive voice in the EU and, in addition, 
it has been involved in the conflict resolution process all along. 
It is also Russia’s ally. It has experience and expertise in conflict 
resolution. After years of separation, it managed to unify East and 
West Germany. Steinmeier and his well-known plan, known as the 
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“Steinmeier Plan”, was an important milestone in the conflict resolution 
process before the 2008 war.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Italy is important for us, as it has a positive relationship with 
Russia. So is France, which played a key role in reaching 
a ceasefire in 2008.” (Interview, opposition politician)

At the same time, the respondents admitted that each of these 
countries has its own interests and they would never act against 
their interests for the sake of Georgia. That is why, in their words, 
they are reluctant to put pressure on and openly confront Russia, 
even when such a measure is justified. Some respondents 
emphasised that EU members differed in their attitudes and 
approaches to many issues, including those concerning Georgia. 

1.4.2 The significance of high-profile visits 
to Georgia by EU representatives 

A majority of the respondents positively assessed visits to Georgia 
by high-ranking EU officials. In their words, these visits: 

• Demonstrate EU’s support for Georgia; 

• Strengthen security 

• Send a “message” to Russia that Georgia is not alone  
(IDP respondents) 

• Help to give wider publicity to the Georgian case 

On the other hand, some respondents emphasised that Georgian officials 
usually portrayed these visits as a sign of EU support for the government 
and were keen to take advantage of them to strengthen their grip on 
power. As a rule, this interpretation is also given to the visits by pro-
government media that are usually “dumb” about EU’s criticism of Georgia.

1.5. Negotiations: who should sit at the negotiating table, 
and why 

As respondents referred to different players as parties to the conflict (Sec. 
1.1), so they also had different views on who should take part in negotiations. 
The positions of the respondents can be summarised as follows:

a. The talks must be between Georgia and Russia 

Mainly government representatives, some experts and some other 
respondents supported this view. In their opinion, the de facto 
governments of Abkhazia and South Ossetia are unable to make 
decisions without prior consultation with Russia. They have no voice 
and no right to decide their own future, and therefore Georgia must talk 
directly to Russia. Only one respondent, a government representative, 
objected: “We should not and must not talk with Russia. It is the 
country that started the war, an aggressor and the occupying power.”

“If we admit that the conflict is between Georgia and Russia, just 
Georgia and Russia should sit at the negotiating table. There may be 
other negotiators too, provided both countries consent. But these two 
countries are the main negotiators. If they fail to reach an agreement, 
nothing else will matter.” (Interview, governmental representative)
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b. The talks should involve three parties: the international 
community, Russia and Georgia 

Given the fact that Georgian territories have been occupied, the problem 
falls under the jurisdiction of international law. Only pre-war issues can 
be discussed with Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Mainly government 
representatives and some other respondents expressed this view. 

“As long as we recognise – and so does the international community – 
that Georgia was occupied by Russia, there must be three parties at the 
talks: the international community represented by a specific institution, 
Georgia and Russia. Only pre-war issues can be discussed with Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia: such as, for instance, political guarantees for their 
autonomy, a wide autonomy within the Georgian state that has been 
repeatedly offered by the Georgian government. Territorial integrity, as 
well as these issues, must be subject to talks with the occupying power. 
The international community must bring pressure to bear on Russia and 
make it recognise our country’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. It is 
the most important aspect.” (Interview, governmental representative)

c. The talks must be between Georgia and Abkhazia/South Ossetia

Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia are the real parties to the 
conflict, so must be involved in negotiations. This position was 
favoured by some of the experts, NGO representatives, IDPs, 
journalists, youth and ordinary citizens. They emphasised that 
although Russia was a key player, it would be wrong to sideline 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia in the negotiation process.  

“It was a war between Abkhaz and Georgians, between Georgians 
and Ossetians. Just the de facto governments of Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia should be involved in the talks. It would be a 
mistake for Georgia to ignore them.” (Focus group, Kakheti, citizen)

d. The talks should feature all involved 
parties and use different formats 

It was argued that talks would enable all involved parties to make 
their voice heard and explain their positions. The conflict cannot be 
resolved without considering interests of all parties and discussing 
their proposals. Some of the respondents suggested that Russia 
should not be excluded from the talks. Others proposed to invite 
Turkey to take part in the process, since in some issues the Abkhaz 
side trust Turkey more than the USA, as the US government’s 
stance is often seen by the Abkhaz as pro-Georgian rather than 
neutral. Many respondents suggested that third party involvement 
in the talks should be genuinely neutral and free from prejudice. 

“The negotiations should be conducted in different formats and include 
different parties. It is important for Georgia to talk to the Abkhaz and Ossetian 
sides, both directly and in a more global context. The talks should also 
involve Russia, the West (i.e. Europe and USA), and organisations with 
a mandate to monitor and deal with security-related problems, such as 
NATO, the Council of Europe and the EU.” (Interview, opposition politician)
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1.5.1 Geneva process 

A lot of respondents put emphasis on the Geneva process. According 
to some, this format provided an opportunity to bring together internal 
and external resources to resolve the conflict. Although the prevailing 
opinion among the respondents was that the Geneva process had so 
far been largely ineffective, a majority of them insisted that it should 
not be discarded as long as there were no other opportunities for the 
conflicting parties to meet and talk to each other. Many respondents said 
that Georgia should be grateful to international organisations for such 
an opportunity. As to its ineffectiveness, it should be blamed, in their 
opinion, on the conflicting parties. Some of the respondents claimed 
that there were no meaningful results because the Georgian side lacked 
motivation. Others thought that the delegations of the parties were made 
up of incompetent negotiators who lacked training and experience to talk 
about real problems that could be addressed without the need to decide 
the status and other sensitive political issues first. In their words, it is 
because the Georgian government and the negotiators usually choose 
themes for the talks and make all preparations behind closed doors 
without public debate and without taking into account any opposing 
arguments. Besides, the authorities are against any talks in a different 
format, being obviously unwilling to introduce new figures into the process.  

“The government has made a lot of mistakes but has not realised yet 
that it needs to consult the general public in advance and heed opinions 
of ordinary citizens. It should ask for advice from experts as to how to 
avoid mistakes. They speak on behalf of IDPs and at the same time 
violate their rights here, on the territory under their control. So what 
do they want from the Abkhaz? They do the same in Geneva and that 
is why all their efforts always end in failure. The talks should involve 
people who know how talk to the Abkhaz, the people that the Abkhaz 
trust or at least will listen to.” (Focus group, NGO representative)

“The Geneva process will be more effective if all these issues are 
discussed before and after the talks with the general public and 
with experts, in order to identify the mistakes and causes of the 
failure. Civil society representatives, IDPs, political analysts and 
other members of the public should be given an opportunity to 
take part in the discussion. The process is in a deadlock because 
the authorities ignore all alternative opinions.” (Interview, expert)

“There is a lot of expertise and knowledge of conflict settlement in 
the society. There are enough experts in conflict studies. There are 
contacts with the other side of the conflict. But all these assets are 
used inadequately or not used at all.” (Youth focus group, students)

The correspondents suggested also that international organisations 
and European structures could better contribute to building confidence 
between the conflicting parties if they provided more support for 
the general public and ensured broader participation of citizens in 
the preparation and implementation of the talks in different formats.
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2. Justice

2.1 The meaning of justice

According to a majority of the respondents, it was very important for 
Georgian society to feel that justice has been done. In their opinion, 
building an efficient state and resolving the conflict were impossible 
without finding out (through interviews and opinion polls, research and 
discussions) how Georgian society perceives justice. The government 
needs to work out an adequate policy to address the public concerns 
and expectations in relation to restorative justice. Without such a 
policy it would be extremely difficult to build a healthy society and 
restore normal relations between the conflicting parties.7  

One of the respondents, a journalist and a blogger, invited his fellow 
bloggers to describe in a single word what they thought was most urgent 
and significant for Georgia. The word “justice” took first place, indicating 
that the Georgian society was unhappy with how justice was carried out 
in all spheres, including in relation to the peace process. This suggests 
that the perception that justice is done is very important for the entire 
society, not just for IDPs and other victims of the conflict.  

