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I.  OVERVIEW 

This paper, commissioned in June 2008 for delivery in late August, was originally intended to 
focus on rehabilitation aid to the region of South Ossetia, and its impact on confidence building 
between the Georgian and Ossetian sides. However, after the 'August' war between Russia and 
Georgia, and Moscow's unilateral recognition of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, the context for 
aid and any international engagement in Georgia and its breakaway regions has been 
dramatically transformed, and the focus of this paper has been changed accordingly. 
The paper will analyze the implications of the recent war for Georgia. It will focus on the 
human costs, security, the domestic political fall-out, and the economic consequences. It will 
then specifically consider the impact on the conflict regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 
Where appropriate, it will recommend ways in which the EU can effectively engage. The final 
section reflects on achievements and challenges of aid to the breakaway regions prior to the 
conflict, and points to future possibilities. The paper draws on field research in Georgia, 
including South Ossetia, in July of this year and a number of interviews since August. 
Of course, to comprehensively address the current crisis in Georgia, the international 
community needs to reconsider its strategy on dealing with a resurgent Moscow whose policies 
are aimed at limiting the sovereign choices of its neighbors. Ukraine, Azerbaijan and the 
countries of ex-Soviet Central Asia have all experienced increased Russian pressure since the 
crisis in Georgia.  But, while this context is important, this paper will not look at these issues in 
any depth, as an examination of the changed relationship between the EU and Russia is well 
beyond its scope.  

II. IMPLICATIONS FOR GEORGIA 

The domestic implications for Georgia1 of the August conflict are far-reaching. They are likely 
to cause further tensions in the country. This section briefly outlines the biggest challenges 
Georgia is facing, and areas of priority focus for the EU. 

A. HUMAN COSTS 

The human costs of the August conflict are high, comprised not just of casualties, displacement 
and associated trauma, but also significantly increased ethnic tensions. 

1. Casualties, Displacement and Trauma 
The Government of Georgia reports a total of 403 dead and 2234 wounded.2 These figures 
however do not take into account "those held, buried, burned or otherwise disposed of within 
the area under Russian control".3  Taking into consideration that most fighting and subsequent 
atrocities against civilian populations took place in areas which Russian forces took under their 
control, the figures are likely to be significantly higher. The Georgian government confirms that 
the total of civilian casualties remains unknown, also because Georgian authorities are unable to 
return to villages in the ‘buffer zone’, let alone to formerly Georgian-administered villages on 
the territory of South Ossetia.4 On the Russian side, 66 soldiers are reported dead and 340 

                                                 
1 References to Georgia naturally imply its territory inclusive of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. I will use 
the term ‘mainland Georgia’ to refer to Georgia’s territory outside these regions. When specifically 
referring to the breakaway regions, I will specifically refer to Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 
2 "Russian Invasion of Georgia, Facts and Figures", Government of Georgia Update, 1 October 2008. 
3 "Russian Invasion of Georgia, Facts and Figures", Government of Georgia Update, 20 September 2008. 
4 Georgian opposition leaders have complained there is no reliable data on casualties. 
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wounded.5 Figures for South Ossetian casualties are hard to verify: the initial South Ossetian 
and Russian claims of 2,000 civilian deaths have been greatly reduced.6 

There was large scale displacement of civilians. Displaced were mostly ethnic Georgians from 
South Ossetia and areas adjacent to it, and ethnic Ossetians who fled the fighting for refuge in 
North Ossetia. Some ethnic Georgians were also displaced from the Upper Kodori Gorge in 
Abkhazia, although there have been no reports of ethnic Georgian inhabitants of Abkhazia’s 
ceasefire line Gali District fleeing. 

UNHCR figures, revised in September, have increased the number of displaced persons up to 
192,000.7 Some 127,000 people were displaced in Georgia proper, 30,000 within South Ossetia 
and another 35,000 fled to Russia’s North Ossetia. Out of the total within Georgia proper, 
68,000 have returned home and 5,000 more will be able to return before winter. For a part of the 
remaining displaced population, temporary winter shelter may suffice before homes are 
restored. But some 31,000 (from South Ossetia, parts of the ‘buffer zones’ and Abkhazia) are 
not expected to be able to return in the foreseeable future.8  

Some 8,000 IDPs from the 'buffer' or 'security' zone, a 20 km strip of land adjacent to South 
Ossetia established by Russian troops between Tskhinvali and a checkpoint in Karaleti and 
under Russian control, will only be able to return once adequate security arrangements are set 
up and reconstruction takes place.9 Russian checkpoints in these areas have actively prevented 
civilians from returning home and many humanitarian organizations from carrying out relief 
work.10 According to Georgian authorities, villages in the 'buffer zone' remained inaccessible to 
local Georgian authorities and even international organizations.11 

The CoE's Commissioner Hammarberg cites reports of "physical assault, robbery, kidnapping 
for ransom, looting and torching of houses as well as personal harassment by South Ossetian 
militia or other armed men both in the Georgian villages in South Ossetia and in the 'buffer 
zone'."12 His and other reporting, including by Human Rights Watch and International Crisis 
Group, have stressed that criminality throughout the 'buffer zone' is rampant.13 Until they 
withdraw, the Russian forces are required under humanitarian law to provide for law and order 
in the zone they control.  

The displaced and those immediately affected by the conflict on all sides have suffered deep 
psychological trauma. Many on both sides suffer from post-traumatic stress disorders, anxiety 
and other psychological after-effects of exposure to violence.  
All aid and humanitarian relief needs to be managed with a scrupulous emphasis on 
transparency and accountability to both citizens and parliaments of the donor and the recipient 
countries.  The level of public trust in Georgian governmental institutions has been low, and a 
lack of transparency has been a perennial issue in the country (as discussed below in detail).  A 

                                                 
5 “Georgia Reject Russian Claims on Conflict Deaths,” RIA Novosti, 15 September 2008. 
6 “Russia vs. Georgia: The Fallout”, Crisis Group Europe Report N. 195, 22 August 2008. 
7 “Revised Figures Push Number of Georgia Displaced Up To 192,000”, on UNHCR website, 12 
September 2008. 
8 Ibid. The Government of Georgia says some 56,000 will be unable to return to their homes in areas in or 
adjacent to South Ossetia. Facts and Figures, 1 October 2008, p.10. 
9 Ibid. 
10 “Security Council Briefed by Political Affairs, Peacekeeping Dept.”, UN Press Release, 28 August 
2008. The situation remains roughly the same a month later. 
11 "Russian Invasion of Georgia, Facts and Figures", Government of Georgia Update, 20 September and 1 
October 2008. 
12 "Human Rights in Areas Affected by the South Ossetia Conflict". Council of Europe, Commissioner 
for Human Rights, Report of Special Mission to Georgia and the Russian Federation, 8 September 2008. 
13 “Georgia: EU Mission Needs to Protect Civilians,” Human Rights Watch, 16 September 2008. Also, 
"Flaunting Impunity in Russia's Security Zone", Lawrence Sheets, International Herald Tribune, 11 
September 2008. 
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rigorously reviewed transparency requirement is essential in its own right, and in this case it can 
also contribute to building public trust.  

