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Executive Summary

For the past three decades, Russia has been systematically instrumentalizing Georgia’s non-government-controlled 
areas to promote Russia’s own geopolitical agenda; in essence, to impede Georgia’s escape from Russia’s  
sphere of influence, to prevent Georgia from making its own security choices and to maintain a military foothold in 
the region.

The international response to Georgia’s conflict regions was inadequate from the start. Russia’s influence and 
leverage in the non-government-controlled areas have been amplified by the various monitoring and peacekeeping 
arrangements put in place at the end of these conflicts, and this influence and leverage have been not only  
tolerated, but blessed by the international community in breach of the key principles of effective conflict resolution—
neutrality and maintaining the trust of both conflicting parties. In this way, the international community has left the 
issue of Georgia’s territorial integrity in the hands of Russia. 

The fact that Russia was allowed to play mediator and “peacekeeper” while also being a party to the conflicts with 
its own interests has been ignored over the years, and many countries have partly or fully bought into the Russian 
mediator narrative. 

In the years building up to the 2008 war, the prevailing perception fomented by Russia was that the conflicts 
concerning Abkhazia and South Ossetia were primarily between the secessionist regions and Tbilisi. While this 
aspect of the conflicts is genuine, Russia’s critical role in supporting the breakaway regions politically, economically 
and militarily, and in undermining Georgian efforts at confidence building were consistently downplayed or even 
completely ignored. 

This unwillingness to highlight Russia’s role in the conflicts, and its violations of international law and agreed 
principles and commitments continued after the 2008 war. At the same time, Russia’s use of military force in the war 
further enhanced the country’s military presence in the region at the expense of Georgia’s territorial integrity. The 
integrity of Georgia’s territory should be seen as a part of a wider European peace and security agenda. The weak 
international response to Russian actions before, during and after the 2008 war—and to Russia’s subsequent 
non-adherence to the six-point plan in particular—has continued to undermine not only Georgia’s territorial integrity, 
but also European peace and security. 

If the West is serious about defending a rules-based international order, it should put Georgia back on the 
international agenda, consistently call out Russia’s role in perpetuating the Georgian conflicts and put in place a 
holistic containment policy vis-à-vis Russia. Furthermore, it needs to step-up its support for Georgia’s fragile 
democracy, increase its presence in Georgia and support Georgia’s ability to defend its sovereignty against further 
external aggression. In addition, the West should support Georgia’s reconciliation efforts with the regions and find 
ways to break the isolation of the people in the non-government-controlled areas. 

The final chapters of conflict resolution in Georgia are still to be written. The conclusions that Brussels and 
Washington draw from the weak response to Russia’s action before, during and after the war in 2008, and on the 
continuing policies of Russian aggression in Georgia, in Ukraine and elsewhere, still matter.



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sochi_Agreement
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Ossetia
https://jamestown.org/program/russias-strange-peacekeeping-operation-in-abkhazia
https://peacekeeping.un.org/mission/past/unomig/unomigDrs.htm


 

 

 



 

 

 

 

https://www.foi.se/rapportsammanfattning?reportNo=FOI-R--4750--SE


 

 

 

 

https://www.un.org/en/sc/repertoire/2008-2009/Part%20I/Europe/08-09_Georgia.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/GE_080812_Protocol%20d%27accord_0.pdf
https://www.eumm.eu/data/file_db/factsheets/.PRES-08-236_EN%20(1).pdf
https://www.eumm.eu/data/file_db/factsheets/.PRES-08-236_EN%20(1).pdf


 

 

 

http://www.civil.ge/eng/article.php?id=20495


 

 

 

 

http://smr.gov.ge/Uploads/Concept_EN_0eaaac2e.pdf
http://smr.gov.ge/Uploads/Education__9dd0e9dc.pdf
http://smr.gov.ge/Uploads/Education__9dd0e9dc.pdf
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-207757
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-207757


 

 

 

 

https://www.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-60645720111121


 

 

 



 

 

 



SCEEUS REPORT / NOVEMBER 2021     

Diana Janse is Senior Fellow at the Stockholm Free World Forum. From 2010 to 2014, Janse served as 
Sweden’s ambassador to Georgia.

Previous reports in the SCEEUS Report Series on Human Rights 
and Security in Eastern Europe: 

Russia’s Instrumentalisation of Conflict in Eastern Europe – the Anatomy of the Protracted Conflicts 
in Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova by John Zachau 
SCEEUS Reports on Human Rights and Security in Eastern Europe No. 6, November 2021
 
Conflict-Solving Mechanisms and Negotiation Formats for Post-Soviet Protracted Conflicts: A
Comparative Perspective by Stefan Wolff
SCEEUS Reports on Human Rights and Security in Eastern Europe No. 5, November 2021

The Transnistrian Conflict: 30 Years Searching for a Settlement by Victoria Roșa 
SCEEUS Reports on Human Rights and Security in Eastern Europe No.4, October 2021 

Achievements and Limitations of the OSCE ’s Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine by Andreas
Umland
SCEEUS Reports on Human Rights and Security in Eastern Europe No. 3, June 2021

Prisoners as Political Commodities in the Occupied Areas of the Donbas by Stanislav Aseyev & 
Andreas Umland
SCEEUS Reports on Human Rights and Security in Eastern Europe No. 2, April 2021

Human Rights Violations in the Occupied Parts of Ukraine’s Donbas since 2014 by Halya Coynash 
SCEEUS Reports on Human Rights and Security in Eastern Europe No. 1, February 2021

The Stockholm Centre for Eastern European Studies (SCEEUS) at the Swedish Institute of International 
Affairs (UI) is an independent Centre, funded by the Swedish Government, established in 2021. The Cen-
tre conducts policy relevant analysis on Russia and Eastern Europe and serves as a platform and meeting 
place for national and international discussions and exchanges on Russia and Eastern Europe. Any views 
expressed in this publication are those of the author. 

©2021 Stockholm Centre for Eastern European Studies
Language editing: Andrew Mash

https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/russias-instrumentalisation-of-conflict-in-eastern-europe--the-anatomy-of-the-protracted-conflicts-in-ukraine-georgia-and-moldova/
https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/russias-instrumentalisation-of-conflict-in-eastern-europe--the-anatomy-of-the-protracted-conflicts-in-ukraine-georgia-and-moldova/
https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/conflict-solving-mechanisms-and-negotiation-formats-for-post-soviet-protracted-conflicts-a-comparative-perspective/
https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/conflict-solving-mechanisms-and-negotiation-formats-for-post-soviet-protracted-conflicts-a-comparative-perspective/
https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/sceeus-report-no-4/
https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/no-3-achievements-and-limitations-of-the-osces-special-monitoring-mission-to-ukraine/
https://www.ui.se/forskning/centrum-for-osteuropastudier/sceeus-report/no-3-achievements-and-limitations-of-the-osces-special-monitoring-mission-to-ukraine/
https://www.ui.se/globalassets/ui.se-eng/publications/ui-publications/2021/ui-report-no-2-2021.pdf
https://www.ui.se/globalassets/ui.se-eng/publications/ui-publications/2021/ui-report-no-2-2021.pdf
https://www.ui.se/globalassets/butiken/ui-report/ui-report-no.-1-2021.pdf