The respondents argued that the word “justice” had many meanings 
for the Georgian people and each party to the conflict might 
understand it in a different way. Justice was said also to have different 
aspects and effects, for instance moral and material aspects. Some 
respondents spoke about political justice, meaning restoration of 
Georgia’s territorial integrity and safe return of the IDPs. 

Some of the respondents defined justice as giving back to an 
individual what he/she has lost or compensating for the loss. Material 
compensation was said to be a just way to compensate for financial 
losses or damage of property, but it is irrelevant when it comes to the 
loss of human life. Many respondents said “Nothing can compensate 
for the loss of a loved one, but people should be given some form of 
compensation, material and moral, for such losses too.” .

“Justice means giving everyone a just treatment. 
Restorative justice means giving back or compensating 
for a loss. How it could be done is another question – it is 
a matter of agreement.” (Interview, NGO representative) 

“It’s quite a complex question. It’s not always easy to distinguish 
between material and moral loss. I cannot say for sure whether justice 
will be done if the IDPs are allowed to return to their pre-war homes or 
receive financial compensation. For me, it is only one of the indications 
that justice has been achieved.” (Focus group, Adjara, citizen)

“Political justice means that a dream has come true, the IDPs returned 
home, and the lost territories are regained.” (Interview, expert)

According to the respondents, justice is seen by the Georgian society as:

• Restoration of territorial integrity 

• Safe return of the IDPs to their pre-war homes 

• Compensation for war-inflicted damages 

• Reparations

7. 59% of IDPs said it was vital to 
deal with past mistakes and restore 
justice, Displacement in Georgia: IDP 
attitudes to conflict, return and justice.
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• Restitution

• Official apology to the victims and admitting to 
wrongdoing (NGO respondents, IDPs, some opposition 
politicians, youth, journalists, ordinary citizens)8

• Prosecution and conviction of the high-ranking officials 
responsible for starting the war and wartime atrocities

• Revenge (some respondents) 

According to some of the respondents, political justice for Georgian 
society means, first and foremost, restoration of the territorial integrity 
and return of the IDPs. But some other forms of justice can be applicable 
as well, they said. In their words, justice is crucial for final reconciliation, 
but it is impossible to achieve without a dialogue between the conflicting 
parties, which should hold talks, in one format or other, to agree the best 
ways to achieve justice. Some of the respondents suggested that each 
conflicting party could first discuss the issue independently. 

“There are many different forms: restitution, compensation, prosecution. 
It’s a complex problem and it should be subject to special talks 
aiming to identify mutually acceptable forms of restorative justice. It 
will be the final stage, if we reach it. We know that part of the public 
will want to see some people jailed, but such cases should be 
treated with great caution.” (Interview, opposition politician) 

A relatively small number of the respondents believed that a 
thorough investigation was necessary to identify and bring to 
justice those responsible for starting the war and for war crimes. 
But other respondents doubted that such investigation would 
be effective enough. A majority of the respondents did not 
support the proposal to prosecute and convict war criminals. 

“War criminals must be punished. The state should admit and 
recognise claims for war-inflicted damages and offer respective 
restitution. The dead will never rise: this issue should be treated in a 
different way. I disapprove of mass prosecutions and punishments. 
Only those responsible for starting the war should be brought to 
justice, not war criminals whose actions were dictated by militaristic 
psychology. It is necessary to punish the people who instigated the 
war and made us shoot each other.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“The people who launched the war must be punished in 
order to overcome the perception of impunity and injustice. If 
nobody is prosecuted for instigating the war, it will be difficult to 
prevent similar conflicts in the future.” (Focus group, IDPs) 

A good number of the respondents named a thorough investigation and 
assessment of past mistakes and the causes of the conflict, and an official 
apology and admittance to wrongdoing as important components of 
restorative justice. They cited examples of such apologies in other parts of 
the globe and proposed to examine international experience in this area. 

“It is important to analyse and understand how and why the war started 
and identify all the mistakes that led to the conflict. We know what 
mistakes the Georgian government and society in general made. They 
should be publicly denounced and official apology should be offered 
to the victims on both sides of the conflict.” (Interview, journalist)

8. About half the surveyed IDPs 
thought that the Abkhaz authorities 
should apologise to the victims of the 
conflict, while 35% believed that the 
Georgian government should offer an 
apology. Displacement in Georgia: IDP 
attitudes to conflict, return and justice.
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“We must admit to and denounce our mistakes and wartime atrocities. 
It would be ineffective and inappropriate to punish the combatants 
today. But we must apologise if we really want to reach reconciliation 
and build a modern and just society.” (Interview, NGO representative)

For some respondents, justice meant revenge for suffering and losses. 
But their view received little support from a majority of the respondents. 

2.2 Justice for whom?

Some of the respondents emphasised that each social group could have 
a different perception of justice. For the IDPs, it is a safe return to their 
homes. For the IDPs and the Abkhaz people, it is compensation for war-
inflicted losses. For Georgian officials and politicians and other elements 
of Georgian society, it is restoration of territorial integrity. For some, it 
is an opportunity to spend holidays in the seaside resorts of Abkhazia. 

Most of the respondents agreed that restorative justice should be 
available to victims on both sides of the conflict. In their words, the 
Abkhaz, Georgians and Ossetians have equal rights to justice, meaning 
both moral-psychological feelings of justice and material compensation. 
It is also important to understand that each side of the conflict may have 
a different perception of justice and these perceptions may contradict 
each other. Some of the respondents pointed out that restorative justice 
was largely seen in Georgian society as justice only for the Georgian 
side, which means the regaining of control over breakaway territories 
and the return of the IDPs to their pre-war homes. But this perception of 
justice will hardly satisfy the Abkhaz side. Government representatives, 
some opposition politicians and part of the other categories of 
respondents described the Georgian society’s perceptions of restorative 
justice as follows: “Restoration of Georgia’s territorial integrity. This view 
is backed by research data.” (Interview, governmental representative)

“First of all, it is restoration of territorial integrity and sovereignty 
and the return of IDPs. Ethnic purges and persecution of people for 
their ethnic identity are unacceptable in the 21st century century – 
it is a fascist approach.” (Interview, governmental representative)

“Safe and dignified return of the IDPs from Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“For our society, restorative justice in general means the 
regaining of the territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia.” 
(Youth focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue)

In the words of some respondents (ordinary citizens and regional 
journalists), it was highly unlikely that the IDPs from Abkhazia would 
ever be able to return to their homes and therefore restitution was 
the most realistic form of restorative justice for them. But instead of 
justice, they face new hardship and suffering by being relocated to 
places where they have no opportunity to start a new life from scratch. 

