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ABSTRACT

Though commonly overlooked, communities of displaced persons often paypéex
and significant role in the emergence and perpetuation of ethnic comfflistpaper looks at the
intersection of these themes in the conflict between the formert&epeiblic of Georgia and
the separatist region of Abkhazia. In particular it looks at the natymetrhicted or “frozen”
conflict with particular attention to the role of the displacechmunity in the conflict’'s
entrenchment. Specifically, it seeks to answer the question: why dmasshflicts go
unresolved for so long, and what role do refugees play in this resolutioamesia{The paper is
based on field research conducted in Georgia, including interviews with 4§i&emternally
displaced persons (IDPs) from Abkhazia. The results of the studgsiubat various forces and
motivations acting on the IDP community have the effect of entrenchimghéiambiguous state
of neither returning to Abkhazia nor integrating into Georgiare$pthat has become the status
guo, and that this entrenchment plays a role in the factors that cantolibe frozen state of the
conflict. In particular, the study suggests that power and identity play an ute{pdarge role

in maintaining this population’s status quo.
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Introduction

The double-decker tour bus was heading from the Georgian capital of Bkilishg the
southeast corner of the Black Sea towards some ocean-sidemdaaitey. Passing through the
Georgian sea-side city of Batumi, two Georgian men on board were playindacpess the time
of the multi-day journey. “This is foolish,” one of the men joked to theroti¢hy are we going
all this way to Turkey — why don’t we just go to Sukhumi?” Otherrsiddtting around the men
laughed, betraying the joke’s context.

Sukhumi is the capital city of Abkhazia, a region on the northeast sharesRBiack
Sea. The region is internationally recognized as part of the Repul@ieanfjia, but gained de-
facto independence from the emerging state in a bloody war foughttprsthaf fall of the Soviet
Union. Although the war was halted by a ceasefire in 1994, the conflict betweerzksbahd
Georgia remains unresolved today, leaving the people of both nationsia afdegal limbo and
uncertain status.

From that ceasefire in 1994 until recently the world saw comparatittkdyiolence
coming from the region, as the urgency of negotiations and the conflict cooledae to an
apparent stand-still. However, in August of 2008, the headlines of internatied& outlets
were saturated with news from Georgia. It what has come to be called basdiie August
War” Russian and Georgian forces clashed in a brief but highly déstruer. The conflict was
sparked over the other of Georgia’s separatist regions, South Os$éttaalthough distinct
shares much in common with Abkhazia in terms of history and relations with &edoyivever,
the fighting that began in and around this region quickly spread to WestemjidGapan

additional front opened along the Georgian-Abkhazian border. Russian foroes padbehalf of
1



the separatist regions, whose claim for independence they support, advém&ebirgian
territory, attacking its military and state infrastructure farghly one week before withdrawing
amid increasing pressure and criticism from the international community

The outcomes of this recent round of fighting are not yet clear at thehtiidaits
document is being written, nor is it clear that the recent round of fightengirely over, as
occasional skirmishes, kidnappings, and casualties from pagagndictivity continue to occur.
As far as is known to the public, settlement negotiations regardirsyfiséantive issues of
sovereignty and status have yet to take place, and it is uncertain laest tinevstatus of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia will be when or if they are completed. However, despitectrainty that
currently surrounds these conflicts, one thing that is clear is fhatamce of these conflicts’
history as a source of understanding the recent round of violence in themitiahperiods of
violence that began these conflicts, the ceasefires that in thedey éhem, and the time that has
passed since then with no resolution and no movement towards either peacwed reaeis all
the more relevant due to recent events. The ceasefires that gvexé i the early 1990's and
their failure to initiate a fruitful peace process ought to be thedudf serious thought and study
for the United Nations (UN), European Union (EU), Organization fougcand Co-operation
in Europe (OSCE), and any other entity that seeks to serve as a thirchfihetysettlement of
these conflicts.

Understanding why these cease-fires did not lead to a meaningfulimesoluihe
conflict, and understanding the so-called frozen period that followedharmtyhamics that held
it in this stagnant state are crucial to constructing a successfihplainentable peace
agreement at the conclusion of the current round of fighting.

Conflicts such as the one between Georgia and Abkhazia are repieseritdne kind of
conflict that has proliferated since the fall of the Soviet Uniorhdges there were some for
whom this fall marked the emergence of a new, more peaceful world ossety Mvo decades
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later, the major military powers of the world are no longer at warheyprtesence of violent
conflict has not abated. Rather, armed conflicts within states and bedwedler states have
emerged throughout the world. There are many names given to the armedscthraftipersist
today: international, intrastate, inter-communal, ethnic conflictcettational conflict, border
wars, separatist wars, and so on. While these conflicts take place usttiediBerent conditions
and for various reasons, many of them are similar in that they aramésistonventional
conflict resolution methods. A number of these resolution-resistantractable, conflicts
erupted in the former Soviet Union in the early 1990s. In several of wig fiemed states such
as Georgia, Moldova, and Azerbaijan full-scale armed conflict eruptetlystiber
independence. Yet while these regions have not until recentlyiexped such high levels of
violence as those in the early-1990s, all of these conflicts hate se¢ the implementation of a
successful peace agreement. These have commonly been refaiséttdaen” conflicts, mostly
due to this lack of progress or action. This type of conflict, and tidubatagnation that it tends
to display, is the primary concern of this paper.

The conflicts referred to as frozen appear to have a different dytfzan the wider set
of conflicts that are thought of as intractable. While both are clesized by continuation over a
long period of time and a general resistance to resolution, intractabletoftén has a cyclical
dynamic: phases of relative violence followed by quieter periods, follawtenn by resurgent
violence. The conflicts in Israel-Palestine and in Sri Lanka are@garof intractable conflict;
something as simple as international news coverage demonstratedita pgittern whereby
these conflicts will occasionally flare-up, dominating headlines around thé, waly to remain
relatively quiet for a period of time. By contrast, frozen conflintiteto behave a bit differently.
Rather than going through cycles of violence and relative calm, frozeictgofs through an
initial wave of intense violence which is then stopped by a Gisageften internationally
enforced). This begins a long period of stagnation where violencéneloa but parties see no
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resolution to the issues of dispute and little movement in the peacsqrdbak, for example,
of the conflict in Cyprus or the conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh involving Ariaend Azerbaijan.
When these conflicts each reached their respective breaking poigitspthmanded a great deal
of international attention. However, since these conflicts descendedhedneight of intensity in
the mid 1970’s and early 1990’s respectively, the international community hdsréledively
little from them, although neither has been resolved.

During this period of no war- no peace, parties may seem to return to normatcygent
a post conflict phase before the conflict has actually ended. Sizable tposut displaced
persons and internally displaced persons (IDPs) serve as remirtdeetbanflict is not over
until it is resolved. As frozen conflict goes unsettled and stagribtes® displaced by the initial
conflict remain unable to return despite low levels of violence. TkelaCypriots that were
displaced in 1974 and have yet to return to their former homes in North Cyprusexanaple of
such a population.

The conflict between the Republic of Georgia and Abkhazia, its bregkeaagion, is an
example of frozen conflict. After the fall of the Soviet Union, Abkhaziath@eorgian forces
engaged in a brief, intense war over the sovereignty of the region. Internveptihe
international community resulted in a ceasefire in 1994, which has more dieldsuntil the
recent round of fighting between Georgia and Russia. Efforts by govetroiffieials to negotiate
a settlement have been unsuccessful, and despite the relative abserhsegfient violence
between the groups, the conflict remains unresolved. Between 200,000 and 300,000 ethnic
Georgians were displaced from Abkhazia during the war of the early 199@putation of
uncertain status central to the frozen nature of the conflict. IDPgmliaterests, and actions
have a significant impact on this population, the conflict, and on the peadedpgjtdups that

attempt to work with them. Furthermore, IDP policy and IDP commuratieskey factors in



conflict settlement and must be taken into account by third parties invioltke negotiations of
these settlements.

What accounts for the longevity of frozen conflict? Why do frozen conflicts
unresolved for so long, and why do they not simply fade away? This paper will then to
existing literature in several related fields, and the case ofjaeamnd Abkhazia in particular in
an attempt to answer these questions. The pursuit of these questiomdwde the study of
displaced populations, their role in such conflicts, their view of return,randderstanding of
the obstacles that stand in the way of return, both real and perceived.

Focusing on the relationship between frozen conflict and displacement the stuelstsugg
that there are two plausible alternative rival hypotheses xpétie the role of displaced persons
in frozen conflict, examining conflict in the IDP community on two levElse first hypothesis
looks at the conflict that occurs on the refugee-government levelisesdhe framework of
William Zartman'’s ripeness concept (1989) and Pruitt’'s modifiedmead model (1997, 2007)
to explain the continuance of the conflict. In this hypothesis, frozen coexigts at a sort of
equilibrium - below ripeness and readiness in intensity and motivatiorbamd peace (or non-
conflict). According to this hypothesis, opposing forces in the conflict are kelegtthe conflict
in this sort of equilibrium or limbo. Forces such as peacekeepers, tigeahaid programs, and
state building projects in the separatist regions push the iytémstl down, keeping it below the
level of what we might call ripeness. Meanwhile the presence of an IDPagioptthat maintains
a desire to return pushes the intensity up, keeping the conflict alahavvdemands formal
resolution and prevents the conflict from fading away. This alsosadfeonceptualization of
frozen conflict that accommodates the criticisms of post-sovietashalich as Dov Lynch and

Charles King, who argue that the term “frozen” is misleading as itysetvhat in reality is a

! Both ripeness and readiness theories attempt to describe the element of timing in conflict resolution.
Generally speaking these concepts explain that a conflict is ripe for resolution when the cost of continued
conflict is perceived to be greater than the cost of settlement.
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dynamic conflict situation where both parties have changed and grown ovéLyimeh, 2001,
2004; King 2001). If frozen conflict is conceived of as being in a state of equitipneld in
what appears to be a standstill by opposite and opposing forces, this al@agréat deal of
movement on both sides without significant movement in the conflict and peaesgroc

The second hypothesis looks at conflict on the internal level of IDPs, figcoisithe
opposing forces within this population to explain the frozen nature of the tonflis
hypothesis is informed by Kurt Lewin’s classic force-field analfrsimework (1958), and posits
that although the IDP population claims the desire to return as an officitppotiere are
opposing and contradicting forces within IDPs: forces for return and recoengeneell as forces
against return and for stagnation. The conflict of these forces WidRig, acted out in IDP
communities, therefore prevents the return of the displaced populatianalgul preventing their
integration into the host community.

To explore these alternative hypotheses, this research looks at tiggaG&dbkhazian
conflict and examines the population of IDPs displaced during it. The disglapethtion in
Georgia is a major factor in this conflict, and that which this populatiartedl us about the issue
of return can in turn tell us about the obstacles or resistance tonsettlef the conflict. This
case study will seek to address questions regarding IDP statuselid’about return, perceived
obstacles to return, and whether grassroots peacebuilding has tha@biieycome these
obstacles.

This study specifically analyzes the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict, ane gaorerally
discusses the group of ongoing conflicts that are considered frozen. #adibesugh a rather
endogenous lens and looks mostly to the internal dynamics of thesetsdofligreater
understanding of their causes and entrenchment. However, there are a numiysriofwidch
these conflicts, and in particular the Georgian-Abkhazian confliatpe interpreted and a
number of outside factors that could be said to have a significant nale.nr@ny have pointed to
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precedents set since the eruption of these conflicts by both Chechnyasava KEarly analysis
of these conflicts looked to the outcome of the Chechen war as a precgdeatdutcome of
similar efforts by Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Nagorno Karabakh, and Tsaizsfor
independence. The precedent set by Chechnya was that of a separattstveitimdlit
tremendous international involvement ending with the re-absorption eéfaatist entity into
the state from which it seceded by force (Lynch, 2004). Naturally, in thet&eechnya Russia
had that which other former Soviet states do not have: the militpapiidy to repatriate the
separatist states by force. Yet the frozen state that has followefireciasthese conflicts has
been interpreted simply as the central states like Georgia whitmgld their military to
sufficient strength.

Kosovo has played an equally precedent setting role in the interprettibese
conflicts. In particular, the separatist states involved in theseateriflive pointed to the legal
interpretations and reasoning of western states for supporting &esondependence, and hold
this reasoning as the legal and political precedent for their owpendence. Furthermore, the
Russian government has pointed to the wide recognition of Kosovo’s indepensl@nce a
precedent for their official recognition of Abkhazia and South Osastiadependent states.

Further still, there are interpretations of the “Great Powearssyasion that paint these
conflicts as proxy wars in which hostilities between Russia and Smdeessor states, especially
Georgia, are played out. This interpretation has been seen throughoaicomeztiage of the most
recent round of fighting in the separatist areas of South Ossetigbkhdza. One can also find
this interpretation taken a step further, especially in current ra@digsis, suggesting that the
hostilities between successor states and Russia as played out irefflagaést conflicts, are in
turn a proxy stage for Russia and the Western powers that have supponedlthmdependent
successor states to confront each other. These and other intempsatéthese conflicts and their
respective stalemates all offer both insight and scope to the understahttiage conflicts and
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their causes. While these insights all merit consideration, thigsimalill attempt to focus
endogenous on the causes, factors, and players that drive the dynanoidsiatthe Georgian-
Abkhazian conflict on the micro level.

The proceeding paper contains five sections. The first will affeview of existing
literature relevant to the question of what exactly frozen condljend why it tends to display
such stagnation. The second will provide a background into the case thatdhiwiditfocus on,
the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict. The third section will provide aawet of the methodology
used in this study, while the final chapters will offer the resulthisfstudy and discussion and
analysis of these results.

The theoretical literature presented will attempt to unpack theepontfrozen conflict
by looking at the issues surrounding and related to it. Thus, the paper witlexaihs literature
in several areas including: the dynamics of protracted/intractabiiéctazonflict settlement and
power sharing, and the timing of peace processes. The literatuees reii also look at the
largely sociological and social-psychological theory examining refoegeirn, theories of social
forces, and the literature that looks on frozen conflict as a phenomenorfaitiee Soviet
sphere. By exploring the theories offered in these fields, the studysaatitieo hypotheses
highlighting possible factors accounting for the longevity of frozen confliicich will be
explored in this study.

| explored these questions in the summer of 2007 on a two-month site visit to the
Republic of Georgia, collecting data from individuals and organizatiohgling IDPs, service
providers and government officials in various regions of the country. Sdoradsta were
primarily material collected from NGOs (such as pamphlets, repadsiom statements) as well
as the data collected from interviews with NGO’s and with IDPs. Aisabf the data will
identify sentiments, fears, and experiences that are common in the IDP caynwhila also
attempting to recognize certain themes that emerge inductivelyirirtma IDP responses. Some

8



of these themes connect to those which past literature suggesjnéiieasit, such as themes of
return and security. Analysis of the data should suggest that one of thedsgsopresented is
accurate or that neither is correct. It should also be noted thas asutly was conducted in
2007, the research and data collection was completed well before theemeqxioin of violence
involving Georgia, the separatist regions, and Russia. While this nexy #fé significance and
context of this study, it does not affect the findings or accuracy of this, stadiye research
presented herein was focused not on the specific outcomes of this conflan, thetsocio-
political phenomenon of conflict “freezing” of which the Georgian-Abkhazianlicbihfas been
an example.

The discussion and analysis of these factors may shed a bit of lightsiaghant nature
of frozen conflict and may even highlight some causes of this stagnation.rimtégby looking
at the role of grassroots peacebuilding in frozen conflict, particularspect to their work with
displaced populations, this project’s conclusions may carry imjglicatibout the capacity of
multi-track peacebuilding to make a significant contribution in suciatons and may even raise

guestions about the appropriateness of such interventions in certaintsmeffiarios.



Literature Review

What accounts for the longevity of frozen conflict, and what role do displaced
populations play in this? In the attempt to find an answer to these questeasting literature,
this review will cover prominent theories in several areas. Tinehale the literature on
intractable and protracted conflict, power sharing, and peace agreehewever, before such
topics can be explored it is necessary to first develop a definition and tandérg of what is
meant by the term frozen conflict. The term is often used to descriletsowhose peace
process seemingly ends with the imposition of a ceasefire agreemegintglthe initial conflict
unresolved for years or decades. Yet despite the not uncommon use of thisedezrhas been
little development of a working definition or consensus on what it connotbe obntflicts it is
used to describe.

It could be said that two central characteristics of frozen conflidbagevity and lack of
progress in negotiations or peace processes, two charactéhigtiese also central to the related
designation of intractable conflicts. Both frozen and intractableicopfissesses a certain
resistance to resolution, and it may even make sense to descrilvecoofiect as a particular
phenomenon within the world of intractability. As such, the literature oadtatbility will be

helpful in defining frozen conflict.

Defining Frozen Conflict
In the most basic sense, we know that protracted conflict is markedldygeity; yet a
deeper understanding is necessary to describe the nature of frozen aergliype of intractable

or protracted conflict. Protracted social conflict (PSC) is defineldward Azar (as cited in
10



Fisher, 1997, p. 79) as “hostile interactions which extend over long periods ofitmsporadic
outbreaks of open warfare fluctuating in frequency and intensity." In develogitigelory on
protracted social conflict, Azar noted the connection of protracted sociflict to such factors
as identity, human needs, and underdevelopment. Contrary to realist appréaahasgues that
PSCs in the post-WWII era are carried out primarily by identity basegpgrrather than by state
actors. He notes that most conflicts in this era are based on “developnestislexpressed in
terms of cultural values, human rights and security; as such, they aasrgtsuppressed, and
continue to be pursued in the long term by all means available” (Azar, 19@8f Toncepts are
heavily influenced by John Burton’s needs theory and Johan Galtung'’s strappn@aches to
violence.

Galtung’s early work on peace and violence expanded on the common use and
understanding of violence to incorporate forms of deprivation and denial. thslexpanded
view, social injustice, particularly when institutionalized, isfipteted as structural violence
which can be understood as systematic inequality in power and accessutaes (Galtung,
1969). Theories of structural violence are interested in the linkagesdrepolitical, economic
and social structures, institutionalized inequality, and overtniel@nd conflict (Azar, 1990;
2002), and provide a theoretical foundation for the connection between canélidevelopment.

Burton’s theory of human needs (1997) draws on Galtung’s theory of stiudtleace.
Needs theory, Burton explains, emerged as a way of describing the depsiatd problems
created by structural violence (1997). Needs theory distinguishesdoetnegotiable interests
and non-negotiable needs,” indicating also that while the former can benleargaibartered for,
the later may require “altered perceptions by the parties concerned, anteicases agreed
structural change” (Burton, 1997, p.35). Such non-negotiable needs includesthes®gnition
and identity. Burton posits that social conflict and violence are rootée idesire or attempt to
secure these non-negotiable needs for one’s self and one’s idewtipy gr
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Azar conceptualized protracted social conflict as being rooted in such péresamd
therefore claimed that traditional means of resolving conflictremefficient in these contexts:
“Outcomes (military victories, negotiated agreements, etc.) inasfthey do not satisfy basic
needs, contain latent conflicts which cause further cycles of mavidéstce, often involving a
shift or spill-over in issues and actors” (Azar, 1990). Azar’s thebprotracted social conflict
also identifies main characteristics of these conflicts, which mawelpéul in conceptualizing
where frozen conflict stands in theoretical relation to protrasmetil conflict. The main
characteristics are:

e Protracted hostility and insecurity characterized by periods of arrokzhee
and crisis with no clear cycle of genesis, maturity, reduction and tdromna
e Fluctuation in the intensity and frequency of interactions, oscill&i@tgeen
overt and covert patterns of conflict, while hostile attitudes continue
e Absence of a distinct termination point, where war has become the status quo
and the threat of peace may mean crisis
o Conflict spillover in terms of both actors and issues, so that the ¢osflio
longer intrastate or one-dimensional but regional and multi-causal, witinglu
of internal and external boundaries of the conflict (Azar E. , 2002 p.16)

With these characteristics in mind, perhaps we can begin to outline a catizegibn of
frozen conflict. Building on these characteristics of PSC, frozenicomight be characterized
as protracted hostility and insecurity characterized by a single persadies of periods of armed
violence, ending in a ceasefire enforced by a third party. The second etistiaclso helps to
define frozen conflict if we understand “overt and covert patterns ofi@®mhore as non-
traditional conflict patterns such as forced economic or politicatisol or operating through
non-state militias rather than overt armed military aggressiorhdtanbre, frozen conflict
typically demonstrates a distinct termination of armed conflict,iswvilay we might understand

the third point as absence of a distinct termination of hostilitibsrevthe effects of these

hostilities (such as displacement) become the status quo. Finally, frozéct camf be thought of
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as demonstrating the conflict spillover that Azar describes in thepfiira. The two groups of

characteristics are compared in the table below.

Characteristics of Protracted Social Proposed Characteristics of Frozen
Conflict (PSC) (Azar, 2002) Conflict

Periods of armed violence and crisis with no Single period or series of periods of armeq
clear cycle of genesis, maturity, reduction andiolence, ending in a ceasefire enforced by a
termination third party

Fluctuation in the intensity and frequency of Presence of non-traditional conflict pattern
interactions, oscillating between overt and | such as forced economic or political isolatipn
covert conflict patterns. or operating through non-state militias rather
than overt armed military aggression.

[2)

Absence of a distinct termination point, war| Distinct termination of armed conflict
becomes the status quo without the distinct termination of hostilities
- where the effects of these hostilities (suc
as displacement or sanctions) become the
status quo.

=

Conflict spillover - the conflict is no longer | Conflict spillover - the conflict is no longer
intrastate or one-dimensional but regional anishtrastate or one-dimensional but regional
multi-causal, blurring of internal and extern?land multi-causal, blurring of internal and
boundaries of the conflict external boundaries of the conflict

Table 1: Characteristics of PSC versus Frozen Conflict

The conceptualization of intractability offered by Heidi Burgess amglBhirgess can
also shed light on the issue of frozen conflict. Burgess and Burgessoiteept from John
Burton in defining intractability through the distinction between the lengxtunderlying
(usually intractable) conflict and the innumerable dispute dpisthat occur within the context
of the larger conflict (Burgess & Burgess, 2006). In this sense we might wamdehsizen
conflict as this type of long term, underlying and intractable conflictwiete these dispute
episodes are either so infrequent or low-level, or are played out irbissi®forms such as
militia activity or structural violence that they do not registewhat is commonly considered
conflict.

Furthermore, Jacob Bercovitch (2003) outlines the defining chasisiof intractable

conflict;
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1. Interms of actors, intractable conflicts involve states or @birs with a long sense
of historical grievance, and a strong desire to redress or avenge these
2. Interms of duration, intractable conflicts take place over a long perintef
3. Interms of issues, intractable conflicts involve intangible ssueh as identity,
sovereignty, or values and beliefs.
4. Interms of relationships, intractable conflicts involve polarizedgmians of
hostility and enmity, and behavior that is violent and destructive.
5. Interms of geopolitics, intractable conflicts usually take place whefertstates
exist between major power blocks or civilizations.
6. Interms of management, intractable conflicts resist many conflictgearent
efforts and have a history of failed peacemaking efforts (Ber¢p\a@03).
All of these characteristics can be seen in ongoing frozen comlictsas those in Georgia-
Abkhazia, Nagorno-Karabakh or Cyprus. Although the Georgian-Abkhazian conflibe
discussed at length in the next chapter, a brief discussion hergpeilict upon how this conflict
reflects Bercovitch’s characteristics listed above. Thedhatacteristic, a long sense of historical
grievance between actors, is ever-present between Georgians and Ahghalaere has been
disagreement over the status of Abkhazia in relation to Georgian since befbrareas were
incorporated into the Russian Empire, and the decline over time, in tertnsngftls and
numbers, of Abkhazian nationality is a grievance that most Abkhazians thler@eorgians for.
In terms of duration, the present conflict has lasted since 1992, althoughdibecargued that it
began before the Soviet era. The issues at stake are those of nddiotiyl and sovereignty,
which on both sides have been battered by seventy years of Soviet rule slofteehations, both
Abkhazians and Georgians view the actions of the other actor asadisaciits on their national
identity and sovereignty. While the parties’ actions have not been ovedicalty destructive
since the early 1990’s both exhibit behavior that it destructive torélatronship with each other
and to their chances for resolution. The Georgian government has repeatediged rhetoric
that calls for reunification and restoration of Georgia’s tniat integrity, highly aggressive
language from the Abkhazian point of view. Meanwhile, as Abkhazian legoenshes

increasingly closer to Russia (for example, carrying Russian passgwetsalso foster Georgian

fears of renewed Russian domination. In terms of geopolitical placeneeAbkhazian conflict
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can be thought of not only as a buffer between Georgian and Russia, but letwsierand
Europe or “the West.” Finally, in terms of conflict management effoine Georgian-Abkhazian
conflict has resisted multiple negotiation efforts, numerous grassraatstpélding projects, and
attempts by third parties to intervene (Lynch, 2001).

In the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, historical grievances can be trackddthe
emergences of Armenian and Azerbaijani nationalism in the late nirfetsantry, as the
Nagorno-Karabakh region plays a significant role in the mythology of batinsatn duration,
the current conflict erupted in the late 1980's and despite the signing of absetlved ceasefire
in 1994, the conflict still exists as this paper is written. Like teerGian-Abkhazian conflict, the
issues at stake in Nagorno-Karabakh are those of national identitg\ardignty, which are
both intangible and non-negotiable (Lynch, 2004). Polarized perceptiongitfyhase present,
as both groups view the other as an oppressor and part of a hostilercdabti Armenians,
Azerbaijan is seen as the close ally and ethnic cousin of its westenbarigurkey, leaving
them mostly surrounded by hostile neighbors, and the majority of their basdedcMeanwhile
the significant support that separatists in Nagorno-Karabakh hasiggedrom the Armenian
Diaspora is likely viewed by Azerbaijanis as western support of Ailaneaggression.
Furthermore, highly destructive and violent behavior was seen betweenntB88% (Lynch,
2004).

Geopolitically, Nagorno-Karabakh may be seen as a buffer state hetnreenia and
Azerbaijan, but it is difficult to see these as major power blocks. HawArmenia and
Nagorno-Karabakh could be seen as part of a buffer-region (the Caucaslsinakes up
something of a border region between Christian Europe and the IslamiEaltam terms of
Bercovitch’s final characteristic, the conflict over Nagornodfakh has been resistant to

resolution and has a history of failed peacemaking efforts, includiatjgddalks between the
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OSCE and both Azerbaijan and Armenia as well as bilateral talks dre#enenia and
Azerbaijan hosted in France and later in the U.S. (Lynch, 2004).

Like the conflicts in Georgia-Abkhazia and in Nagorno-Karabakh, therfroaeflict in
Cyprus also reflects the characteristics of intractable coaBiidescribed by Bercovitch (2003).
The conflict involves Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots. Although thesespecific groups
share a history of mostly harmonious coexistence, their parent nations, @ndeberkey, have a
long history of hostile and grievous relations that begin as early &ttthan conquest of the
Byzantine Empire and Constantinople. The current conflict is most comnmaogdtto the
eruption of fighting in that took place in 1974, however the current hostddie$e traced back
to guerilla warfare that began in 1955 with Greek-Cypriot agitationrfity with Greece (Fisher,
2001). Like the conflicts discussed above, the issues at stake in thes €gpflict involve
intangible issues such as national identity. Like the other canfiiee Cyprus conflict has also
involved polarized perceptions of the other and destructive behavior, inchidiagt clashed
that have resulted in mass human displacement as well as sanctiondargbsrthat have been
economically damaging to the parties (Fisher, 2001). Geopolitically, trelisf Cyprus sits at
the crossroads of Europe, the Middle East, and Africa, and has historicallg be&er between
major civilizations and empires. Today it sits, not unlike the Caucagisrat the border where
Europe meets the Middle East. Finally, in regard to the charactefistisistance to
peacebuilding efforts, the conflict in Cyprus has eluded resolution despites &y the UN to
resolve the conflict, numerous negotiations between the parties, ancesswmtbfficial
peacebuilding projects (Fisher, 2001).

Based on the proximity of these conflicts that are commonly referrexdftozen conflict
to the characteristics given by Bercovitch (2003) and the existimgeptualizations of

intractability, such as those offered by Burgess and Burgess andtAzaw]d seem that it would
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be useful in developing a working definition of frozen conflict to consides a certain type of
intractable or protracted conflict.

As mentioned earlier, the term frozen conflict typically accompaneestain group of
conflicts, namely those in the former Soviet Union. The literatutedérscribes and analyzes the
Soviet Successor Wars (King, 2001), can generally be sorted into two grbegdgst group
tends to analyze these conflicts singularly. They are concerned withmigtd be called post-
Soviet order: state transition, democratization and development in the ymeoegsor states. In
this literature, conflicts are analyzed as factors within thenyidecess of transition and
democratization. Treatment of the Soviet Successor Wars in this tymaoglly identifies roots
of conflict in the legacy of Soviet rule, and as such tend to focus on theoguafsivhy these
conflicts began as opposed to examining the question that this thesi¢ ommned with: why
they have failed to settle. This group includes the work of those suhia®Nodia and Bruno
Coppieters which will be discussed later in the case study.

The second group of literature on the Soviet Successor Wars temddyireahese
conflicts jointly and comparatively, asserting that each of theseaasniihile distinct, is part of
a certain breed of conflict that has developed in fallout of the SovienUAE such, authors in
this latter group, such as Dov Lynch and Charles King, offer valuable insighhe questions
under consideration in this review: how do we define frozen conflict and whyitdmes
unresolved for so long?