2. Inter-ethnic Relations  
The conflict has dramatically increased inter-ethnic tensions and mistrust between Georgians, 
(understandably especially those from areas near the conflict regions) on one side and Ossetians 
and Abkhaz on the other. Relations across the conflict divide are beyond short-term repair. 
Underlying and new fears and grievances overshadow potential prospects for reconciliation in 
the short-medium term, Georgian society is deeply traumatized by atrocities committed, mainly 
by Ossetian militias and irregular forces including from the North Caucasus, in areas which fell 
under Moscow’s control. Residents of South Ossetia feel they narrowly escaped full 
destruction.14 Abkhaz interlocutors describe their psychological capacity to relate to Georgians 
as having regressed to a frame of mind of early 1990's when experience of the 1992/3 civil war 
was raw.15  
People on both sides readily believe stories of atrocities even though many cases are 
undocumented, and many of these possibly didn’t occur.16 While many crimes have 
undoubtedly happened,17 the narratives of enemy atrocities on both sides mirror each other and 
researches point out that when attempting to document some accounts, hearsay is exposed.18 
Especially in rural areas, both Georgian and Ossetian societies are deeply traditional and 
exposing potentially humiliating experiences of violence is unacceptable for men and women 
alike. Outside researchers may face pictures partially distorted by this type of self-censorship. 
Steep ethnic barriers have been re-established, and even the low degree of confidence that had 
existed between communities before the conflict has evaporated.  
Credible and impartial investigations of violations and, if appropriate, the prosecution of 
perpetrators, could advance long-term reconciliation and would help build confidence that 
Western responses will be even handed. This is important, as there may well be a need for a 
bigger EU role in peacekeeping and conflict resolution. A transitional justice engagement 
seeking to establish, with participation of local communities, a common narrative of what has 
happened could also further peaceful co-existence of groups, in whose culture retribution is still 
a powerful driving force. 

B. SECURITY 

Security is another urgent concern for Georgia and the international community. Existing 
international mechanisms have failed to adequately address security issues. The six-point cease-
fire agreement reached on 12 August and signed in Moscow and Tbilisi on 15-16 August 
required an immediate cessation of fighting and a retreat of forces on both sides. But days after 
the signature, fighting continued and Russian troops advanced deep into Georgia's mainland. 
Despite Moscow's repeated pledges that the pull back was imminent, it only appears to have 
started on 22 August.  

On 8 September, an EU delegation led by President Sarkozy held another round of negotiations 
in Moscow and Tbilisi and pressed for Russian compliance with the six-point plan. Moscow 

                                                 
14 Phone interviews with residents of Tskhinvali, August 2008. 
15 Phone interviews with residents of Sukhumi, August 2008. 
16 Phone interviews with Georgian and Ossetian interlocutors, August, September 2008. 
17 Human Rights Watch has documented large-scale human rights abuses and cases of war crimes 
committed against ethnic Georgian population by Ossetian militias and irregular forces from the North 
Caucasus. Documenting abuses on the Ossetian side has been far more challenging although Ossetian 
activists claim atrocities against Ossetian population took place. Interview, Human Rights Watch 
Researcher, Brussels, October 2008. 
18 Interview with human rights researchers working on the Georgian and Ossetian sides, August 2008 



 6

announced it would leave Georgia's mainland by 15 October, but said troops would stay in 
South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Within days, the Kremlin also made it clear it was not prepared to 
see any new international monitoring or peacekeeping force in either area, and put mandates of 
the existing UN and OSCE mechanisms up for re-negotiations. 

1. Russian Military Presence 
According to Georgian government information, as of 1 October 15 Russian checkpoints still 
remained in Georgia outside of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, manned by an estimated 1,400 
Russian soldiers and 209 heavily armored vehicles (including 4 tanks). Georgia estimates of the 
number of troops in Abkhazia and South Ossetia is approximately 6,000.19 

2. International monitoring 
Paragraph 5 of the six-point plan foresees the establishment of an international mechanism, and 
paragraph 6 includes a commitment to international talks on security and stability arrangements 
in Abkhazia and South Ossetia. To-date, all negotiations on mechanisms which would provide 
for such internationally guaranteed arrangements have failed. Moscow has not consented to 
international monitoring of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, a point furiously disputed by Georgia 
whose leadership rightly stressed that Russia has no legal authority to exclude international 
monitors from the breakaway regions.  

Moscow cites "Georgian aggression" against South Ossetia as a reason for previous cease-fire 
agreements being considered void, and for OSCE observers thus "finding themselves in a legal 
vacuum"20. Russian MFA has also argued that "changed circumstances"21, i.e. its recognition of 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, imply the need for the UN and OSCE Missions operating in 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia to renegotiate their mandates, including with local authorities, 
whom Georgia or the West do not recognize.  

Currently, the OSCE has no access to South Ossetia itself22 although sporadic monitoring of the 
Akhalgori area of South Ossetia has been possible since ceasefire held.23 Although additional 
military monitors were deployed by participating States, the OSCE's Permanent Council has 
come to a deadlock over modalities of additional deployment. On 18 September these 
negotiations were concluded without any result.24 

The "buffer"/"security" zone around South Ossetia is among the gravest causes for concern. 
Ethnic Georgians were driven away from those areas as Russian troops invaded Georgia's 
mainland. Property was looted or burnt, most often by Ossetian militias.25 The Russian military 
have not been allowing the Georgian police back to the Georgian villages in these areas26 The 
OSCE Mission, whose mandate extends to areas around and in South Ossetia, can currently 
access areas up to the administrative border of the former autonomy, but some Georgian 
villages in the 'buffer zones' are off limits to them.27 Security there is so unstable that it simply 
precludes return. 