“If we cannot get them (IDPs) home, we should ensure that 
justice is done at least partly by compensating their losses. 
It will be a half-measure but very important one. Instead, we 
have moved them to new homes in Potskho-Etseri, a place to 
survive, not to live a normal life.” (Focus group, Kakheti, citizen)
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“Those unable or unwilling to return to present-day Abkhazia 
must be entitled to compensation.” (Interview, journalist) 

Respondents did not speak much about the Abkhaz 
people’s perceptions of justice. They concentrated mostly 
on various forms of restorative justice in general. 

“People suffered and lost property on both sides of the conflict – all 
of them should get compensation.” (Interview, journalist) 

“If I were an Abkhaz resident, restorative justice would mean for me moral 
and financial compensation for war-inflicted losses.” (Focus group, IDPs)

Civil sector representatives, some opposition politicians, IDPs, and 
youth put emphasis on the moral-psychological aspects of justice. In 
their words, the material-financial and moral-ethical aspects of justice 
should be given equal attention. Some of them spoke in favour of an 
official apology to the Abkhaz side, while others suggested that apology 
should be offered to all victims of the war on both sides of the conflict.  

“There are many different models of restorative justice in the world.  
I think we all are at fault and should share the blame. We need to 
apologise sincerely and ask for forgiveness to achieve reconciliation. 
We committed a serious crime against each other. Entire generations 
are to blame for these crimes. They were not committed by a single 
generation. It may be gone tomorrow or the day after tomorrow, but 
the problem will not go away. It is impossible to continue normal 
relations without genuine repentance.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Justice has several aspects. The moral aspect is one of them. We need 
to apologise in the first place. The state failed to protect these people. 
Everyone on the other side of the conflict, the IDPs, all those who lost 
property and/or their loved ones must be sure that someone will accept 
responsibility for what has happened. The problem is, however, that no 
one has ever taken responsibility. Instead, there have been decades 
of mutual fault-finding. Repentance should be done and apology must 
be given, one way or the other. It’s a lengthy and difficult process, but 
nothing has been done to start it so far.” (Interview, NGO representative)

2.3 The significance of rethinking or reassessing the past

In their answers to different questions, nearly all respondents 
repeatedly highlighted the importance of rethinking or reassessing 
the past, the causes of the conflict, and so on. In their opinion, it is a 
vital precondition for conflict transformation and for reconciliation, for 
restorative justice and conflict prevention. Some of the respondents 
deemed that Georgia would be unable to build a truly democratic 
society without assessing and acknowledging its past mistakes. 
Many respondents said it was important to discuss these issues 
publicly and offer an official apology to the victims of the war.

“We need to learn lessons of the past, and publicly assess and 
discuss actions of the politicians and military commanders. In 
Salvador, for instance, people were acquitted if they agreed to 
testify publicly. It was moral acknowledgement, a sort of repentance 
for past aggressiveness and mistakes. Just repentance helped 
achieve reconciliation in post-Franco Spain. Georgia is facing 
the same challenge today.” (Interview, opposition politician)
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“Georgia must assess its mistakes and acknowledge them 
publicly. So should the other side of the conflict – it will pave 
the way for reconciliation. But Georgia should not wait and 
must be the first to make such move.” (Focus group, journalist)

“We will be unable to move forward, either in state-building or 
in conflict resolution, without rethinking and acknowledging 
our past mistakes first.” (Interview, NGO representative)  
 

3. Georgia’s regional role and status 

3.1. Georgia’s status in South Caucasus and the region 
in general

According to the respondents, Georgia’s current role in the region 
is largely different from what it was centuries ago. A majority of the 
respondents shared similar views on Georgia’s historical role. In 
previous centuries, in their words, Georgia was a regional leader, a 
cultural centre and an important political player with a significant place 
and role in the Caucasus. It was a key transit country, a “corridor” 
between Asia and Europe and a major hub for the Great Silk Road. In 
the opinion of the experts, Georgia’s regional role remains, in part, as 
important as it was in the past, due to the country’s geographic location.  

“I remember Ermolov’s words in the 19th century: “You cannot 
rule the Caucasus without control over Tbilisi.” Already at 
that time, Tbilisi was known as the key to the Caucasus. And 
it is still the key today.” (Focus group, Adjara, journalist) 

But the respondents’ opinions differed widely about Georgia’s current 
role. For some, Georgia is still a regional leader, a key transit route 
between East and West. Georgia is the only country of the region with 
direct access to sea. In addition, Georgia is well placed to play the role 
of a mediator between Armenia and Azerbaijan, which are still locked 
in conflict over the disputed territory of Nagorno-Karabakh. It is also 
a lifeline for Armenia, who can communicate with Europe or Russia 
only via Georgia, as it is sandwiched between unfriendly Turkey and 
hostile Azerbaijan. Also, according to these respondents, Georgia 
has always been an important cultural centre in South Caucasus.

“Armenia cannot survive without us. We are an important partner 
for Azerbaijan. Russia has been interested in Georgia all along. 
So is Turkey: Erdogan has repeatedly spoken about his country’s 
interest. Iraq has lately turned its attention towards Georgia too. 
I think it is due to our geography.” (Focus group, Kakheti, citizen)

“We are the leader of our region and will always be, because 
only we have access to the sea.” (Youth focus group, students)

Some of the respondents described Georgia as the only truly pro-western 
country in the South Caucasus. For others (mainly young respondents, 
participants of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue, opposition politicians, 
journalists, NGO representatives, and some ordinary citizens), Georgia 
was no longer the most democratic country of the region. In their words, 
Europe had big expectations for Georgia, a country once hailed as a 
“beacon of democracy” in the region. But these expectations have not 
come to fruition: Georgia has lost its regional status, largely due to the 
government’s ill-advised, undemocratic and inefficient policies and 
actions. Gradually, its regional importance has diminished because the 
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country’s resources are limited. In contrast, Azerbaijan has emerged 
as a new regional leader, thanks largely to its vast energy resources. 

“We were real leaders a century ago. But recently we have been outpaced 
by Azerbaijan, which, unless the situation changes, seems to be the country 
of the future in the region, especially in terms of democratic development.” 
(Youth focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue)

“Unfortunately, after centuries of dominance, Georgia has lost its 
leading position in the Caucasus. It’s no longer the leader here, largely 
due to the Georgian government’s ineffective and inadequate policies. 
The government’s plan to relocate the capital from Tbilisi to Kutaisi 
is one of the moves that undermined Georgia’s regional dominance 
and leadership in the Caucasus.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Georgia used to be the key to the Caucasus. But this status 
needs to be constantly maintained. We have lost it since 
Georgia is no longer a stable country.” (Interview, journalist)  

3.2 Georgia’s relations with other countries of the region
In the respondents’ opinion, Georgia should maintain friendly 
relations based on cooperation and partnership with all countries in 
the region. At the same time, they noted that relations with Russia 
were strained.According to some, the two nations were on the verge 
of war. A majority of the respondents emphasised that Russia had 
substantial interests in the Caucasus and was anxious to prevent 
NATO moving closer to its borders. A considerable number of the 
respondents believed that a new war between Russia and Georgia 
was unlikely in the present circumstances because it was not in 
Russia’s interest to start a new conflict. In their words, Georgia should 
do its best to normalise relations with Russia. Some respondents 
said that it was strange, if not suspicious, that despite rampant 
anti-Russian rhetoric and propaganda, the Georgian government 
was selling the country’s strategic assets to Russian companies. 