While these works do not specifically offer a definition of frozen confihey do offer a
number of characteristics of the term and common qualities of the coitftletscribes. Two
works in particular were early to examine the separatist canfifidthe former Soviet Union
comparatively, one by Edward Walker in 1998 the other by Charles King in 200keM{/E998)
cites five conflicts of contested sovereignty in the former $aieon: Nagorno-Karabakh,
Transnistria, South Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Chechnya (Walker, 1998, 2000¢. theHhiérm
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“frozen conflict” is not specifically used, he does list sevamallarities between the conflicts
listed above, which are useful in grasping the characteristics tlwai#esozen conflict. “In all
five cases” he notes “cease-fires have ended most of the violencettlements on legal status
remain elusive” (Walker, 2000 p.152). The lack of settlement spebifimaltthe legal status of
parties is a useful articulation of what remains unsettled in thefietodespite a successful
ceasefire. Walker also notes that in all five of the noted confliete$sionists have triumphed
on the battlefield... [but] have failed to win international recogniti@®00 p.152). This raises
an interesting point — that in all of these cases the victor ialinitlitary engagement is a party
that the international community is unwilling to recognize. It is uncertéiether this is a
defining characteristic of frozen conflict, but is certainly a distomctvorth keeping in mind.

In another early comparative work on the successor wars, King (2001) exdhgrstate
building projects of separatist states, and seeks to clarify theaundpy looking at those
groups benefiting from the status quo. King is concerned with how the “chaos loégmme|[s]
transformed into networks of profit” (King, 2001 p.524), which will certab#yreconsidered
when this review identifies possible causes for the longevitsoaéh conflict. However, in terms
of defining frozen conflict, King provides several small pieces thatiboité¢ to that definition.
King focuses on what he calls the Wars of Soviet Succession: Nagorabakh, Transnistria,
South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Chechnya, and Tajikistan. He notes of thelsgt < timdt “each
involved a range of players, including the central governments of newly gpvstates,
territorial separatists, the armed forces of other countries, ardatipnal peacemakers” (King,
2001 p.525). There are noteworthy distinctions made here. He notes that thénatis group
of conflicts are the newly formed central governments and territopalatsts. It may be worth
considering whether separatism is a central element of frozelictdbértainly the element of
separatism contributes to the trend noted by Walker (2000) wherebydmgbets have two
winners: one on the battlefield, the other in the proverbial court ehatienal opinion. It is
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uncertain whether this is a defining factor of frozen conflict, but it beathat frozen conflict by
definition has the tendency of forming out of separatist conflicts wheagatisps triumph on the
battlefield but lose the struggle for international recognition. Isl@ @choes Walker in noting that
in all of these conflicts, with the exception of Chechnya, despite littlegsegn peace talks
“none of the post-Soviet disputes returned to the previous levels of zedamolence” (King, p.
525). Furthermore, King notes that the conflicts he discusses have “efrolvearmed
engagements to something close to equilibrium” (p. 525). This descriptiolosé to
equilibrium” echoes the idea of conflict becoming the status quo (Azar, 2002 feeuds a
certain degree of stability in the conflict.

Dov Lynch (2004) offers a full comparative study of the post-Soviet atftastates and
the conflicts that defined them. Building on the work of Walker and Kiggch provides a
thorough analysis of the status quo in each conflict (Abkhazia, NagornbakareSouth Ossetia,
Transnistria) and identifies factors in both the separatist anopoditan states driving the status
quo (Lynch, 2004). In his discussion of these conflicts as “frozen” he takeswsth the use of
this term, claiming it overlooks certain dynamic features of both paffttés discussion is useful
for the task of defining frozen conflict, as the reasoning behind this mérismelpful in
defining it. Lynch explains in a later article that these confligpéar frozen, in that little
progress has been achieved in negotiations and the conflicts rexadiofi cease-fire lines
established in the first half of the 1990s” (Lynch, 2005 p.192 ). But they are rem,fiomch
argues that “on the contrary, events have developed dynamically, anadi#tesion the ground
today is very different from the context that gave rise to these dshflig/nch, 2005 p.192). It
is useful to distinguish, as Lynch does, between the frozen or immobike peaess and the
conflicts themselves which are dynamic and have changed signifisarte the signing of
ceasefires in the early 1990’s. Lynch views these conflicts as siickin their status quo, and
suggests that they are held there by a variety of factors. It magelid to think of frozen
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conflict and its stagnation or status quo as an equilibrium, appearingtagibelsit actually held

in place by a myriad of dynamic forces. This possible conceptualizatibbergikxpanded on

when discussing the theories of Lewin (1958, 1969) and Coleman (2000, 2006), but it is worth
noting here the connection between the concept of equilibrium and Lynch’s abjiet the

term “frozen” denies the true dynamic nature of these conflicts.

Like Walker and King, Lynch also noted the uncertain status of thieqattscribing
them as existing in “legal limbo” (Lynch, 2004 p. 7). Furthermore, Lynch explainYrieen”
is an inappropriate descriptor, as while the ceasefire lines and peaeseghave been all but
immobile, this does not mean that the individual parties are stagnact’syonceptualization
of “frozen” conflict in the former Soviet Union turns ripeness theory onegl, so to speak. In
these conflicts parties reach a mutually hurting stalemate, howmyedd not seek to attenuate
the pain through negotiation or settlement, as ripeness theory would absste®d, parties in
these conflicts develop their own internal mechanisms and externalsofiszgport to offset
the pain of stalemate (Lynch, 2004). In this way we may conceptualize frozeictcambne
where parties reach a mutually hurting stalemate, but for one reasont@ratmhot move away
from this stalemate towards resolution.

Thus, synthesizing what the literature on intractability and Sowvieessor wars tell us
about the meaning of frozen conflict, we might describe frozen conflict fioltbeiing way.
Frozen conflict is a particular phenomenon of intractability wheredh@ict experiences a long
period of what seems to be stagnation or non movement. This period ocaunsoattef the
violence in the conflict is ended by ceasefire, but leaves the caniliesolved and parties in a
state of destructive and painful ambiguity — particularly in retmpharties’ legal relationship

with each other and with the outside world, which becomes the status quo éintraised.
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The Longevity of Frozen Conflict

With an understanding of what is meant by frozen conflict, this reviewcorinue
with the main task of exploring what explanations existing literaturehoklyfor the longevity
of frozen conflict. As with the task of defining this type of conflict, therditure exploring

intractability and factors behind its resistance to resolution agpaortune starting point.

Intractability. Intractability is rooted in a number of factors and circumstances. In
Edward Azar’s writing on protracted social conflict (PSC), he makeketpéul distiction of
factors that contribute to the genesis of the conflict and factting @rocess dynamics, which
contribute to the entrenchment (or intractability) of the confiaiar, 1990). Azar describes four
clusters of variables that are preconditions for protracted socidictolfulticommunal
societies, particularly when the communities are politically molijizee likely to experience
PSC. Deprivation of human needs for physical security and for accedgitalgastitutions are
another main generator of protracted social conflict, particuldrrvsuch deprivations are
institutionalized by the state or ruling party, referred to as distriinjustice (Azar, 1985) or
what Galtung calls structural violence.

Azar also describes certain factors that contribute to the ehtmemt of such conflicts.
First, he notes that protracted conflicts tend to go from one-issue-cgliotvoked by a
triggering event, to complex multi-issue-conflicts that are farendifficult to negotiate. As a
power imbalance is likely to exist between parties, the weakepdends to seek external
assistance, turning the conflict into a multi-party, regional atnflhich amplifies its scope and
makes the conflict more protracted (Azar, 1985). Furthermore, protramtéitts tend to
generate certain conditions, which at the same time further reitfera®nflict. These include

the deterioration of physical security for all parties, the degeneratjoiintal and state
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institutions, domination of war culture and fearful vigilance, and isea@ependancy or cliency
on external parties (Azar, 1985).

TheBeyond Intractabilitydatabase assembled by Heidi and Guy Burgess also offers a
number of treatments, both brief and in-depth, on causes and characteristiegtabitity. A
treatment offered by Michelle Maise cites a conflict’s irtahdity as being grounded in high
stakes, non-negotiotiable issues such as morals, identity, the pursigiiad,jor basic human
needs. “Because conflicts grounded in these issues involve the basidonthasight and action
within given communities and culture, they are usually not resolvable loyiaéon or
compromise. This is because the problem in question is one that cannaiixedresa win-win
way. If one value system is followed, another is threatened” (M&é68). In another essay by
Heidi and Guy Burgess, intractability is said to stem from irrecallelmoral differences, high-
stakes distributional issues, and identity conflicts over soetlsand privilege. When all three
of these factors are involved the conflict tends to be partiguiesistent to resolution (Burgess &
Burgess, 2003).

Most interestingly, in an essay for the Beyond Intractability datab&sei, Blirgess
notes that it is the benefits of conflicts that cause them to faetable, noting: “if disputants did
not believe staying in the conflict was better than resolving it (deriag both emotional and
material factors), they would be more likely to resolve it” (Burgess,)2@04dfiteers, among both
the parties and external onlookers, have vested interests in the abatiraf hostilities and are
often in positions to contribute to further hostilities.

In summary, intractability literature suggests that much like room@mon intractable
conflicts, the longevity of frozen conflicts stems from a perfectstfrfactors. First the conflict
is rooted in high stakes issues like basic human needs, in non-negotiabldkesdestity, and
irreconcilable morally rooted differences. In other words, the causesadttable conflict create
a zero-sum situation. Furthermore, these conflicts grow and stem freissale bi-party
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conflicts into multi-issue, multi-party conflicts which makes thiegolution far more complex
and dificult (Azar, 1985). Intractability also notes the development of ¢onslithat reinforce
the conflict. These include increased dependancy on external paAd#ées1985) as well as the
development of profiteering parties and networks that become invedterldanflict remaining
unresolved (Burgess, 2004). These various factors identified by scimollaesfield of
intractability or protracted conflict shed light on factors in érozonflict that hinder progress
towards resolution, but still leave unanswered the question of why partregen conflict find

themselves stuck between stages of the peace process.

Conflict settlement, power-sharing and ripenéssother approach to explaining the
longevity of frozen conflict is to ask why they do not settle. The vasature on conflict
settlement and resolution lays out numerous factors that affeiesparillingness to negotiate
and the viability of the agreements they reach. We might sort thesas/éactors, as William
Zartman (2000) does, into two or three schools on the subject. Probably thedhdedton
resolution and settlement looks at the substance of the negotiatttigegprovisions and
structures provided in the agreements to explain their success ar.fatis school includes the
literature on power-sharing, consociational structures, and plurafistittions. The second
school on resolution looks at the timing, rather than the substancegobfatiens to explain their
success or failure. This is the school to which William Zartman, Daatt,Rnd others that work
on ripeness and readiness theory belong. The third school of thought on conflictoresolut
includes those such as John Paul Lederach and Herbert Kelman, and focuseslatichehip
between disputants as a key factor in settlement success. In remitgpst common that all
three sets of factors will be present in any negotiation or setitesiteation. However, each
school offers a set of theories and frameworks that are undoubtedlyinssfplaining the
protracted nature of some conflicts.
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In looking at the substantive components of conflict settlement, thatlitervaries from
those looking strictly at ceasefire to material interested in tpeementation of an agreement.
Virginia Page Fortna (2004) examines interstate ceasefirenagnt® identifying certain factors
that correlate with ceasefires that are able to prevent renewdiddig-actors such as ending war
in a draw rather than decisive victory, a history of conflict betweedhigerents, perceived
threat, and shared borders have a significant negative impact onreessefess. Long and
costly wars, however, are claimed to be more conducive to lasting ceddefwravhile, Fortna
claims that factors such as power symmetry between belligetfemtsimber of states involved,
and democratic regime shifts are not as significant as is often thaugternational relations.
Fortna claims, however, that while these underlying factors have a stipagt, they do not
determine the prospects for peace, and that peace lasts longstrevitier agreements in place.
Agreements within ceasefires that “alter incentives bymrgitie cost of breaking a cease-fire, to
clear up uncertainty about belligerents’ actions...or to reduce the glibssibaccidents or
spirals” are likely to increase the ceasefire’s holding powetr{&p2004, p.215). More
specifically, measures such as demilitarized zones and third partyamet prove particularly
effective. Like much of the ceasefire or settlement literatungn&a@acknowledges and identifies
those situational and environmental factors that most strongly aéface @mgreements, but argues
that the substance of the agreement can override these factors. Hdarebe purposes of this
paper, the results in such ceasefire literature are misleadingnWartna’s framework,
agreements are considered successful so long as active or violdict does not reemerge; as
such, frozen conflicts such as those in Cyprus, North and South Korea, and iof plagtformer
Soviet Union would fit the model of successful agreements. Sinceat nly the suspension of
armed conflict, but the lack of resolution to the root causes of coafiitthe resulting stagnation
that this paper is concerned with, a more comprehensive framework éenagnt success is
required.
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On the other hand, literature that focuses on the settlement of intasiéiets such as
civil wars and separatist conflicts tend to view success as occutngg oot causes of the
conflict are dealt with and a tangible plan for future coexistence éedgmpon. Walter (2002) is
concerned with why some civil wars are settled and others rage on, anceifeittoss that
contribute to successful implementation of the terms of the agreealter (2002) highlights
third party involvement and power-sharing agreements as necessary iia¢h@ successful
acceptance and implementation of a peace agreement. She proposes thatimestra
resolution of conflict in a three-phase framework. This first pratieei process of getting parties
to the table, so to speak, and the conditions and motivations that caiesetpahter into
negotiations. The second phase is where parties reach a mutuallyblecagteement; this stage
considers both the substantive and environmental factors that enablaegtekhe final phase
looks at the implementation of the agreements. Walter is mainly ¢c@tteith the second and
third phase, and those aspects of settlement that make a peaoesétttenducive to signing
and compliance. Walter lays out the credible commitment theory whgits ploat combatants in
civil wars will “sign and implement a peace settlement only if theycanfident that their
military forces will be safely consolidated and that power will beeshance they relinquish
their own political and military assets” (Walter, 2002, p. 15). This is ttooegh a third party
security guarantee, particularly during demobilization, and strong powenglagreements that
distribute political, territorial, and military power.

Focusing on the issue of power-sharing, Caroline Hartzell and MatheweHussitk to
differentiate between power-sharing agreements and argue that pasiagsrrangements that
are more extensive and multi-dimensional are more likely to succeealritaming peace
(Hartzell & Hoddie, 2003; Hartzell & Hoddie, 2007). Hartzell and Hoddie iflefdur areas or
forms of power-sharing: political, territorial, military, and economigreements that include
power-sharing arrangements in all four categories are more likelgteed than those with
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power-sharing in only one area. Their framework also identifies tabtrs, both substantive
and situational, that influence the success of a peace agreenmsnadtors with previous
experience with democratic institutions are more likely to craftinipagreement. Furthermore,
wars of long duration increase the likelihood that parties will erai&nduring peace, however
wars yielding a high casualty rate are unlikely to end in durable pElaicd party enforcement is
also a key factor in this framework, as is the timeframe. Elaend Hoddie find that settlements
negotiated in the post-Cold War era tend to more successful. Theyaamsdtzt the risk of war
breaking out again declines with the passage of time.

These theories all underline the argument that while factors likesestepwer and
timing are significant, they can be overridden by a strong agreement. Integgsision,
theorists that focus on the timing of peace negotiations claim thatheyéest possible
agreements will fail if the timing is not right for resolution. Twdleé main proponents of this
claim are William Zartman'’s ripeness theory and Dean Pruitt’s noatiidn of this which he calls
readiness theory.

The intention of ripeness theory, as Zartman explains, is to idéntify, and therefore
when, parties to a conflict are susceptible to their own or otheost®td turn the conflict toward
resolution through negotiation” (Zartman [.W., 2000, p.228). There are twolastrponents to
ripeness: the perception of a mutually hurting stalemate and the pemazfs way out. The
mutually hurting stalemate is a situation where “parties find thiees&cked in a conflict from
which they cannot escalate to victory and this deadlock is painful to btthrof (Zartman 1.W.,
2000, p.228). Or, one may say that a mutually hurting stalemate is reached whentlesth par
perceive themselves to be a point where the costs of continued confieigiuthe expected
costs of negotiation. This moment may be, but is not necessarily, enhanced ed ingacpast,
impending, or recently avoided catastrophe which can serve as a deadhpetoss for
movement towards negotiation. The second component, a way out, heed not be a spaicific sol
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that parties can identify going into negotiations. Rather, it is only sagethat parties have a
sense that a negotiated settlement is possible, and that the othelspangsahe motivation to
seek it (Zartman LLW., 2000). Therefore, the working definition of ripgres posited by
Zartman is: “if the (two) parties to a conflict (a) perceive thdweseto be in a hurting stalemate
and (b) perceive the possibility of a negotiated solution (a way out), tiflects ripe for
resolution” (2000, p.229).

Ripeness theory, as posited by Zartman, has had numerous reworkings and icmstestat
since its emergence. One of the prominent modifications of this theogais IPruitt’s readiness
theory. Pruitt offers readiness theory as revision and elaborati@artofiah’s ripeness theory.
Readiness is treated as a variable whereas ripeness idlyyipézted as a state, and describes the
thinking of an individual party rather than a moment of joint thinking in dmglict (Pruitt,

2007). Pruitt offers four main criticisms of ripeness theory:

(1) “Ripeness theory only seeks to explain entry into negotiation. ¥etkes

sense that conditions which encourage entry into negotiation should ...also

encourage all of the following: throwing large human resources into the

negotiation, taking significant risks to achieve agreement, making dee
concessions, and thus moving toward or to agreement.”

(2) “Ripeness is viewed as a state rather than a variable; @isiatie either ripe

or unripe. This is fine for an initial, heuristic set of ideas but ewing ripeness

as a variable allows us to postulate that as ripeness strengtlagnsement is

more likely to be reached.”

(3) The antecedents of ripeness are viewed as joint stategntindtaneously

affect both parties to the conflict a.more flexible theory would analyze the

motives and perceptions of each party separately. This would makeertteas

explain the asymmetric patterns that are often found in reality.”

(4) “Ripeness theory has a list-like quality that does not distinguistebatw

types of antecedents” (Pruitt, 1997).

Based on these criticisms, readiness theory is offered as a modlifiohtorts. Parallel to
ripeness theory’s components of the mutually hurting stalemate and agénvay out,
readiness has two components: motivation and optimism. This theory pdsita ety will

move toward resolution of a heavily escalated conflict (entering iaéigat making concessions,

etc.) to the extent that it is (a) motivated to achieve ddagmaand (b) optimistic about finding
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a mutually acceptable agreement that will be binding on the other partytt(1997, p.239).
Motivation to end the conflict is not entirely unlike the mutually hurtiiadesnate; parties
achieve this motivation when escalation or the status quo are no londeroriaktractive
options. Optimism, however, serves as a gating variable that determimasethieto which the
motivation to end conflict is expressed as conciliatory gestures anddielavich are necessary
to successful negotiation (Pruitt, 1997). The component of optimism diffensits counterpart

in ripeness theory, a perceived way out. In addition to the perception that iateelgedttiement
is possible, optimism also requires working trust and lowered aspirafisissconceptualization
of optimism helps to explain why some negotiations fail even though adequatatantto

resolve the conflict exists (Pruitt, 2007).

Relational approaches and reconciliati®ather than focusing on the timing or
substance of a peace agreement, there is a third group of peace theristaus on the
relationship between the parties, and attribute failed negotiationsfailtite of parties to
transition from an antagonistic, zero-sum relationship to a more coopexatiwein-win
relationship.

Early major contributions to this school of thought were made by Herberl@aK.
Largely influenced by the work of John Burton and his theory on the dgntriahuman needs
and their satisfaction in the resolution of conflict, Kelman develogkoldaparty approach to
conflict that has been termed interactive problem solving (Kelman, 1998)BLitten, Kelman'’s
approach and understanding of international and inter-communal conflict lofaddn social-
psychological principles” (Kelman, 1998 p.190). Being derived from needs thedipfarmed
by social-psychology, Kelman’s approach to conflict places emphasis ondtienships
between parties and their respective representatives on an indleiklaKelman notes “there
are many aspects of international conflict and conflict resolution iashithe individual
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represents the most appropriate unit of analysis” (Kelman, 1998 p. 191). Hauesrithus we
can identify certain processes central to conflict resolution .. offr@gcessity take place at the
level of individuals and interaction between individuals” (Kelman, 1998 p. 191).

From these premises Kelman developed the problem solving workshop. Thisfform
intervention gathers politically influential individuals (but not neeeidy political office holders)
of each party for intensive but unofficial meetings. These are notiaggns, and are not
convened for the purpose of reaching political settlements, but andedt¢o produce change
among workshop participants on the level of individuals and interpersweadtion. With this, it
is intended that participants will develop the ability to work coopetstared engage in joint
problem solving, with the hope that the proposals and ideas reached coopyerative!
workshops will feed back into official negotiations (Kelman, 1998). It maynseelf-evident that
the interaction between party representatives is important to thessumfcconflict settlement.
However, the orientation of third party interventions toward the improveafieatationships and
the interaction between key individuals in each party marks a depadoretiner conflict
resolution strategies. Interactive problem-solving contributeseodévelopment of new
approaches to conceptualizing and conducting the macroprocess of confligioasaotd
international relations” (Kelman, 1998 p.197).

Another influential figure in the relational school of thought is John Bederach. In his
work, Lederach emphasizes a paradigmatic shift in the resolution of aomiéidtdrom
traditional negotiation between state representatives to thibdiagof relationships between
parties. Lederach builds on the early concepts of Adam Curle who emphifigizeles that
balance of power and awareness of the conflict play in the readingsdie$ to negotiate (Curle
1971 as cited by Lederach 1995). Confrontation between the parties, alongewite thf
advocacy, leads to a balancing of power, making negotiation possible amicagatie for
mediation. He explains “sucessful nhegotiations and mediation leadstructering of the
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relationship...this result is what Curle refers to as increpstide or more peaceful relations”
(Lederach, 1995 p.14).

This focus on the restructuring of the relationship between pagtile tore of
Lederach’s conceptual framework for reconciliation. “This paradiic shift” he explains “is
articulated in the movement away from a concern with the resolutissues and towards a
frame of reference that focuses on the restoration and rebuildingtdémships...The
framework must address and engage the relational aspects of regonaisathe central
component of peacebuilding” (Lederach, 1997 p.24). Reconciliation is the dpghaafollows
from Lederach’s conceptualization of protracted conflict and of thizateale that relational
reformation plays in resolution. The concept of reconciliation as Lduesits it, rests on three
working assumptions:

1. "Relationship is the basis of both the conflict and its long-term solution

2. Engagement of the conflicting groups assumes an encounter, not only of

people but also of several different and highly interdependant streams of
activity.

3. Reconciliation requires that we look outside the mainstream of intamaht

political traditions, discourse, and operational modalities if we are to find

innovation” (Lederach, 1997 p.27).
This approach to conflict settlement marks a departure from tnaglitstate-centered diplomacy
and peace negotiations in two ways. First, the focus on improvement of ielagioveen parties
rather than the settlement of disputed issues allows conflict resohdtivities to take any
number of forms. These include the problem solving workshop as promoted by Kelichéatea
by others such as Ronald Fisher (1997), as well as a host of other unoftinistate centered
activities. Second, the reconciliation approach requires that the piafosenflict resolution
incorporate the entire society rather than focusing entirely on heatd¢enénd officals. This
approach looks for influential figures at all levels and in all aoéassociety, such as business
leaders, media figures, clergy, or grassroots community leaders, &sdseagage them in the

conflict resolution process. In a word, it could be said that thege#dtor reconciliatory
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approach seeks to build not just a peace agreement, but a peace-seekingati alternative
approaches to building peace in and between conflicting societies has cantertodd track-
two or unofficial peacebuilding, and numerous other scholars such as Loaimeridi and John
McDonald (1995) and Louis Kriesberg (1989), for example, have contributed to theierpans

and opening of the concept of peace-building in this way.

Wars of Seccession & De-Facto Statésntrary to some of the above mentioned
literature which looks at characteristics of the peace proocesgptain the continuation of
conflict, the compatrtive literature on the conflicts in the Sosiecessor states focuses on
characteristics of the parties. In particular, this literature feacosehe separatist states and their
impact on the conflict's dynamics. Charles King and Dov Lynch point to the moistd these
separatist regions and their development into (somewhat) functioniag atatomplicating the
dynamics of the conflict and its resolution. As King explains: “the diizgtion of independent
statelike entities has meant that the resolution of these comlioté so much about patching
together a torn country as about trying to reintegrate two functiotiatiypct administrations,
militaries, and societies” (King, 2001 p.525). King also explores the intiplisaof these state-
building projects on parties’ motivations to settle. As the stagnantcoediblves into systematic
normalcy, a variety of groups and individuals become invested in the stat@sd(iag notes,
asking “cui bono” can illuminate a number of forces acting to maintaistéiges quo. Examples
abound:

Both the separatists and their erstwhile opponents in central governmagsfit be

from the un-taxed trade and production flowing through the former war zones.

Even in less unsavory ways, individuals inside and outside the conflisttzarea

an interest in maintaining the status quo—from poets who have built careers

extolling their newfound statehood to pensioners worried about how their meager

incomes might be further diminished if the country were once again integitate

is a dark version of Pareto efficiency: the general welfare cannotgreved—

by reaching a genuine peace accord allowing for real reintegratiithedt at

the same time making key interest groups in both camps worse off (King, 2001

p.525).
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King asserts an additional aspect of the motivation to maintainahes gjuo, claiming that the
governments running the separatist states often function as wedliasentral state adversaries.
That separatists have been able to “build states that now function abait as tlve recognized
countries of which they are still formally constituents,” King asserthe real obstacle to
settlement (2001, p.535). This argument is certainly persuasive, but ongeswelere it is the
reality. While this was most likely the case in 2001 when King publishedtible athe Georgian
metropolitan state has experienced tremendous economic growth and incieaiigdssnce the
Rose revolution in 2004, with GDP growth of nearly 10% in 2006 and 12% in 2007 (The World
Fact Book 2008: Georgia, 2008). Thus, while there may have been a time whetissepaaa in
part motivated by the ability of the de-facto state to function and bettaderav its constituents
than the metropolitan state, this no longer the case and should not be the absttkment
that King argues it is. Of course, the most recent round of fighting eet@eorgia and Russia,
in late Summer 2008, undoubtedly had an effect on the relative level ofi@@gstgte
functionality. Russian attacks devastated much of the state’s yndapacity and national
infrastructure, disabling major roads and transportation hubs, andhgraatiass humanitarian
crisis as thousands of Georgians living in or around the areas of ciatlith other parts of
Georgia. As of yet it is too early to know what long term effects the Awgarswill have on
Georgia’s economy, or if it will slow the tide of foreign investmdiat has had a large part in
driving the country’s economic growth.

Dov Lynch further explores the de facto states of the former Soviet Uiitiog, their
existence as the main reason for the asbsence of progress towamkeseftleynch, 2004). He
cites a combination of external and internal drivers as being behindtirecata that has
dominated these conflicts since the early 1990’s. (He also emphasizinetbabventional
wisdom attributing this status quo to primarily to external drivers, nathelrole of Russia, is
misconcieved and narrow sighted.)
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Because his focus is specifically on the separatist states endbificts, the internal
drivers that he speaks of refer to things being done inside or by sesadtist He points out
three main drivers: the insistence on absolute sovereignty basedroatinteal conventions and
adherence to the principle of national self-determination, fear anadurity, and subsistence
systems that have developed under the weak governments and foster theo§riminal
elements in the economy (Lynch, 2004). First, the existence of these iseptatds in isolation
for so many years has bolstered their belief in sovereignty. Asidetfre basic elements of
sovereignty: territory, population, and government, these de-facto statealbadeveloped
limited institutions and financial systems. These systems remfbe belief and insistence on
their right to sovereignty. Furthermore, the strong sense of feansawlrity in the de-facto
states has also led them to bolster their security in whatevertheysan, and typically they
maintain a military with rather wide mobilization capacity. Thedé@ary forces are part of the
state-building projects that have sustained the separatists durlogghfeozen periods of the
conflict. Finally, the economic isolation felt by separatist statemfiny years has led to the
creation of subsistence systems for survival and a return to paratmnomic systems such as
barter (Lynch, 2004).

Externally, Lynch points to Russian intervention, the role of internatangalnizations,
and the role of the metropolitan states. The term metropolitan nas luges it, refers to the
central state from which the separatist or de-facto states hawederethe cases Lynch
examines the metropolitan states would be Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Mdlgiogh.modfies
King's claim that the separatist states are probably bettenafftheir metropolitan counterparts,
pointing out several reasons for why the metropolitan states aparnticularly enticing to the
separatists.Of these external drivers, Lynch lists thetassesof international organizations,

particularly humanitarian organizations, for enabling the sepestates and keeping them afloat
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in terms of meeting the most basic needs of their populations (Lynch, 200elisdHmints to the
role played by the metropolitan states and Russian intervention.

This book was published shortly after the Rose Revolution, and thecefumet account
for the massive economic upturn experienced in Georgia after 2004, nor éregiekperienced
in the summer of 2008, but it does improve on King'’s claims by focusing on the tp@ndegid
by separatists that they may be better off, rather than claiming thésd reality. Again,
however, this raises the question of whether this perception iwiskély held or whether the
prosperity experienced in Thilisi has made ripples in Abkhazia. Lynch alsg) tiwdéregardless
of economic improvement, the metropolitan state of Georgia is still dordibgteationalist
politics, and caters to the radically nationalist Abkhaz Government ie Exide up of former
Georgian officials from the pre-war government of Abkhazia (Lynch, 2@#)ong as
Georgia’s political system is dominated by nationalist figuressunlikely to appeal to minority
separatists.