                                                 
19 "Russian Invasion of Georgia, Facts and Figures", 1 October 2008, p. 22. 
20 “OSCE observers in South Ossetia in ‘legal vacuum’ - Russian foreign 
minister”, ITAR-TASS, 15 September 2008. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Correspondence with diplomat in Tbilisi, 21 September 2008. 
23 Akhalgori – or Leningori according to Tskhinvali – is an area in the former autonomy that was under 
Tbilisi’s control and is contiguously connected to Georgia’s ‘mainland’. 
24 “OSCE Chairmanship Says No Further Talks For Now on Additional Monitors for Georgia”, OSCE 
Press release, 18 September 2008. 
25 "Flaunting Impunity in Russia's Security Zone", Lawrence Sheets, International Herald Tribune, 11 
September 2008. 
26 “Georgia: EU Mission Needs to Protect Civilians,” Human Rights Watch, 16 September 2008. 
27 Correspondence with a diplomat, 22 September 2008. 
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3. ESDP mission 
On 15 September, the deployment of a 200-strong autonomous ESDP mission was agreed and 
the  EU Monitoring Mission (EUMM) started operating in Georgia on 1 October tasked with 
stabilization, normalization and confidence building28. Because of Moscow’s resistance, the 
mission is only able to monitor withdrawals from Georgia's mainland and areas adjacent to the 
conflict regions, but not the conflict regions themselves. “We are a civilian, unarmed observer 
mission and we can only go where we are allowed to go,” the EUMM head Hansjörg Haber said 
the day after its deployment.29 Western diplomats’ expectations of the EUMM possibilities seem 
very down-to-earth.30 As Javier Solana has said, there are "[…] no military or diplomatic tools 
to force the Russians out of the enclaves."31  

But the fact that the EUMM’s mandate is limited to observation, institutional presence and 
diplomatic responses is a serious political and security shortcoming. Any arrangement which de 
facto endorses the current status quo, whereby Russia de facto 'assumes' responsibility for the 
conflict regions, is undesirable politically and for longer-term stability. As long as a diplomatic 
track without many levers remains the only possibility to engage Russia, however, the 
negotiations will remain deeply imbalanced.  

It is especially worrisome that the ESDP Mission's mandate is too weak to address security 
needs of the civilian population in the "buffer zones". Currently there is, according to a diplomat 
in Tbilisi, a "grey zone" where impunity reigns.32 The unarmed EU observers do not have the 
mandate or the resources to carry out the much needed policing or take basic protection and 
preventative measures. To facilitate return, a pro-active role in providing security guarantees is 
needed. Apparently, there may be readiness among member states to treat the EUMM’s 
mandate flexibly and strengthen it as soon as circumstances allow.33 This should not be delayed.  

C. DOMESTIC POLITICAL FALL OUT?               

Internal dissent and criticisms of Saakashvili’s administration are brewing. Until Russian forces 
completely withdraw at least from Georgia’s mainland, the public maybe be divided on when 
and how to demand full accountability and transparency. But opposition parties are already 
voicing criticisms on a whole range of issues. First cracks in the ‘moratorium on criticism’ 
started emerging in early September when a group of some 80 public figures signed a letter 
calling for the launch of a public debate on recent events.34 The letter blames the authorities for 
the “catastrophic” developments and claims that they had paved the way for this through “their 
un-professionalism and anti-democratic leanings [and that they] are now claiming that what has 
happened was impossible to prevent.”35 A Republican Party leader laments the lack of media 
freedom: “The state-controlled media seek to create the illusion that everything that happened 
was the only way towards restoring Georgia’s territorial integrity.”36 
The internal division of the Georgian society needs to be viewed in context. Public confidence 
in the governance process has been decreasing since at least 2005. After the 2003 Rose 
Revolution, Saakashvili's leadership committed to democratization but many corners have since 
been cut in the reform implementation. Checks and balances have been weakened since a 2004 

                                                 
28 Council Joint Action on the EUMM, Official Journal of the EU,15 September 2008. 
29 Caucasus Press, 2 October 2008. 
30 Interviews and correspondence with Western diplomats, September/October 2008. 
31 "Georgian Police Officer Killed Near Russian Check Point," New York Times, 10 September 2008. 
32 Correspondence with a Tbilisi-based diplomat, September 2008. 
33 Interview, expert,  Brussels, October 2008. 
34 “Time for Tough Questions Has Come”, Civil Georgia, 4 September 2008. 
35 Ibid 
36 “Eyes Wide Open”, Ivlian Khaindrava, RAD, 2 September 2008. 



 8

constitutional reform which increased presidential powers, elections have been problematic and 
a like-minded self-referential circle of National Movement politicians around Saakashvili has 
taken charge of the country with little accountability and transparency.37  
Especially problematic areas are media freedom, judicial independence, and human and 
property rights. While systemic low level corruption has been largely extinguished, at higher 
levels of government there is an increasing lack of transparency. This has been flagrant in 
privatization deals and former governmental officials have stepped out with accusations of 
alleged official impunity and mismanagement of public funds.38  
Public discontent with incomplete implementation of justice and protection of civil liberties and 
rights, in conjunction with economic hardship, resulted in large scale demonstrations in 
November 2007. The disproportionately violent crackdown on peaceful demonstrators on 7 
November 2007 furthered a division in the society that has not healed since then.  
Presidential and parliamentary elections were held in January 2008 and May 2008. Both polls 
re-endorsed Saakashvili personally and his ruling National Movement. Neither has however 
restored the much needed legitimacy of the government or public confidence in the democratic 
process. Both elections received only a lukewarm assessment form the international community. 
Released only on 9 September, the OSCE/ODIHR Report on the May poll elections noted 
“many significant shortcomings” and said that the elections were marred by “widespread 
allegations of intimidation”.39 The opposition coalition won 17 seats but has not taken them up 
in protest at what it considered a rigged poll. 
Most opposition parties have, however, failed to formulate credible programs of action and 
despite short-term opportunity-driven alliances, they mostly remain unlikely bed-fellows. The 
government of Georgia on the other hand tends to view the opposition parties as a 'spoiler' and 
an unreliable force whose motivations are negatively formulated. Civil society organizations 
also often have a strong political allegiance to the government or to a particular opposition actor 
Overcoming this divide will be very challenging. 
Some parties – the New Rights, Labour and Republicans – have called for an early presidential 
election. In early September, the New Rights’ leader David Gamkrelidze argued that 
Saakashvili "has no political or moral right to be commander-in-chief and president of the 
country".40 Others, including former Parliament Speaker Nino Burjanadze and former Foreign 
Minister Salome Zourabichvili, have urged more reforms, accountability and investigation into 
how the August war really started, but have not called for the President’s resignation. 
On 16 September Saakashvili unexpectedly announced ‘a new wave of democratic reforms’, 
including a stronger constitutionally safeguarded role for the Parliament, a further reform of the 
judiciary, upholding property rights and restoring freedom of the broadcast media.41 This 
broadly covers the opposition’s demands. But given the governments mixed record on the 
implementation of reforms - despite positive rhetoric - so far there is limited evidence to judge 
whether the government will be able to deliver on these new promises. It will take real 
substance to change the lack of trust among the public42: even attempts to establish unity around 
an ‘anti-crisis group’ proposed by the Government in early September were denounced by some 