Relations with Turkey were rated as overall good and steadily improving 
in recent years. The respondents pointed out that Turkey was a NATO 
member and relations with the country were important for Georgia, as well 
as Azerbaijan, as the country was aspiring to become a NATO member too. 

According to some experts, although Georgian officials insist that 
relations with Armenia and Azerbaijan are good and neighbourly, the 
real situation is a bit different. There are visible tensions with Armenia, 
mainly due to the row over disputed churches and problems caused by 
incomplete demarcation of the Armenia–Georgia border. The Azerbaijan–
Georgia border also has not been demarcated yet. Nevertheless, 
relations between Georgia and Azerbaijan are much better than those 
between Armenia and Georgia. However, respondents also suggested 
that the presence of ethnic enclaves in Georgia near its borders 
with Armenia and Georgia – the Armenian community in Samtskhe-
Javakheti and the Azeri population in Kvemo Kartli – had a considerable 
impact on Georgia’s relations with these countries. A large number of 
the respondents regretted that Georgia had poor relations with South 
Caucasus countries. It’s the government’s strategic mistake, they said.

The respondents expressed mixed opinions on Georgia’s relations 
with North Caucasus nations. On the whole, in their words, these 
relations used to be quite good before the wars in Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia in the 1990s. But attitudes changed – though Georgian society 
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is reluctant to admit this fact – because of the active involvement of 
mercenaries from North Caucasus in these wars.  

The respondents emphasised that the Georgian government’s 
foreign policy with neighbouring countries was sometimes unfriendly 
and incoherent. On the one hand, for instance, the government has 
eased the border crossing rules for residents of North Caucasus and 
openly advocated the idea of a United Caucasus; on the other hand, 
“offensive remarks about neighbouring nations are not rare in Georgia, 
while the Georgian president’s “crazy” behaviour often puts the 
country in an embarrassing and awkward situation” (Interview, NGO 
representative) and “relations are often strained by the president’s 
ill-advised statements” (Interview, opposition politician).  

3.3 South Caucasus countries: similarities and differences to Georgia

According to the respondents, there are visible similarities and differences 
between South Caucasus countries. What they have in common is their 
history: they all are small nations that have struggled for centuries to 
preserve their identity and independence. Similar geopolitical problems 
and formerly part of the Soviet Union are other common features. There 
is even some nostalgia for the “serene” Soviet life when interethnic 
relations, in the respondents’ opinion, were problem-free. They also 
share a sense of community: the feeling that they are part of a big 
Caucasus family (though specific ethnic identity – Armenian, Azeri or 
Georgian – is seen as more important) and common values typical 
of the Caucasus – family, personal relations, and so on.  

“Our common feature is that we all are small nations in a specific geopolitical 
region: a region gripped by complex problems and surrounded by two 
great powers Russia and Turkey. We have many things in common 
from the geopolitical point of view.” (Interview, opposition) 

The main differences are religion and political orientation. 
Georgia has an eye to joining Europe. Armenia gives priority 
to partnership with Russia, while Azerbaijan has built strong 
ties with Turkey. Some respondents claimed that South 
Caucasus countries had nothing in common except geography. 

“Geography is the only factor to unite us; all the rest divide 
and separate.” (Focus group, Adjara, journalist) 

“We – Armenians, Azeri and Georgians – are different 
even by appearance, let alone religion. This is what 
makes us apart.” (Focus group, journalist, Kakheti) 

In the opinion of some respondents, many differences are the 
result of the policies and approaches of the governments. For 
instance, Georgia is less stable than its neighbours because of 
the Georgian government’s inadequate and inefficient policies. 

“One of the differences is that their governments [Armenia and Azerbaijan] 
have managed to achieve or create the sense of relative stability even 
though these two countries are locked in a territorial dispute, while 
Georgia looks more like a tinderbox,” (Interview, opposition politician)

Most of the respondents thought that Georgia’s should have 
better regional relationships. And the Georgian government does 
not seem concerned to improve relations. In addition, Georgian 
society has a negative stereotypical view of the Armenian nation, 
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which also impedes cooperation between the two countries.

“We have good relations with Armenia and Azerbaijan, but nothing 
is done to make them even better.” (Focus group, Kakheti, citizen)

“Georgia’s cooperation with Azerbaijan is stronger than with Armenia 
because of foreign policy problems related to Russia. Georgian authorities 
should do more to improve relations with Armenia. The widespread 
Armenia-phobia in the Georgian society only makes the things worse. 
We are afraid that Armenians may cause trouble in Samtskhe-Javakheti.” 
(Youth focus group, a participant in the Armenian–Georgian dialogue)

The current problems in regional relations may have some implications 
for Georgia’s national security, according to some respondents. 
In their opinion, incomplete demarcation of the borders and the 
presence of Armenian and Azeri ethnic enclaves in Georgia bring 
the potential of conflict and endanger Georgia’s security. The 
respondents claimed also that the Armenian community was a 
bigger danger than the Azeri population due to the Russian factor, 
meaning that Russia has greater influence on Armenia than on 
Azerbaijan, and that Armenia is more pro-Russian than Azerbaijan. 

“Samtskhe-Javakheti region is a serious threat, a “bomb” and a trump-
card that Russia may use whenever it deems it appropriate and 
necessary. You see, every time the tensions escalate, local activists come 
forward in Samtskhe-Javakheti brandishing various demands. We must 
be on constant alert for such things.” (Interview, opposition politician)

3.4 United Caucasus or Common Caucasus Home 

The respondents were asked to assess the concept of a united 
Caucasus, known as Common Caucasus Home, which has 
been repeatedly suggested by the Georgian government in 
recent times. Some of them emphasised that previous Georgian 
presidents Gamsakhurdia and Shevardnadze also advocated the 
idea, but the former “did not hesitate to force Ossetians out of 
Georgia”, while the latter launched a war against Abkhazia. The 
respondents’ opinions can be grouped into the following categories:

• Common Caucasus Home is a good, albeit unfeasible, idea

• Common Caucasus Home is an opportunity to 
resolve territorial conflicts in the region 

A good number of the respondents regarded the idea of a united 
Caucasus as unrealistic. In their words, it looks good in theory, implying 
the creation of an independent political union similar to the EU, but is very 
hard to implement in practice. Such unity is highly unlikely, they said, due 
to economic, cultural, religious, and political differences between the 
countries in the region, not to mention the continuing territorial dispute 
between Armenia and Azerbaijan. Another serious impeding factor, in 
their opinion, is that all countries in the region have strong nationalistic 
sentiments and harbour the ambition to be the leader of the region.

“The concept of united Caucasus is a utopia. The reason: 
we, people of the region, are too different. In addition, these 
countries have different interests – the result is a mess.” (Youth 
focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue)
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A small number of respondents noted that the idea of uniting 
the Caucasus is not in the interests of Armenia and Azerbaijan.