Lynch acknowledges Russia’s role in maintaining the status quo and protieti
separatist states, but denies the claim that many (especiallgtigpolitan states) make that
Russia is the key factor in the emergence and resolution of thesetsofditusing rather on
developments in the separatist states themselves. However, thagfighttiveen Georgian and
Russia during the summer of 2008 showed dramatically just how much of a playeriRussi
these conflicts. While the outcomes of this brief war have yet teteendined, it is very possible
that Abkhazia or South Ossetia may achieve either indepenence or amexthtiBussia due
primarily to Russia’s insistence and formidable power.

We might adopt Lynch’s conceptualization of these conflicts with regaigeness
theory disscussed earlier. Hurting stalemates have been reacheatiérSalviet successor
conflicts, but rather than turning to settlement to attenuate the pstal@mate, parties develop
internal mechanisms, such as subsistence and barter based economkg; sygstesti as reliance
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on external sources of support to help offset the pain of stalemerte ©ther hand, it might be
argued (perhaps by supporters of ripeness theory) that these conflectsolhan fact reached a
true mutually hurting stalemate or have not yet reached what might beeredsid a threshold
of ripeness. Lynch makes two arguments in his work that add to this corieepitua of
ripeness. First, he argues that it is only in regards to offical peggiations that these conflicts
are frozen, where in reality they are not really frozen at all leuinafiact rather dynamic beneath
the surface. Second, he argues that the status quo in these conflatgasned by certain
driving factors that originate inside the separatist states anddhain the separatist states.
Perhaps it is possible to intregrate these arguments into an andergtof this conflict
as framed by the theory of ripeness. This conceptualization would sélgelsignation or
intertia of frozen conflict is due to the fact that although parties leaahed a hurting stalemate
the conflict has not yet reached a point of intensity or painfulnessesenough to motivate
parties to settle (which will be referred to as ripeness smluéon for the sake of clarity). In the
case of Georgia and Abkhazia parties do not reach this threshold berdoseduch as state
building projects in the de-facto states, external support, and praofgdesip separatist groups
subsist through the stalemate and therefore keep the conflictus gte at a tolerable level of
pain. Charles King briefly referred to this status quo as “somgttiose to equibrium” (2001, p.
525), and although his work did not elaborate on the use of this term, the rfiatoprilidrium
will become more useful as literature on social change is explatexdn this review. This
conceptual framework that integrates Lynch’s arguments with theofd@peness as a threshold

illustrated below.

35
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Figure 1: Forces keeping the status quo below the threshold of ripenessfor resolution.

However, if we are to take this as compelling explanation for why theicsrdf the former
Soviet Union have not settled, there are some problems that must be acomunged f
previously discussed, both King and Lynch’s theories are based atde@stvhat on the
assumption that the governing bodies of the separatist states functidhastiveir counterparts
in the metropolitan states.

Furthermore, the synthesis described above offers some possibleagirpldor why
such conflicts seem unable to escalate to a point where the conili fer resolution.
However, it fails to explain why the conflict has not particularly sieatated in the more than a
decade since ceasefires were established. There has beeralitti@agvof relations, opening of
borders, or loosening of restriction, and what there has been was ratlirg.fleedther words,
while factors such as de-facto state building and internationakteste push the conflict’s level
of intensity down, what is pushing back up so as to maintain the equilibriunius gte that has

reigned for so long?
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It seems then that part of accounting for the longevity of frozen conflict isstadding
why it does not de-escalate to the point where manageable relatioaacred or can be
negotiated. One primary factor that could be seen as preventing the ld¢igasoé such
conflicts, and in particular the Georgian-Abkhaz conflict, is the preseihdisplaced peoples
who desire but are unable to return to the regions from which they fled. Insthefo@aeorgia,
there is a population between 200,000 and 300,000 ethnic Georgians who lived in Abkhazia but
fled during the war in the early 1990s. These internally displaced persdts @ a significant
factor in the conflict; and a large majority express a desirettionr to Abkhazia but are unable to
do so under current conditions. However the frozen nature of the conflict acutrdet status
quo are enough for many IDPs to retain the hope of eventual return.

With this sizable population being such a significant factor in thwutisn of this
conflict, a consideration of the dynamics of prolonged displacement, agsnki political role
of organized IDP coalitions (in this case the Abkhaz Government-inrexilg shed some light

on the inertia that this review seeks to understand.

Prolonged displacement & refugee dynaminghe last fifty years, predominating
attitudes to refugees and other forcibly displaced persons hawsthifimatically. Previous to
World War Il, the provision of sanctuary to those viewed as fleeing unjustcpdicen was
common practice in much of western culture. This was a traditioryastggnming from and
beginning with the English offering of sanctuary to the French Huguenthts late seventeenth
century (Marfleet, 2006). In the Cold War era, the notion of “refuges’mare politicized, with
the term often connoting one who has defected or fled from an enemy staté98@tiin fact,
the U.S. government limited the term refugee to mean persons fleeing comnffigaker,
2003). However, with the fall of the Soviet Union and end of the Cold War atitiodvards
forcibly displaced persons shifted towards policies of exclusion aitgdirgranting of amnesty.
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Such populations have in many ways come to be seen as an economic and sedaritiothost
states, and perceptions of displaced persons have shifted from victmesdfgeopolitical
conflict to conflict inducing populations and opportunists.

Another shift in policy has occurred in terms of preferred approachésptaatd
populations. Prior to the end of the Cold War, it was generally acceptedehettture of the
individual's flight meant that return was not generally perceivedvéabde option. Integration
and third country resettlement were generally preferred as long-tastioss! In the post-Cold
War world, however, voluntary repatriation has become a primary focusrieftiyee field. This
focus has been largely based on the assumption that displaced persoosetant.tAlthough
this is very often the case, this assumption has also led to some rather aeabugtion
operations that were far from voluntary. Such was the case in senstaaides such as the
repatriation of Rwandan refugees from Tanzania, refugees repatrate8outh Africa to
Mozambique, and Tamil asylum seekers forcibly repatriated from &veited in an agreement of
the Swiss and Sri Lankan governments (Black & Koser, 1999).

This policy shift goes hand in hand with shifting perceptions of displaeesbns and the
changed nature of war. Such populations are often viewed as hazardous, costlyjrapdtdet
by host countries, particularly in the context of conflict. In some cabkese host countries
border the conflict region, refugees and IDPs are marginalized anéstia fear that their
presence will encourage the conflict to spill across the border. Iningft@nces, such as is often
the case with populations of internally displaced people, displaced popslagcome a form of
leverage in the conflict. Their return becomes wrapped up in the tewietaf for the host
country, meaning that their integration into the host society comes to besseesiga of accepted
defeat. As such, many host countries opt to keep refugees and IDPs sdparathd rest of the

population, often restricting them to camps or concentrated centers neardée Policies of
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this sort have been seen with Rwandan refugees in Tanzania, Palesfum@es in Lebanon,
and with various groups in the Balkans.

This increasingly strong view of voluntary repatriation has also haffect on the
approach taken to conflict resolution in some cases. In many casestintehefforts to resolve
conflict focus largely on creating conditions that allow refugees or dibplaced persons to
return; this was, for example, a prominent approach to the conflicts in tkenBaand was a
significant component of the Dayton Accords (Whitaker, 2003). It is possilsieet how this
approach may lend itself to a dangerous sense of false resolutiomglmasr the roots of
conflict in order to create the speediest return possible to normaltiyefroore, many NGO’s
and relief organizations that provide aid to displaced persons amedaxpheir mandates to
include activities in conflict resolution and peacebuilding. Whilg ithdicates an honorably
broad scope, it also means that organizations and their service preveleesng pushed into
performing duties that they may not have the capacity or qualificatorigdrris, 2003).

One can understand why, in most cases, voluntary repatriation would be thé optima
long-term solution to displacement. However, the complexities and cmtiwad of return are
greater than they may initially seem. The literature on return aattiggjpn identifies a
phenomenon referred to as the myth of return as central to this issueythhef neturn refers,
most basically, to the desire and aspiration entertained by refugeedpatidy displaced
persons, and immigrants to return to their country or region of origin. Tharigtimis used
because this belief is often held in situations where people have bgkeatisfor years or even
decades, and where realistically return is highly unlikely. The mythrigany cases a coping
mechanism rather than the actual anticipation of returning. It iy @fagealing with the
dilemma of living in two different contexts: in the displaced commyuiten if this community

is limited to the family) and in the host society (Al-Rasheed, 1994)alsasimportant to note
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that the myth of return is a term created by outside researchers tibel@sgarticular mindset;
the term “myth” is not typically used by displaced persons to destwireown views.

The myth of return occurs not only in individuals but also in displacetmunities,
where it is often acted out and reinforced. Refugee scholar Roger Z868) (ffers a
conceptualization of the myth of return as an adaptive coping mechanismy.demaore helpful
to think of this phenomenon as the myth of return to home, rather than simply the nattirrof r
because what is mythologized is the idea of the home that was lostinatinermply the act of
returning. The idealization of returning to home is a way of expressing hothe feventual
restoration of what was lost, both physically and symbolically (Zetter, 1268gr
conceptualizes the refugee’s world or experience as a triangle, iinesgoints represent the
past, future, and present. The continuity of this triangle thereforesesqis the continuity to life
as we are constantly transitioning from past to present and from presgnié¢o However, as
Zetter explains, the experience of forced displacement frached¢dangle and severs the
connection between the points of past, present and future. As this occaifsrtigortant
element of continuity is destroyed. In the refugee triangle the pteaofehe past is fractured,
and the past-present and past-future connections are damaged or jeopasiézmth, A
contradictory behaviors of simultaneously adapting to place and mythatpghe return home
can be understood as parallel efforts to repair or restore the fragnsugle (Zetter, 1999).

While those such as Zetter attempt to understand the dynamics of thigr@ma, others
such as Daniel Warner emphasize the idealization that goes on evittyth of return, and the
way in which this makes repatriation more difficult and more paradakiaa one may initially
believe. Warner argues that the myth is rooted far more in nostalgiththeecollection of
reality. Return very often becomes a social and political motto withpladied communities,
leading both the community and outsiders to embrace return as a policyaaegystvhile
overlooking the complexities involved in doing so. There is a “considerapleaiween policy
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makers’ idea of voluntary repatriation and the actual experience of refulféarner, 1999
p.161). Warner explains that the nostalgia of home is in part due to the demaple to
reconcile the present with the past. However, this rift cannot be closerinmot go back
because that to which we may wish to return is no longer there. Warmetaatss that in some
ways, our desire to prioritize the return of refugees is, in a way, atreflef our own desires to
return to a world of alignment and symmetry. As a result, voluntary i&patris inclined to
overlook the extreme complexity of what happens to refugees once they fimgkthes in their
country of origin.

The conceptualization of the myth of return lends some depth to the isebernfthat
policies of voluntary repatriation can overlook or oversimplify. It also pes/the realization
that for displaced persons, the desire or promise of returning home is priaivabtyre complex
and conflicting than it may first appear. In approaching the issues ohges displacement and
return as significant factors in protracted conflict or frozen airiflis important to consider the
complexity of return and ask what degree to which displaced persons wigsttlubt and fear

about returning.

Field Theory These questions and issues may be better illuminated by looking at the
social-psychological literature about group decision and social changal Saentist Kurt
Lewin’s theories on the subject of opposing forces introduce another way ofig@ik
motivation, change, and the resistance to change. Lewin’s field theory {hasithere are
restraining and driving forces at work against each other within aridodits own “field.” In
this view, a lack of change is the result of “opposing and countervaitirges’ that continuously
operate to produce what we experience as stability” (Brager & Hollol@d2). Restraining
forces work against change while driving forces move toward it, thas wiese forces are
relatively balanced the result is stability (Lewin, 1969). Thmé&waork derived from this theory
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is known as force field analysis, which seeks to identify the opposing foittés avgiven social
field with the intent of manipulating these forces to produce a desieedjehToday, this type of
analysis is most often used in organizational contexts to help plandféaclitate change within
an organization. However, many refugees and IDPs who experience long f@auedigent often
find themselves in a state of limbo, so to speak, unable to return and unahigllorgito
integrate. As such, consideration of the driving and restraining fortieis &@icommunity of
displaced persons may yield some insight into this seeminglyastagituation.

Lewin’s work is concerned with issues of change and planning for chantieulpaly
certain types of social change within group or organizational dynamiesaluating prospects
for social change, Lewin identifies several factors that inflagmoup action: channels, gates,
and gatekeepers. Channels are the means through which the group actsrresiburces. In an
experiment aiming to bring about change in the food eaten by selected faimdiebannels
identified are their means of getting food, such as buying or growing it (LewsB).18ates or
gating agents, as well as the disposition of the gatekeepers that twenn are a significant part
of systems. As Lewin explains: “the constellation of forces beforafi@dthe gate region are
decisively different in such a way that the passing or not passing dftananigh the whole
channel depends to a high degree upon what happens in the gate region” (Lewin, 1958 p.199).
An example of this might be university admissions. An admissions board magy steict
policies to keep all but the most qualified students out; however once a stuamitied, the
university does all that it can to propel the student toward success. Insthiheadmissions
process is a gate, and the individuals who sit on the admissions boarckeegets.

Lewin’s theories regarding motivation and his concept of quasi-stafieqailibria may
be most illuminating to the discussion here. Lewin’s work is offered aternative to the
prevalent thinking of his time which assumes that action is a de®alt of motivation. On the
contrary, Lewin argues that this motivation passes through a constetiéttonditions which
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may or may not lead to action. From this, Lewin derives the concept ofedfilglct containing
countervailing forces that either drive or restrain action (8r&Holloway, 1992). However,
this is susceptible to the misinterpretation that the sligbhtesge in either force will produce
action, and this is not the case. As Lewin explains, if this were thezataté of blockage or
extremely inhibited action results rather than that clear one-sided adtich follows a real
decision” (Lewin, 1958 p.203). Rather than either restraining or drivingdagaining a slight
edge, what allows decision to be made is when the potency of one alternatmmishagid such
that the other alternative dominates the situation.

The state resulting from a balance of driving and restraining forcdsatslwwin terms
quasi-stationary equilibrium. It may be useful to consider long-tksplacement as resulting
from a long standing state of quasi-stationary equilibrium, where the fdnigésy and
restraining the decision to integrate into the host population (or atéyrio return) are balanced.
Or, on another level, the stagnation of frozen conflict could be interpretieid imay as well. It
could be said that the forces driving the parties towards resolution bedamee with the forces
restraining them. Interpreting the status quo of these frozen coa8liet§juasi-stationary
equilibrium may illuminate some of the factors impeding progress.

It should be noted this sort of force field analysis is intended foalggoenomena that
can be regarded as a process rather than a thing (Lewin, 1958). Howeeensitisat long term
displacement can be viewed as a process, a series of group and indivicdiiahg@rid action.
The stagnation of frozen conflict can likewise be considered a grauesictive engagement in
the status quo. As such it seems that keeping an eye to the conflictirgtfartcdrive towards
the resolution of frozen conflict and those that restrain it neag useful way to approach the
inertia that appears to dominate the status quo.

One area where this concept has been applied to conflict is inulitecat the concept of
inducing ripeness. This concept is based on the idea discussed edrtieeréhés a certain point
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where intractable conflicts become ripe for resolution. Asdbigeived by Zartman (2000),
ripeness occurs at the point of mutually hurting stalemate — a point wheanthriation of
conflict is seen by parties to be more painful than the cost of settiefitee concept and
literature around inducing ripeness is concerned with finding ways to britigsptarthis point of
ripeness without having to reach a mutually hurting stalemate or expetiendelence and
destruction that it often takes to get parties in an intractabRiatdo get to that point.

Coleman (2006) lists “fostering ripeness” (p. 549) as a main guidelimpptoaching
intractable conflict, and refers to ripeness as “a commitmentharage in the nature of the
relations of the parties from a destructive orientation toward a pwrstructive state of
coexistence” (2001, p. 549). Coleman also notes the value of Lewin’s theory dthacige in
approaching the task of fostering ripeness in an intractable cofifliet.study of the conditions
for change” he notes “begins appropriately with an analysis of the conddions change,’ that
is, for the state of equilibrium” (Lewin, 1947 p.208) as quoted by Coleman, 2006). &dolem
goes on to assert that therefore “to better locate and comprehendalis paths to ripeness in a
conflict it is valuable to attempt to understand the dynamic forcesebata&conflict in a state of
‘unripeness’ (Coleman, 2006 p.550). This can be applied to frozen conflict innieeveay that
Coleman applies it to intractability. Frozen conflict thereftreudd be viewed as equilibrium
whose apparent stability comes from the opposing forces acting upon it thatheis a static
state. This corroborates well with the concerns that Lynch (2004) agdB001) express
regarding the term “frozen” and the lack of activity or motion it impliesthey both argue,
these frozen conflicts are quite dynamic and the players and context havedchigmificantly
since the outbreak of conflict. If we view the frozen state of theséiater#s a state of quasi-
stationary equilibrium, the change and dynamic nature that Lynch is concerhesl avit

contributing force to this frozen nature rather than a contrary phenomenon.
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Coleman goes on in his discussion of equilibrium to note how this concept.éwwim
can be more specifically applied to induce ripeness in a conflict.t@teea “unripeness” can be
broken by either adding driving forces or removing restraining forces. Howawing forces
that can induce ripeness in intractable conflict include the experiéregastrophe, the
perception of hurting stalemate, or the threat of physical force (Co|e2080), and the addition
of such forces to a conflict system will increase tension, aggressisend emotionality, and
create fatigue. These are less than ideal conditions for peattepudn the other hand, the
removal of opposing forces in a conflict system, such as rage, distrust, adsojesks, can alter
the balance in the equilibrium while reducing tension (Coleman, 2000). Furthermtzead
goes on to cite the concept posited by Burgess and Burgess (1996, 1997) thatelzernm-$um
and non-negotiable issues that are typically at stake in intfactaflicts, it may be more
effective for third parties to orient their intervention to foonghe process of the intervention
rather than the outcomes of the intervention. Coleman notes that fifrtitiel attention is
focused on creating a fair and effective process, perhaps a range of iiessiill emerge
leading to a sense of openness to negotiation in general” (2000, p.306). By ogrti@sie two
premises on the approach to intractable conflict, Coleman proposes teateinitons aimed at
removing resistance-forces related to the conflict processasilltrin great disputant ripeness
than interventions that introduce driving-forces related to theomes of the conflict” (2000,

p.306).

Conclusions

There are numerous theories and observations offered by variousHaldstribute to
a better understanding of frozen conflict and the reasons for its longaite more compelling
than others. Certain theories, factors, and schools of thought stand ouicatapigrt
illuminating. The concept of ripeness is central to understanding why thdiets@mne so
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resistant to moving forward in the peace process. Similarly, explanafifensd by Dov Lynch,
Charles King and other scholars of the post-Soviet sphere aufzaly helpful in identifying
the role that the de-facto states play in perpetuating the staiu$\ile these theories, when
synthesized, help us understand why the conflict has not escalated to a breakjngepaquire
further explanation to understand why the conflicts do not de-escalate. dble giapulation of
displaced people in such conflicts (Georgia-Abkhazia, Nagorno-Karabgghy<y, and the
dynamics underlying their prolonged displacement are a key to understandimey tiaeof
frozen conflict. Such populations are significant stakeholders in theflietspand the fact that
after decades of displacement they do not fully integrate intoltbsi population ensures that
these conflicts will not fade away or de-escalate while these populatimasn in limbo.

This review has discussed the ways in which factors such as detfdetbisiding,
international aid organizations, and other structures act as attenfaatog in the conflict,
pushing the level of the conflict’s intensity down. However, it may be negdssar to expound
on how the factor of IDPs or other displaced populations serves as #iarpeishes up on the
conflict intensity level. It seems that there are some obvious Wways displaced population
might have this effect. Displaced populations can organize politicallyeld mfluence in their
host community and with the parties involved in the conflict. It is also notaud o for
displaced populations to supply recruits for or even organize parayndiganizations that take
on an active role in the conflict. The displaced Palestinian populatiostisne example of these
phenomena. However there are other less obvious ways that a displacedgopatatct as a
driving force that actively pushes the intensity of a given conflict upinaitarly act as a
blocking agent that passively prevents the intensity of the conflict freescdating. The study
in this paper seeks to shed some light on these less obvious ways tmaihglggeassive or

inactive IDP population can act as a force in frozen conflict.
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One such avenue through which a displaced population can act as a foraagis thedr
relationship with the governing elites involved in the peace procestisésssed earlier in this
review, a displaced population that is unable or unwilling to return home, aredsartie time
does not integrate into the host society for any number of reasons maanpairicular
relationship with the governing bodies of that host society. Generallyisgehkst countries
should theoretically be highly motivated to secure the return of ankacksppopulation within
their borders. In particular, when a host country is one of the parties in thietctnd presence
of a displaced population should provide motivation in the peace process. Asehrije Gotes
in regards to the Georgian governmehey

“have many reasons to exhaust bargaining strategies to regain the Abkhaz

territory. For one, the IDP situation has exhausted the government’s housing and

health resources. Georgian cities were not prepared to accept duggbhsf

more than a 1/4 of a million people needing homes, employment and basic care”

(George, 2003).

However, as George also notes, political elites often have incemiveaintain stalemate and
prevent resolution. In the case of Georgia, which will be discussed temgdetail later, certain
government apparatus draw their power and authority from the presencaispiaeed
population as a distinct and segregated population. Furthermore, if a grayyeoiigg elites is
able to leverage the displaced population for advantage in negotiatiavia favor from the
international community, or for reasons of political popularity, it issiids that these incentives
can outweigh the motivations to secure their return through succpsafié processes. However,
if the attitudes of the refugee population itself are to carry sigmi€e and be worth
consideration within a realistic assessment of the conflict, Higgeles must somehow support
the escalating system hypothesized here. This is the crux of what thedprgcstady

investigates: the attitudes of the IDP population, and how they play a teoratesin

perpetuating the conflict.
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Finally, if we view the conflict through the framework offered by Kurt ireand field
theory the inertia or frozenness with which this paper is concernedrapp# so much as a lack
of any movement, but rather a point of equilibrium between opposing forces. Furthelieidr
theory can be of use in understanding the limbo in which the displaced populatioese
conflicts live, perhaps lending clues to why the conflict appeark,stuthe way that the
displaced populations also appear stuck.

Focusing on the relationship between frozen conflict and displacement thisviessped
in this review, it appears that there are two plausible alteengtial hypotheses that explain the
stagnation of frozen conflict, and the role of displaced persons in it.

The first hypothesis looks at the issue on the conflict level, and builti® @oncepts
offered by Zartman and Lynch. This hypothesis posits that the frozen coxiffitst & certain
equilibrium, at a level of intensity or painfulness that is below altbtdsvhere the conflict is
painful enough that parties are motivated to settle, or one might sag thieeconflict is ripe for
resolution. However, this equilibrium is also at a level that is tgl tu be ignored, or to allow
relations between parties to normalize on their own. Some of the dhe¢i3dv Lynch
identifies, such as the state-building projects and de-facto stateusts of the secessionist
regions, peacekeeping forces, and international organizations puskieheflintensity down,
keeping it below the point of ripeness. At the same time the sizablaatigdgbopulation,
particularly if organized and politically mobilized, as well as tttevaies of paramilitary or
partisan organizations keep the level of conflict intensity up, prexpedé-escalation. Thus the
conflict is “stuck” so to speak between these countervailing forces teoagpear immobile or

frozen. See figure 2.
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Figure 2: The equilibrium of frozen conflict.

The second hypothesis looks at the conflict at the internal level digplced
population. This hypothesis posits that although the official claim of refug&agroups is to
return to the area from which they were displaced, there are counteri@iteg within
displaced persons on both community and individual levels. The forcesuior agid for
recompense which are more visible are counterbalanced by ldde fasces against return, thus
leaving the population in an uncertain state of limbo. The conflict of tbhesesf acted out in
displaced communities, therefore prevents the return of the didpapelation while also
preventing their integration into the host community.

The remainder of this thesis will illustrate the testing of thepethgses on a particular
case, that of the Georgia-Abkhazia conflict and in particular theptipRlation that has resulted

from it.
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Case Background
Introduction

As the Soviet Union collapsed, much of the world’s attention turned to thetdrama
events taking place in Russia and Eastern Europe. Revolutions in Easterm, Ehaop
reunification of Germany, and tumult in Moscow dominated headlines in e#980’s and
early 1990’s. Soon thereafter, headlines streamed in about armed conflit kmbtivn places
like Georgia and Azerbaijan. In this area the emerging states of Mylédaerbaijan, Armenia,
and Georgia were all engaged in open conflict in the early 1990’s.

In the newly formed state of Georgia, conflict raged between the poéitam state and
two breakaway regions, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Both conflicts weset\aold bloody,
inflicted tremendous damage, and carried high costs for both the sepanditest and the state of
Georgia. In the years since the conflict, there has been some moveweat tesolution
between Georgia and South Ossetia. Multiple negotiations have yieldesusoesses and
setbacks between the parties, yet despite the setbacks, theeemasdyvement in the Georgia-
South Ossetia conflict, and the movement has been more or less in therd&ogisolution. The
conflict between the Georgian State and Abkhazia, on the other hand, has reade pmgress
toward resolution.

This chapter will offer a background of the Georgian-Abkhazian coaflidtthe
population of Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) produced in this cohilket other conflicts
in this region, the Georgian Abkhazian war erupted shortly after thef thie Soviet Union. A
ceasefire in 1994 put an end to the armed conflict and, despite occadiptahnsrof violent

skirmishes, has held since. In the period since the ceasefire, Abkhazigm@eelations have
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been suspended. Abkhazia has been isolated by an internationally mandated blockade and i
unable to trade, crippling any aspirations for economic growth. Meanwhile &popwf
150,000 - 200,000 IDPs that fled to Georgia have been unable to return to their homesdor ove
decade. This chapter will discuss the history of Georgian-Abkhaoredand look at the root
causes of conflict that developed before and during the Soviet era.

This chapter will also look at the events occurring in what might be chkefiidzen
period of the conflict (1994-present), including attempts at negotiaiwhshird party attempts
at intervention. This case will also focus particularly on the IDP pdpolateated in the war:
this population’s distribution in Georgia, the resources and aithhlato them, and their effect
on the greater Georgian state. The issue of return is paramount in de#litigisypopulation;
and this study will also discuss previous attempts at return, IDPguesdhn return, and other
third party attempts to work with the IDP population.

It is important to bear in mind the context within which the GeorgibkhAzian conflict
has played out. During the span of this conflict the state of Georgia hawideaivil war,
revolution, another secessionist region, South Ossetia, and most redarehbat intense war
with Russia. All of these issues and events have molded the environmédntlirtie Georgian-
Abkhazian conflict exists, and have profoundly affected the Georgian goversicegpecity for
dealing with this conflict as well as the way both sides have approdehedriflict and its
settlement. Meanwhile, Georgia’s neighbors to the south, Armenia and #eerbave been
engaged in a similarly frozen conflict involving the secessionisbnegfi Nagorno-Karabakh,
while similar separatist tensions in other Soviet successor stateasthose between Moldova
and Transnistria have also been ongoing. While these conflicts have estardg had a
profound effect on each other, they are typically discussed by scholarsietf &ul/post-Soviet
affairs as a distinct group of conflicts, involving similar root esugey issues, and triggering
points. Finally, the events in Kosovo play an identifiable role in tkatewf the Georgian-
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Abkhazian conflict as well as the other Soviet successor warshdieeandence of Kosovo, and
the support given to it by the Western Powers has not gone unwatched in d&hef e former
Soviet Union, and is claimed by separatist regions like Abkhazia, aasvejl the Russian
government who has supported some of these separatist de-facto, ampaambegidence for

why they are entitled to independence as well.

Roots of Conflict: Pre-Soviet

The conflict between Georgia and Abkhazia certainly has roots in Saléstafetructure
and the Soviet approach to national and ethnic groups within the USSR. [g¥ethta a history
that begins long before the rise of the Soviet Union, and it is worthteh@eamine the more
ancient roots of this conflict. The Caucasus region has historicaty timme to numerous and
distinct ethnic groups and many have maintained a distinct idémtd@yghout centuries of rule
by outsiders such as the Persian, Ottoman, and Russian empires. Abkhaz(assetiats are
just two of many distinct groups such as Adjarans, Mingrelians, Sv&@ad a sizable minority
of Armenians whose identity and languages persist in modern day Georgia.

The degree to which the Abkhaz have stood apart from Georgians throughmyt hist
varies according to the source. The fact that both Georgians and Abidhhaive spent much of
modern history under Ottoman, Russian, or Soviet rule further complicategeamptao
establish historical precedents regarding the two groups’ relaifiorisis generally agreed upon
that Abkhazians and Georgians are ethnically distinct. As Liana Ketsexplains:

For centuries, Georgians and Abkhazians, peoples with very diffehait et

origins and languages, lived in neighboring territories. There weradgéri

their history when Abkhazia, as a separate principality, was under &eangi

Ottoman vassalage. There was also a period when the western and $eme eas

areas of Georgia were part of the Abkhazian Kingdom. (1998, p.18)

However, there is disagreement about Abkhazians’ origins, which ¥&ntl® both sides’

claims to rightful sovereignty over the modern day territory of AbkhanimeSclaim that
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Abkhazian statehood, based in and around modern-day Abkhazian territory, hasfexisted
1,200 years (Kvarchelia, 1998). Meanwhile there are other historicaieheespoused primarily
by Georgian scholars, which claim that Abkhazians are the relativeonexs to the territory,
which was previously under Georgian domain (Kvarchelia, 1998).