                                                 
37 “Georgia: Sliding Towards Authoritarianism?”, International Crisis Group, Europe Report N. 189, 19 
December 2007. 
38 Most significantly Irakli Okruashvili, a former minister of interior and defense who himself had been 
prosecuted on corruption and embezzlement charges, in September 2007 in the lead up to the domestic 
political crisis. 
39 “OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report, Georgia Parliamentary Election May 
2008”, Warsaw, 9 September 2008. 
40 “Georgian Opposition Piles Pressure on Saakashvili,” Reuters, 10 September 2008. 
41 “Saakashvili Speaks of ‘New Wave’ of Democratic Reforms,” Civil Georgia, 16 September 2008. 
42 Some civil society figures have said a constitutional reform that would credibly restore the system of 
checks and balances could provide a way out of the impasse. Discussion with Georgian civil society 
leaders, Berlin, September 2008. 
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opposition parties as a propaganda spiel. On 26 September, Ombudsman Subari called for 
genuine democratization and warned against a continuation of ‘authoritarian rule’ in Georgia 
which is ‘a fifth column responsible for Georgia’s failure’.43 
Despite the divisions, it does not seem that a political crisis is looming over Tbilisi in the short-
run. In the medium or long term, however, the situation could become less predictable. There 
has also been ample speculation about Russia’s attempts to foment further domestic instability 
in Georgia. But Georgia’s opposition has, for the most part, been radically opposed to Russia’s 
meddling in Georgia’s domestic affairs, and an ultimate transfer of power to openly pro-Russian 
leadership is a proposition that would hardly gain domestic support. Criticisms of the fact that 
bilateral relations between the two countries have taken such a nosedive after the Rose 
Revolution have also abounded, and some observers say that especially the influential circle of 
Moscow-based Georgian businessmen favor a future power transfer which would allow a 
normalization of relations – and trade.44  
The West has often identified support for Saakashvili’s leadership with support for Georgia . 
Until November 2007, it had also rarely questioned the real quality of Georgia’s reforms. After 
the wake up call of that crisis, and criticisms surrounding it, business with Tbilisi was back to 
normal by January 2008. After the Russian invasion, Georgia needs to get all the Western 
political backing available. But extending more unquestioning support could be risky. It would 
be beneficial to balance support for territorial integrity with a concerted emphasis on genuine 
democratic reform issues. Not holding Tbilisi firmly to its democratization commitments could 
dangerously backfire.   

D. ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES 

The conflict has put the country’s economy under great strain. Before the conflict, Georgia’s 
sustained economic growth was nearly 10 percent in 2006 and 12 percent in 2007,45 despite 
Russian trade embargoes. A widening trade deficit and rising inflation rates had however 
emerged as risks to economic stability. Inflation grew from over 8 percent in 2006 to 11 percent 
in 2007.46 Poverty, unemployment or self-subsistance employment also remained high.47  After 
the conflict, there is a real risk of a serious economic downturn, which would probably fuel 
internal turmoil.  

1. Damage to infrastructure and the investment climate 
There has been significant direct damage to the country’s transport, energy, administrative and 
social infrastructure, including roads, railways, ports and bridges.48 Estimates cite figures of up 
to $ 2-3 billion, with additional losses due to large-scale damage to military infrastructure and 
equipment. Costs resulting from extensive displacement and other indirect disturbances of the 
economy, including lost or delayed contracts of unfulfilled liabilities range perhaps even higher. 
The damage to consumer and investor confidence has a longer term impact. Foreign direct 
investment, a significant source of funds to balance Georgia's current account deficit, is 
plummeting. Although the Lari has remained stable, Georgia sold nearly one eigth of its foreign 
reserves by early September to protect its exchange rate,49 and the trend has allegedly continued. 
                                                 
43 “Ombudsman Speaks Out”, Civil Georgia, 26 September 2008. 
44 Interviews and correspondence, September, October 2008. 
45 The CIA World Fact-Book on Georgia.  
46 Macroeconomic overview, website of Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Georgia. 
47 According to a World Bank assessment: “About 11 percent of the population remains poor when 
measured by a realistic standard; and nearly 43 percent of the population can be considered poor if 
measured by the (much more generous) official poverty line”. “Georgia: Poverty and Income 
Distribution” at http://web.worldbank.org 
48 “Damage Inflicted by Russia on Infrastructure of Georgia,” Government of Georgia note, 25 August 
2008.  
49 “Georgia Sold Foreign reserves to protect Exchange Rate,” Telegraph, 2 September 2008.  
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Problems with liquidity could plague especially smaller financial institutions. International 
assistance (detailed below) will help address some of the immediate consequences, but much 
more will be needed if Georgia is not to face an economic meltdown, with consequent social 
suffering.  

Moscow may retain a significant potential lever over Georgia's economy even after Russian 
troops retreat from mainland Georgia. The physical proximity of Russian troops to both the port 
of Poti and the East-West highway has a potentially strong adverse effect on trade (insurance 
rates for trade through Poti have already skyrocketed.) 

2. International economic assistance 
 
The European Commission has already pledged support of EUR 500 million mainly for post-
war rehabilitation, assistance to internally displaced people, and towards new infrastructure.50 
But some member states, i.a. the Czech Republic, have called for significantly more. A donors’ 
conference is planned for late October to secure additional funding support. The funds raised 
should be used for rehabilitation of Georgia, including the conflict areas, although political, 
practical and security difficulties are likely to challenge such an approach. 
 