“Georgia is interested in a united Caucasus, but Armenia and 
Azerbaijan are not.” (Focus group, Adjara, NGO representative)

Other respondents suggested that it would be better 
to promote the concept of regionalism instead, that is 
closer cooperation between Caucasus countries, as 
it seems more realistic than the idea of a political unity.  

“What does a united Caucasus mean? I prefer the term 
“regional cooperation” or “regionalism”. Regionalism is an 
important concept, as it can support integration and ensure 
successful development of the regional countries.” (Youth 
focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue) 

Some respondents positively responded to the concept. In their opinion, 
it can create a “regional context” for Georgia to bring Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia back into the fold. In their opinion, Georgia must lead the 
process, provided it does not obstruct the country’s move towards the EU. 
It will be the best development for the Caucasus, they argued. 

“It should be only welcomed, if Georgia assumed 
responsibility and the leading role to unite the Caucasus 
and became the driving force of European integration for 
the entire region.” (Interview, government representative) 

“I like the concept of a united Caucasus as a single region. 
It’s a multi-faceted problem that requires a lot of hard work. 
But if the idea becomes a reality, it will enable the inclusion 
of Abkhazia and South Ossetia into the regional context, and 
consequently facilitate the conflict resolution process.” (Youth 
focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue) 

3.5 Security 

A majority of the respondents (except government representatives) 
believed that Georgia faced no danger of military intervention from 
its neighbours today, including Russia. But some potential for conflict 
remains, they admitted.9 Some respondents (some opposition 
politicians, NGO representatives, experts, journalists and youths) 
claimed that the Georgian government was more likely than others to 
provoke a military conflict in the region in order to try to improve its 
flagging popularity and credibility, and to strengthen its grip on power. 

In the opinion of some Georgian experts, Georgia may face new 
aggression from Russia only in the event of a US or Israeli military 
operation against Iran. Today, in their words, Russia is able to 
supply its military base in Gyumri (Armenia) mainly via Iran. A 
US–Iran military conflict may cut off the base and force Russia to 
demand that the Georgian government give it unrestricted access 
to the base through Georgian territory. If Tbilisi says “No”, Moscow 
may be tempted to use force to achieve its goal, they argue.

When asked to weigh security against territorial integrity, a majority of 
the respondents said that they would prefer the former to the latter, 
if they faced such a choice. They emphasised that decision-makers 
and politicians should value human life more than territory. But a 
small number of the respondents gave priority to territorial integrity.

9. According to the National Security 
Concept (NSC), adopted by the 
Georgian parliament on 23 December 
2011, Russia is the biggest danger to 
Georgia’s statehood and sovereignty: 
10 out of the 12 threats and risk factors 
defined in the NSC are connected with 
Russia. In the realm of foreign policy, 
the USA is the country’s main strategic 
partner and ally, followed by Ukraine (a 
“strategic partner”) and Turkey (a “main 
regional partner” in the fields of security, 
trade and energy). Also, according to 
the NSC, it is important for Georgia to 
maintain and strengthen its ties with the 
countries of Central and South-Eastern 
Europe, as well as with Moldova and 
Belarus, the EU and NATO, Latin 
America and Caribbean countries. 
At the same time, however, the NSC 
makes no mention of some western 
European countries, namely UK, 
France and Germany, maybe because 
of their lukewarm reception to Georgia’s 
bid to become a NATO member. 
Iran is mentioned only in the chapter 
on economic cooperation. As to the 
neighbouring countries, while Azerbaijan 
is defined as a “strategic partner”, 
Armenia is given a relatively modest 
assessment: there are only words 
about the need for “friendly relations 
and mutually beneficial cooperation” 
with Armenia. Such a difference may 
be explained by the perception that 
it is impossible for Armenia to form 
strategic partnerships with Russia and 
Georgia simultaneously. On the whole, 
the NSC identifies the main challenges 
and objectives facing the country 
as relations with Russia, European 
integration, and membership of NATO.
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4. EU and Georgia  

4.1 Europe’s significance for Georgia: Georgian atti-
tudes towards the EU and Europe in general

On the whole, the respondents had positive attitudes and expectations 
about the EU and the West in general. They emphasised that relations 
with Europe and the West were very important for Georgia.10 In their 
words, Europe’s strong support for Georgia brought stability, security 
and democracy to the country and ensured sustainable development in 
various spheres: education, health care, social protection, and so on. 
Integration of European values into the Georgian traditional mentality 
and culture was identified as another important aspect. Georgia has 
made a decisive choice in favour of Europe, hoping to become a 
member of the large European family some time in the future. According 
to a majority of the respondents, democratic and free elections and a 
democratic change of government, without revolutions and upheavals, 
are the main European values that Georgia needs to adopt first of all. 
In their words, Europe has enough capability to help restore Georgia’s 
territorial integrity and protect the country from Russian aggression. 
Georgia must do whatever it takes to become part of Europe, they said.

On the other hand, however, some of the respondents appeared to have 
very vague understanding and knowledge of EU policies, the EU structure 
and functions of European institutions. In the words of these respondents, 
the EU’s attitudes and interest towards processes in Georgia and the 
Caucasus in general are not always clear. The EU’s sometimes obscure 
language leaves too much room for different interpretations, they said. 
It seems that Europe is still undecided about what policy it should have 
on Georgia and the Caucasus. A small number of the respondents 
called for a cautious approach towards Europe and the West.  

The respondents’ typical positive opinions can be summarised as follows:

• EU and West set example for Georgia, a model of democratic progress

• EU and West are a lifeline for Georgia, an opportunity to 
resolve internal conflicts and other problems and become a 
more attractive option for Abkhazia and South Ossetia  

• Europe is a vital mediator between Georgia and Russia 

• EU is a guarantor of security and democracy, fair and free 
elections, and socio-economic development in Georgia 

• EU is a guide for building an efficient state and ensuring the rule 
of law in Georgia 

• Europe and European institutions can provide reliable 
monitoring of democratic processes (human rights 
protection, freedom of speech, the election process, and 
so on) and conflict zones in Georgia  

“The EU and Europe is significant for Georgia in many ways. Firstly, 
it helps to make a civilised choice, to determine the country’s identity, 
and build an efficient state. If Georgia wants to become a modern 
state and a full-fledged member of the international community, it must 
become a European country. It means consolidation of democracy and 
a consensus, which Russia will have to accept sooner or later, that 

10. Georgian public attitudes and 
perceptions towards the EU identified in 
the given qualitative survey are similar 
to those produced by another survey 
based on quantitative methodology, 
Knowledge and Attitudes towards EU in 
Georgia, which was carried out by The 
Caucasus Research Resource Centers 
in 2011. Results of the survey are 
available at www.crrc.ge/oda 
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Georgia is a European nation. Successful achievement of these goals 
will bring a sigh of relief and hope to the country.” (Interview, expert)

“Stability, security, efficient governance, democracy, 
safety, economic growth, education and prosperity.” 
(Focus group, Adjara, NGO representative) 

“Europe is the main guarantor of our independence and sovereignty. 
Georgia must move closer to European values. We should 
build a society based on these values, on modern European 
values. Stability ensures sustainable economic development 
and well-being of the citizenry. Europe is our main economic 
and political partner and a good mediator in all problems, 
especially with regard to Russia.” (Interview, NGO representative)

“The EU is a key mediator between Russia and Georgia today. EU 
membership means economic stability, efficient health care, high-quality 
education, secure and safe life for the citizens ...” (Interview, expert)

“An EU member country is immune from becoming an authoritarian 
state. A “thug” will be never able to usurp power in such a country and 
impose his will on the people. Residents of an EU member country feel 
more secure and socially protected, and have a strong perception of 
a just society. They feel that they are free and can defend their cause 
whenever necessary. There is justice, social protection and security, 
both within and outside the country.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“The EU is a guarantee that Georgia will become a stable country and 
all conflicts will be solved one day. But the main point is that any change 
of relations and values, seen in Europe today, should come only 
through elections not wars or revolutions. We have great expectations 
of what the EU membership can offer.” (Interview, NGO representative)

“Most importantly, if Georgia becomes part of Europe, it 
will be more attractive for Abkhazia.” (Interview, journalist).