When discussing the ancient origins of Georgians, Abkhazians, and gonship, it
is important to bear in mind that the unified political entity that is nalked “Georgia” is a
relatively new creation. Before Russian rule, the territory that ndvesnap the modern state that
is the Republic of Georgia was essentially divided into two kingdomscomiain groups of
kingdoms. Throughout much of its history, Georgia has been divided into easternséerh we
kingdoms or principalities by the Likhi mountain range that runs north to dwowoiingh central
Georgia. The eastern part, most commonly know as Kartli (or Iberiagsical recordings) is
home to the capital city Thilisi. The western part was known by classit@rs and the ancient
Greeks (among others) as Colchis, and to Georgians by names such as Imdudiaaeth
(Suny, 1988). There are instances of eastern and western Kingdoms being cexsatidat one
ruler, most notably under Bagrat IIl in the early’tentury (Suny, 1988), yet such instances are
more uncommon than not.

Throughout its long history, Georgia has been dominated by foreign empires, aad as th
Ottoman and Persian empires rose in tHecehtury, Georgia became a crossroads and a
battleground between the empires. Although the entire south Caucasusnatgdrands
between Turkish and Arab powers several times, by the edtigetifury East and West Georgia
were largely divided by their loyalties. Western Georgia pledged joyathe Ottomans while
Eastern Georgia ruled at the discretion of Iranian shahs (Suny, 1988). Ghefe®&oman
influence in Western Georgia was the adoption of Islam by both Abkhazians ardsd{Suny,

1988).
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Towards the end of the 18entury, Georgian rulers turned to their increasingly imperial
neighbors to the north. Russian hegemony offered protection and security tiseewas
preferable to the conflicting and tumultuous rule of either the Persiluie @ttoman Empire.
Eastern Georgia, or Kartli, was the first to come under Russian fiwotdn the late 1770’s
(Slider, 2005); and by 1804 all of modern day Georgia was officially annexed byahfpessia.
However, as Russian and Ottoman tensions grew, parts of Western Geongilingndbkhazia,
became pawns that great powers played against each other. “DuringnearCwar, the Turks
stirred up the Abkhaz against Russia at the time of the [Ottoman]aenvaisMingrelia” (Lang,
1962, p.97), and Sukhumi subsequently became a launching point for the Ottoman invasion of
Western Georgia (Lang, 1962).

The Russians consolidated their rule in Abkhazia shortly after the end©fithean
war. During the long era of Russian rule that followed (as part of bothusseR Empire and the
Soviet Union), Abkhazians would suffer numerous abuses at the hands of theséeng The
years after the war coincided with the annihilation of the Ciraassganorth Caucasian ethnic
group with whom the Abkhaz had cultural and ethnic connections (Lang, 1962). Many
Circassians were exiled to Turkey, and numerous Abkhazians followed thenp€eFiod also
saw massive deportations and forced exile from the area in and around Abklzemia.
Abkhazians and other people of North Caucasus fled or were deported to TliHe¥irst
deportations of Muslims from the region by the Russian Empire started imiiB2Be victory
in the war” (Tarkhan-Mouravi & Sumbadze, 2006 p.284) while the main flux of Abkhaziams
to Turkey during 1864-1878. These people, who became known as the Makhajirs or tfissMuha
are said to number over 400,000 in Turkey today (Kvarchelia, 1998; Tarkhan-Meuegavyi
2006). Whether these numbers are accurate or not, they point to the fadikhatiAns view the
period of Russian rule as a time of persecution when Abkhazian nation#lyiders assaulted
by Soviet policies of both “Georgification” and “Russification.”
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Following the Russian Revolution and overthrow of the Tsars in 1917, Georgisedecl
independence under the protection of Germany in 1918. It should be noted thathortHised
Georgian constitution, little indication is given to the status or say@seof Abkhazia
(Coppieters, 2001). Although this independence was recognized by major Europeangralver
even Vladimir Lenin in 1920, it was overthrown in 1921 when Georgia was invadid by t
Bolshevik army (Lang, 1962). In 1922 Georgia joined the Soviet Union as part of the

Transcaucasian Federative Republic.

Soviet Roots of Conflict

Many scholars and analysts of the Georgia-Abkhazia conflict seé#wng roots in the
Soviet Period. Some point to the treatment of ethnic minorities under 8deigthile others
point to the Soviet federal structure as a source of conflict. 8efving into these theories
though, it may be helpful to outline several key events in the early Soviied pe the initial
years of the Soviet Union, Georgia was incorporated as part of theeduaasian Federative
Republic, along with Azerbaijan and Armenia. Each of these entitiescctraditle of
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (ASSR) within Transcaucasibatthe outset the
Abkhaz also maintained this status as Soviet Republic putting it on eqtiayfeith Georgia
(Toft, 2001). This status was codified in Abkhazia’s constitution in 1925, whilgty tserves as
the legal basis of their claim for independence. Abkhazia wasnatporated as a part of
Georgia in 1931, when Stalin reorganized the federal structure of the Soigat Bt this point
Abkhazia became an Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic under the jimisditthe Union
Republic of Georgia (Lang, 1962).

Stalin’s policies of terror and purging were felt throughout the Stinan in the 1930’s
and 1940’s. The Caucasus was no exception, and any expression of nationalrdis@ste
targeted as potentially mutinous. However, it was also during this pertoéiltkiaazian national

55



identity was particularly assaulted. Under various Soviet poligilaxes of non-Abkhazian
workers immigrated to the region and the Abkhazian language was subeddmabth the
Russian and Georgian languages. As Soviet historian David Marshall Xalams:

“By 1926, autonomous Abkhazia, covering 3,240 square miles, had a population

of 174,000 of which the Abkhazians themselves accounted for less than one

third. Under the Second Five-Year Plan, Abkhazia was directed to step up

tobacco production substantially, and more Russians, Georgians, Armenians and

Greeks were brought in to work on new plantations and industrial projets.

Abkhazians, who resented these encroachments on their cherished autonomy,

protested and in the end, fell completely into disgrace with the Kré@962,

p.256).

These policies, aimed at weakening the Abkhaz national identity, wposéa by the Soviet
regime and accomplished through policies of “Georgianization,” makingiitudtffor Abkhaz
nationalists to identify the source of the national oppression they expediéCoppieters, 2003).
These policies became a major grievance for Abkhazians and a significwvator in the
conflict that erupted in the early 1990's. They were further exacerbated dglibte that
developed between Abkhaz and Georgia scholars in the 1970’s and 1980’s, inaghicla@p
developed new theories and unearthed new evidence that their own pebjpibdbied the area
around Abkhazia and that the other group (Georgians or Abkhaz) were the neéavcomers to
the area (Coppieters, 2001).

Throughout this period, Abkhaz authorities petitioned the Soviet centratrgoent in
Moscow to remove the Abkhaz Autonomous Republic from Georgian jurisdiction acelipl
under Russian rule. Each time the request was denied, but certain coltwedsions were given
instead, providing greater power in regional government and media (Zverev, E@@dy, in
1989 several thousand Abkhaz signed the “Lykhny Declaration” which calldueféorimation
of a Soviet Socialist Republic of Abkhazia, separate from Georgia (Lynch, 2004).

declaration launched an outbreak of violent clashes and a string of evémtsulthdevelop into

the conflict that remains unresolved today between Georgia and Abkhazia.
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Outbreak of War

The years 1989-1994 were a remarkably tumultuous time in the Caucasus region,
particularly in Georgia. It is important to remember the extent of thialtwaien discussing the
events leading up to and during the Georgian-Abkhaz war. Within this samé&adime the
Georgians also declared independence, fought another separatist wasuthti©Ssetia, and
experienced a military coup d’état that ousted the country’s firsidenat, installed a second
president, and resulted in civil war.

Georgian nationalism and the desire for autonomy were growing in the late 1980's a
coincided with the signing of the Lykhny Declaration. Georgians, partigutawse in Abkhazia,
reacted negatively to the declaration. These reactions minglecheisitrong anti-Soviet and
anti-communist sentiments of the time. Later that year armeldeddsoke out in Sukhumi over a
schism that developed between Georgian and non-Georgian faculty at #esitnin Sukhumi.
The Georgian faculty left the university to found a branch of ThilesieStniversity in Sukhumi
(Lynch, 2004; Zverev 1996; Coppieters, 2003), which was subsequently subjected to
vandalization and attacks.

In October 1990 Zviad Gamsakhurdia was elected as Georgia’s first ptesid in
April 1991 Georgia declared its independence from the USSR. Gamsakhurdiatnede little
to quell fears of marginalization by ethnic minorities within Georgideawas known to be
radically nationalistic and to support exclusionary state-building pslibig alienated minorities
(Lynch, 2004). Later in 1991, Gamsakhurdia negotiated an agreement with Abkhazhgade
that would grant Abkhazians over-representation in the regional parliameguarantee a non-
Georgian majority. The agreement was wildly unpopular with Georgiarsnadie and
generally failed to resolve the tension between Abkhaz and Georgian grdAipghiazia (Lynch,

2004; Zverev, 1996; Coppieters, 2003).
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In the winter of 1991-1992 Gamsakhurdia was ousted by a coalition of military and
paramilitary groups, sending him into exile and installing a military cotveeitied by Eduard
Shevardnadze. However, even after the violent clashes in Thilisi had &atadakhurdia
retained substantial support in the western regions of Georgia wherdisZifarces were
organized (Lynch, 2004). Shortly after taking power, the military council kidage
Shevardnadze abolished the 1978 Georgian constitution and replaced it with Sloeipte
constitution of 1921 in which the legal status of Abkhazia is not specified i&erg 2003).
Later in July 1992, the Abkhazian parliament responded by declaring that Abkluagdhrevert
to a 1925 constitution which described it as an independent Soviet republic.

The eruption of armed conflict shortly followed, with Georgian forces magahto
Abkhazia on August 14, 1992 (Lynch, 2004; Zverev, 1996). The reasons for the Georgian
offensive are not generally agreed upon. Some sources simply explain thaa®émogs
moved in (Lynch, 2004). Others explain that the march was done in response tst Zwilitdry
activity in the area of the Georgia-Abkhazia border which threatéeegiiroad line running
through Abkhazia to Russia. As such, some sources describe the movemengarGemsps
into Abkhazia as a police action (Zverev, 1996; Coppieters, 2003).

At first the Georgian troops overwhelmed the Abkhazian forces, pushing therh out
Sukhumi and forcing them to withdraw to Gudauta in the northwest part of tbe.reiwever
in 1993, bolstered by Russia support in the form of weapons and Slavic officect (2904) as
well as fighting forces from the North Caucasus, the Abkhaz launched sxafdnighly
successful counter-offensives. In late September 1993, Abkhaz forces @&hikheimi, thus
expelling the Georgian forces and causing the majority of ethnic Geongiab&hazia to flee
(Zverev, 1996; Coppieters, 2003).

UN sponsored talks between Georgia and Abkhazian began in Geneva in November
1993, and a formal ceasefire was signed in December. Further talkedésuh agreement
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signed in April 1994 to deploy a peacekeeping force to maintain the cedisefi This
agreement was not implemented, however, due to disagreement over who showaldtbpons
peacekeeping force (PKF) and where they should be deployed. Finally in May 199deaneay
was reached on the specifics of the PKF (Walker, 2000). This agreemeifiedhe creation of
security zone (demilitarized zone) within 12 km of Inguri River on both sitlaksd called for an
additional restricted-weapons zone within 12 km of either side of thieityezone (see map on
following page). The agreement also specified that the peacekeemagnould operation under
a CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) mandate and that troops wouldarorae fr
number of CIS states. This CIS peacekeeping force would be charged witbringritie
security and restricted-weapons zones, and would “promote the safeofatefitrgees and
displaced persons, especially to the Gali district” (Agreement onse&ée and Separation of
Forces, 1994 p.3). The activities of this peacekeeping force would also bergwbitfdhe UN
Observer’'s Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG). The figure below illustsatee territorial provisions

of the agreement.
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Figure 3: Map of demilitarized area.

Only part of this agreement was implemented, however. A small fractitie tDPs

have been able to safely return, and the “CIS” peacekeeping force is eahemisely of

Russian troops (Walker, 2000). Yet, by and large the basics of the eeasefidemilitarized

zones held without incident until August 2008, with the exception of the skemitbht took

place in Gali in the spring of 1998.

Gali is a region in the southeast of Abkhazia, bordering Georgia, aral magpr

Georgian population center before the war. By the spring of 1998, between 40,000 and 60,000

Georgian IDPs had returned to the Gali region, partly under the supervisidoveprofile

UNHCR (United Nations High Commission on Refugees) repatriation program. dgp@pr was
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relatively successful: conditions in Gali improved and drew sigmifiaenounts of humanitarian
aid from external sources (Coppieters, 2005; Walker, 2000). However thddbe@tgrnees
were without formal security guarantees, and were frequently hdragskee Abkhazian militia
who sought to demonstrate sovereignty over the region. In response, the Gguegisnor
paramilitary group know as the White Legion adopted the task of providinecpoot to the
Georgian returnees (Nodia, 2000; Walker, 2000). The White Legion, who wayg epppbrted
by the Georgian Abkhaz-government-in-exile, carried out raids anésitadoth the
Abkhazian militia and the Russian PKF. The Abkhaz responded by moving 1508 méditibers
to the Gali region, carrying out counter-raids on Georgian villages neM/hite Legion were
believed to be based. Fighting ensued, and in 1998 erupted into what has cowedl&ullike
“Six-Day War,” and the majority of the newly returned Georgian \@éfagapproximately 50,000,
fled the area — being displaced for the second time (Nodia, 2000; Walker, P088¢ events
made painfully clear the need for renewed efforts at negotiations andigulaa “dictated a
clear need for regulating the return of refugees to Abkhazia” (Coppi2@8Ss, p.287). Today it
is estimated that between 10,000 and 20,000 Georgians have returned to thgidball heese
returnees, however, are typically discriminated against by local #ighpand often are unable
to register, unable to vote, and are often subject to highly inflated tax @dppieters, 2005).
Many other IDPs that live in parts of Georgia near the Abkhaz borderetom during the day
to work their farmland or orchards in the Gali region.

Since the 1998 outbreak of violence in the Gali region little aspired in regards to
either the resolution of the conflict or the status of the IDP populatéated in it, and the
conflict has remained largely frozen since its outbreak. Howeneesuimmer of 2008 saw the
renewed heating of tensions along the Georgian-Abkhaz border. The outbfigkird
between Georgian and Russian forces in August, 2008 began in and around thistsegaoa
of South Ossetia, but a second front of fighting soon opened along the Georgiaz-Bbider,
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with the fighting spreading into the Georgian border city of Zugdidi. Onedrimagine that this
most recent fighting would affect the ability and willingness of GeortPPs to travel between
their land in Gali and their current homes in Georgia. It has liketyadfected those 10,000-
20,000 Georgians that have chosen to unofficially return to Gali. However, itidf@unbted at
this point that the study upon which this paper is based, as well as mosswpplogting
theoretical research, was conducted and compiled well before thisauest round of fighting
broke out. As such, it is unable to address in depth the effects that thegfightthe summer of
2008 had on the long-term outlook of the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict or the Ge®§ian |
population. In addition, it is also possible that some aspects of this cordiidiawe changed
since the data in this study was collected.

The preceding section has reviewed some of the historical events amd that are
related to the development of conflict between Georgia and Abkhazia. Thefrttwtsconflict
have been attributed to historical factors as recent as the handiitigniazf and minority
dissatisfaction during the infancy of Georgian statehood, to thegmlioplemented during
Soviet rule, and as old as the emergence of consolidated kingdoms in ag&sreorgia and
Abkhazia as much as 1,200 years ago. The following section will discuss someeritiiad:

theories on how this conflict developed and emerged, and what issuedsao®i. i

Theories on the Conflict

Theories that attempt to explain the outbreak of conflict between Gemdjidbkhazia
highlight a number of factors. The federal structure that emerged it Snion under
Stalin’s rule is credited by many Soviet scholars with fosteseparatist ambitions in various
regions across the former Soviet Union after its fall by settpbpcally run governing
institutions in certain ethnic minority regions and thus endowing thggmeewith varying
degrees of regional autonomy. Not only in Georgia, but in Azerbaijan and NglGewtral

62



Asia’s Ferghana Valley, and in various Russian regions such as Chechartanstan ethnic
tensions have arisen that can be traced to the region’s status under ¢hé&dsial system. In a
related but different group of interpretations of the conflict, tiesarredit the ineptitude of the
fledgling Republics in the building of multi-ethnic states and inghtiditaccommodate the
concerns of ethnic minorities within their borders. Still others pointeatlyielding nationalist
fervor that consumed the people of the successor states as well a®tiver@us regions within
them. This uncompromising nationalism created a political environmerdyparty hostile to the
development of power-sharing arrangements. Most likely, all of the $aetophasized by these
theories collaborated to create the conditions from which the comfigtborn, but each theory
tells a great deal about the position both parties were in during tHfBa@s/early 1990s.

The behemoth USSR was comprised of dozens of distinct ethnic groups andlitiato
Bruno Coppieters explains that the Soviet structure was highly contrgdit was highly
centralized politically yet rather decentralized at the admétige level (2003). To dampen the
threat of nationalist ambitions and secession, a federative sysigewreated that conferred
varying degrees of autonomy and recognition on the many ethnic groups and natiogisaatr
the Soviet Union. The fifteen Union Soviet Socialist Republics, which woulddateame the
same fifteen former Soviet states, enjoyed the highest degratoobey under this system.
These republics were in theory created around major ethnic groupdasmtitionalities, such as
Kazakhs, Uzbeks, or Georgians. Smaller national and ethnic groups veergigéin recognition
with varying degrees of autonomy within the other Union Republics. Belowrtlwa Republics
were the Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics (ASSR’s), below thesdleeAutonomous
Regions or “Oblasts,” and below these, the “Otkrugs” (George, 2001). The Republic of
Georgia contained three such autonomies: The ASSRs of Abkhazia and, Adjdithe South
Ossetia Oblast. During the Soviet era this system worked to pacify amdl tbatmany ethnic
groups and nations that made up the USSR, often employing a “divide and conqueyy sirate
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the process. This ensured that any ambition on the part of theserdinad#ir nationalities for
greater autonomy became the problem of the Union Republics, rather than theSmnét
governance in Moscow. Furthermore, this federal system weakenedahatnity within the
fifteen Union Republics, which in turn weakened their ability to pursue anyianmbif
independence they may foster. However, after the fall of the Soviet h@@emnants of these
Soviet structures and the nationalist ambitions they often éakter many cases exacerbated
ethnic tensions that had been kept latent for decades (George, 2001)

Other theorists point to flawed state-building practices at thetmftgelependence.
Monica Duffy-Toft points to the challenges inherent in multi-nationa¢dtatlding and the
conditions present in Georgia that made it even more difficult. “The combinéatibe shock of
independence, combined with long simmering nationalist resentmentsange ,glowerful,
imperialist neighbor, made it impossible for Georgia to establdhesinstitutions capable of
moving it towards its goal of a strong, multinational and democratic ¢$Taift, 2001 p.123). As
a multi-national state emerges, minorities must decide whether to wriceras to the majority
or exit the state; and the rhetoric and policies of the national majenityto determine this
decision. Fierce nationalism dominated Georgian politics at the tevexesnplified by
Gamsakhurdia’s radically nationalist and often exclusionary rhetaoikh@z (and South
Ossetians, for that matter) interpreted such rhetoric and polisywagdowards a Georgian
nationalizing state, making the option of exit the preferred course ohaetien if it meant
subjugation to another state (Toft, 2001).

In a similar manner, Coppetiers points to the inability of the Eeuigcessor states to re-
federalize the various ethnic groups within their borders. Despitigterece, and success, of
the extensive federal system throughout the Soviet era for accommodaitimglist ambitions,
newly formed successor states were unable to retain or remodelddialfsystem to
accommodate national minorities. Coppetiers explains that this bfualte the resistance to
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power-sharing that emerged. “A strong stand against power-shariregrags with other
national communities was made by all political elites and publics of thiy melependent states,
including the breakaway republics” (Coppieters, 2001 p.11). This ressta@ explains, was
partly due to the way that democratization during the Soviet break-up ceinditiernass public
mobilizations in defense of national interests (2001).

All of these theories point to a combination of conditions present in Geodjia a
Abkhazia at the fall of the Soviet Union that enabled the developmeanfict while disabling
both parties’ capacity for dealing with tensions non-violently. It shoeldraerstood that the
overwhelming motivation of both the Abkhazian and Georgians in the lead up tictcsimdiuld
be characterized as fear. Paranoia and uncertainty ran rampant during thésmtsnyears,
with the actions of both parties usually feeding rather than alleviditengthers’ anxiety. The
actions of both parties were largely governed by the fear of margitiatizin the face of
Georgian nationalism that was so fervent that it often was maadfas an attitude of “Georgia
for Georgians” at the expense of minority rights, ethnic groups such as thaezdnks feared that
subjugation to Georgian statehood would equate to destruction of Abkhaz nialioridy .
Likewise, Georgians were shaky in their new and unstable statehood, addiiegoeospect of
absorption or invasion by Russia. They viewed claims for minority rights i@ased regional
autonomy as a perilous threat to state sovereignty, and at times suspelsteldisns to be the
result of collusion with Russia. Furthermore, both groups were so traudhayizbe experience
of Soviet rule that avoiding what they perceived as continuation of thisiexpe became
paramount. Unfortunately, as is often the case in ethnic conflict, thexsewere more perception
than reality.

In summary, the major interpretations of the development of cohltween Georgia
and Abkhazia all point in one way or another to the legacy of Soviet mitharnstability
surrounding the breakup of the Soviet Union. Some theories emphasize the peweo giv
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regional nationalities under the federal system employed by the Sovietammdhelt this system
essentially primed a number of regions for separatist conflict. @theries focus more on the
inability of the successor states to adequately accommodateithiesanationalities, either
through the structural inability to develop the power-sharing mechanismssagg for a multi-
national state or through the public and moral inability of the majorityese states to make
room for ethnic minorities within their sweeping nationalist fervor atidmalist rhetoric.
However, fear and the perception of the other party as a potentialtthteatndependence and
autonomy that was so feverishly clamored for at the fall of the SovienUma central factor in
all of these interpretations. However, as much as these analysesntd tell about the
emergence of the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict, they do not explain why theetba#l been so
resistant to resolution, or why it entered and has largely remainedorea fstate since the
implementation of a ceasefire. As such, it is necessary to explosgahts and attempted efforts

at resolution that have transpired since the initial period of armedat@anftied in 1994.

Attempts at Resolution

Although negotiations have proceeded almost continuously since the ceasthiod,
remarkably little progress has been made in them. The status quo tedtiseshortly after the
ceasefire has more or less remained. As Ghia Nodia explains of eatiatiegs: “the
continuous meetings of delegations were more ritualistic in their chardet parties knew they
were expected to negotiate, but believed that in fact the solution depemé&ssia, and each
hoped to reach a separate deal with the latter. Until then, they couldjpsvisiting places like
Geneva” (Nodia, 2000). Increased tensions in Gali, the “Six-Day War,” andrtés that the
situation may devolve into full-scale war, injected a hew sense of yrgeddmportance into

the negotiations. There was a realization that in order to reduemegothe delegations would
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have to work together, relying on their own negotiating skills, rather trsiihg on Russia
(Nodia, 2000).

Additionally, in June 1997 Abkhazian President Vladislav Ardzinba met téth t
Georgian Foreign Minister and senior Russian officials. It was reptitée a possible agreement
was reached during these talks. The details were not made public, but édreeagresportedly
specified that the two parties agreed to live “within the confinesbheed state within the
boundaries of the Georgian SSR as of 21 December 1991” (Walker, 2000 p.164). Tive tenta
agreement also provided for the repatriation of Georgian IDPs, but did ndy spttietable and
allowed the Abkhaz to continue the lengthy process of screening returnaié&si(VZ000).

The tentative agreement fell apart before it was signed. Hardimeath Georgia and
Abkhazia rejected various provisions, and the agreement began to collapsthendeight of
this disapproval. Russian officials attempted to resuscitate thenagné with shuttle diplomacy
between Ardzinba and Shevardnadze, but to no avail. The groups then turned toetthéStaiméts
and the UN, requesting a peacekeeping force to replace the existing Russiahubboth
replied that their peacekeeping forces were already oversule(®ialker, 2000). In August
1997, the two presidents signed a no-use-of-force agreement, which was seejoas a m
breakthrough, but produced little movement in the peace process, as it datiress the key
issues of status and return. Talks continued with increased intarayitout produced no
workable solution to these key issues.

In a more recent attempt to breach this stalemate, UN Special Reptiesecof the
Secretary-General Dieter Boden released a discussion paper on the icoR@@2. The paper,
commonly known as the Boden Document, attempted to outline a possible compromesnbet
the parties with the hopes of re-engaging them in negotiation. In its essenicetiment
suggests that Abkhazia return to Georgian sovereignty with the greatd<f autonomy and
self-rule possible. The document also recommended the gradual retunited hhumbers of
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IDPs, first to the Gali region and later to other parts of Abkhazia. Thhaakbkuthorities rejected
these suggestions, and refused to officially acknowledge the document (Ex(@€05).

Like the Boden document, most suggestions for resolution offered by rscinotaive a
return of Abkhazia to Georgian territory with the greatest possitbmamy for Abkhazia. Most
solutions to the issue of status suggest that the parties entena6n state” arrangement, which
would most likely take the form of a federal or confederal associatiarcfLy2004; King, 2001,
Walker, 2000). Approaches to the IDP question suggest a gradual returrspst@fing with a
large scale return of IDPs to the Gali region and gradual return inpatterof the region
(Lynch, 2004). If this proves to be unworkable, others suggest that the Abkbewi@ns be
redrawn to place certain former Georgian enclaves (such as Galikodbe Gorge) under

Georgian jurisdiction (Walker, 2000).

The IDP Population

One of the largest and most painful effects of the conflict betweergi@eonrd Abkhazia
is the population of Georgians from Abkhazia that have been displacednsrmglreak of the
war. Abkhazia was an ethnically mixed region at the time of the war, with Alakisazi
comprising about 17% of the population, Georgians comprising 44%, and other groups such a
Russians and Armenians around 31% (Zverev, 1996). Between 250,000 and 300,000 Georgians
fled the region in 1992 and 1993 and very few have returned.

Many (42%) of these internally displaced peoples (IDPs) initiafftfex! in the
Samegrelo region, which borders Abkhazia, and particular in the regapitdlZugdidi. Other
sizable populations relocated to Thilisi (33%) and Imereti (12%)s{fEdre, 2003). Recently,
however, large numbers of IDPs have been relocating to the Thilisi asearoh of work. Nearly
half of this population lives with other IDP families in collective haggirovided by the
government. These facilities are typically large institutionglings leftover from the Soviet era
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such as schools, hospitals, and Sanatoria (Soviet vacation lodging for tharjataleasses).
Unemployment is high for IDPs, particularly those living in collectiesters, and residents there
often subsist off small patches of arable land around these buildings edneegiardens or
livestock pens.

“At the most basic level, IDPs are a drain on the resources of thetats” Lynch
explains of the cost of the displaced population to the Georgian state (20057 he98)d
received by these IDPs is paltry in most ways, yet collectivetyaghough to be a costly burden
to the government, particularly a government that in recent years ingglstr to fund such
essentials as a military and police force. In 2001, expenses for therafifefugees amounted
to 57.2 million Lari (GEL), or approximately 27.6 million US Dollars (USDhisTamounted to
just over 6% of the state budget, equal to healthcare and education expensesdditvirever,
on the ground this expenditure only amounts to a monthly stipend of 7-11 USD, “bread money”
as many IDPs call it, for reasons easily discerned (Gotsiridze, Zag®)ermore, government
subsidies for utilities in collective housing units amounted to 25 million GEA001. Certain
services are provided by city governments, such as public transpartais estimated that the
city of Thilisi provides such services at a cost of around 8 million @é&tlyear, 5% of the city’s
budget (Gotsiridze, 2003).

The effect of this population, which constitutes between 5-7% of Gé&oggiaeral
population, is vast. Their presence has been a significant factor in Gedeyialopment and in
negotiations with Abkhaz authorities. The IDP question is a major point ointimmtén the
settlement of the conflict, and will most likely prove to be one of thki¢istissues to work
through in any successful peace agreement.

The IDP issue in many ways goes to the heart of what the Georgian-Abkhlicz ¢oafi
about. For Abkhaz nationalists the issue of Georgian IDPs is tied to ¢la¢ dficultural and
national annihilation. Abkhazians fear that a massive influx of GeorBida Would make them a
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minority in their land once again subjecting them to retaliation and lo¢sadbeal control; and
the sheer numbers make this a compelling source of fear. For the GetirgiddB population
not only poses a significant challenge to growth and democratization in theatewbst is also a
painful reminder of the unexpected military defeat and loss of a treasgied of the country.
The relative social isolation and dependence of this population has eggetigpacted the
political, social, and economic growth of the state, and return of IDPs has bewetnah demand
in Georgia’s approach to the Abkhaz conflict (Lynch, 2004).