The Georgian government would be keen on seeing additional macro-economic support from 
the EU to complement aid focusing on humanitarian reconstruction or the short-term. Visa 
facilitation, a temporary labour quota and arrangements that would facilitate the free trade of 
services and free capital flows could be beneficial.  
 
The EU policies to the countries of the South Caucasus have had a regional character, and any 
changes in the approach to Georgia would have potential impact on EU’s cooperation with 
Armenia and Azerbaijan. But preventing an economic crisis in that country and providing a 
much needed boost to economic and political confidence, coupled with rigorous reviews of 
performance, is now crucial. Visa facilitation, labor quota and a free trade agreement could not 
only give Georgia the much needed economic backing but would signify a real political 
commitment (without a membership perspective implied, for instance, in an association 
agreement). 
 
There is significant support to Georgia from other countries and institutions. The US pledge of 
$1 billion for reconstruction was announced during Vice-President Cheney’s visit to Georgia on 
5 September 2008. The IMF approved a $750 million loan to Georgia on 16 September, aimed 
at stabilizing the country’s currency reserves, and boosting confidence in the economy.51 The 
Asian Development Bank, led by China, extended a 40 million loan to Georgia on the lowest 
possible rates.52 A joint assessment mission was carried out in September by the Asian 
Development Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the European 
Commission, the European Investment Bank, the United Nations, and the World Bank Group to 
identify priority areas and financial needs for post-conflict recovery and reconstruction. Its 
findings are to be made public in October 2008.53 As highlighted above, the need for 
accountability, transparency, inter-agency coordination and strong civil society and 
parliamentary oversight of all external funding is of paramount importance.  

                                                 
50 Ibid. This is on top of humanitarian aid packages totalling 6 million Euro approved though the ECHO 
mechanism in August 2008. 
51 “IMF Approves Loan to Help Georgia, BBC news website, 16 September 2008. 
52 Asian displeasure at Russia's move on Georgia, IHT, 16 September 2008. 
53 “Joint Assessment Begins in Georgia”, World Bank Press release, 8 September 2008. 
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III. SPOTLIGHT ON THE LOCAL CONFLICTS  

E.  RUSSIA’S CALCULATIONS 

Russia had been flirting with political status of Abkhazia and South Ossetia for the past fifteen 
years as the regions petitioned for recognition, and Moscow supported them with military, 
political and financial backing. Moscow unilaterally recognized the independence of Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia on 26 August 2008. Tbilisi broke off diplomatic ties with Russia on 2 
September, citing “occupation of a part of its territory, unlawful recognition of the so-called 
republics of Abkhazia and South Ossetia and conduction of ethnic cleansing in these regions of 
Georgia”54. Georgia's condemnation was strongly backed by the U.S. and the EU who reiterated 
their full support to Georgia's territorial integrity.  

1.  A Miscalculation? 
Despite concerted efforts, Russia failed to attract supporters for its move: only Nicaragua 
followed suit in early September, with Belarus and Venezuela expressing vague support but 
stopping short of formal recognition.  

China, worried of implications of Moscow's steps on its own issues with Taiwan and Tibet, has 
been critical of the recognitions. The Shanghai Cooperation organization, with China, 
Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan as well as Russia as members, has also 
strongly rejected the recognition policy.  

Dimitri Medvedev's and Vladimir Putin's decision to formally recognize these regions seems to 
also have ruffled some in Moscow. Is it in Russia’s ultimate interest to have these tiny areas 
glued to its volatile underbelly, and get a big geopolitical headache as a result? Such questions 
are posed in Moscow’s policy and economic circles with an increasing urgency, especially since 
the Russian markets took a sharp downturn following the August crisis. By early September, 
Russia’s stock market had fallen 36 per cent (and shareholder’s capital almost equal to Russia’s 
international currency reserves of $580bn was gone with it).55  

The recognition has deepened the rift between Moscow and its Western partners. It has had a 
counter-productive effect on Russia's attempts to form strong alliances around the CSTO and 
the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. But it is also a dangerous step to take given Russia's 
own secessionist issues. Although dissent in Chechnya may have been subdued by years of 
crude military engagement, tensions in other areas of the North Caucasus remain high. 
Separatist hopes in republics like the oil-rich Tatarstan have also been reenergized.56   

Changes in regional security architecture in Eurasia and beyond are imminent. This is likely to 
involve a revamped role for the OSCE, rethinking of NATO's strategy towards enlargement and 
a more robust defense and security role on the part of the EU. Although instrumental for 
Georgia today, this debate is beyond the scope of this paper. I will briefly focus on the level of 
local/regional dynamics in and around Georgia's conflict zones. 

2. Unilateral Recognition is Not Conflict Resolution 

Fighting in and around South Ossetia and Russian political and military engagement in both 
conflict areas has made the peaceful resolution of both the Georgian-Abkhaz and Georgia-

                                                 
54 Georgian MFA website, www.mfa.gov.ge. 
55 “The West Should Use Economy to Rein in Russia,” Anders Åslund, The Financial Times, 4 
September 2008. 
56 “Russia’s Recognition of Georgia’s Areas Raises Hopes of its Own Separatists”, New York Times, 9 
September 2008. 
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Ossetian conflict almost unthinkable in the short/medium term. The ethno-territorial disputes are 
now even more closely connected to the Georgian-Russian conflict in which Russia is an 
aggressor. It also makes them a part of the bigger geopolitical stand-off between Russia and the 
West. On the ground, these conflicts are there to stay. Tbilisi lost control of additional 
territories: the Kodori Gorge in Abkhazia, and the Akhalgori district, Didi and Patara Liakhvi 
Gorges in South Ossetia. Ethnic tensions reawakened during and in the after-math of the 
'August war' and the conflicts are more entrenched than ever: Tbilisi is denouncing the Russian 
occupation, but on the other side of the divide, the expectations of the Abkhaz and Ossetians are 
soaring. 

From the perspective of the Abkhaz and Ossetians, the 'August war' has isolated them from 
Georgia and given them a sense of security in exchange for more Russian control. But what 
future lies ahead for these two small entities? If they are not to end up quickly and irreversibly 
swallowed by Russia, and if there is to be a peace process which will ultimately reconcile them 
and Tbilisi, the international community needs to urgently zoom in at least a part of its attention 
on these regions.  