Some respondents suggested that although Georgian citizens 
dreamt of their country joining EU, it remained to be seen whether 
Georgia was really moving towards this goal. Some respondents 
argued that in fact Georgia had made steps in the opposite direction 
in the fields of human rights, protection of private property, and 
democratic elections. It means, in their words, that Georgia has 
drifted away from democracy and western values.  

A small number of the respondents were cautious and sceptical about 
the EU and the West in general, especially about their potential to help 
solve conflicts in Georgia and ensure the end of the Russian occupation 
of Georgian territories. These respondents claimed that: 

• The EU and the West will always put their own interests ahead of 
all others, and Georgia should not pin much hope on them 

• Europe is greatly dependent on Russia and will never 
confront Russia for the sake of Georgia, even if 
Russia violates Georgia’s legitimate rights   

• EU and European countries sometimes practice double standards.
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4.2 Georgia’s importance for Europe 

The respondents greatly varied in their evaluation of 
how important Georgia was for Europe. 

1. Some respondents said Georgia was significant for the EU 
due to its geographic location as a transit country, a “corridor” 
between Asia and Europe, and a key route for energy resources.

2. Some respondents argued that Georgia would become even 
more important in the future thanks to its vast reserves of fresh 
water, as global water resources are gradually depleting. 

3. Another section of the respondents thought that 
Georgia was important for the EU largely because it 
was a “beacon of democracy” in the region. 

4. Others claimed that Georgia was not an important country for 
the EU, since democratic processes have substantially slowed 
down, hampering Georgia’s prospects for European integration.

5. According to some experts, Europe has not yet decided whether 
and why Georgia is an important country. But the experts are certain 
that it is in Europe’s interest to make up its mind on Georgia now.

“Our geographic location is an advantage that makes us important. 
We are one of the main transit countries of the Trans-Caspian project. 
Europe and America have invested billions of dollars into the project 
and, therefore, they keep a close eye on developments in the region. 
But there are diverse energy transit routes and values, and I don’t 
want the country to miss the boat.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Georgia provides an alternative transit route from Central Asia 
and Azerbaijan to Europe. The country has a shared border with 
Russia in such an important region as the Caucasus, which remains 
Russia’s biggest headache. In the near future, I hope, the country 
will become a popular tourist destination for Europe, provided 
we manage to maintain stability.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Georgia is important for Europe mainly as a corridor to Asia, 
an alternative transit route for energy resources.” (a typical 
opinion of a majority of the respondents in all six focus groups)

“If the Rose Revolution succeeded in achieving its declared goals, 
we would have created a significant precedent for the civilised world, 
an example that such transformation is possible. The success of 
a country that had such a negative legacy in 2003 would have set 
an extraordinary moral example. It would have been a success 
of the western partners’ high-level strategic policy and approach, 
the indication that Georgia was a country of high culture despite 
being on the periphery of world society, a country that should 
be different from what it is now.” (Interview, opposition politician)

“Georgia’s importance for EU is next to zero. That is why Europe still has 
no clear idea whether and why it should regard Georgia as an important 
country. Opinions differ on this issue. In Western Europe, these opinions 
tend to be negative. But I suppose it is a matter of principle for the 
EU to make up its mind. If Europe is not merely a geographic region, 
but a unity based on common values, it should not and cannot ignore 
Georgia. But if this unity is based only on pragmatic interests, it can and 
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will ignore Georgia. From this viewpoint, Europe’s true identity can be 
revealed and measured by how it treats Georgia.” (Interview, expert)

4.3 Common features and differences between Europe 
and Georgia

The respondents presented a variety of opinions on this issue. A 
considerable number of them believed that despite being located on 
the geographical border between Asia and Europe, Georgia should 
seek to become part of the latter since its values and mentality were 
“closer to Europe than to the Caucasus”. Others thought that due to its 
geographic location on the border between Asia and Europe, Georgia 
could adopt both European and Eastern values and traditions. In their 
opinion, the country will be able to integrate into Europe without giving 
up its Caucasus values and customs. But some respondents suggested 
that such a “blend” of western and eastern mentality could marginalise 
the Georgian culture and create serious problems for the country. 

Another section of respondents argued that the Georgian traditional 
mentality was basically Asian (Caucasus) and Georgian society 
was still far from European values such as “civil society, political 
culture, equality, the rule of law, and so on”, while the Georgian 
government gravitates towards authoritarian style of leadership 
being unable to rule by democratic methods (Youth focus group). 
Some respondents deemed that the question was formulated 
incorrectly. In their words, some values are common for the 
mankind and cannot be classified as either western or eastern. 

Those respondents who thought that Georgia and Europe had many 
things in common emphasised that both were part of the Christian 
(that is European) civilisation. Another common feature was identified 
as European social culture and education system. Historically, the 
Georgian mentality has always been attracted to democratic values. 

“What we have in common with Europe is perhaps a set of certain 
values, such as, for instance, democracy. At one point in history, similar 
processes were unfolding in Georgia and many European countries. 
We had problems with our neighbours that hampered Georgia’s 
development. Georgians embraced what we call modern European 
values as early as several centuries ago. But the Russian empire 
and communism suppressed these democratic values, though they 
remained intact in the mentality. Besides, we are moving towards a 
common future with Europe. I don’t know whether and how Europeans 
see their future with us, or whether they think about such a possibility 
at all, but our friends in Europe think just this way.” (Interview, expert)

“Georgia adopted Christianity and became a Christian country in 
the early days of civilisation. You know civilisation has always been 
associated with Christianity. That is why Georgia started to develop 
as a civilised country right after the adoption of Christianity. From this 
viewpoint, we have many things in common with Europe. There are also 
some differences of course. But such differences, based on tradition 
and geopolitics, are everywhere – take, for instance, the differences 
between England and France.” (Interview, opposition politician)

Some experts and other respondents described Georgia as an aspirant 
country to EU membership. In their opinion, Georgia can become either 
a European country or a failed state – there is no third way. That is why, 
in their words, Georgia must move – and is moving – towards Europe. 
The difference between Georgia and Europe is that Georgia took no 
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part in the reforms that laid the foundation for modern Europe. Just this 
factor prevented Georgia from developing into a European country. In 
the opinion of some other respondents, Georgia’s path towards Europe 
was blocked by historical and political situation. Georgia and European 
countries moved apart at some point in their history because Georgia 
was “taken off course” by Tsarist Russia and the Soviet Union. This 
negative historical legacy has made a strong impact on the Georgian 
mentality and impeded the country’s democratic development.