As George Khutsishvili explains, the issue of IDP return is a dgyaraof both parties’
actual and declared positions as well as part of the best and worsterzamgosfor each. The
positive ideal scenario for Georgians would likely include the tragiurn of all IDPs to their
homes,” while the negative ideal would see the Abkhaz “expatriate allmiegpair returned
ethnic Georgians” (Khutsishvili, 2006, p.290). By the same token, the positaleswario of
the Abkhaz would require Georgia “not to raise the issue of repatriatibe oéfugees.” Even
more telling is the Abkhaz negative ideal scenario which would have thrgi@e government
“forcibly settle masses of refugees in Abkhazia, giving them a fre@ ineoccupying Abkhaz
homes whenever claimed by the repatriates and allowing acts of verggdndsishvili, 2006,
p.291).

Stalemate over the IDP issue cannot be understood without seeing theegperceiv
demographic threat that they pose to Abkhazian ambitions of sovereigriye Bef conflict
erupted in 1992, ethnic Abkhaz made up only about 18% of the population of Abkhazia, while
ethnic Georgians composed nearly 42% of the population. Sizable ArmeniamrRassi Greek
populations made up the remaining 40%. Thus, even after the expulsion of most dfriparGe
population, ethnic Abkhazians are still outnumbered in the region by non-Abkhazttihreof
roughly 250,000 ethnic Georgians to the region poses a threat to whatever géncagre
electoral authority the Abkhaz may have now.
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This stalemate is then further compounded by the Abkhaz Government-indhie
governing body is comprised of ministers and parliament members from tberpiliet Abkhaz
government that were forced to flee in 1992, and is considered thel offfmiesentative body of
the IDP population in Georgia. This organization wields a significant anobyrotwer and
influence in Georgian politics and is notoriously hard-lined regard@®greturn and Georgian
sovereignty over Abkhazia. This body consists of 25 delegates and a sypesidaim, and
maintains among other things 11 ministries and a department for foreiga @ffanch, 2002;
George, 2003). The Government-in-Exile also draws a budget from the maina@eorg
government, part of which is dispersed through this body to provide the monthly peasion th
many IDPs receive and part of which includes a military budget (George, J0@33tated
purpose of this body, and the group of political elites that run it, is to provigeeseatative
governmental apparatus to the IDP population until the regional governmenthazdkan be
restored. It follows then that the authority and existence of thisappas dependant on the
existence of the IDP population as a distinct and separate entity @i¢furgia. This body has
not faced election since it originated in 1992 and will likely “continuepoasent the IDPs until
a new political regime is established in Abkhazia” (George, 2003 p.26). €ettds group
draws its authority from the ambiguous status quo of the IDP, whereby this poputahains
displaced but non-integrated in Georgian society, it would follow thegtioiup would have little
to gain from either a negotiated settlement or from increasedatitagof the IDP population
(George, 2003).

The way in which the apparatus of the Abkhaz government in exile could de said
bolster the conflict is two-fold. First, as a powerful group of elites withe Georgian political
system the Government-in-Exile often takes a hard, radically natbliadi on conflict
settlement issues, and are often the first to call for mili@sponses to incidents that arise, and
are thus able to impede the ability of the Georgian government to comprorhagain in
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settlement negotiations. Second, this structure of having the IDP populatiornégies
specifically by this special government body also gives the rest ofebgi@n government a
way out of answering directly to the IDP population. It does this by “channelirgptiieal

force of the 250,000-strong IDP population” thus acting as a “safety-valve iestiorpolitics”
(Lynch, 2002 p. 844). If the government does not have to answer directly to the IDPipopitlat
is then able to pursue a more hard-line position on Georgian sovereignty in Al tiee
return of the IDP population, which is far more politically popular than advocatsettlement
involving compromise or power-sharing. This Abkhaz Government-in-Exitefttre links the
existence of the Georgian IDP population as a segregated and distitydhe@gorgian society
to stalemate producing behavior by government elites. This behavior is targely responsible
for the lack of movement in the would-be Georgian-Abkhazia peace pr@cesserves to

entrench the conflict in its frozen state.

Conclusion

This section has attempted to provide the background information abolgdhgia®-
Abkhazian conflict and the IDP population that resulted from it that is needgudiérstand the
context in which the study presented in this paper was conducted. The mitegtinstories of
Georgia and Abkhazia are long and complex. The origins of the conflict retiagse actors that
remains unresolved today is largely traced to the era of Sovietimeillgystems of regional
governance that were set up during that period, and the trauma thatduwgib were so eager to
escape as that era ended. However, one cannot fully understand tisefataimdependence
made by Abkhazians or the claims for sovereignty over that land made hyigBsawrithout
understanding the pre-modern and early-modern history of this region. Theecakeadnts that
came during and shortly following the disintegration of the Soviet Union, andpigétyavith
which the build-up to war occurred shows that latent tensions had surelgnbaating between
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these groups during the final decades of Soviet rule. The war thaedeshtiugh arguably brief,
was intense and highly destructive; and among these tragic resulthe/eisplacement of as
many as 250,000 ethnic Georgians from Abkhazia, the vast majority of whatrgnother parts
of Georgia today and continue to live as displaced persons nearly fitaenlgter.

This section also looked at the frozen period that developed after éireeaas signed
in 1994. As this state of “frozen-ness” is the primary concern of this papesection has
reviewed the major attempts at resolution or negotiated settlemiet attempt to identify
events or historical-political factors that may have contributéldetainique qualities of this
frozen state that have been thus far discussed in this paper. The dfishisyconflict as written
does not offer sufficient answers as to why such conflicts take omdbenfstate and then go
unresolved for so long. The following sections describe the methods and oésudtstudy that
was conducted in the context of the Georgian-Abkahzian conflict and the IDP tpmpula
involved in it. This study will attempt to shed light on the nature of fropefiict and on the
guestion of why some such conflicts go unresolved for so long. The revigerafdre relevant
to this question produced two plausible hypotheses on this issue.

One hypothesis suggests that frozen conflict exists at an equilibfisants and is kept
in this equilibrium by the opposition of forces that both drive the intensityeoonflict up and
those that push the level of intensity down, keeping the conflict belovakitgepoint that
would demand action toward resolution. This hypothesis offers examples simstieaso state
building and international organizations as the de-escalating folgkessfactors such as
paramilitary activity and the presence of IDP populations serve\asgifactors that push the
level of conflict intensity up. Given the connection between the presef the IDP population,
the power wielded by the Abkhaz Government-in-Exile, and the bargaining bebéavi
government elites, the following study attempts to identify the degrebith the attitudes of the
IDP population in the context described in this chapter does serve as a firttorg
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The second hypothesis suggests that a key to understanding the protractizerof fr
conflict lies at the internal level of the IDP population, and in the opposiogdat work in this
population. These opposing forces compel IDPs either to stay in the host copwnaaiteturn,
and it is this contradiction of forces that prevents the return of sipdaded population while also
preventing their integration into the host community. With respebigdypothesis, the
following study seeks to identify and understand the forces compelling thgi@etdP
population to stay and integrate or those forces compelling them to return to Abldmarin
doing so attempts to understand the quasi-stationary equilibrium at work inrimsuaity
(Lewin, 1958). Both of these hypotheses which will be explored in the piogestddy with the

intention of generate further understanding and further hypotheses fer $tudy of this issue.
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Methodology
Overview

This study seeks to identify causes and variables that help in tamdiéng frozen
conflict, its seeming resistance to change, and the role of displaced ipefopien conflicts. The
study was conducted with the aim of exploring these issues and relgg®msgreater depth by
investigating a particular population of displaced persons involved in frozélictdn the
context of this study, the respondents are all Internally Displaced Péxsogsn Georgia that
were displaced from homes in Abkhazia as a result of the Georgian-Adkitanflict of the
early 1990's.

This study is exploratory in nature; it is done with the intent of exparagidgleepening
the understanding of the relationship between frozen conflict and displaced ipoguiatd of
generating, rather than testing, hypotheses. As such the depth provided by shelying
experiences and perceptions of individuals within the context of a@ssogflict study was
preferred to the comprehensiveness of a comparative study. Thig &lawaes for greater insight
into the more intimate dynamics of displacement and this particular fomractability.

The subject field of the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict was narrowedtody of the IDP
population produced in this conflict. This allowed a more in-depth and compactctoely
conducted, and focused on a population that is pivotal in the conflict, yet isc@essible, as
high-ranking government officials and negotiators typically are nothErmore, there are few
accessible and published studies of this population, and existing literedueel po be unable to

address this study’s questions pertaining specifically to the roleR¥ ilDthis conflict.
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However, for the sake of clarity it should be noted that this is notastady in the
Georgian-Abkhazian conflict. The investigation conducted in the courbesgdrbject is a classic
survey study; its aim is not to investigate the case of a partwandlict, but rather to investigate
players in a conflict who operate under a certain set of circumst@mesfically it seeks to
investigate people who are and have been displaced by a conflict that has comensideed a
frozen conflict. The respondents interviewed in this study are indigduad demonstrate these
characteristics who, for mostly practical purposes, all happen to b&edvial the same conflict.
Certainly there would be advantages to conducting a study that pulled respdratard variety
of conflict contexts. Such an approach would provide a more comprehensive, samdpA®uld
allow the investigator to draw more widely applicable conclusions. Hexvgiven the scope of
this study, as well as logistical limitations such as time and resotimeesay to best pursue the
goal of developing a deeper and more intimate understanding of the phenomenadiigstiribe
paper was to focus on a microcosmic slice of this phenomena by choosing tewtervi

respondents from a single conflict context.

Procedure

This study sought to create greater understanding of the relationshgehdhe
phenomena of frozen conflict and the populations displaced by it. To do so,dhéacped to
explore the thoughts and perceptions of individual IDPs displaced by thgi&eabkhazian
conflict. The study was conducted on a site visit to the Republic of Geortine summer of
2007, and its central focus was the interviewing of Georgian IDPs displadad the 1992-
1994 conflict in Abkhazia. Interviewees varied in age, gender, socio ecostatis and
location. IDPs below the age of 18 were excluded from the study for two reasef<hEi

interviewing of minors would introduce complexities and vulnerabilitiesttiestudy was not
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designed to accommodate; and, it seemed necessary that interviewdleastedas years of age
at the time of the conflict to have sufficient recollection of thenévaround it.

The subject pool was selected from four cities in Georgia that are iD&qgopulation
centers: Thilisi, Zugdidi, Kutaisi and Batumi. A majority of subjeats In collective centers, the
collective housing sites provided to the influxes of IDPs by the Georgiarmment. Most of
these collective centers are converted from large institutiaodities such as hotels, hospitals
and schools. Many tend to be on the outskirts of town and are often more setferesiabsistent
than typical Georgian residences. The primary reason for the promirfahteaharacteristic in
the sample was the difficulty in finding IDP interviewees thatdiveprivate residences.

The research instrument used is a questionnaire developed for theepfrfios study.
The questionnaire (see Appendix A) includes both closed and open-ended questions, and wa
designed to gather both qualitative and quantitative data. It was deveidpeglish and
translated into Georgian with the aid of faculty and staff at TlSliate University. The
guestionnaire was then piloted with a staff member at TSU who is al@#a@mom Abkhazia.
This piloting was conducted to ensure that the questionnaire did not contaifiearsjve items
or language, that the questions were comprehensible to interviewgaants;iand that the
guestionnaire was translated accurately.

The guestionnaire contains two sections. The first section gathers dphiogra
information about the subject such as age, gender, and place of rebiefemealisplacement.
This section also contains some open ended questions about aid received ippmigraad their
perspective on integration and return. The second section contains qudstiarsudjects’
perspectives on conflict, and seeks to gather their perceptions b&zibks and feelings about
the prospect of future contact and coexistence with Abkhazian’s. Witsse sections there are
clusters of questions attempting to glean information about severadldepics: the aid received
by IDPs, perceived integration into the host community, feelings toward Albkisateelings
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about the prospect of return, desired conditions of return, and experiehammfiict resolution
processes and willingness to engage in them.

The construction of the questionnaire was largely informed by variousebeliscussed
in the literature review. The overarching structure asks fporetents’ thoughts on both the
circumstances of their displacement and quality of life since disptateas well as their
perceptions of Abkhazia and the prospect of returning there. The questionrsagenstiucted as
such in an effort to identify forces, as per Lewin’s theory of force fietdyais, acting on the IDP
population pushing/pulling in the direction of either integration or coatrdesire to return to
Abkhazia. In particular, the series of questions that ask about the aidsssterace received by
IDPs, as well as items asking about how they feel they have beed trgdtee host community
attempt to identify the forces at work around the integration of the IDfncmity. Meanwhile,
the questionnaire also contains items such as: “if you were to returnfealemight you have
about doing so?” and “if you were to return, what part of this would be mostrdialy for
you?” Such items are intended to identify forces acting on the populatiogairiseo the
possibility of return.

The literature on prolonged displacement and refugee dynamics covereditaratigre
review also informed a number of items on the questionnaire. Zetter (1988bedsshe
contradictory behavior of simultaneously adapting to place and mythologétimg home as
part of the myth of return. In this vein, the questionnaire features t&eera asking
respondents if they wish to return and why. These items are followaddxtion asking
respondents the degree to which feel integrated in the host commudigsks them to rate the
treatment they have received from the host community. This sectmasits whether
respondents wish to return to the same area or town, or even the same troméifh they
were displaced. This ties into Warner’s discussion of the mythuwhrand the nostalgia and
idealization it involves.
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Later in the interview, respondents are asked to talk about how theptasl
Abkhazians in general, and how comfortable they would feel with varyingesegfeontact or
closeness with Abkhazians. For example, respondents are asked whethantlgelye willing to
dialogue with Abkhazians, and whether they would be able to live in the sam®t become
friends with Abkhazians. Such items are included in the questionnaire in ert@fiet a sense
for the level of animosity that may exist between the communitigsinea way to gauge the
parties’ relationship in regards to ripeness or readinessdolution, as per the theories of
Zartman (2000) and Pruitt (1997) discussed earlier. In addition to asking resisosloeut their
feelings towards Abkhazians, the questionnaire also features sesmsthat ask, in an indirect
way, about the political conditions surrounding return. For example, respondergkeste a
“under what conditions would you be willing to return to Abkhazia?” and “what wotdde for
these conditions to exist?” These are asked in an effort to gaugetteechment of the
community in its positions and the negotiability (or lack there of) of sushiqus. In this way
the questionnaire aims to get a better idea of the general levalaotatility of this conflict as
seen by the IDP community.

The interviews were conducted in a variety of locations, typidad\idcation of greatest
convenience for the interviewee. Several interviews were conductéassrooms offered by the
Department of Conflictology at Thilisi State University, and most werelucted in the homes
of interviewees. Interviews lasted between 20 and 45 minutes, dependingemgtheof the
responses given. The interviews were semi-structured, in thatdfmydd the prepared
guestionnaire, but that probing and clarifying questions or statements weceiptetisahead of
time. This structure let the interviews gather the desired infaymathile allowing participants
to expound on topics of particular concern to them. Although interviews were cahéacedo

face, they were for all practical purposes anonymous, as names and iodotacttion were not
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taken from interviewees and in that the researcher could not possibtifyicor locate
participants on an individual basis.

Out of 45 interviews conducted, 42 were conducted with the assistant@isglator. In
most cases this translator also served as a guide, meaning thatdtkepiveedge of where to
find IDP enclaves within their city or neighborhood, and helped in locdtegetenclaves and in
recruiting interview subjects. The three interviews conducted withwahalator were with
interviewees fluent in English, who were recruited through acquaintaricéheitesearcher.
Five different translators assisted in the interviews, all@ittDPs. The fact that they were all
IDPs was unintended by the investigator, but it should not be extremelissg phat they were.
It is entirely possible that the various colleagues and acquegsidinat assisted in finding or
introducing translators to the primary investigator, given knowledge ofutlg's topic, would
opt to recruit IDPs to act as translator for the study. Subjectslisi Hnd Zugdidi were located
with the assistance of translators, who also served as guides towmibectters with which they
were already familiar. Interviews in Kutaisi were conducted throughnslator at the offices of
the Kutaisi Teachers Union, an educational NGO. Subjects werd&eddoy staff members of
this organization, and include their acquaintances and colleagues.tSubRatumi were
located with assistance from the Ministry of Refugees in Adjara; anel kecruited with the aid
of a translator.

The questionnaire was reviewed with all translators prior to conduntieryiews to
ensure understanding of the questions and their purpose. Interviews were abmdGeergian
language, using the Georgian translation of the questionnaire that hadebekped. Responses
were translated to English to be recorded. These responses wededeanonriting by the
researcher, and when circumstances and subjects permitted, werealded &y digital voice
recorder. Prior to the start of each interview, the nature and length iotéhview process, the
purpose of the study, and the identity of the researcher were explained tssutjeas
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discovered that it was particularly important that subjects knowhbakesearcher was not
working for an NGO or humanitarian aid organization. This was an imp@nactice for two
main reasons. The first is that in some IDP communities there appedea degree of
animosity felt toward the relief or humanitarian aid community, whichylileeconnected to a
sense of disappointment in relief organizations and the sigmtifitap in aid received by the
Georgian IDP community after the Georgian-Abkhazian war ended in 1884€Eond reason is
that it was critical to the ethicality of the study to make cleaespandents the purpose of the
interviews and what would, and what would not be done with the information they provided.
Specifically, it was important that respondents not be misled intoitiginkat the study was part
of aid-related or government-related study in which they may beletéheir responses could

carry certain consequences, such as the receipt of increased aid.

Summary

Data gathered in this study was analyzed both quantitatively and gueljtaQualitative
factors calculated include factors such as place of residerme hi$placement, age, gender, and
current place of residence (in private or collective housing). The da&sponding to close
ended items in the questionnaire was also analyzed quantitatively. Resjpoogen ended
guestions were analyzed qualitatively for indication or referemcentain themes related to the
hypotheses posed here, such as security or return. Themes emerging from guekdats
deference to government and disempowerment were also analyzed. Resultar@lyisis, as

well as faults or limitations of the study are discussed fuithigre following chapters.
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Results

Overview

This study is based on interviews conducted with 45 Internally Displacsdi3giDPs)
of Georgian ethnicity who were displaced from Abkhazia as a result ofethigyi@n-Abkhazian
war in the early 1990's. The data presented in this section consistsedploases given in these
interviews. This study was conducted in an attempt to give further uanlgirsg to the questions
posed thus far in this paper. The primary question that is pursued:hehat accounts for the
longevity of certain conflicts, particularly those that are typidalheled as frozen conflict, and is
there a connection between displaced populations produced in these candlititgir longevity?
A review and synthesis of existing literature pertaining to this quekts yielded two plausible
rival hypotheses.

In brief, the first hypothesis suggests that frozen conflict exists at afsauilibrium
and is kept in this equilibrium by the opposition of forces that drive the coafid those that
push the level of intensity down, keeping the conflict below a breakingtpaintvould demand
action toward resolution. This hypothesis suggests that factors such asodsete building and
international organizations serve as de-escalating forces wtitedauch as paramilitary
activity and the presence of displaced populations serve as didgitogd that push the level of
conflict intensity up. Looking specifically at the factor of refugee presethis analysis seeks to
answer whether the IDP population produced in the Georgia-Abkhazia tdoflie indeed act as
a driving force in the conflict.

The second hypothesis suggests that a key to understanding the protractperof

conflict lies at the internal level of the IDP population, and in the opposingdat work in this
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population. These opposing forces compel IDPs either to stay in the host copnaaiteturn,
and it is this contradiction of forces that prevents the return of $péaded population while also
preventing their integration into the host community. With respect thyipisthesis, the analysis
seeks to identify and understand the forces compelling the Georgian IDRtjmptd stay and
integrate or those forces compelling them to return to Abkhazia, and instoatéempts to
understand the quasi-stationary equilibrium at work in this community (Lewin,.1958)

This body of information is analyzed with a two tiered approach. Thdéirst of
analysis looks at the conflict at the level of the IDP community, and looks@inses given by
the interviewees with respect to particular questions that atterdpaw out and identify the
forces and motivations compelling IDPs to stay or return. The second larellgsis attempts to
understand the IDP population as a factor in the broader Georgian-Abkhaziact.cRather
than looking at the data on an item-by-item basis, this level of anklg&ss at the whole body of
information collected in the interviews, and identifies themeisetimerge from the data regarding
the IDPs’ perception of the conflict and their role in it. This tvepdd analysis is also preceded

by a look at the demographic profile of the subject pool.

Demographics

45 individuals were interviewed in this study. The demographic irg#tiom recorded in
these interviews included age, gender, and current city or region of resitlgecviewees were
also asked for limited information about the conditions of their flight fAdrkhazia such as the
date they left Abkhazia and where they initially went after leaving

In terms of current residence, interviews were conducted in four i@gésis: Thilisi,
Kutaisi, Zugdidi, and the Batumi Region which includes both the city of Batumi andleism
nearby town called Khabuleti. The breakdown of individuals intervieweslitrgnt location is as
follows:
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e Thilisi - 14

e Kutaisi—9
o Zugdidi—9
e Batumi- 13

It should be noted that while these four areas represent the lsegtstaof IDP populations,
they are not proportional to the distribution of the IDP population in Geadi#yt For example,
just over half of the IDP population currently lives in Thilisi, whilgliBbinterviewees make up
roughly one-third of this study’s subjects. (Characteristics and flagampling will be
discussed in greater detail in the following chapter.) The study also foainé2% of the people
interviewed currently reside in compact or collective center witardDPs. These compact
centers are usually large buildings previously used as hotels, schapitalspetc. that were
converted to house the influx of IDPs during and after the war with Abkhazia.

Persons interviewed hailed from six different areas in Abkh&ah; Sukhumi,
Ochamchiri (Ochamchira), Guleribshe (Guleripshi), Kvarcfiegivarcheli), and Gagra (see

figure 6).

3

Place of Origin

W Gali

@ Sukhumi

B Ochamchiri
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W Kvarcheli
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A

Figure 4: Place of Origin
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Figure5: Map of Abkhazia

A very limited correlation emerged between subject’s place ginoin Abkhazia and the area to
which they relocated. 7 out of 9 Zugdidi interviewees hailed from Gali, ame df5t people
originally from Gali, 7 relocated to Zugdidi. This correlation is mdlli explained, however,
by the fact that Gali and Zugdidi are in close proximity, essentially bogdeach other. A small
correlation also appears between people hailing from Sukhumi and thosénglacabilisi (6
out of 14 people from Sukhumi relocated in Thilisi). This study does not have tloitgapa
explain such a correlation, but one may speculate that certain evaciatiems may have
brought IDPs from Sukhumi to Thilisi, or the fact that Thilisi is by ffer largest population
center in Georgia may also explain this correlation.

Of the 45 people interviewed, there were 14 men 31 women. This proportiotsraflec
bias in this study’s sampling rather than the actual proportion of men tonwortiee Georgian

IDP population.) The subject pool was also broken down by age group as follows:

25 & Under | 26-35 36-45 46-55 55 & Under

14 (31%) 6 (13%) | 9(20%) | 9 (20%) 7 (16%)
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No particular correlation was found between origin and age, origin and gender amdagender,
indicating that flight from Abkhazia was not limited by age or gender, buti@ztacross the
Georgian population in Abkhazia.

What may be more significant, in terms of demographic data, is infomraiiout the
circumstances of Georgian IDPs’ flight from Abkhazia. Information su¢headate on which the
interviewee left Abkhazia, or where he/she first went after leabidnazia can provide some
information on the nature of this sample.

The IDPs interviewed all left Abkhazia between 1991 and 1993, with the tydjtsP6)
leaving in 1993. The following diagrams show when the IDPs left AbkhagiareF8 shows this
by month and Figure 9 shows a day-by-day breakdown of the month of September 1993, during

which a sizable portion of respondents left.
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Figure 7: When respondents left Abkhazia: by date

As the figures show, there is a spike in the number of IDPs leaving im&ept&993,
particularly between September 26 and 29. This corresponds to the evergplage in autumn
1993, namely the resurgence of Abkhazian forces and the driving of Georgesffora most
of Abkhazia. In particular these dates correspond to SeptembE923,,the day on which
Abkhazian forces captured Sukhumi and which is known to many Georgians as ttie Fall o
Sukhumi. From the fact that such a large portion of the interviewee powitlefh a short period
of time, one could inference that those who left were motivated by a tasgiide of threat or
fear.

As this demographic data was recorded basically for the purposeatifigigoundaries
around the study’s subject pool, this pool may be summarized as followsidwteegpondents
are randomly (if not equally) spread across gender and age groups. Thegiaadly from
various parts of Abkhazia, but represent primarily the population cexft&gkhumi and Gali;
and they have settled in the larger population centers in Georgig. IBfaAbkhazia in the later
part of 1993, particularly in late September, 1993 correlating with thef faukhumi to

Abkhazian military forces, and a majority of respondents currently resmenpact centers.
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This sample roughly represents the majority of IDPs in terms of tlaatbastics of place of
origin, the time of flight from Abkhazia, and place of settlement inrGi@oHowever it should
not be considered as entirely representative of the greater IDP popuiaBenrgia for reasons
that will be discussed in a later section. Thus, with a profile of the iRgdied in this study, we

can move on to the main substance of the interview data.

Level 1 — Forces within the IDP Community

This first level of analysis addresses the hypothesis laigfelyned by Lewin’'s theory
of quasi-stationary equilibrium (1958), positing that the stagnation of the IDP wuityris
reflective of the stagnation of the overall conflict. This stégnan the IDP community is the
result of an equilibrium formed by opposing forces that both compel the populatiay st
settle in the host country or to return to the conflict area from whichflgakyin this case
Abkhazia. The section of the analysis seeks to extract from the potbofieéw data the forces
and motivations compelling IDPs both to stay and to return to Abkhazia. To db¢histerview
guestions, and corresponding answers, are sorted into groups. These fouagg@gped to
address IDPs’ desire to return, their current situation in the haging the perceived situation
in their home territory, and IDPs’ perceived skills and ability in hagdtonflict. It should be
noted that the way in which questions are grouped in this analysis doedautttnef order in
which they were asked during the interview process. (The questionnaire shapgemdix A
reflects the order in which questions were asked in interviewghdfarore, in processing the
responses for each interview item, the analysis had the capacity t@tquatterns based on

region, age or gender and will discuss the appearance of noticeable patteeysa@me up.

Desire to returnlt is logical to first establish what the stated motivations of the IDP
community are regarding return. Subjects were asked about their degterh and the reasons
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for wanting to do so. Of the 45 individuals interviewed, 42 said that they eventeturn to
Abkhazia. All of these 42 said that they wanted to return to Abkhazizetthiere, and would go
back to the same town or area that they were from. Of the three who did ntd wetotn, two
said they would still want to go back to Abkhazia to visit, but did not wantegdHere because
they had established a life in their current city (Tbilisi in both ga3é® third stated that she is
too old to make the journey back. As such, it seems appropriate to say thi &heeey strong
stated desire within the pool to return to Abkhazia.

The subjects gave a variety of reasons for wanting to return to AbkhaziheF
purposes of this analysis, these responses were grouped into positive feasansing to live
in Abkhazia and negative reasons for not wanting to live in their host eoitynin other words,
the responses were separated into those that show the drawing or pudéngffiving in
Abkhazia and those showing a driving force pushing away from integration in the host
community. From the 42 interviewees that expressed a desire to thisigrouping showed that
41 positive responses were given while three negative responsesweerglgishould be noted
that many responses cite more than one factor or reason, so some respoitsedaunaie-
counted and appear in more than analysis category.)

The negative reasons given all addressed a general dislike of londgions in the host
community. One respondent explained: “I don't like here, in here it's very gdmdaquest, but
in Abkhazia it's very beautiful country” (Interview T5, 2006), while anotteed “I think of the
whole time I've lived here that | am as a ghost” (Interview Z3, 2006).