F.  THE NEED FOR ENGAGEMENT WITH ALL SIDES 

Since Kosovo's Western-orchestrated recognition, Tbilisi has been keen on the EU to adopt a 
strong non-recognition policy with regard to South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Tbilisi views 
Moscow's move to unilaterally recognize them as illegal. It considers the regimes in Sukhumi ad 
Tskhinvali criminal, and holds them responsible for perpetrating ethnic cleansing against 
Georgians. It has sought a policy of isolation of these areas. In the end of September, a law on 
occupied territories was endorsed by the Parliament which imposes restrictions on Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia (concerning the freedom of movement into the territories, property rights, and 
business activities). The Georgian government has already asked the international donor’s 
community to freeze all rehabilitation and development programs in the area, offering to review 
any of them and jointly assess their future applicability.57 Humanitarian assistance to Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia, such as funded by ECHO, continues to be underway.58 Georgia is also ever 
keener on a statement which would effectively put a stop to any hopes of the Abkhaz and South 
Ossetians to ever be recognized by the Western international community.  

It is absolutely impermissible that Russia should be allowed to challenge Georgia's territorial 
integrity in the way it has done since last August. It is important to provide populations in the 
conflict areas with other points of exit and exchange than Russia alone. Engagement with the 
conflict areas is urgently needed in order to prevent their continued – and now speedier -- drift 
into the Russian Federation. Isolating these region’s populations can further undermine chances 
for peaceful conflict resolution in the long-run. 

Tbilisi's conflict resolution policies have been flawed, escalatory and drove these areas into 
Russia's arms over the past fifteen years. Marginalizing South Ossetia and Abkhazia had been a 
miscalculation in Tbilisi's approach under Shevardnadze and Saakashvili alike. But a policy of 
isolation and a ban on international engagement would only lead to furthering the reality after 
Russia's recognition. Putting a stop to rehabilitation, reconstruction and democratization 
initiatives in Abkhazia and South Ossetia can make them entirely contingent on Moscow, which 
has already announced it was ready to take the aid burden on itself. It would mean that 
Abkhazia's and South Ossetia's populations will have no choice but to de facto integrate into 
Russia proper.  

                                                 
57 Letter of the State Ministry for reintegration to international agencies, 4 September 2008. 
58 Correspondence, diplomat in Tbilisi, September 2008. 
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It is important for the EU to continue with aid and conflict resolution engagement in Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia. Political, security and diplomatic challenges are inevitable and access 
problems are likely to persist. Tbilisi may well feel threatened by an approach including the 
Ossetians and Abkhaz, who in turn may be reluctant to engage because the West’s positions on 
their status have not changed. But representatives from Sukhumi and Tskhinvali, in a neutral 
capacity, should be present at the donor’s conference and Geneva consultations. Full bans on 
issuing visas to Abkhaz and Ossetian holders of Russian passports to Schengen countries and 
the UK can be counterproductive and further isolate them. Support to second and third track 
conflict resolution initiatives is crucially important to mitigate effects of the recent conflict, 
especially since official negotiation forums may prove too difficult to agree upon in the short-
run.  

In turn, Abkhazia and South Ossetia must seriously engage on issues of return of people 
displaced in the early 1990's as well as people displaced this summer. Without that, all 
negotiations on security guarantees or other international engagement will be hardly possible. 

G. SOME PERSPECTIVES FROM ABKHAZIA AND SOUTH OSSETIA 

There is relatively little information in the Western media and policy discourse about 
perspectives from Sukhumi and Tskhinvali. Based on discussions with interlocutors there, this 
section, without making value judgments, will attempt at briefly summarizing some points: 

• Discourses in Sukhumi and Tskhinvali have moved on dramatically and elites in both 
currently see themselves at a point of no return to even contemplating Georgia's 
territorial integrity. 

• As difficult as this may be for the Georgian side to hear, Abkhaz and Ossetian 
interlocutors voice an opinion  that 'Saakashvili got what he had long deserved'. Many 
among Ossetians and Abkhaz are reluctant to see how disproportionate the Russian 
response was. Instead they focus on their enhanced sense of security due to the fact that 
there 'was a response' to what they perceived as Tbilisi's risky and assertive conflict 
resolution policies over past years.  

• According to an Abkhaz de facto official, there is currently next to no interest in talking 
with the Georgian side. Contacts on the civil society level are picking up only 
marginally. 59 

• In Abkhazia much more than in South Ossetia, there is a focus on locally driven 
agendas. Sukhumi wants to see Russia more as an enabling actor to Abkhaz long-term 
political goals rather than the ultimate decision maker. Russia's recognition has led to a 
sense of elation. There are also hopes that some distancing of Abkhazia from Russia 
may be possible.  Rule of law and democratic reform has been stressed.  

• Ossetian interlocutors on the other hand say they realize that they have few options. To 
them, the significance of Moscow's recognition seems to rest less in ‘independence’ as 
such, than in its value as 'a mechanism' to formalize their separation from Georgia. (The 
Ossetian civil society is very weak. Political agendas are driven mainly by a clan 
connected to the de facto leadership which is generally considered to be corrupt. But the 
few existing independent Ossetian civil society activists have been critical of the West 
for not having pushed civil society confidence building programmes resembling those 
underway in Abkhazia). 

                                                 
59 On the Georgian side, there is a degree of interest especially among civil society actors who 
participated in confidence building activities in the past. 
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• Inter-ethnic issues will be problematic. Trauma is deep on both sides and retaliation 
moods high, especially among people immediately affected by violence. On the 
Ossetian side, there is apparently a clear perception that the Georgian side wanted to 
destroy Tskhinvali and Ossetians living there during the 7/8 August attack. This 
contributes to fuelling hateful conduct towards Georgian returnees in areas under 
Russian control. Stories of atrocities that have been impossible to document by outside 
researchers are forming a widely accepted new lore. In Tskhinvali there are currently 
also rumours, so far not independently confirmed, of ethnic Ossetians in mainland 
Georgia being harassed and prompted to leave. 

IV.  EU AID TO SOUTH OSSETIA AND ABKHAZIA  

In an attempt to address also what this paper was originally commissioned to discuss, this part 
summarizes challenges and achievements of aid to the conflict areas, in particular to South 
Ossetia, prior to the August conflict.  

After the war, Abkhazia and South Ossetia rehabilitation and conflict resolution programmes 
have been put on hold and it remains to be seen whether and how any of them will continue. 
Nevertheless, rehabilitation of all areas of Georgia, including the breakaway territories, will be a 
necessity. Confidence building measures will also be required before long-term reconciliation is 
possible. 