“Georgia is an aspirant country to join Europe. Georgia has no other 
choice but to become either a European country or a failed state. 
It means that it should strive to adopt European values and build 
European-style institutions. At present, there are no such democratic 
institutions in the country. But I think that Georgia’s history provides 
enough proof to claim that it is a typical eastern European country. 
In other words, Georgia’s problems are very much similar to those of 
the countries at the periphery of Europe. So, Georgia is a European 
country even if judged by the nature of its problems. The difference 
is that Georgia took no part in the key modernisation projects – such 
as, for instance, the Reformation and Enlightenment – that shaped 
modern Europe. Georgia was only able to watch from the sidelines 
as historical processes were developing in Europe.” (Interview, expert)

“Every Georgian has an inherent respect for human rights. So do the 
Europeans. The difference is that the Europeans are ready to defend – and 
are really defending – these rights at all costs, while Georgians are doing 
nothing.” (Youth focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue)

“We are still significantly different from Europe. We have no experience 
of what Europe has gone through during its history, revolutions 
and so on. We were in a situation – being part of Tsarist Russia at 
first and Soviet Union afterwards – that enabled us only to watch 
from a distance. The mentality also plays a great role. We have a 
very different mentality, for instance our attitude towards the rule 
of law is far from what it is in Europe. The lifestyle is also different. 
Georgia was under foreign rule for a long time and, therefore, we 
have little respect for the laws. Basically, it is a Soviet mentality that 
makes us different from Europe.” (Interview, NGO representative)

“The difference between Georgia and Europe is that we have not 
developed democratic institutions yet, like those that are already 
in place in Europe.” (Focus group-ordinary citizens, Adjara)

4.4   Does Georgia face the choice of Russia or Europe?

The respondents’ answers to this question can be summarised in 
three main groups:

1. Georgia must choose (or has already chosen) Europe as the top 
priority and keep its distance from Russia.

2. Georgia must attach the greatest importance to normalising its 
relations with Russia.

3. Georgia’s choice must be in favour of Europe, but only after its 
relations with Russia are back to normal.

A large number of the respondents were certain that Georgia was 
not facing the need to choose between Russia and Europe because 
the country has already made its choice in favour of the latter. In 
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their words, Europe is the only chance for Georgia to avoid being 
“stuck in the past” and to develop a modern democratic society. 

But other respondents disagreed. In their words, Georgia does face such 
a choice and it is a rather difficult dilemma because in both cases – either 
pro-European or pro-Russian – the country’s prospects seemed vague. 
They pointed out that part of Georgian society had strong nostalgia 
for “the good old days” when Georgia was part of the Soviet Union 
and life was “quiet, peaceful and orderly” with efficient social protection 
and equality of rights. There is also evident nostalgia for the time when 
relations between Russia and Georgia were good. Some respondents 
expressed concern that Russia might be angered by Georgia’s pro-
western choice and respond with irritation and even aggression. 

The Georgian government’s often incoherent, controversial and 
contradictory decisions and actions only add fuel to the flames, further 
undermining the credibility of its pro-western, pro-European policy. On 
the one hand, Georgian authorities have repeatedly reaffirmed their 
commitment to democracy and western values, and always portray Russia 
as the “villainous aggressor” and “occupying power”. On the other, they 
also employ authoritarian methods to rule the country (just like the Kremlin) 
and have sold most of Georgia’s strategic assets to Russian companies. 

Although many respondents backed Georgia’s pro-western and 
pro-European stance, they believed, at the same time, that Georgia 
should normalise its relations with Russia. Quite a few respondents 
suggested that good relations with Russia must be a top priority for 
Georgia. They emphasised that Russia was a neighbour and that 
the two countries had a long history of economic, cultural and other 
ties. In contrast, in their words, prospects of European integration 
are rather vague, and it is still unclear whether the EU is ready and 
willing to admit Georgia. One of the respondents claimed that if a 
Russia-or-Europe referendum was held in Georgia today, some 
30% of the Georgian citizens would vote in favour of Russia. Some 
respondents pointed out that the West and the EU had repeatedly 
advised Georgia to settle its relations with Russia. In their opinion, EU 
will not approve Georgia’s bid for membership until Georgia–Russia 
relations are improved, in order to avoid likely tensions with Moscow. 

4.5 Georgia–Abkhazia and Europe

According to a considerable number of the respondents, Abkhazia 
(like Georgia) must make a pro-western choice because only western 
values and mechanisms – not Russian imperial ambitions – can 
offer the Abkhaz people real protection against assimilation and help 
preserve their ethnic identity and culture. They emphasised that 
Abkhazia was facing the danger of “Russification”. It may be “devoured” 
by Russia and lose its territorial integrity and political independence. 
The respondents agreed that moving closer to Europe and away from 
Russia was the only chance for Abkhazia to sustain its territorial integrity 
and culture. However, the respondents disagreed over how to achieve 
that goal. Their opinions can be summarised into three main groups:

• Abkhazia can/must build strong ties with Europe 
and together with Georgia become part of Europe

• Abkhazia and Georgia should join (or develop relations with) Europe 
separately, and with no provision for their future unification in a 
single state; both should aim to become a modern European state
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• Abkhazia and Georgia may move towards Europe independently 
of each other, but with a view to settling their differences, resolving 
the conflict, and becoming a single European country in the future.

About a third of the respondents, mainly government 
representatives, some experts and opposition politicians, and 
some other respondents supported the Georgian government’s 
official position that Abkhazia must join together with Georgia 
to build its relations with the West and integrate into Europe. 

“European integration is an attractive option for Abkhazia. But 
it will never achieve this goal until it becomes aware of the 
danger to its future from being a Russian sphere of influence. 
The Abkhaz seem to have realised already that they have 
chosen a wrong path.” (Interview, government representative)

“Abkhazia can integrate into Europe only together with Georgia – 
there is no other chance.” (Interview, governmenl representative)

“I wish success to Abkhazia and Georgia. Of course, I’m dying to see our 
hearts and minds join and enter Europe – and every other worthwhile place 
– together. The membership of the EU or other institutions is possible only 
if they are with us. There is no other way.” (Interview, opposition politician)

According to some respondents, part of Abkhaz society is aware of how 
important the pro-western choice is for Abkhazia and understands that 
Abkhazia can integrate into Europe only together with Georgia, though 
such views were expressed in Abkhazia only before the 2008 war.

“The door to Europe is closed to Abkhazia, unless we go together. I 
happened to talk to some of my Abkhaz friends and colleagues before 
the 2008 conflict and they told me that they did not want Abkhazia 
to form a single state with Georgia. But when I replied that Georgia 
was the only chance for them to integrate into Europe, they were 
unable to counter my arguments. I had an impression that European 
integration was a “carrot” that could make them more willing and 
ready to talk to Georgia. There are political forces and intellectuals 
in Abkhazia who understand well enough that western liberal values 
are the backbone of modern civilisation.” (Interview, journalist)

Some respondents urged European structures to 
abstain from any bilateral contacts with Abkhazia 
without the approval of the Georgian government. 