Overwhelmingly, however, the reasons given for wanting to returrerefed aspects of
life in Abkhazia that the individual enjoys or longs for. The followingugs were the most
common reasons given:

o Reference to “my own” or “because it's mine:” Cited by 18 interviews.
o Reasons of homeland or place of birth connection: “I was born there.” Cited by 12
interviews.
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e Love of the land: “Abkhazia is a beautiful place.” Cited by 7 interviews.
They miss and want to see family and friends. Cited by 6 interviews.
. Reaspns of ancestral ties: it is where their parents/grandpareatbave. Cited in 6
interviews.
e Superior quality of life. Cited by 6 interviews.
o Desire to regain or live in the individual’'s lost house. Cited by 4 intesvie
o Desire to visit graves. Cited by 2 interviews.
The predominant group of reasons given for wanting to return includes those:sthettasse it
is mine, it's my land” (T14, 2007) or “because | want to live in my own house” (T3, 2007). It
seems that such motivations could be interpreted two ways. At once émeyseepresent a
sense of rights-based entitlement or ownership. Yet they also seemé¢aceftre desire for a
sense of ownership and permanence. It may be noteworthy that 12 of these 18 respondent
currently live in collective housing (2 live in private housing, 4 are unknown).
Cross referencing these responses with age groups also found some possibt&ocorr
between respondents age 25 and under and reasons in the category of titvis aountry” or
“it is my own home” as well as reasons that reference connections&gslbirth such as the
motherland or homeland (see chart below for the cross-reference of ageardupasons to
return). Note that many interviewees under the age of 25 were quite younguf(ideorwhen
they left Abkhazia, and therefore may not have developed more tangible aahaieen
reasons for wanting to live there, such as higher quality of life. This ggdbgasintangible
drivers or motivations, such as connection to the motherland, may be quite strong ieryoung
IDPs.
In fact, looking at the breakdown of reasons for returning in the whole sawpkee
that intangible reasons dominate tangible ones (36 references tobfeargsons, 26 references
to tangible motivations). The strength of these intangible motivatidheenvimportant to bear in

mind when the analysis looks at IDP perceptions of return and the ratbddadifficulties they

anticipate there.
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The qualification of tangible and intangible motivations reflects twgelagroups that
emerged from the responses given. Responses citing the aesthetic adulewod, the desire to
visit graves, superior quality of life, longing for friends and family, andidsire to regain
houses abandoned in Abkhazia were all considered tangible motivations. hileaancestral
ties, reasons of homeland or motherland, and references to “my own” or “iteusghwere
grouped as intangible motivations. These classifications require sorna@atkmph. Two grouping
emerged naturally from the set of responses. Some of these response®tvettons for return
that one could begin to grasp and even conceive of ways that such motivations catisfieel
by some alternative means other than returning to Abkhazia. To give an&eyrexample, if
one’s motivation to return is to regain a superior quality of life theat &xperienced prior to
fleeing, then one could conceivable devise ways to elevate that peygalitg of life in another
part of Georgia such that it would fulfill the needs driving this motivatiohil&\some of these
tangible motivations have more easily conceivable alternativasthar, they are similar in that
the possibility of such alternative ways of satisfying the motivaideasible. On the other hand
it would be far more difficult, if not impossible, to conceive of amyg that would alternatively
satisfy ones desire to return to their motherland or return to a place thbgrhave ancestral ties.
There is nothing other than the place they left (Abkhazia in this dege)an satisfy these
motivations.

There is another way to think of this distinction. The motivations in tigglike group all
describe or refer to aspects of one’s life in Abkhazia; one’s gudllife, friends and family, the
ability to visit family graves, and having a house are all aspects of lifeeodr lifestyle. On the
other hand the intangible motivations of ancestral ties, motherlandédmamand “my
land/house” are all connected to the essence of that person’s concepthikhafiA. These
intangible motivations do not refer to aspects of their life in Abkh&zbare now absent, but
refer to Abkhazia itself, and for that there is no substitution. Thedisth between these two
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groups of motivations is important to the peacemaking process and negaifdDP return. The
group’s motivations for returning, and the tangibility of these motivataifiscts whether and by
what means these motivations and the underlying interests and needsdhgiaay them can be
fulfilled. Tangible motivations are more likely to be connected tdBaaind material aspects of
one’s life such as one’s house or friends and family. By contrast, intamgdtlvations are more
connected with certain psychological phenomena than with any materielsasplife. As such,

a peace process or negotiated agreement on return would have to accommaslai® thesips
of motivations in different ways, and would have to approach the interestdyimgiérem in

different manners.

Tangible Motivations Intangible Motivations
Aesthetic| Visit Miss Quality | Regain| “My | Ancestral | Homeland/
value of | Graves| Fam. | of life | House | own,” | Ties/parentg motherland,
land & mine | born there | born there
Friends
Total 8 2 6 6 4 18 6 12
-25 2 1 8 1 7
26- 1 1 3 2
35
36- 2 1 2 1 4 3 1
45
46- 4 1 2 2 1 3 1 2
55
56 + 1 1 1 1 2

Table 2: Breakdown of motivations by age group.

Situation in host communitynderstanding conditions in the host territory is central to
identifying the forces that compel IDPs either to stay or to returs. Sdation examines
conditions for IDPs in the parts of Georgia where they now live in ocodegtter understand
these motivations. In doing this it looks at the assistance that Geddftarhve received in the
host community, the current aid situation, and their views on integratmthigir new

communities outside of Abkhazia.
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The study found that most of the IDPs that were interviewed receivealsasbme sort
of assistance directly after being displaced. This assistanail idave come in a variety of
forms and from a number of sources. When asked what type of assistance tivey r8¢e
people out of 45 respondents (82%) reported that they received somkadrtincluding food,
clothing, a place to live and other services. They also reported havingecettes aid from a
variety of sources: predominantly from the government, but also from forieigih@ Red Cross,
and local and international non-governmental organizations (NG0Os)Yables below show the

breakdown of these sources.

Typesof Aid Sour ces of Aid

Food 34 | 75% Government 34| 76%
Products* 15| 33% International 11 | 24%
Clothing 12 | 26% Organizations (10s)

Placeto Live | 10| 22% Foreign Aid 7 16%
Money 3 7% Red Cross 12| 27%
Job 1 2% Local NGOs 8 18%
Nothing 8 18% UN/UNOMIG 2 4%
*Products = non-food groceries such as soap, Do not Know 3 7%
detergent, toiletries, etc Relatives & Neighbor§g 2 | 4%

Table 3: Typesand sources of aid received by respondents.

After the initial influx of IDPs, however, the amount and frequency of aeived dropped off
dramatically. 37 of 45 interviewees say that now they receive 11 (ot per month from the
government. Nine of these 37 reported having received other aid such as diigiatacity, or
receiving food and products on an irregular and infrequent basis, while th@®ttlaimed that
they receive only the 11 Lari payment. Seven respondents reported thatcigg nothing. As
such, it seems that the quality and amount of aid received by IDPs has ganedduhat the
assistance situation for many has gotten worse since the initialovaigereceived directly

following their flight from Abkhazia.

2 At the current exchange rate of roughly 1 USD5:lari (GEL), this monthly IDP pension is worth
approximately 7-9 USD.
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When asked how assistance could be made better, the respondents gawe @ varie
answers. Many suggested simply that more be done: more money and aid be givene that it
given more frequently, and that more types of help be offered. Some sugbattbdre be
training and job opportunities created for IDPs while others exprassdxtlief that the
effectiveness of aid was hampered by government corruption and problemsuitthst
Interview B8, for example, responded that “a lot of humanitarian goods wenegchare, but |
heard that the Georgian government was exchanging for things they wadteeeping this”
(B8, 2007). Interview B6 similarly responded that “humanitarian aid coming foosigh parties
was going to ministry and in their pockets, and was not reaching IDPs” (B6, 2007 al $¢ver
approaches were offered as well:

Give More (money, aid, “help”) - 9

Do not Know - 6

Eliminate Corruption - 6

Improve how aid is delivered/organized - 9
Return them to Abkhazia- 4

Give them their own house/property - 4

Give Jobs - 3
Opportunities/Education/Training Programs - 2

The individuals interviewed were also asked several questionstabounhtegration into the
general population in their area. The study asked participants abmaittine of their integration,
how well they perceive themselves to be integrated, and how integratidrbediacilitated.
Overall, 56% of respondents reported themselves to be generalipteghated and 31% found
themselves poorly integrated. Meanwhile another 13% (6 people) did ratydi@dress the
guestion but rather gave answers such as “the Adjarans have been very gdq@& 2007).
This may be explained by the way in which certain subjects were soligtedtting that will be
discussed in the research discussion. This could also reflect a perscuéurally rooted felt

need to be diplomatic or circumspect or not disclose negative sentimetitangers or outsiders.

94



Interviewees were also asked to rate the treatment they haweecen their host

community on a scale from one to five, one being poorly and five being well.

Integration Scale
£ 1
g o
e 14 7
g 12 7
9 10
< /
w 8
5 /
5 © / Integration Scale
2 4
£ 2 ™~ /
2 0 ~—7
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Rating of Treatment by Host Community: 1 = Very Poor, 5= Very Good

Figure8: Integration in host community.

As the figure shows, the overall sentiment from the IDPs that weneviewed is that they have
been well treated by their host community. In addition 56% of intervierepested that they
consider themselves well integrated. This is somewhat sungpiisicontrast to the 77% that
reported that they currently receive either no aid or only 11-14 Lampseth in aid, as this
should demonstrate that conditions have worsened for IDPs during the tirsplatéinent. One
may speculate that perhaps participants’ views and expectations roGetbrgian citizens are
quite different from their views and expectations of the government.

Participants were also asked for suggestions of how integration coufghtmyed or
facilitated. The most common answers were the need for permanent norms) Bomplyment
and a combination of the two; and, interestingly, improved relations with thledopulation was
also a predominant answer. Also interesting was that the answers offd8unterviewees
from Batumi were spread between “improving relationships with thé pogalation” and “we

can't/won't integrate.” This suggests that the relationship éetvthe general population and the
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IDP community in Batumi and the Adjara region may be particularly tefibe response to this
question breaks down as follows:

Permanent home/ not live in compact centers (11)*
Employment (9)*

Improved relationship with local population (9)
Rights - 2

Do not know or can’t answer — 5

We won't/can’t integrate so send us back — 6
Integration is not a problem — 2

e Other -5
*7 said both a home and employment.

The data pertaining to IDPs’ perspectives on the current situation in thegonasiunities gives
us a less than clear picture of the forces and motivations eithenggglkpim in or driving them
away from their current homes outside of Abkhazia. On one hand, the aid theg fex®iv
diminished to nearly nothing, and although only one third of interviewees catitiemselves
to be poorly integrated, all but 2 interviewees were able to offer simyést how they be
helped to integrate more fully, and of these nearly two thirds suggestedteaiangible
measures that could conceivably be implemented by the government or othizatigas.

This information shows decreased resources and a lower quality a$ l& tangible force
compelling these individuals to either go back or somehow exit their currgrdfwite. At the
same time, the suggestions for better integrations indicate thatshemotivation in the
majority of respondents to find employment and private housing if given the oppgrand in
this way more fully integrate with the local community. What this sskgge that there should be
little to no motivations for IDPs to remain in their current statefestyle, which is that of
prolonged displacement and segregation from the general Georgian populati@vel the
persistence of this lifestyle among IDPs suggests that éinefdess obvious forces pushing the
IDP community both away from integration and away from return. Thasesissay be clarified

by looking at IDP perceptions of their home territory and the prospect af tetre.
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Perceptions of home countiiy order to identify some of the factors that would both
draw and repel IDPs from returning to their home territory, the study askedpaats a number
of questions about the challenges and difficulties they would anticipateiihing to Abkhazia
and how they look at the possibility of coexistence with the Abkhaz. Givendhdthrof this
information, this section is broken into two smaller sections, oneigagdo fears and concerns
expressed regarding return and the other pertaining to relationships withzisnish& his section
also touches on the issue of security, which the information shows is aedigfatdr in the study
of IDP perceptions and motivations.

Participants were asked a number of questions regarding theigieabhout Abkhazians
in Abkhazia, contact with Abkhazians, and the possibility of coexistemmgestlidy shows that
roughly half (47%) of the people interviewed have had contact with Abkisagiace being
displaced and roughly half (53%) have not. It also found that, when asked, theyn@ysfit of
interviewees expressed positive or innocuous feelings toward Abkhazialesomtia 15%
expressed feelings towards Abkhazians that were overtly negative essiggr(do not know or
can not say — 9%; other — 9%). The negative feelings expressedeéddomments such as: “I
feel to them aggressive, because they are aggressive, theyrassagghey who live in my
house and who is aggressive to me, why | cannot be aggressive to them.” Hdweyperson
then added “I say this about Russians, Abkhazian people are “blind gun” or weapgumi”

(T1, 2007). In nine of these responses the participant echoed this sentimgémd Busdsians or
other minorities in Abkhazia (such as Turks or Armenians) are more resigdiositheir
displacement. In fact, there was a certain phrase used in severaeofdbponses that referred to
the Abkhazians as a “blind gun,” inferring that the Abkhaz were essenis#ty as a tool for
Russian aggression.

Participants were also asked to rate, in terms of difficulty,inemtpects of coexistence
with Abkhazians. Individuals rated these tasks on a scale of one to five, ngerégi simple
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and five being very difficult. They were asked about the difficultyvarfid) in the same town as
Abkhaz people, living next door to Abkhaz people, being friends with Abkhaz people, and

sharing important things with Abkhaz. The answers are graphed in Figureofd bel

Ease of Coexistence Scales
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Figure 9: Georgian | DPs ease of contact with Abkhazians

As the figure shows, 1 was the most common rating for all the aspecsxigtence mentioned.
However, note that the spike for sharing land is noticeably lower thanhies cand has the
highest number of 5 ratings. A number of interviewees (14) showed diffigith this question
and answered such as “I don't want anything of others — | want only what is mine” (BX30200
“if it's mine, why?” (T11, 2007).

The study shows thus far that a fraction of the IDPs interviewed hawbdty negative
or aggressive feelings towards Abkhazians, while many others appeaeta tather
conciliatory or non-threatening attitude. However, the data from the ggastions suggests that
if pushed, this conciliatory attitude may give way to a more aggresaiveestAs the figure
shows, most respondents found the idea of living next door to, befriending, or il same
town as Abkhazian to be easy and non-threatening. However, the sharing of ihdmtgs such
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as land or other resources enters a gray area, so to speak. Arriving reteamead of how limited
resources are to be shared between two or more groups requires monedicesed cooperation
than simply living in the same town as someone. As the data shows, thessarsspondents
that answered one (easy) and more that answered 5 (difficult)Sdtetim than any other, and 14
respondents struggled with the question. This suggests that the lewekotainty and required
cooperation that comes along with the sharing of resources is uncomfootailenfy IDPs.
However, these are exactly the kinds of challenges that are common imtgration or
repatriation of displaced populations, and the level of discomfdntsumith tasks displayed in this
study’s sample suggest that the IDP population may be less prepared toanaagist with
Abkhazians than they claim to be.

Interview participants were also asked to describe any challengesdhd foresee if
returning to Abkhazia, and any fears they might have about doing so. A varieswafra were
given, and responses were initially separated into two groups: signifltaliénges and minor or
no challenges (which includes responses where there was expresséshoptiout overcoming
the challenge). 62% of interviewees anticipated significant ctgale while 12% expected minor
or no challenges (Other: 11%).

The classification of responses as either significant or minaiifigiant was based on
the respondent’s perception of that challenge rather than the sulstarie the challenge is.
For example, many respondents named the need to rebuild their house or find a neag house
challenge. An answer such as “the biggest problem will be reconstrudéteverything lost -
finding what they had there” (T14, 2007) would be classified as a significali¢rnge. However,
a response such as “after war everything is ruined - lost houses... leugd back we will
rebuild our houses” (B10, 2007) would be classified as insignificant beohtiserespondent’s

expressed perception of this as a surmountable challenge.
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It may, however, better illustrate the collective response to thigigndo indicate the
types of challenges that are anticipated. Challenges that fall unaemnits a new life,” such as
finding a home and a job, were the most commonly mentioned (roughly half esgienses).
Other challenges included relationship based and emotional challengesefsiewees) such as:
“the most serious [challenge] would be cooperation with Abkhaz and to make Highd#s2,
2007); as well as challenges to their security such as: “trust... vee kieow if someone will
come to our house at night” (B3, 2007). Meanwhile, seven interviewees resploaiibey
would not expect any significant challenges. For exampleth®government to gain control of
Abkhazia (is the main problem) — then it would be very easy” (K4, 2007). Anotfered that
“the joy of being back would be greater than any problems there” (B1, 2007).

Responses to the question of what fears they may have about returmértyyeken down
into groups of significant fears and minor fears. The responses were groupedshyne criteria
as the responses to the challenges of returning. That is, therczatgn of the response was
based not on the substance of the fear noted in it, but by the significaeverityplaced on that
fear by the respondent. 49% expressed fears or concerns about returning2%hédgpressed
minor or no concern (other or not applicable - 20%). The most common feaomeghtvas that
of security and protection (13 respondents) followed by the fear of beginnirigeanonflict
(seven respondents). Other fears included relational problems sinigimdship and acceptance,
while several people responded that in regards to return, they hadtfdaybwere not sure of
what.

In an attempt to press the issue of fears and concerns from a differentsabjgcts
were asked about their willingness to confront Abkhazians in differentisiteaFirst, subjects
were asked whether they would be willing to participate in a dialogue witha&idns, and if so,
what fears or apprehensions they may have about doing so. Asking about williogdiedsgue
allows the instrument to address the present respondents with thelppssibontact in a
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different way. The idea of dialogue is more immediate and less vagud¢hgerteral idea of
contact with Abkhazians. Dialoguing presents the respondent with a more pneacisg image
of contact: being face-to-face with Abkhazians and discussing diffisukesswith them.
Furthermore, the question about dialogue presents the respondent withse mfecontact with
Abkhazians in a controlled and presumably secure situation. 87% respbad#éey would be
willing to participate, while only 11% said that they would not. The feac®ncerns expressed
by those willing to participate included apprehension about discussing difépids, bringing
up painful emotions, and first impressions. Only one person expressed anwiebenufe or
being threatened. Later, interviewees were also asked whether thelybgowilling to return to
Abkhazia under the status quo (i.e. without state protection) providethélyatere first able to
meet and build relationships with people that would be their neighborsTheranswer was
overwhelmingly “no.” Only 6% would be willing to return under these conditions, ané%e
said they did not know, and 88% was not willing, with many adding that under no diaowes
would they return to Abkhazia without the protection of the Georgian state.

The fact that 88% of this pool demands Georgian protection as a praaotwliteturn
underscores the seriousness of certain fears and trepidationssexidog the IDP population and
discussed in these findings. A common aspect of the fears and chaileegeoned is that many
have to do with not experiencing again what the IDP community has already exgbriEine
fear of beginning another conflict is the most obvious expression of this, yetmoabeut
security and protection may stem from the threat they experienceddatéd the initial flight
from Abkhazia. Furthermore, the challenges of “starting a new life” woulbenanhlike the
challenges that IDPs faced when it became apparent that they would notriiegdb Abkhazia
right away. One can see how these fears and concerns could be rather stivatgpns against
returning, particularly without the safeguard of Georgian government cdatirtthermore, these
fears were compounded in 1998 when roughly 50,000 Georgians that had returned to the Gali
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region in eastern Abkhazia were forced to flee again due to pressure lifdrazAmilitia groups
(Lynch, 2001). In addition to the trauma of this re-displacement in 1998, the figh#ngust
2008 and the widespread displacement of Georgians that resulted fronikelyasdd a deep
impact on the Georgian IDP community and likely strengthened the fegreattireg the
experience of displacement. This remains to be assessed. d@tirgng the significance of
these events, it is quite possible that the government protection orysgoariantee that the IDP
community demands before going back is not simply to protect against violence&rkut also

to protect them from repeating the experiences of flight and displacement

Conflict skills.One force acting on the possibility of return may be the perceived lack of
skills to handle the perceived challenges that IDPs may face upom rEterfinal section of this
initial level of data analysis pertains to the intervieweeslsskability, and confidence in
handling and confronting the conflicts they may face in either remainirguwning. If we are to
understand the apparent stagnation of the Georgian IDP community as beisgitha re
opposing and counterbalancing forces, then a perceived shortage or surpillsiod sideptness
in handling conflict could serve as one such force. In this section partgipare asked about
their experience and preferred methods for handling conflict, whether tle¢iseds1would apply
to conflicts they may face if returning to Abkhazia, and given theseamgimin conflict, under
what conditions they would be willing to return.

To establish previous experience with conflict and cooperation with Alzds
participants were asked if they had participated in any peacebuildingssfrgs reconciliation
projects or activity with Abkhazians since being displaced. 25% hadipatéd in such an
activity and 75% had not. This 25% may be a misleadingly high figure as subgzet found
through purposive convenience sampling, which may have selected for ifDFsoxe exposure
to peacebuilding and conflict resolution methods than the average GeorBian 1D
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Participants were then asked to think about the types of conflagtariost often face in
their current lives (such as with family or neighbors) and to destrébedys that they usually
approach or deal with these conflicts. Responses were categorizetaglgas either evasive
approaches, proactive approaches, not sure, and other. 42% of people respondeddivithca
evasive approaches to conflict such as “I try always to avoid swettiens” (K9, 2007) or “| try
to be patient because | fear retaliation” (B3, 2007). 27% of people notctipecapproaches
such as “to compromise and [have] supportive attitude to counterpart” (T12, 200 8pare
cases trying to win. However, few gave responses that might be cedsidgressive or
defensive. The types of conflict that participants expect to fatteievent of return to Abkhazia
include conflicts about property issues and stolen property, and conflictispatcipation in the
war and losses experienced because of the war. 29% of people respondeg thaidhted little
or no conflict if returning to Abkhazia.

Participants were also asked to think about how they would handle thetsahit they
expected to face in Abkhazia. The various answers given were grouped intachppritiat
relied on outside authority, such as the government or legal measures, andregsptioat self-
reliant. 35% gave responses that they would turn to an outside authority wotbdemnflicts,
while 42% stated that they would use conflict approaches that werelsait. Most of these
self-reliant approaches were rather vague, however, such as fésdgllve with diplomacy and
with talk” (T2, 2007) or “I will try to solve with peace” (Z5, 2007).

These findings show that a sizable portion of the IDPs interviewdddeavoid conflict
and prefer to resolve conflicts and disputes through outside authdkitige same time, there is
another sizable group that cited taking proactive approaches to canflipreferred to solve
conflicts themselves. However, in looking at the proactive and selfirelpgporoaches that were
offered, very few offer anything more specific than “with diplomacy,” “wélking,” or “will
solve peacefully.” Even when respondents were probed with questions sudtabi
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diplomacy doesn’t work” little more specific strategy was given. Intaadi29% of interviewees
expect little or no conflict and 75% have had no experience working cooperatitrely w
Abkhazians since displacement. What these results may indichtg while the IDPs that were
interviewed may have some skills and confidence to deal with poteotiflicts, they may also
be unprepared to deal with conflicts they may encounter if returning.

With these conflict handling issues in mind, Participants were asked @eturn and the
conditions that would be necessary for them to return. It should be notedghssttbf questions
was developed later in the study, and that it was only asked to individualspiessed a desire
to return. As such this set of questions was asked to 32 of the 45 IDPsrhattesviewed.
From these 32, the following conditions were given as necessary for. return

Peaceful conditions/ no war — 10
Georgian Jurisdiction- 8

Government protection/guarantee — 7
Russians leave — 3

Just for Abkhazians to say its ok — 1
Economic improvement — 5
Restoration/ rebuilding — 2

e Other-5
*Some respondents gave answers that fell into ri@ne one category, for example listing both ecoromi
improvement and Georgian jurisdiction as necessamgturn. Such answers were counted for each
category they addressed.

Finally, participants were asked if there were any conditions under wieiglwibuld return to
Abkhazia under the current status quo, or in other words without Geoagitinl®ver the
territory. Overwhelmingly participants said they would not be willing torrewithout Georgian
jurisdiction: 88% said no, 9% answered yes, and 3% responded that they did not know
Considering that one third of the IDPs interviewed expect not to faceoaflictonce they
return, and that no one expressed the anticipation of insurmountable cdrdéeims curious that
almost all of the people interviewed would refuse to return without the Gewsgite having

jurisdiction over the region. Similar to the assertions made in &wéopis section, this
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contradiction suggests that protection from Abkhaz may not be the asiyrréor wanting there
to be Georgian state control over Abkhazia. As was suggested in the psmetiass, this may
be part of a broader desire to avoid repeating the experience of displa@nd the various
traumas that accompany it. Or, it is possible if not likely, that therihar reason or force
connected to this demand for Georgian jurisdiction despite a relatiopfident outlook on

potential conflict with Abkhazians.

ConclusionsThis section of the analysis has identified a number of forces and
motivations at work within the Georgian IDP population. However, it has nadeetified a
clear group of forces that would explain the stagnation or non-movement BRpopulation.
Reviewing these forces, the study finds that a mix of tangible and inangilivations are
pulling and pushing IDPs towards return, integration, and their status quo.

The section regarding IDPs’ desire to return showed that the goaliafingtto
Abkhazia on a permanent basis was nearly unanimous among the interyeavtemt beneath
this stated desire was a collection of intangible yet apparenthstreng motivations for return.
The section regarding IDPs’ perceptions of integration and the host cotymwhere they
currently live showed overall that there are no apparent forces drivmsgoward their current
status quo. Meanwhile, there appears to be the motivation and ambition towgsdhat would
lead to greater integration such as employment and housing outside of &veatieater. What
this indicates is that there must, on some level, be forces that ang piDPs into their current
situation of prolonged displacement and non-integration. While the study has slabvwrete are
certainly deficiencies in the assistance given to IDPs, and that mddebeodone to facilitate
integration, on some level it is ultimately the decision of individual I1BREIDP families to
actively pursue integration. Therefore, there must be something thes tieksegregation and
limbo of the status quo preferable to integration.
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This is all further complicated by the sections about IDP percepifdhe home
territory, the possibility of coexistence, and their perceived abdigetl with conflict. When
asked about possible fears and concerns about returning, the study founddfaitg of
respondents expressed some fears and possible challenges about retdxbkingtia.
Furthermore, the most prominent fears were in regard to security, fofectd the fear of
starting another conflict. This shows that, despite the state@ des&turn, there are very
tangible motivations for not doing so. Furthermore, this section shows thtated a conciliatory
attitude towards Abkhazians is far more prevalent than an overtlgssige one. However, when
confronted with the task of sharing or perhaps giving something up for Abkhazianrpaustea
more aggressive attitude comes to the fore in a portion of the inteese

At the same time, the section on perceived conflict skills shows mixedatrddictory
results regarding conflict handling skills, confidence in dealing witfflicorand needs for return
among those interviewed. The study found a high degree of stated confiderecability to
handle and deal with whatever conflicts IDPs may face if returning to AlskHa#act one-third
of those interviewed anticipated facing no conflict if returning. Wist$ection also showed little
experience dealing with conflict, and tendency to turn towards outsiberdies to resolve
conflicts. It also showed that the primary conditions required for retera peace deal, a
security guarantee, and Georgian jurisdiction over Abkhazia. In faayéreshelming majority
of IDPs said that under no conditions would they return to Abkhazia without thgiGe
government having control over the region. As this demand seems to cdnbh@diomewhat
confident and optimistic outlook on coexistence with Abkhazians, this may stlggethere is
something other than simply protection from Abkhazians that IDPs would get ®ongi&n
control. And, as was posited earlier, what IDPs may be looking for in Geoegiaritg
guarantees may also be protection against experiencing that which IDP&bathe a
experienced: not simply the peril and fear of flight, but also the challemg upheaval of starting
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over. The table below summarizes the forces for and against returnhiazioland for or against

staying in their current locations.

Forces for staying Forces for returning
e High stated level of integration e Stated desire to return.
e Motivation to integrate (displayed e “Intangibles” given as motivations for
through desire to find permanent return (i.e. drivers that cannot be
+ housing and employment) replaced or supplanted outside of return
to Abkhazia)

e Low stated anticipation of conflict.
e Conciliatory attitude towards Abkhazians.

e Lack of permanent homes and e Fear of personal security or threat.
employment. e Fear of starting another conflict and
e Diminishing and insufficient aid. threat of reliving the experience of

displacement.
e Challenge of starting over again.
e Lack of conflict skills.
Table 4: Summary of forcesfor staying and returning to Abkhazia.

Thus what this section has done is highlight inconsistencies andydaatés where
there should be a strong force acting on IDPs but there does not appear to be. Inrothérese
appears to be a gravity of sorts keeping a large portion of IDPs inttites guo despite their
stated preference for the markers of integration such as employmemalalechsusing. Yet, one
thing that this part of the analysis does seem to suggest isdtstitides and motivations of
individuals in the IDP community are behind the forces that act agaictstother to produce the
inertia that keeps this population in the current status quo. This sudgegteetattitudes of this
population are connected to the status quo that it maintains by neither retumimggrmating.
As such this also suggests that their attitudes are connected t@editaigg apparatus that rely
on the IDP status quo for authority, and in turn use this authority to act as dinkagitators in
the conflict. In the next section, the analysis will attempt to ideatil make sense of broad
themes present within the whole body of interview data. By looking at thegamg themes the
analysis should be able to give a deeper understanding to these gapsdantifyaie role of

this community within the broader conflict.
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Level 2 — Emerging Themes

The previous analysis yields useful information about the forces amhtiwis at work
within the Georgian IDP community, as well as what might be thought o&els bles within
the field of forces acting on and within the IDP community. These acegplahere a seemingly
strong force appears to have less impact on the movement and motivatiantdé? tommunity
than it aught to. This would lead one to expect an equally strong counterdfaleectop in
opposition, yet there are places where no such counter-force is readilgrapphese places
where it seems that there should be some force either pushing or pullinigtaimtae
equilibrium, but where no such force is apparent are what may be thought cfeabléti holes
within the field of forces acting on the Georgian IDP population. Howevere@ly-item
analysis of the interview data can only do so much to provide an understandirsgpofpthiation,
its motivations, and its role in the Georgian Abkhazian conflict. Patend themes also emerge
from looking at the interview responses as a whole body of informationdnstéaeaking it
down by item. This second level of analysis will identify some of tHemmes, some of which
are informed by the literature and others which emerge from the detse Themes speak to the
role and position of this IDP community within the theatre of the Geovidkhazian conflict as
well as having relevance to understanding IDPs in frozen conflicts moreatigne

The first level of analysis dealt largely with the first hypotses@out opposing forces
within the IDP community, seeking to identify these forces. Thergkevel of analysis deals
with the second hypothesis by trying to better inform our understanding afi¢hef the IDP
community in the greater Georgian-Abkhazian conflict. The second hypothdisis paper
asserts that frozen conflict is held at equilibrium between a lowsityelevel of non-conflict and
the threshold in intensity that can be thought of as ripeness; antlishatld there by forces that
both drive and suppress the conflict. This equilibrium remains at lbdewgensity high enough
that peace is unlikely to develop from de-escalation and fading of thectoydliit is at a low
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enough level of intensity that peace is unlikely to result from a niutuaiting stalemate and the
resolution ripeness it is said to induce (Zartman, 2000). While this istundy able to test this
hypothesis in whole by examining all of the factors involved, it can begin tib bydboking at

one of these driving or suppressing factors and determining the rolpighiaictor plays.