H. AID PRIOR TO THE AUGUST CONFLICT 

1. Conflict Resolution after the Rose-Revolution 

The single biggest challenge for any engagement in South Ossetia before the war in August was 
the division between the Georgian and Ossetian communities which deepened since a brief 
resumption of hostilities in 2004. Tbilisi since then aimed at changing the status quo in the 
negotiations and peacekeeping formats which Tbilisi understandably saw as disadvantageous. 
Its assertive policies irritated Moscow and Tskhinvali on the political level, but on the local 
level it also accounted for a decrease in confidence on the part of Ossetians. Tbilisi felt 
vulnerable vis-à-vis Moscow’s meddling in the conflict zone and its uninhibited access to the 
area through the Roki tunnel. Its uncompromising policy responses however failed to be 
complemented by extending a hand to the Tskhinvali controlled Ossetian constituency.  

In November 2006, Tbilisi backed-up the ‘alternative’ de facto election of Dmitri Sanakoev, a 
former Ossetian separatist, as leader in the Georgian-controlled areas of the conflict zone. It 
then provided Sanakoev with strong financial and political support. In May 2007, a temporary 
administrative unit was established, with Sanakoev as its head. Tbilisi wanted to see Sanakoev 
as a negotiation partner representing the Ossetian side, with which status talks on Ossetia’s 
future within Georgia would be speedy.  

This strategy however backfired. Sanakoev’s administration was successful in developing most 
of the Georgian-controlled areas in the zone of conflict. Ethnic Georgians and a handful of 
Ossetians living there finally got the attention – and representation – they needed. But this one 
sided focus and portraying Sanakoev as a representative of the Ossetian community contributed 
to steepening of the ethnic divide between Georgians and Ossetians in the zone of conflict. 
Sanakoev failed to secure even elementary trust of the Ossetian constituency, who considered 
him a ‘traitor’.  

The political rift between Tbilisi and Tskhinvali became deeper as Moscow’s interference also 
increased, including in reaction to Georgian pro-Western foreign policy choices. On the ground, 
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the security situation had been deteriorating since Sanakoev’s emergence in 2006/2007: the 
frequency and intensity of security incidents rose and militarization increased. The two sides 
also became divided physically. The mutual infrastructural dependency that had more or less 
worked despite the conflict in 1990’s was gradually eliminated over the two years preceding the 
August 2008 war. By the time of this war, by-pass roads had been upgraded, the Georgian one 
even paved. Electricity networks had been separated out – the Georgian villages were hooked 
up to Georgia proper and Ossetian villages to the Russian network. In late 2006, Gazprom 
invested in a pipeline linking North and South Ossetia, which observers said had reached 
villages in the north-western part of South Ossetia by this summer.60 

2. EU Funded Programmes as of July 2008 

As of July 2008, the European Commission was providing substantial aid to both of Georgia’s 
conflict regions.61 In South Ossetia, the EC has been the most significant donor, with different 
aspects of support totalling almost Euro 10 million over the past decade. After successful 
completion of several phases of rehabilitation in 1998-2007, the pre-August EC funding 
contributed to the multi-donor OSCE-led Rehabilitation and Economic Development 
programme. 

3. Rehabilitation and Economic Development in the Zone of Georgian-Ossetian 
Conflict 

This section briefly describes the OSCE-implemented ‘Rehabilitation and Economic 
Development Programme’ and outlines its incremental achievements and political, 
implementation and security challenges it faced in the run-up to the August war. It by no means 
offers a complete assessment but seeks to point out lessons which would need to be taken into 
account for future rehabilitation/confidence building programmes. 

(i) Background 

After the 2004 summer hostilities in South Ossetia and a renewed cease-fire, Georgian Prime 
Minister Zurab Zhvania and Ossetian leader Eduard Kokoity agreed in November 2004 that 
confidence building and economic rehabilitation could give an impetus to further negotiations 
and an ultimate full-scale settlement of the conflict.62 The Joint Control Commission (JCC),63 a 
quadrilateral body in charge of the negotiations process and peacekeeping, was tasked to 
develop projects of mutual interest. An OSCE-led a Needs Assessment Study (NAS) in 
December 2005-April 2006 identified a list of priority projects from which the JCC’s Steering 
Committee endorsed a package of proposals worth 10 million Euro. A donor’s conference held 
in Brussels in June 2006, with JCC participation, resulted in Euro 7.8 million worth of pledges 
towards their implementation. 

The Georgian government pledged to provide a matching contribution. It allocated Euro 50,000 
by the autumn 2007 political crisis in Tbilisi, and an additional contribution of Euro 250,000 

                                                 
60 Interview with OSCE official, Tbilisi, July 2008. 
61 Information in this section draws on interviews with EC delegation staff in Tbilisi in July 2008 and an 
“Overview of EC Assistance in Abkhazia and South Ossetia”, July 2008, EC Delegation to Georgia. In 
Abkhazia, ongoing projects most significantly included: Economic rehabilitation programmes in the 
Georgian-Abkhaz conflict zone along both sides of the ceasefire line totalled Euro 3.94 million. EIDHR 
projects implemented through local NGOs in Abkhazia worked to promote human rights and democracy. 
Decentralized cooperation projects in Abkhazia have focused on income-generation, confidence and 
capacity building. The ECHO humanitarian aid programme provided Euro 2 million for people affected 
by the conflict on both sides of the divide. 
62 The high level meeting was held in November 2004 in Sochi. 
63 The JCC was established by the 1992 ‘Sochi Agreement’ which established a ceasefire and set up the 
Joint Peace Keeping Forces as well as the JCC. 
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since then.64 In parallel, Tbilisi allocated over thirty million GEL (Euro 14 million) to the 
development of the Sanakoev-controlled areas since 2007.65 While many in Georgia hoped this 
would ultimately have a positive effect on Ossetians, economic incentives developing Georgian 
villages in the zone of conflict failed to convince Ossetians that Tbilisi was ready to address 
their real interests. The Georgian unilateral economic rehabilitation programme in reality 
worsened the existing divides in the region. These areas suffered particular damage during the 
recent conflict. A researcher said some of the new construction and development had been 
bulldozed since Russian forces took control of them.66 

The Russian Federation pledged some Euro 3 million at the 2006 donor’s conference but it 
proceeded to fund and implement projects separately and unilaterally, without even coordinating 
with the OSCE and the Georgian side.67 This further fuelled the impression in Tbilisi that Russia 
was acting with impunity in the breakaway territories.  Russia’s other ‘aid’ went well beyond 
economic rehabilitation: military, budgetary and education support was complemented by the 
‘secondment’ of Russian personnel to de facto Ossetian authorities. Russia’s unilateral aid 
backed up South Ossetia’s leaning towards Moscow, and prevented perspectives for confidence 
building with the Georgian side. 