“They should not bypass us. They should seek our consent. I 
cited involvement of the EU in the conflict resolution process in 
Abkhazia and for a reason. There was some talk about economic 
projects in Abkhazia – no project must be implemented there 
without Georgia’s approval.” (Interview, opposition politician)

In the current circumstances, in the opinion of a relatively small 
number of the respondents (some experts, young participants of 
the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue), Abkhazia cannot integrate into 
Europe as part of Georgia and should instead move towards this 
goal on its own, as an independent entity. In their words, the EU will 
provide a framework for Abkhazia and Georgia to develop relations 
between them as two independent states. It’s the only way for them 
to solve common problems, maintain normal relationship and ensure 
free movement of people, they argued. It is more important than 
territorial integrity, they said. One of the respondents proposed a 
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slogan for Abkhazia and Georgia: “Towards Brussels Together!”

“I think that European integration is the prime goal. I would 
like that we reach it together. But it will be no problem for 
me, if we do it independently of each other, if we have two 
independent normal countries with open borders.” (Youth 
focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue) 

“We must give priority to European integration over territorial 
integrity. We must see our goal clearly. It’s more important to be 
part of Europe than obsessed with territories. If these territories 
were so important, we should have been wiser and not let 
them slip out of our hands.” (Interview, NGO representative)

“European integration is our top priority. Let’s give Abkhazia a 
chance too. At present, it does not matter whether we do it together 
or independently of each other. No opportunity should be wasted. 
Integration into Europe is what we should strive to achieve most of all. 
Conflicts and territories can be dealt with in a civilised manner afterwards. 
There may be even no need to merge our territories into a single 
state, provided we will be able to maintain normal relations like other 
developed European democracies.” (Interview, NGO representative)

For a considerable number of the respondents, moving towards Europe 
independently of each other and putting aside differences over political 
status seemed to be a more realistic option for Abkhazia and Georgia in 
the present circumstances. In their words, Abkhazia and Georgia must 
become part of Europe first. The territorial dispute and other problems 
can be discussed later, under the aegis of European institutions, and 
an agreement may be reached easier. In their opinion, Abkhazia must 
be given assistance in building its relations with the West independently 
from Georgia in order to “wrest” it from Russian control. If so, they argued, 
more chances will be opened up for Abkhazia and Georgia to reunite 
into a single state. A similar view was proposed by another group of 
respondents, who suggested that at first Abkhazia and Georgia should 
integrate into Europe as two independent states and establish normal 
relations between them. Afterwards, in their opinion, under the auspices 
of EU, Abkhazia and Georgia will have a better chance to reunite. Some 
respondents (a large number of the young participants of the Abkhaz-
Georgian dialogue, some of the experts and opposition politicians, 
journalists and NGO representatives) gave a highly positive evaluation 
of the EU’s “engagement – non-recognition” proposal that they thought 
could pave the way for the future reunification of Abkhazia and Georgia. 
They criticised the Georgian government for ignoring this EU initiative. 

“At the present stage, the European formula “engagement – non 
recognition” is the best instrument for solving our problems. It 
can steer Abkhazia away from Russia and closer to Georgia, but 
Georgian authorities refused to consider this opportunity. Their foolish 
attitude may spoil this chance, like many other opportunities for the 
conflict resolution in Abkhazia.” (Interview, NGO representative)

“If this helps solve the conflict, I will consent to giving Abkhazia a chance 
to establish bilateral relations, in one form or another, with Europe.” 
(Youth focus group, participant of the Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue)

“Given the current realities, Abkhazia cannot integrate into Europe 
together with us. We must let it free. Europe has devised a good 
approach to Abkhazia, “engagement – non recognition”. I think that 
residents of Abkhazia should be given a chance to look beyond Russia, 
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to see the other side of the world, Europe, as an alternative political 
environment and a place for better life. I don’t think there will be a 
problem, if we become part of this programme too. It is a very distant 
prospect, but it is the only feasible formula for unity.” (Interview, expert)

Main conclusions

The survey showed that there are a great variety of opinions and 
expectations (taking into account the representation of respondents 
from different social groups) within Georgian society with regard to the 
conflict-related problems and the EU’s potential role and contribution 
to resolving the conflict and aiding the country’s development. It is 
noteworthy that what a large section of the society thinks about these 
issues is not always in line with the government’s policies and attitudes.

• The survey revealed that different social groups understand the 
nature of the conflict differently and identify the involved parties 
in a different way. A considerable number of the Georgian citizens 
perceive that the conflict has a multi-level structure, with one of 
the levels being identified as the Abkhazia–Georgia confrontation, 
while the government keeps claiming that it is a conflict between 
Russia and Georgia only. While Georgian society is prepared to 
shelve the issue of Abkhazia’s political status for the time being, 
and to discuss various opportunities for moving the peace process 
forward (return of IDPs, economic cooperation, Abkhazia’s 
move closer to Europe, and so on), the Georgian government 
insists that Abkhazia’s political status should be settled first. 
Both the government and the EU should pay more attention 
to general public opinion and civil society’s attitudes. 

• The government’s conflict resolution strategy (neutral 
passports, the wide use of the term “occupation” in official 
documents, and so on) and its role in the Geneva Process 
have drawn considerable criticism and scepticism from the 
Georgian public. The government must respond by explaining 
clearly and thoroughly its conflict resolution policies to the 
general public and encourage feedback and comments. 

• The prevalent view in Georgian society is that the conflict should be 
resolved by peaceful means – it is a valuable resource for transforming 
the conflict that needs to be supported and used adequately.

• A large number of the respondents (as well, it may be assumed, 
of the Georgian society) are ready to discuss various conflict 
transformation options and contribute to the process. It would 
be useful, therefore, to encourage and facilitate a broad public 
debate on the main principles of the conflict transformation.

• A majority of the Georgian citizens are unhappy and worried 
with the current poor state of democracy in the country. It seems 
relevant, therefore, to launch a public debate on the prospects of 
democratisation in Georgia and the region in general. 

• A considerable section of the Georgian public believes that rethinking/
reassessing the past and restorative justice are crucial to resolving the 
conflict and enabling real democratisation. The Georgian government 
and the EU should take into account these attitudes. 
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• The EU’s “engagement – non recognition” policy on Abkhazia was 
largely approved by the respondents. It seems reasonable, therefore, 
to facilitate a broad public debate on this policy in Georgia. 

• The Georgian population has overall positive attitudes and 
expectations about the EU and the West in general. Most 
Georgian citizens have an inherent respect for European 
values and principles and fully grasp their importance. On the 
other hand, the EU’s attitudes and interest towards processes 
in Georgia and the Caucasus in general, including conflict 
resolution, are not always clear to the average Georgian. 
That is why EU should explain its Caucasus policies to the 
Georgian people in plain, easy to understand language. 

• The general Georgian public expects and wants the EU to 
assume a more active role in the conflict resolution process, 
democratisation, protection of human rights and civil 
liberties, economic development, education, and so on. 

• The Georgian society needs EU assistance in stimulating a constructive 
dialogue between the government and the people, as well as between 
the conflicting parties, at both official and unofficial levels.  

The research was carried out and its results were analysed by 
Marina Elbakidze and Ekaterina Pirtskhalava. 