Selective aggressiomhere are a number of ways that a given population or party may be
identified as a driving factor in a conflict. Driving factore #hose which serve to perpetuate or
escalate the conflict, and parties may act in this capacity in ayafieays that are too
numerous to list. For example, a group can act as a driving factor directkifny ai@ arms in
the conflict, or more indirectly by supporting a faction involved in the fightiygdemanding
that their side continue fighting, or by obstructing the peace process in abhgmofmvays. The
Georgian IDP population has acted as a driver for the conflict in sothe nfore obvious ways
that a group can. For example, the IDP population supplied men that fought irotigéaGe
Abkhazian war of 1992-1994, and the Georgian-Abkhaz Government in Exile, cainpirise
Georgian members of the pre 1992 Abkhazian regional government, has lmerch spponent
of any form of Abkhaz sovereignty. However, in the attempt to illuminate tadhat the
Georgian IDP population has played in this conflict, this study sought to idsatifg more
subtle trends in this population that may either confirm or disconfirm tHeiagoa driving force
in the conflict.

One way to begin may be to look for signs of aggression and ill-will towards Aibkisa
expressed by IDPs. This may seem like an unpromising direction, as ieafieanalysis the
study found that when IDPs were asked about their feelings towards Adokhas% responded
with feelings that were generally positive or non-threatening, while 5%y showed overtly
negative and malevolent feelings. However, looking for less obvious siggg@ssion towards
Abkhazians shows some hostility in more than 15% of the interview pool uEtrdlte, selective
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aggression is shown by some interviewees whereby certain groups ofzidnihauch as one’s
neighbors, are viewed positively while other select groups are viewsreeases, such as
Abkhazians who fought in the war. For example, when asked about the prospedimg mee
Abkhazians in dialogue one person said “l would be happy to meet my neighbors, but I'm not
sure about Abkhaz | don’t know — I'm afraid | will get killed” (B9, 2007); aeottesponded:
“yes, | meet them if they don’t give part in the war — but the people wied kity uncle - | don’t
want to meet them” (T7, 2007). This is particularly seen in this groupesf/iatvs around the
subject of the IDP’s abandoned house. The sentiment expressed bywsdesvie Kutaisi,
“people who live in their own house are good people” (K1, 2007), is exemplary ettbedively
aggressive attitude towards Abkhazians. What this statement assis Spgople who live in my
house are bad.” Looking at the entire interview data, this study found 30 esamgR
interviews of this selective aggression towards Abkhazians. Téassrthat about half of the
IDPs interviewed demonstrated this theme somewhere in theiri@vierand, while this is not a
great enough portion to make a generalization about all Georgian IDPs, iiggestghat some
degree of hostility towards Abkhazians, though hidden or subtle, does existithe
community. Thus it could be said that such hostility would serve to driveitilict or at the
least that aggression and hostility would serve to entrench a groghasen position, and that

this entrenchment would drive the intensity of a conflict up.

Georgian government contrafhe entrenchment in just such a position is another theme
that appears in the interview data. The insistence on bringing AbkhaziaGeaigjian
jurisdiction is common not only in Georgian political rhetoric, but also anibRg when talking
about return. This sentiment was seen quite clearly in the first levealylsés where 82% of
those asked said they would not return to Abkhazia without an official ped@ndeaithout
Georgian control over Abkhazia. However, this theme of not wanting to rettirouviGeorgian
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control is present throughout the data, and it is in the unsoliciteémeés to this demand that
one can see clues as to the reason for it as well.

It is not uncommon in conflict for entrenchment in a position to be rootedghts-ri
focused mentality and desire to “win,” so to speak. One could speculatieishednse of rights-
based entitlement is seen in the interviewees who said they watirtolvecause “it is mine, it's
my land” (T14, 2007), and this is one of the possible reasons that so many liSPariteving
Georgian control before they return to Abkhazia. However, a look at theiéwtenaterial
shows that the need for protection is a central and very real reasbis fdemand. 29 references
to Georgian control were seen in 27 interviews, just over half of the potile€¥ 29 references,
18 specifically mention protection, safety, or fear, which shows that thisaasiderable
motivation in the IDP community. One respondent noted, for example, “I woulddie, afnever
go back to this territory if | have no guarantee from our government teagata” (T13). Another
noted: “when the government gives [the] promise of protection [wetilifmé (K1). Furthermore,
2 interviews made references to the events that occurred in the @@t o& Abkhazia in 1998.
“There was once when [the] Georgian government already helped IDPs to go kssadk &ind
Abkhazians shoot them because it was not official” (T12).Thesdsamndiscussed in detail in
the Case Background chapter, but in brief this refers to the armed clesthteartspired in early
1998 when a large number of Georgian IDPs moved back to their homes in theg®aliaf
Abkhazia, but did so without aid or protection of the Georgian government. Claetive=en
Georgian nationalist militias and Abkhaz forces transpired and resulbegr@at deal of violence
and the re-displacement of nearly 50,000 IDPs. For obvious reasons, this has dmoethéng
of a traumatic event for many Georgians, particularly IDPs, and whéérences is not a sizable
portion of the data, it does indicate a sentiment that likely existaghrmuch of the IDP
community. As such, the study suggests that a fear-based insistence on Georigaof
Abkhazia as prerequisite to return is a factor within the IDP contynuriiis insistence

111



contributes to the entrenchment of a position that is difficult toranwodate, and as such shows
another way in which the IDP serves as a driving factor in the corflicthermore, the fighting
that took place in August 2008 in South Ossetia and Abkhazia, as well as into Eetsgit
neighboring those regions, surely had a traumatic effect on Georgia'atD#dl as their
population as a whole. One could easily speculate that this would have haécthefeff
underlining and reinforcing security concerns about the prospect ofingtamd would support
fears that returning to Abkhazia without Georgian state protection weadicthem to repeat the

trauma of displacement yet again.

Disempowermen#t the same time as this insistence on government control, the study
also finds that there is a theme of deferment to government authority anteadlge
disempowerment among IDPs. A theme of powerlessness or lack of agemgg@&mesome
interviews. This was expressed in a variety of ways; in some itagas expressed in terms of
deferment to authority or institutions to solve problems. For example, adied about what
conflicts people expected to face if they return and how they might deal eith éhnumber of
interviewees said simply that the government would solve such problerasytténg will be
decided by government” (B7, 2007). In other instances there was a tendency téwlards “
know” answers, particularly when asked to offer suggestions for prognaweys to improve
certain services. This trend also came up in responses to questionsigegandact with Abkhaz
and willingness to participate in dialogue. For example, one person respongiedotia
politician and meeting someone like me from Abkhazia wouldn’t mean anythinglegu# has
to be on government level” (B7, 2007). In another case, when asked about the mfogtet
the respondent answered “I must be president to answer these questions” (1.5, 2007

There were 27 occurrences of responses that reflect this theme gbalisement found
in 20 of the 45 interviews. There is a fair amount of speculating that conbeabout the
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causes of this trend towards lack of agency, and the significancehhatfor the study. It is
possible and likely that to some degree this theme, and the trend towardg Kraov’
responses, is descended from the era of Soviet Rule, and the political cxdaiesl during that
70-year period during which self agency and autonomy could be limited or atdgjuaybitrarily
by the state. At the same time it is possible that this tendenogn&cted to the overall sense of
stagnation that is apparent in so much of the IDP community, with such stagaradio
hopelessness the task of offering alternatives and solutions begppetr @ointless. The first
part of this analysis identified the possible existence of some unapfmcenor motivation that
pulls a large portion of this community towards the status quo. It is ppdsdilthis puzzling
pull towards non-integration and segregation is related to the themewipdieerment and lack
of agency that emerges from the data.

In the study of refugees and the psychology of displacement, as was discug=seit ea
the literature review, there are certain coping mechanismsatatdeen observed in displaced
communities that may be of relevance here. “Linking” tendencies have beeibeldén this
literature in cases where some aspect of life before displacemeateated or perpetuated in
order to fabricate or maintain the connection between the formehkfeutrent life of
displacement, and the hope for future return (Volkan, 1994, 2003; Zetter, 19R8skhé¢ed,
1994). These linked aspects may range from placing undue importance on ezgaialpitems
to recreation of the old home to the maintenance of IDP communities aizPthgeintity
(Volkan, 1994, 2003).

The study of trauma and victimization has also noted that trauma, sucheapdhience
of forced displacement, can severely damage one’s identity and seniéeAsf ®dilson (2004)
notes: “identity involves a sense of self-sameness and continuity” (p. 1i&guwymeatic
experiences have the effect of severing one’s connections to theanpaseir identity.
Similarly, Herman notes, “the core experiences of psychological &#amendisempowerment and
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disconnection from others” (Herman, 1942, p. 133). As such, survivors of traumatiersper
such as forced displacement are left with a weakened identity and seeeTdfesidentity of
victim, or in this case the identity of IDP, serves to redresssthiered sense of self in several
ways. Herman notes that the identity of victim carries with ipp@¢émlness” that the victim must
relinquish in the process of recovery (Herman, 1942). Relinquishing éb@bpess of victim
identity allows the individual to regain commonality and belonging in society)dmutarries
with it “a feeling of smallness, of insignificance, a sensedhats own troubles are ‘as a drop of
rain in the sea™ (Herman, 1942, p.236). When victim identity and the geubat come with it
are as politically charged and carry such consequences as they do iretbelD&scommunities,
recovery may not be an appealing trade-off for relinquishing this spesafethermore, the
social status of victim, and the sense of shared victimization in comesumtiolved in trauma
can promote cohesion in such groups (Roe & Cairns, 2003). Membership in such groups c
provide the needed sense of identity that is often damaged in survivasroat Furthermore, in
the case of interstate and inter-communal conflict, the selfreesbgfatus of victim group can
provide strength “vis-a-vis the international community, which usually tensispport the
victimized side in a conflict” (Bar-Tal, 2003).

There is both comfort and power in the homeostasis of maintaimingdetfhtity of victim.
First the displaced person draws comfort and commonality from beingfadisplaced
community and the opportunity to recreate a lost past that that commtmitges. Furthermore,
the identity of victim carries a certain degree of specialaedgpower. As such, the degree of
power that the displaced community retains by maintaining its igexstia separate community
may shed light on the puzzling lack of integration the community in this studysshow

The amount and type of aid or assistance given to displaced persons ceataigiher
facilitate or restrict the ease and speed with which individntdgiiate into host communities.
However, on some level it is ultimately the prerogative of displacedmete integrate into the
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host community or to actively pursue the possibility of return by remaingrgegated from the
host community. By not integrating or perhaps on some level refusing to tetetjsplaced
persons retain a certain identity and power much in the way that a victanRlorot integrating,
displaced communities ensure that they remain an issue for the hosltsociety and as such
they ensure that they remain an issue in the conflict. Nor will thdictdiatle away without
resolution to the issue of displacement while that displaced populatiamsewisible. By not
integrating, communities safeguard themselves against being igtiteegdnsure themselves a
role in the conflict (even if it is minor) and with that role comesesdegree of power in that

conflict and thus some degree of control over their own circumstances.

Conclusion

The second level of analysis has identified several themesutigest that there are
sentiments and demands within the Georgian IDP community that may indeedeitidat this
community serves as a driving factor in the Georgian Abkhazian cokfhtftof the
interviewees display signs of what could be called selectiveesgjgn. This means that when
asked about their feelings towards Abkhazians, respondents report having igerfeghings
towards Abkhazians in general, and only harbor anger towards the dientted groups of
Abkhazians, such as the single Abkhazian that has taken one’s house onamntistthose that
fought in the war. Furthermore, there is a prominent theme in the evsraf demanding
Georgian control over Abkhazia, and that return is conditional to thsuge. By making this
demand, the IDP community places itself as a driver between theHatéhe conflict is at
currently and any possibility of it fading away or de-escalating on its dwre IDP community
does not simply fade into the Georgian population (which it does not appeatdmbgeand if

this community makes clear that they will not be gradually returmiddpikhazia on their own
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(without Georgian protection) then it is unlikely that the confiif which they are a part will

begin to fade drastically in intensity. These forces are illestriat the table below.

Forces for staying Forces for returning

e Power retained by maintaining
+ distinct victim status as IDP
community

e Selective or ‘hidden’ aggression towards
Abkhazians

- e Fear of repeating experience of displacement,

exacerbated by violent clashes in Gali in 1998 and

events in August 2008.

Table5: Forcesfor staying and returning to Abkhazia.

Both the first and second parts of the analysis uncovered signs of a pdeerfat work
within the community: the fear of returning to Abkhazia only to have tcafién and in turn
experience the trauma of displacement again. This fear is discngbedirst part of the analysis
as references to the fear of “starting the conflict again” anddscainnected to the theme
discussed in the second part of demanding Georgian state control of Abkhaaeasslition to
return. Uncovering this fear of re-traumatization is a key part of atadating the entrenched
position within this community of requiring guarantees of protection fronsturgian
government as a prerequisite for returning to Abkhazia. The issue oétivd and the
entrenchment of both sides on this issue is, in turn, a driving force confiet.

This leads to the final conclusion of these results. The firsppénts analysis detected
that there was some unapparent force towards the status quo of proloptgezkdient and
segregation that seemingly is stronger than the appeal of itivegtaater, the analysis also
identified a theme emerging from the data that might be identified @mpiisverment or the
acceptance of powerlessness, which is most visible in deferegogedmment control. Looking
at phenomena that have been observed both in refugee psychology and in the psychology of

victimization, the analysis finds that there may be some connectioneretiveresistance to
116



integration and the issue of power. As was discussed above, by remairbhgségregated and
thus maintaining the identity of a community displaced by conflict, the IDP papula able to
retain an undeniable role in the conflict and thus some amount of poweerkwoth, if one
takes this phenomena to suggest that there is some degree of intéptiontde part of the IDP
community in maintaining the status quo, then the argument can be made tkt#tuthesaof the
IDP community do indeed actively drive the conflict. The status quo istaiaéd through some
degree of intentionality, thus the source of authority for the Abkhaz Gaest-in-Exile is
maintained; and as a notoriously partisan organization, that lobbies aatiarthlist line in
regards to the conflict and the full return of IDPs to Abkhazia the Gowsthm-Exile certainly
acts to drive the conflict. Thus, one can connect the attitudes of IDPsperfieguation of the

conflict's frozen state posited in the framework presented earlier.
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Discussion
As the reporting of results in the previous chapter should show, the studlycted for
this paper is multifaceted and somewhat complex, and produced a sizeabie afmaw data.
Although the methods used in this thesis were as appropriate as pfusdihie subject, there are
some limitations to the study and its ability to draw definitive agiohs from the data. The
following discussion will outline caveats, shortcomings, and errors imadegpects of the study
and analysis conducted. Such caveats are found in the study’s desigrgltiaxand data

collection, as well as the method and process of analysis.

Study Design

The study was designed to accommodate the information needs of tarsmesghin
the constraints posed by logistical and financial limitationgnidd period of time in which to
collect information, as well as the political limits that exist wlzenducting field research about
an ongoing or unresolved conflict. These various caveats will be diddadsen.

This study was conducted to better understand the various factors ahweek i
perpetuation of frozen conflict, and the role that displaced persons plagéndyreamics. It
pursued this end by studying more closely the population of internally digipteesons that fled
their place of origin during the Georgian-Abkhazian war in the early 199@loivs that the
discussion of this study should begin by briefly assessing the approms&atare
representativeness of the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict as an exanfigeem conflict. In an
earlier chapter the following definition for frozen conflict was gtk

Frozen conflict is a particular phenomenon of intractability where thdiatonf
experiences a long period of what seems to be stagnation or non movement. This
period occurs after most of the violence in the conflict is ended by ceasefir

leaves the conflict unresolved and parties in a state of destraativeainful
ambiguity — particularly in regard to parties’ legal relationship wach other

and with the outside world, which becomes the status quo for those involved.
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It could be said that because the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict fits #gsiplgon almost exactly,
that it is indeed an appropriate and representative example faudlyeo$ frozen conflict.
However, such an evaluation is not so simple. Because there is lititettbal literature
available that offers anything resmbling a functional definition of einazonflict, the term is
largely defined by the characteristics of the specific confli@sthe term is used to describe.
These are primarily the conflicts in Cyprus, Azerbaijan, Moldova, andgize@s such, the
claim that Georgia and Abkhazia is an appropriate example based @xitsifyrto this
definition is a somewhat tautological argument. However, this problem waeddrgritself if any
of the other conflicts often referred to as frozen were examined raimeGorgia and
Abkhazia. Furthermore, the legitimacy of focusing on Georgia as atuatise of frozen conflict
could be argued based on its importance in ongoing regional affairs andvissceléo policy in
the area. Perhaps more than other conflicts in this grouping, the Georgiarzidbktanflict and
its frozen state is poised to have a significant impact on regional anaaitnbnal affairs. First, it
appears at the time of writing that Georgian affairs are taking omificagt role in shaping US-
Russian and European-Russian relations. Furthermore, the large pbttierCaspian-
Mediterranean oil pipeline located in Georgia is often cited asrigmaiernational significance
to the separatist conflicts in which Georgia is engaged. Finallyprixémity of the Russian-
Abkhazian border to the site of the 2014 Olympic games, Sochi, also lendsiceleval
immediacy to the Georgian-Abkhazian as a critical case of frozenatonfli

Having discussed the appropriateness of the Georgian-Abkhazidictcastn example
of frozen conflict, there are a number of other caveats to bear in mind gattiseo the specific
study conducted. As should be clear by now, the study only collected data and infofroat
Georgians. For obvious reasons, it would have been ideal to conduct stunirgspapulations

on both sides of this conflict. It would add greater depth to the study and allowaintastionger
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conclusions if it were able to provide an Abkhazian perspective on iasdgébemes such as the
return of Georgian IDPs and the possibility of coexistence with Gewrgidowever, given the
limitations imposed by the current political situation as well gisrio personal security
associated with traveling in a region not controlled by the Georgianrgoeet and where US
embassy officials are unable to provide protection to citizensptteeiton of data from
Abkhazia was deemed beyond this study’s capacity.

There are strengths and weaknesses to the size of the sample usestudyhilt could at
once be argued that the sample is too large in some respects and too simatlriespects. A
larger sample could increase the representativeness and gandity of the study and allow for
traditional statistical analysis of certain factors. Atshee time, the size of the sample presented
challenges that a smaller sample would not. Using an instrument thatcbli¢h qualitative and
guantitative data in a sample of this size runs the risk of collecting imfmrmation than can be
effectively analyzed. Indeed, it was a challenge to distill the amoumtafcdllected into
digestible amounts while preserving the integrity of the informnadind maintaining respect for
the individual subjects and the time they gave to the study.

However, despite the challenges presented by the size of this sdmppieed to be an
advantageous sample size for the aims of the study. First, the formist tlily would not have
effectively served a significantly larger sample than the oneestundire. The interviews were
semi-structured, which allowed for probing on some questions when needed, and posed open
ended questions which allowed respondents to expand on topics when they so wisheld, As s
the study produced a dense, rich, and highly varied body of data. On some of the open-ende
guestionnaire items this meant that no two responses looked the samet eadttiiaquired
individual interpretation in order to extract the desired infolmnatAt 45 interviews, it is entirely
possible to do this without losing the richness and individuality of the resparisdg.this
approach is just as possible with a sample size of 50 or even 60 respondesmtgeitiat a
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certain point the sample would become too large to be appropriate fompihisftindividualized
analysis, and would be unable to adequately make use of the richnessesptreses given. At
the same time this size of sample allowed to study to interview indigifhaah different regions
of Georgia, of different ages, and of various walks of life. This producadetywand texture that
a significantly smaller sample would not generate. Thus, while adigittes prevented a depth
of analysis that is possible with fewer subjects, it gave textnd variety to the data collected
that a smaller sample could not have provided.

Finally, it should be mentioned that there are certain challengelséhwhen targeting
for study a group that is widely considered to be a vulnerable population.rirheul@erable
population is typically applied to populations such as children, prisonemsgthzlly disabled
and economically or educationally disadvantaged people (Royse, 2008). Whamwtk
vulnerable populations the study must pay particular attention to enshairtpe study and
participation in it does not somehow cause harm to the subject. When workirg padpulation
that has experienced significant trauma, such as the forcibly displasgdaiticularly important
to ensure that the instrument and research methods employed by the study dcermet caus
traumatization to the subjects, and that emotions brought up as a remguticgpation in the

study are handled appropriately and with sensitivity.

Data Collection & Sampling

The greatest challenges of conducting the study, and perhaps the most impog&st cav
to discuss, are in regards to the process of data collection andr&ampthod used. Conducting
interviews with the aid of a translator, unfamiliarity with Ibcalture, and finding subjects with
limited personal connections presented significant challenges ao¢heate collection of data
and assembly of a representative sample of subjects. Undeniably, thésegeisahad an affect
on the data collected.
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Sampling A number of caveats should be noted in regards to the demographics of the
subject pool and discrepancies between this and the larger Georgian ID&ipopilihe
interview subjects in this study were collected through a nonprolyaalibpling design that
would best be described as purposive sampling. Nonprobability sampling redgueoiess that
unlike probability sampling does not use a mathematically random proceectaassampling
element, and is the type of sampling most often used in qualitative, as oppgsedtitative,
research. As Newman and Kreuger (2003) note: “qualitative reseafobgsdess on a sample’s
representativeness ... the primary purpose of [nonprobability] sampliogatiéct specific
cases, events, or actions that can clarify and deepen understanding” (m 2@%9r words, the
insight and depth of understanding that qualitative research seeks islfaverghe
representativeness of a sample and generalizability of a studyitsgénthat quantitative research
favors.

Within the category of nonprobability sampling, this study would best be desesbe
one conducted via purposive or judgmental sampling. Purposive sampling ia egptbratory
or field research, and is one where the investigator uses various metlsetksct cases or
subjects for inclusion in the study with a specific purpose in mind or becayggodsess certain
characteristics, often using the judgment of an expert to select tlse(Nasenan & Kreuger,
2003; Royse, 2008). One reason that an investigator uses purposive samplétgdyg tohard-
to-reach or specialized population. In this study, subjects were selectedrdembership in the
population of Georgian IDPs from Abkhazia, which is a hard-to-reach populaton &hich
little statistical information is available. There are advgesaand disadvantages to this method of
sampling. As Hochschild notes “Obviously, one cannot safely generalineafisample of this
kind to a national population” however, she continues, “intensive interviens @evice for
generating insights, anomalies, and paradoxes, which later may be formatlizbgpotheses
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that can be tested by quantitative social science methods” (1981, p.23-24 asrgietiechan &
Kreuger, 2003).

Interviewees were selected based on the characteristics ofdmeibg of Georgian
ethnicity that fled from former residences in Abkhazia during and because Gebrgian-
Abkhazian war, and were located using the local knowledge of guides in eathaaiaterviews
were conducted. Interviewees from Thilisi were recruited primghiough acquaintance with
translators or the primary investigator. Interviewees in lsutaid Zugdidi were found through
acquaintance with local peacebuilding and educational organizations, aral eéttee Batumi
interviews were arranged with assistance from the Ministry of Refuigethat region.

There are several main reasons why a random or probability sampling methodtwa
particularly feasible for this study. First, the fact that theystargets a very particular group or
population, Georgian IDPs, means that a traditional random sampling methaassacidom
digit dialing would not produce viable subjects or cases for the studheFure, the method of
selected a random or statistically stratified subject pool frast aflIDPs living in the given area
was not a feasible sampling method either, as the investigator did notckase # such listing
if indeed they even exist. It could be argued that some quota sampling methddsac@ubeen
better integrated into the study. In quota sampling, the researcher edeodiftain demographic
categories within the wider population, and determines proportionally how mgegtsulf each
category there should be represented in the sample. For example, the stlithaee@imed to
sample such that respondents were roughly half male and half female.dtptlvevability to
apply quotas to the subject pool was limited due to restrictions createdistychl issues such as
the availability of the translator-guides needed for most of the ietesyiand the limited ability
to plan the data-collecting visits to areas outside Thilisi. Sonteedésues around the limited

ability of the investigator to successfully apply quotas to the sampldiscussed below.
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There are several ways in which this sampling method may haveedftbetdata. First,
the number of IDPs living in collective centers was higher in the satmuobeit the general
population: 62% in this study versus roughly half in the general IDP populatibtC(IR006).
This discrepancy comes from having greater access to IDPs ilivoajiective centers relative to
finding those living in private residences. Furthermore, intervieweesneeruited on a
volunteer basis, and it became apparent that certain age and gender groupsreenailable
and more willing than other groups to talk about their experiences. First, theeelarge
representation of women and young people. Part of this is likely due to aitgilalsiimiddle
aged men were often not at home when interviews were being conducted. Thid isaiuey
could perhaps have been addressed by staggering the times when interveetvsimge
conducted. However, this timing was largely subject to the aviétjabiltranslators and guides.
Another reason for this is that men that were 20-40 years old at thefttheewar (or 35-55
now) were the most likely to have participated in the war, and becaulsetodiima they have
experienced taking part in this war they may be less willing to talkt &b experiences. The
proportionately lower number of middle aged men may have affected sdaheedzfta collected.
It is possible that because of their experience with the war, thisgtephic would have
expressed feelings about the Abkhazians that are more aggressivesahégigatory than other
demographics, and may have shown less optimistic views on the possibilityfandtyliof
coexisting with Abkhazians. We do not know whether this is the case, but béoassenple is
lacking in this demographic group the possibility exists that the data andgsnoliay be skewed
to present the appearance of more optimistic and conciliatory attitiidhées the IDP community
than what are actually there.

Furthermore, the associations through which some respondents weredetrayt have
affected the data collected from them. Namely, this may have been an leseesame of the
respondents that were recruited through acquaintance with NGOs isitanih the
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Conflictology Department at Thilisi State University in Thilisi through the Ministry of
Refugees in Batumi. In Kutaisi, IDPs for interview were located wittasiséstance of an
educational NGO that works with the IDP community in that city. Sevaterhview questions are
asked that deal with the respondent’s willingness to engage in dialoguebktihzZdans, their
prior experience with peacebuilding processes, and the ways that teegglly tend to deal
with conflict in their lives. The associations of some respondents wéthgroups indicates that
these individuals were likely to have a greater familiarity withicebuilding and conflict
resolution practices, and are more likely to have had conflict trainieigftite demonstrating
greater ability to handle conflict in a non-destructive manner. W/tie overall pool of data,
these interviews may have had the effect of skewing the data tthgip®pulation the
appearance of greater exposure and experience with peacebuildirasescaed conflict skills
than is accurate.

The fact that several interviews in Batumi were arranged withdbistance of the
Ministry of Refugees in that region may have had similar consequenezmmdf collecting
data that might be skewed or otherwise inaccurate. One such intemvielwer B1, is of
particular concern as it was actually conducted in the offices dflithister of Refugees. This
produced noticeable irregularities in the responses given when corpénedesponses given
in other interviews, particularly regarding the subject ofstaste and aid received. For example,
when asked about the amount or type of aid that they receive now, a very cosspmmse was
“we only get 14 Lari ($7 US) a month,” or something similar to this. Howelveregispondent in
interview B1 responded to this question by saying enthusiastically “ttdeari every month”
and noted that this was greater than the amount they used to receive. Atlthordeigstanding of
the dynamics and relationship between the IDP community and the Miniftefadees is well
beyond the scope of this study. However, it is safe to say that the fatiethaterview given at
the Ministry was far less critical of the Ministry and Geongi@mvernment overall shows that
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some of the responses given in this interview may not have been entirely ingeBame other
interviews in collective centers in Batumi were coordinatechbyMinistry. Specifically at the
collective center where interviews B5-B11 were conducted, it appdaesomeone from the
Ministry had called in advance of the interview session to ensuri thatild be possible to
conduct interviews there. Again, the relationship between the Ministryfag&es and the IDP
population in Georgia, and the degree of disconnect between ministry rhatbtieareality of
IDPs’ experience is certainly related to the subject at hand ipdpesr, but is not its focus nor is
it the main problem with which this paper is concerned. Certainly theréevel of questioning
required when data is collected in this context with the aid of gowsrnafficials. However, the
data collected in interviews B5-B11 did not differ in any noticeable or draway from data
collected in other regions and situations. It certainly did not depart fromaimcbady of data in
the way that interview B1 did. As such it should not be considered to be excipttased due

to the assistance of government officials in its collection.

Data collection A number of logistical challenges also presented themselves in the
collection of data. Foremost among these was a set of challengesqudsetite use of a
translator. Six different translators were used in the process of ¢onptinis study. Because of
the low-budget approach with which the study was conducted, different teassiere hired to
conduct interviews in each region or cities where interviews wenducted. This presented the
challenge of making sure that each new translator understood the questiandgurpose of
each item, and usually meant reviewing the questionnaire in a relatietypgriod of time. It
also meant that each translator brought their own preconceptions apcetat#on of the
guestionnaire to the interviews that they helped conduct. For example, sWireg the question
“would you be willing to return without state protection, provided that you @afelesto build
relationships with the people that would be your neighbors there?” one waindatpreted this
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as “would you be willing to return under Abkhazian sovereignty?” This waykaigslearly
creates a loaded and significantly different question.

