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The general structure of the presentation:
Introduction

Regional Context and the Forced Status Quo after August 2008
Character of Perceived Threats and Their Validation 
Objective and Subjective Factors Shaping the Responses to the Threats
The State Strategy Document on the Occupied Territories and the Action Plan
The Nature of the Georgia’s Security Paradox 
The Changing Environment around Georgia and its 
What May ‘Strategic Patience’ Mean for Georgia and How Long May It Last?

The Role of Civil Society and the Track-two Efforts in Conflict Transformation

Prospects for the Georgia-Russia Dialogue as a Necessary Precondition for Crisis Prevention and Management 

Will Rationality Prevail?
· Results of the August 2008 Georgia-Russia war broke the international consensus of non-recognition of the secessionist areas in the post-Soviet space. Since then EU consistently tries to create conditions for constructive development of the processes while sticking to the policy of non-recognition of secessionist areas. This has been legally complicated by the Kosovo precedent, however we try to explain it as sui generis.   

Adopting and publicising the State Strategy on Occupied Territories was a step forward made by the Georgian government in an unfavourable political environment. This document has pros and cons to it. (The same pertains to the Action Plan elaborated for the implementation of the Strategy document.)
Pros: 
· declared commitment to a peaceful approach to dispute resolution
· value of track-two diplomacy acknowledged

· cooperation with ‘authorities-in-control’ set as an objective

· proactive unilateral initiative announced for ‘engagement through cooperation’ 
Cons:
· having ‘occupied territories’ in the title and throughout the document which seeks dialogue and engagement of the ‘other side’
· incompatibility between the law on occupied territories and the goals of the strategy document  (cf. Venice Commission’s remarks to the mentioned Law)
· wide-spread rhetoric on official level that contradicts the spirit of the Strategy document

· unsupportive internal and external political environment for the implementation of the document 

· The regional context, despite the whole dynamics, is hardly manageable in near future to the end of mitigating the issues. If the internal conditions for the development of dialogue are not changed – and we are not seeing a political will for it – the impression exists that the Strategy and the Action Plan are put on the table together with the mechanism of their non-implementation.  The role of mass media has also been crucial in creating the unfavourable atmosphere in which the dialogue process has to start and develop.

· The only official venue left for the communication between the sides – the so-called Geneva format – has proved to be inefficient. Civil society efforts supported by international donors - including EC - in trying to develop understanding and confidence between the groups of people across the conflict divides remain so far a positive model for peacebuilding and need more attention and promotion. The International Center on Conflict and Negotiation (ICCN) is currently involved in three venues of the track-two dialogue – Georgian-Abkhaz, Georgian-South-Osset and Georgian-Russian (please see www.iccn.ge) in partnership with professional centres in USA (George Mason University’s Institute for Conflict Analysis and Resolution), Germany (the Berghof Centre and EED), the Netherlands (IKV- Pax Christi) et al. 