The two communities of South Ossetia drifted apart and both unilateral programmes worked to 
deteriorate the political and security rifts. The OSCE-led multi-donor programme was the only 
one whose methodology in reality respected the confidence building aims. But as the political 
stand-off between Tbilisi, Moscow and Tskhinvali worsened, the JCC stalled and the security in 
the zone of conflict deteriorated after 2007, challenges became paramount and achievements 
only incremental despite herculean efforts of the OSCE staff in charge of implementation. 

(ii) Achievements and Challenges 

The main objective of the OSCE-led Economic Reconstruction Programme (ERP) was to 
“augment and strengthen the negotiation process towards a comprehensive peaceful 
settlement”.68 Concurrently the programme aimed at improving living conditions of all 
communities residing in the area, and strengthening confidence between them at all levels. 

As JCC negotiations stalled, the ERP remained the only area of incremental progress in the 
peace process since 2007. Even the ERP however was hostage to the political stand-off. Its 
Steering Committee failed to meet since February 2008, and according to diplomats, the sides to 
the conflict tried to instrumentalize the ERP to reap political gains.69 

The two main components of the programme – rehabilitation and economic development – 
faced different issues. In July 2008, most observers agreed that the economic development part 
was generally better underway.70  

Trainings for agribusiness development, market chain development, business skills and small 
enterprises development were delivered for villagers throughout the zone of conflict. Trainings 
in modern techniques of fruit, trout, and dairy, tomato and grain production were provided. New 
higher-yielding crops were slowly being introduced, and access to modern agricultural 

                                                 
64 “Georgia Pledges More Aid to Promote South Ossetia’s Reconstruction”, Eurasia Insight, 5 November 
2007.  
65 According to a June 2008 budget amendment, GEL 19 million was allocated to the  Temporary 
Administration headed by Sanakoev in 2008, whereas it was GEL 13 million is 2007. “Defense Spending 
to Go Up by GEL 295 mln”, Georgian Times on the Web, 24 June 2008. 
66 Interview with a human rights researcher who visited the areas, Brussels, October 2008. 
67 Moscow cited the 2000 bilateral Russian-Georgian agreement on economic rehabilitation as a basis for 
this. 
68 OSCE Rehabilitation and  Economic Development Program Document, July 2008. 
69 Interviews with diplomats, Tbilisi, July 2008. 
70 Interviews with diplomats and sides to conflict, Tbilisi and Tskhinvali, July 2008. 
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machinery and provision of equipment to groups of farmers started.71 Grassroots capacity 
building, small business development and grassroots driven development of the constituencies 
in the zone of conflict were among the greatest successes of that strand of the programme.72 
Importantly, participants in the programme also started to build up a constituency for change.73 
Especially on the Ossetian side, they started to be able to pose difficult questions to the de facto 
leadership which has traditionally allowed little space for internal debate.74  

Few of theses activities, however, managed to be implemented jointly. With a few exceptions, 
political constraints precluded joint trainings or joint trade activities. As of July 2008, the 
overarching impression was that the ERP’s ability to promote confidence between the two 
communities was very small.75 Especially the Ossetian side was very reluctant to see joint 
projects implemented, and argued this was caused by Georgian unwillingness to allow progress 
in the other branch of the ERP – rehabilitation of infrastructure.76 

Tbilisi was wary of rehabilitation projects in South Ossetia and the Georgian Ministry of 
Internal Affairs had put a firm stop on all transport of construction materials to the Ossetian-
controlled areas, arguing that these materials could be used for construction of fortifications and 
military installations.77 Tbilisi said not even international supervision could prevent this78 – and 
some rehabilitation projects, including schools and other public buildings, lingered half-finished 
for months, which in turn drove up project implementation costs.79 

I. POSSIBILITIES FOR FURTHER INTERNATIONAL AID AND ENGAGEMENT?     

As discussed above, together with all of Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia should benefit 
from the planned October donor’s conference. Without compromising on its support to 
Georgia’s territorial integrity, the international community should include Abkhaz and Ossetian 
representatives in that conference.  Their status does not have to be defined beyond them 
participating as Abkhaz and Ossetian ‘representatives’ under their names only, without titles. 
Abkhaz and Ossetian representatives should also participate in any political process, including 
the Geneva consultations in October. The same logic applies – they should not be crowded out 
from being a part of the solution. 

Tbilisi and the international community should offer project implementation mechanisms which 
will make a cooperation offer acceptable to the Abkhaz or Ossetians. They should reconcile 
themselves to the fact that the process towards settlement will be long, and its outcome is open-
ended.  

To build trust of the Abkhaz and Ossetians in the international community’s engagement - a 
precondition for future peace processes in which the EU’s role should be stronger - the EU  
should provide support in areas which are of genuine interest to the breakaway constituencies, 
but do not threaten Tbilisi’s political positions. The EU should consider working even in 
traditionally underfunded spheres which are important for the identity of these peoples but 
ignored by Moscow, such as, for instance, the development of the Abkhaz language. At the 
same time, the international community needs to keep pressing the point that without refugee 
return, the Abkhaz and Ossetian self-determination claims lack legitimacy.  
                                                 
71 Interviews with OSCE, Georgian officials, Ossetian de facto officials, Tbilisi, Tskhinvali, July 2008. 
72 Interviews, observation in the zone of conflict, July 2008. 
73 Interviews, with diplomats, Tbilisi, July 2008.  
74 Interviews with participants, Tskhinvali and Zone of Conflict, July 2008. 
75 Interviews, Tbilisi, Tskhinvali, July 2008. Observation in zone of conflict, July 2008. 
76 Interview with Ossetian JCC Co-Chair, Tskhinvali, July 2008. 
77 Interview, Georgian Minister for Re-Integration, Tbilisi, July 2008. 
78 Interview, Georgian official, Tbilisi, July 2008. 
79 Interview, ERP staff, Tbilisi, July 2008. 