An additional factor to consider about the translators and guidesstfiated in the study
is that all of these translator-guides were also IDPs. While thiemtaely unintended by the
researcher, it presents certain issues in the data collectiongtioaeare worth considering. The
fact that the translators assisting in the interviews were BRs ¢jave them a closeness or
intimacy with the subject of the interviews that has both advantagessauvaintages. The
negative aspects of this factor are that, given their proximity tisshes, there is a risk that the
translators might make inaccurate assumptions about particgguoanses or assume the ability
to interpret on their own responses or questionnaire items rather tha faslclarification.
However there are also advantages that come from having interphetanate personal
experience with the topic of the study. First, this deeper understandams rtiat they are more
likely to understand certain regional expressions and idioms used witHDRr@mmunity, as
well as references to certain places and events. Furthermore tttiefdbese translators were
members of the community being studied significantly increased accessdortimunity, and
created a baseline level of trust between investigator and subjgtctgould otherwise have
taken a great amount of time to build. Given the advantages of deeper urillegstd issues and
access to the IDP community, as opposed to the disadvantages mentioned alaevikaly a
great benefit to the study that translators involved were all.IDPs

The use of a translator also presents challenges to recording the regpogisén an
interview. When these responses come through a translator, they areunftated and the word
choice is often dictated by the translator’'s knowledge of English rathebyhthe subtle
differences in meaning that word choice typically connotes. This has atiplis for data

analysis in that the data must be analyzed for substance rather thamtémt or word choice. It
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also means that the study likely lost some comments or details th&tvesBound insignificant,
even though they may have been significant in analysis.

Finally, it should also be noted that some technical difficulties prevémagsearcher
from recording all interviews as was intended in the study’s deskgs pfesents similar issues
as the use of translators does, in that the researcher was not abled@vecpword and thought

expressed by the respondent.

Analysis Methods

A number of challenges that appeared in the process of collecting dateaneshin the
process of analyzing it. These primarily are issues that stem from ¢mgdaterviews in
Georgian or Russian while attempting to analyze them in English.

It is likely, if not certain, that a degree of meaning was lostemptrocess of translating
responses to English and consequently of interpreting these translatistigsh€&ie were a
number of responses that even with notes and a recording, were incomprehansitphrds to
the question asked. Without the ability to go back and clarify some of these esspbas
analysis had to group some of these responses as “other,” effectivtedythasinformation in
them. Similarly, in order to be able to quote responses in this paper, thegvafrdome
responses had to be adjusted to make them logical and comprehensible tastnsiBagking
audience. And, as is always a problem when working in multiple languages) wentds and
sayings lose their full meaning in translation. This is also the wdh the existence of cultural
connotations to certain terms and phrases. While a translator can irtteepr@rds spoken by
respondents, they cannot translate the cultural context in whichrthepaken. It should be a
given fact that references and associations were made by integgiesech the researcher could

not have understood and that the translator would have thought to explain.
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It is important as well to note why the data collected in this study didnat®rgo
statistical analysis to determine, for example, the statistgraifisance of certain differences in
the data. First, the purpose and intentions of the study do not lend thensahaistical
analysis and significance testing. This research was conducted as aaterpkiudy, with the
intention of exploring a topic about which little data has been producead #&muh iidentifying
important issues in this topic and generating hypotheses and questianthier fesearch. The
intention of the study is not hypotheses testing, which is the purpose ofnfsirntial statistics.
Testing for statistical significance is done to establish wheltleestudy’s results where due to
chance or due to the hypothesized relationship between variables (Neumanger, 2003).
Furthermore, inferential statistics and significance testilygore probability sampling. However,
as discussed earlier, this study utilized purposive sampling, whicteggpocized as a non-
probability sampling method. As such, it is neither necessary nor logiradlude statistical

testing in the analysis of the data collected in this study.

Conclusion

This section has highlighted a number of caveats that one should bear intraind w
reading the findings and conclusions of this study. The non-random samplmzdmieed means
that the representativeness of this pool is limited, and its findimgsld are not meant to be
generalized to the greater Georgian IDP population. Furthermore, middienagewere under-
represented in the subject pool, while IDPs that were involved with loc@sNiad participated
in peacebuilding activities, or had received some form of conflict traimérg over-represented.
This may have the effect of skewing the data to make the IDP population appear
conciliatory towards Abkhazians and better prepared to handle conflichizaadtually are.

Finally, the use of translators and the challenges presented bytiranisigerviews also means
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that some of meaning in the responses as they were originally conveyedvedeba lost in the
translation and transcription process.

However, the reader should also bear in mind that many of these flawmbereni in the
type of study that was conducted. Qualitative interviewing, collectingataother language
and culture, working with a translator, and working with what is considereddwilaerable
population are all elements that complicate the execution and accuratasaobdystudy.
However, these are all factors that enrich such a study as well. Thelebgtsented by
language, culture, and logistics were all necessary in order to gatheodlgats and perspectives
of a population about which little is known; and it would be impossible to @etytmderstand
the role of this population in the Georgian-Abkhazian conflict without atiegpi understand
what they perceive their role to be.

All things being said, the existence of multiple shortcomings in this ssualyparent.
However, this should not entirely discount the results and conclusionishhatproduced. While
these challenges may have affected the representativenessiafaioellected, they have not
affected the study’s ability to identify issues and sentiments thettveithin the IDP community.
And, after all, the identification and understanding of such issues, and not higteaktisg nor
the establishment of statistical certainties about this populatiath&sstated purpose of the

study.

130



Conclusions

This thesis has attempted to explain the dynamics of the phenomencedreieas
frozen conflict and to answer the question of why it goes unresolved for sdimrger to do
this, this paper first attempted to provide a working definition of the t&ozen conflict” and
what it implies about conflicts that are labeled as such. A reviditerdture from the subjects of
protracted social conflict, intractability, and post-Soviet conflioivjated the pieces of an
understanding that classifies frozen conflict as a particular typé¢ra€iable or protracted
conflict. This type of protracted conflict is distinct in th@lgnce is almost entirely halted after
the signing of a ceasefire, but the conflict itself and the legal sthpesticipants in relation to
each other remains in limbo for years or even decades.

In order to answer the question of why frozen conflict experiences this exteeded of
stagnation or a freezing of the peace process, the literature rewiead to a number of fields
and subjects ranging from settlement and peace agreements, powsy, sharfformer-Soviet
Union, and refugee studies. This review helped to identify a number ofldentoas in the
freezing of certain conflicts, from which two plausible rival hypothesse weveloped about the
dynamics and causes behind the stagnant nature of frozen conflict.

First, however, the review uncovered a number of insights into the oatuhat have
come to be called frozen conflicts. Scholars of the Soviet successoswedras Dov Lynch
(2004) and Charles King (2001) have suggested that the term franappsopriate for these
conflicts, as it misconstrues them as inactive or static wheaeality;, these conflicts and the
parties they involve can be highly dynamic. The legal status of tikctand the parties

remains unchanged in such conflicts, but the parties themselves changedegleand with that
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the issues at stake in the conflict can change as well. As segdgeshe literature review, it may
be more fruitful to think of frozen conflict not as a static state &iegng in a state of
equilibrium. Borrowing from Lewin’s theory of force field analysis and gstaiionary
equilibrium (1958), this paper suggests that frozen conflicts are heldilibegm by opposing
forces acting against each other. There are forces that act to driv@hdhpuntensity of the
conflict up and there are opposing forces that push the intensity of thietcdoftn and keep it
below the threshold beyond which the pain of stalemate would be great enougfivede the
parties to settle. The conceptualization offered here refersstthtieishold as ripeness for
resolution, borrowing the concept from Zartman (1989). This conceptualizatimzeh conflict
as being in a state of equilibrium allows for an understanding of the phenomenoretsrspm
that feigns the appearance of being static because little to no pregmesd toward resolving
the political and legal status of the conflict, but underneath thiscguis dynamic and changing.
This conceptualization of frozen conflict also opens avenues for futilndy of this phenomenon
in identifying and analyzing the various forces acting on a given conflict. friem
understanding of frozen conflict two plausible rival hypotheses ewherge

The first hypothesis suggests that, in terms of intensity, frozen ¢aigts in a state of
equilibrium somewhere between peace and a threshold of intensity thabmigtrisidered as
akin to ripeness for resolution. The conflict remains at this equilibdiueto a number of factors
that either dampen the conflict’s intensity, keeping it below thisieépe for resolution threshold
or push the intensity of the conflict up, ensuring that the conflict willingtlg dissolve or fade
away. Some of the factors that post-Soviet scholars identify asttiaddeeep the de-facto states
afloat could also be identified as these de-escalating f@oes. factors might include the de-
facto state-building projects that take place in the separgisis involved in these conflicts,
and the involvement of international organizations which providesjustigh aid and assistance
to make the pain of stalemate tolerable for the parties involved. Midarthe escalating or
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conflict driving forces would include factors such as IDP populationghendctivities of
paramilitary groups or militias.

The second hypothesis suggests that a key to understanding the protractizerof fr
conflict lies at the internal level of the IDP population, and in the oppdsings at work in this
population. Informed by Kurt Lewin’s theory of force field analysis and quasesary
equilibrium (Lewin, 1958), this hypothesis posits that the seeming stagnatamrydérm
displacement is the result of opposing forces at work in the IDP conyniihgse opposing
forces act on the IDP community compelling them simultaneously batfsh to stay in the host
community and to desire to return to their home territory, and itsstmtradiction of forces that
prevents the return of the displaced population while also preventing tiegiration into the
host community.

This study opted to isolate one of the factors in this equilibrium framewithikhe
intention of further exploring this factor and the role it plays in the ar#$ a force maintaining
this frozenness. As such, the hypotheses were explored through a stsdyeaft $DP population
operating within the context Georgian-Abkhazian conflict. This canflietween the Republic of
Georgia and the separatist region of Abkhazia, erupted into war betweeartb®294 and has
since gone unresolved. This study focuses on the sizeable population of ethgierdesho
were displaced from Abkhazia as a result of this war. This study, basetbmeiws conducted
with 45 Georgian IDPs during the summer of 2007, explored these hypotheses witlomtéx¢ c
of this conflict. In regards to the first hypothesis, the study attempteetérmine whether this
community does indeed act as a driving factor in the Georgian-Abkhactbgfldentifying
trends within the stated beliefs and perceptions of the IDP community flbat tieis role as
conflict drivers. To address the second hypothesis, the study attemptettifg tbe forces and
motivations towards either return, integration or the status quo at wittik wie IDP population.
These forces were identified by collecting information regardirgyilidegration and impressions
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of their host community, perceptions of their home territory, and thoughts orogpept of
return. All of this was done with the intention that the study’s resutdd provide greater
understanding of the forces at work within this community, as well astpoime hypothesis as
more compelling than the other in describing the dynamics responsilbhe fstagnation behind
frozen conflict.

The study conducted for this project revealed a number interesting factossaesl at
work within the Georgian IDP population, and raised a number of additional quesimutsthe
nature of frozen conflict and the role that displaced populations piayBioth levels of the
analysis uncovered a number of interesting and thought provoking issues that woufdrther
study. The first level of analysis was intended to identify and um¢bgeopposing forces acting
on the community of Georgian IDPs involved in the Georgian-Abkhazian cofitiietanalysis
identified a number of strong motivations and forces at work in tipalabon, and also found
several interesting contradictions within this field of forcdse $tudy found that most
respondents reported a low expectation of conflict in the event of pagiated to Abkhazia,
and the attitude towards Abkhazians among respondents was also found te berggiiiatory.
Yet at the same time, in regards to the prospect of returning to Abklesspandents reported
strong fears of starting another conflict and fears of personal security.

In another contradiction, when asked about quality of life and integration sngbart
Georgia where they currently live, respondents cited overwhelminglgkaof aid or state
support that contributes to a rather poor quality of life. However, tiseyraported being very
well integrated into Georgian society and demonstrated a strong motivatieméstér integrated
through steady employment and more fixed housing. Thus, while this section of ttesadhdly
not point to one hypothesis as a more compelling diagnosis of the situationgveial some key
contradictions within the IDP community and its motivations to eithermeir integrate. Most
interesting, however are the forces that were not identified. The IDP Hopuias been
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displaced for nearly fifteen years at the time of writing this, anduriesibly few have undergone
what most would classify as integration into Georgian society. Mudtisopopulation still lives
in collective centers that were set up as temporary housing for thera deeade ago. Most
people in these centers are unemployed and remain largely segregat&ddader Georgian
society. As such, one would expect to find a set of forces in this arigsdraws this
population towards this non-integrated status quo. However, the forcestiedatientified seem
to push or pull this population in all directions other than that of the status quefdraein the
force-field- analysis inspired approach to this population, it would appaithere is some force
pulling the IDP population towards the status quo that was not identified finsthgart of the
analysis.

The second level of analysis was done to identify broad and emergingstiétinin the
interview data, and in doing so address the role of the IDP communityriasg tbrce in this
conflict. According to the second hypothesis posed in this study, displaced oyl this
case the Georgian IDP population, are examples out of a host of faetoserve to drives the
intensity of the conflict up. The analysis showed that while some fiadiogn the first part of
the analysis would negate the role of the IDP population as a driving forcecionttiet, this
second analytical approach found several broad trends that showed more aybtleatvthey
can act as a driving force. First, the analysis identified a treme idata towards what is termed
here as selective aggression. When identifying the degree th s/birtain population serves as
a driving factor in a conflict, one obvious factor to look for is the le¥/élbostility and aggression
they display towards the enemy side. The first part of the analysiged that when asked,
respondents heavily (76% of respondents) stated that thergeétiward Abkhazians were
conciliatory and friendly. However the second part of the analysis shbaeddggression
towards Abkhazians does emerge from data in more subtly stated wayss sholwang
aggression towards select parts of the Abkhazian population like neterthe war.
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Entrenchment in a polarizing position is another way in which a party to &toaft
serve to drive that conflict. A trend toward this kind of entrenchmeaotegipears in the data in
regard to the multiple references to Georgian control over Abkhazgprecondition to return
and the demand of the IDP community for security guarantees from the governmantbér of
these responses that reference traumatic events in the IDP coysniuistory belie the need for
protection that lies behind these demands, and the fear of returning onlgt@ese the trauma
of displacement again that lies behind this entrenchment. The entremchrties position of
course places the IDP population as a driving force between the cuvedrdfleonflict
equilibrium and the possibility of it de-escalating. If the IDP community doesimply fade
into the Georgian population (which it does not appear to be doing) and if thisuc@snmakes
clear that they will not be gradually returning to Abkhazia on their ovimowt state protection
then it is unlikely that the conflict of which they are a part willibeg fade drastically in
intensity.

Finally, the analysis also produced an interesting finding indegara seeming
deference to outside control, particularly to the government, or a lageoty among
respondents in regards to the out come of the conflict and their atilitpact it that also
emerged as a trend in the data. A return to the literature on refugericlysaggests that this
disempowerment may have connections to the trauma of displacement tHa\tbaxperienced
and to the identity of victim that comes with such trauma. Some literatuypsychological
phenomena related to victimization and trauma, such as that of Volkan (b834gaman
(1942) suggest that the identity of victim, or in this case the identlyRfprovides certain
means of coping to the individual. These include a sense of cohesion and conamamitythe
traumatized group, as a degree of power stemming from what Herman (1942)aefethe

“specialness” of victim identity. As such, the lack of agency displaysdirave to do with
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maintaining the role of IDP and with it the identity of victim and easi means of coping that
come with it.

Looking at the numerous insights and issues raised in both parts of thesaihalgsild
appear that the most interesting and useful conclusions that can be drawimdrdata are not
those which point to one hypothesis or the other as more compelling. Rather, theicnac¢hat
can be drawn from the synthesis of both levels of analysis say more ladooietof IDPs in
these conflicts. By comparing the conclusions of both levels of analysistudy found results
that suggest the existence of interesting and unexpected dynamicstigthiDP population with
regards to its role in the conflict. Namely, these findings sugegossibility that there may be
certain psycho-social phenomena at work in this population whereby the IDP cdyndranis a
degree of meaning, identity, and even power from their role as victims irottfict By
maintaining the IDP identity as something distinct within the broaderdgs social fabric this
community is able to safeguard a distinct role in the conflict anditétime degree of power in
a situation in which they have otherwise been powerless. Furthermerbyitemaining a
distinct and segregated entity in Georgian society that the attitfittés population translate
into action that drives up the intensity of the conflict. The ggien of the IDP population and
their continued existence as a separate entity in Georgia is whéxkingz Government-in-
Exile draws its authority. This apparatus has significant influem@ebrgian politics, and
pushes for a hard-line approach to the Abkhaz conflict, actively actiag agitating force and a
blocking force, preventing the conflict from de-escalating through negosiatdement by
rejecting the compromises that would be necessary in a peace agreemgrbyTrassively
providing continued power and authority to the Government-in-Exile, the enaimte of the
status quo by the IDP, and whatever degree of intentionality there iggngin plays a role as a

driving factor in the conflict.
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These conclusions may not specifically answer the question of “why does &agict
go unresolved for so long,” but it does lend an understanding to the role that i&fagee
communities play in the conflicts that displace them and to the dynanpcslofged
displacement. Specifically, these findings suggest that the degpegvef or powerlessness that
a displaced community is able to maintain may be connected to their abilitggrate into a
host community or their perceptions of repatriation. Yet further rdséarequired into this
particular finding to draw any more solid conclusions from it.

This research leaves a large number of unanswered questions and avenutgefor f
research. In order to more fully understand the Georgian-Abkhazian confinerftesearch is
required, first and foremost, into the thoughts and perceptions of the Abkhaziaal gene
population. In particular this research raises the need to understand Abklezgowv the
conflict, on the Georgian IDP population, and on the prospect of IDP retusid®auf the
conflict context studied here, there are a number of questions raisedénitdve of theoretical
literature that have only begun to be addressed in this exploratory Istwdgler to better
understand frozen conflict and its dynamics, further research is neededrufsregother factors
that affect the frozen nature of these conflicts, such as the roldited ori paramilitary groups as
driving factors, or the role of international organizations in dampehmgtensity of such
conflicts. Similarly, further understanding is needed into how the varémtars that hold the
equilibrium of frozen conflict in place could be augmented or manipulated toiredihié peace
process. Furthermore, this research begs the question of whethdinttiegs have any
applicability to other conflicts: either other frozen confligke lthose in Cyprus or Nagorno-
Karabakh, or other intractable conflicts that involve sizable disdi@opulations. It would be
worthwhile to know whether the findings presented here are spectfie tGeorgian-Abkhazian
conflict, to frozen or separatist conflict, or whether these findingstabeuiole of IDPs in
conflict is in some way applicable to all populations displaced by conflict.
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In addition to these possibilities for further research, theralaoea number of trends and
guestions that this study was unable to explore due to its structuratibmst and sampling
methods. There were a number of dominant sentiments and positions among resploatdents
could be verified through a study with a more generalizable sample. Foplexaoch a study
could be done to confirm that a majority of the IDP population, as opposed to a nddjdngy
participants in this study, would demand Georgian state protection befanglyiteturning to
Abkhazia. Furthermore, the exploratory nature of this study also raisedlse issues for
future research. For example, it would be valuable to our understandhgrole of displaced
populations in conflict to pursue the relationship between victim idemidypawer and how this
relationship plays out in the identity as displaced person withosasociety.

There are a number of areas and subjects in which the findings and the nemsgjues
generated in this study could be applied. The most obvious area whergnitiegs have
significance is in further developing the concept of frozen conflictp@stacular phenomenon
under the umbrella concept of intractability. This study and its stiggegor further
investigation also hold significance for the various ongoing conflictsatieatategorized as
frozen. Looking at the broader implications of this study, the findingsresighis discussed here
could carry significance in the area of refugee aid and integration. Incadiditsocieties engaged
in frozen conflict, these conclusions also have significance for canflicere sizable displaced
populations are a significant factor in the conflict’s resolution,fandocieties that are host to
sizable displaced populations. This study’s findings have suggestel@aiat the maintenance
of refugee or IDP identity through segregation from the host community could bectamhtea
way of maintaining a degree of power in the conflict and its outcome. It alsessglgat when
this resistance to integration is combined with entrenchment in a pafgpiasition in regards to
return, that IDP communities can indeed act as a driving forte iaguilibrium of frozen
conflict. This suggests that power and voice may be more importarsplacid communities
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than they are typically credited as being. The important role that Vieige ip peacebuilding and
in trauma healing has been recognized by theorists and practitioneraatikmymerous fields of
psychological study have recognized the “critical link between voicedamdity” (d'Estree,

2006 p.107). Yet it is typical that when displaced populations are medtiomelation to a
particular conflict they are regarded one-dimensionally as a costdict, or as part of the
overall destruction caused by an armed conflict. All too rarely are desplzopulations regarded
as stakeholders in a conflict, and more importantly as key players in atemésolution.

There is an emerging emphasis within the fields of humaanitamnd refugee aid and
trauma healing towards the distinction between victim and survivos.lifilei of thinking posits
that in treating someone that has experienced trauma as a surviver wélrig a greater
emphasis and recognition of that individual's dignity and autonomy than negahngim as a
victim. In turn, this thinking also emphasizes that in order to truly beldbahe traumatized or
forcibly displaced, one must above all else treat them with dignity Afadale, 2006). In a
similar vein, this study’s conclusions suggest that it would be workayidri societies,
governments, and agencies that work with or host displaced commumitiek into ways of
approaching these populations that treat them as stakeholder in a catffietthan simply as
victims. These findings raise the question of what would be the redigplced populations
were more actively incorporated in the peace process. What woulchhpgfeigees and
forcibly displaced persons were treated and regarded as the tcstaltieholders that they are? If
the governments involved in such conflicts worked with refugee communitiessdaél, would
this ease the struggle for power and control and thus facilitate temputegration? If indeed
taking an alternative approach to displaced populations could facilitaggation (temporary or
permanent) then it could conceivably also help ease the tension aroundéhs @displacement.

Being that this is often one of the more irreconcilable factors inathiiat, particularly those
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involving separatist dynamics, this alternate approach to displacedpopsiicould conceivably
help ease protraction and facilitate movement in the peace process.

The results of this study also carry some implications and specifimmneendations for
interventions carried out by non-governmental organizations and other gngap®d in this
conflict. There are implications here for both the types of intermestbeing done and how non-
governmental organizations (NGOSs) operate in this context. First, a nomid€0Os that are
engaged in grassroots peacebuilding conduct projects that attempt to improvasé¢hterally
between Georgian IDPs and Abkhazians. The idea behind this would be to easspbet mf
return for both the IDP population and for Abkhazians by developing relatiomsdrethe two
communities on the grassroots level. However, the results of uli Isive suggested that in
regards to the prospect of returning to Abkhazia, the issue of sesysdyamount. Their
attitudes overwhelmingly suggest that the IDP population perceives tihgi&government as
the only entity able to provide sufficient protection from harm and from th@gcbsf being
displaced again. Therefore, these findings call into question thyg ofilateral Abkhaz-IDP
peacebuilding and the ability of such projects to address the pertinent h#ezlsanflict and the
parties involved.

At the same time, the findings that power may play a role in contributihg tstatus
guo of the IDP population also carries some implications for interventionsajedtp by NGO.
The results here suggest that involving the IDP population in theabffieace process to a
greater extent would be a possible way to address this disempowersienthAit may be
beneficial to focus on building “up-down” relations and connections between theotfunity
and the various bodies that are said to represent their intdrdstsetite level. Part of increasing
the fluidity with which concerns and attitudes pass from the IDRvaanity up through the ranks
of government is obviously to mobilize key individuals that can move among thetedé
society (Lederach, 1997). However, there are a number of ways in which NGlQdaster
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greater empowerment and involvement within the IDP community. For exaatpocacy
training within the IDP community might serve to foster greateripalitnvolvement in this
community not simply on the issue of the conflict, but on improving quality of life ariang
community and pushing for a meaningful way of addressing their situation andubefs
integration. Finally, on another note, this study has also suggesteldetipabvision of aid can
also serve to further entrench the status quo of the conflict whegiveis as a sort of “life-
support” providing both the IDP community and people in the separatist regsbrenpugh
support to get by. This makes the status quo bearable but does not provide enougtsresourc
change or improve it. This suggests that aid providers to both the IDP andzAdokhenunity
should attempt to channel resources to fund the improvement of the quafitysoich as
investing in infrastructure or food production tools and supplies, rathectminuing to provide

subsistence-oriented aid.

Perhaps the most immediate areas of relevance for this study dre Gedrgian-
Abkhazian conflict. At the time of writing, the outcomes and status of théatdrdtween
Georgia and Russia are uncertain as of yet, and little talk of negasiati peace processes have
been made public. However, roughly six months after the brief outburst ofcedbetween these
states dominated news headlines it has become apparent thatsidéhempproaching the
issues of the separatist states and the populations displaced from themyithat departs
significantly from the approach taken in 1994 when the initial ceasedisesigned. That is to
say, the governments and international organizations involved in this téaiféd miserably in
the mid 1990’s to confront in a fruitful and productive way the more contentgussisn this
conflict, particularly the issue of IDP return. The consequences dhthise are obvious: the
conflict has gone unresolved for roughly fifteen years and the populationceéidtig the conflict
has remained in a state of prolonged uncertainty and limbo during that time.
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Six months after the “August War” of 2008 ended, the analysis and debathis\aief
but intense conflict still tends to center on issues of Russiatamnitonduct, questions of “who
started it,” and what these events mean for the former Soviet UnidheWMdest. Yet, it would
be a significant loss if at some point this debate does not shift tuéstion of: “how did this
happen?” The unresolved status of South Ossetia and Abkhazia cannot lukdvitirely for the
recent outburst of violence between Georgia and Russia, but it did @keyia triggering and
allowing the most recent round of fighting there. As the internatimamunity watches events
unfold in and around Georgia, it should eventually be asking itself why ¢cbeflects were
allowed to go unresolved for so long, and why the peace processes that begaasefileda
1994 and 1995 (in Abkhazia then South Ossetia respectively) were able t@ahdgeagnate for
so long without reaching any formal agreement on status. As these eveimgectmtinfold in
the Caucasus, one can hope that the issue of the displaced persons involvedjaestitn of
repatriation will be approached with the urgency, seriousness and inoksividat they clearly

merit.
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Appendix B: Interview Questionnaire

Section A — Displacement and Assistance Information

General Information:

1. In what area/region did you live before being displaced?

2. When did you leave?

3. Where did you initially go after being displaced? How long were you there?

About Assistance:

4. What kind of assistance did you receive immediately following dispka&m

5. Have there been any changes between the amount and type of support that you wesee to rec
and the support that you receive now?

6. To your knowledge, what have been the sources of this assistance: governereatijanal
agencies, NGO's?

7. In your opinion, what are some ways that providers of aid and programs could Wdesipfuie

to IDP’s?

About Return & Integration:

8. Do you seek to return to the area from which you were displaced?

9. If yes, is it to live permanently, to visit, to collect belongings, orriotlzer reason?

10. Why do you want to return (or why do you not want to return)?

11. To what degree are you integrated (ie having permanent place to live, daglndpecoming
part of host community) here?

12. On a scale of 1 to 5, Are you treated well by people who live in the host communityy5 be
very well, 1 being very badly)?

13. Do you see your integration here as permanent or temporary?
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14. What do you need for you and your family to be integrated here with native dwaidrto

feel part of the community?

Section B — Experiences With and Thoughts on Conflict Resolution

1. If seeking return on a permanent or residential basis, do you intend to returegedifie
town/area where you resided before you left?
2. What are your feelings towards those who live in the region where you usgéibw would
you characterize these people?
3. Have you had any contact with Abkhaz since being displaced? If so, how did you it2act to
How would you describe the experience?
4. If you were to return, what part of this would be most challenging/most difficyou?
5. If you were to return, what fears might you have about doing so?
6. On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being most challenging, 1 being the easiest), how chaikmdthg
be for you to:

-Live in the same town as Abkhaz people?

-Live next door to Abkhaz people?

-Be friends with Abkhaz people?

-Share land or other important things with Abkhaz people?
7. If you were to return, do you think that you would find it helpful to talk or meet with an
Abkhaz person before returning?
8. If given the chance would you be willing to participate in a dialogue or otneting with
Abkhaz people?

a. If yes, what worries or fears might you have about doing this?

b. If yes, what would you expect to gain by participating?

c. If no, why not?
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9. Have you ever participated in a project or activity (since being deshlavhere you worked or
met with Abkhaz?

a. If yes, please describe the experience.

b. If yes, please describe what was challenging and rewarding about thisrecger
10. As you know, different people tend to handle conflict and disputes in diffesgat for
example, some people try to avoid arguments or disputes, others seedtgeetition that they
can win. Could you please tell me about the kinds of disputes that you typicaffy(feor
example: small disputes or arguments with neighbors, friends, or famdiby®}o you usually
deal with these conflicts?
11. What kinds of disputes do you think you might face in your community if you wereitoet
12. How would you imagine that you would handle these types of disputes?

a. |If this first approach doesn’'t work?

Additional Questions if respondent wants to return to live permanently:

13. Under what conditions would you be willing to return?

14. What would it take for these conditions to exist?

15. Would you be willing to return without state protection if you were able td teidtionships

or friendships with the people that would be your neighbors there?
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