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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ingtability in the South Caucasus is a threat to European
Union (EU) security. Geographic proximity, energy
resources, pipelines and the challenges of international
crime and trafficking make stability in the region a clear
EU interest. Yet, the unresolved Nagorno-Karabakh,
Abkhazian and South Ossatian conflicts have the potentid
to ignite into full-fledged warsin Europe' s neighbourhood.
To guarantee its own security, the EU should become
more engaged in efforts to resolve the three disputes. It
can do so by strengthening the conflict resolution
dimension of the instruments it applies. Asthe EU is
unlikely to offer membership to Georgia, Armenia and
Azerbajan even in the medium term, it must identify
innovative means to impose conditionality on its aid and
demongtrate influence. Thisis a challenge that Brussels
has only begun to address.

Since 2003 the EU has become more of a security actor in
the South Caucasus, particularly in Georgia. It has
gppointed a Speciad Representative for the South Caucasus,
launched a European Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP) mission, and employed the Commission’'s Rapid
Reaction Mechanism to support post “Rose Revolution”
democratisation processes. It has included Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia in the European Neighbourhood
Palicy (ENP) and started Action Plan negotiations due to
end mid-2006. The Commission has alocated some €32
million for economic development confidence building
programs in Georgia, and it has cooperated closely with
the UN and the Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE).

Nevertheless, the EU can do more to help resolve conflict
in the region, in particular through the Action Plans
currently being negotiated with each country. For the EU,
these are a chance to enhance and reposition itsdf in the
South Caucasus if they can be tied to conflict resolution
and include specific democratisation, governance and
human rights benchmarks. For the region they may be an
opportunity to map out the reform process concretely. But
there isalong way to go. The EU’ s relations are not
strong with either Azerbaijan or, to a lesser extent,
Armenia. It does not participate directly in negotiations
on Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia or South Ossetia. Inand
around Nagorno-Karabakh, it has done little for conflict

resolution. It hasrardly raised the South Caucasus conflicts
in its high-level discussions with partners and has
employed few sanctions or incentives to advance peace.

To become more effective, the EU must increase its
political visibility. Compared with Russia, the U.S., the
UN and the OSCE, its financid and politica engagement
in the region has been minimal. However, as it gives
more aid through new and old instruments, its ability to
provide incentives and apply conditionality should
grow. Compared with other actors, the EU can offer
added value, with itsimage as an “honest broker” free
from traditional US/Russia rivalries; access to arange
of soft and hard-power tools; and the lure of greater
integration into Europe.

The arrival of a new Specia Representative (EUSR) is
an opportune moment for the EU to strengthen its
political presence. The EUSR should try to become an
observer in the three conflict negotiation forums. In
South Ossetia and Abkhazia, where the Commission
has already allocated significant funding, efficient and
well-targeted assistance can give weight and credibility
to the EU’ s diplomatic and politica efforts.

In Nagorno-Karabakh, rather then wait for an agreement
on the principles of resolution mediated by the OSCE
Minsk Group, the EU should begin contingency planning
to assist peace implementation now. Sending military and
civilian assessment missions to the region could give new
impetus to a negotiation process which seems to be
dangeroudy running out of steam. Whether or not a peace
agreement is eventually signed, the EU should be
prepared to implement confidence building programs or —
inawors case—to condder arange of optionsin case of
an outbresk of fighting. Otherwise, having remained out
of Nagorno-Karabakh and the adjacent occupied districts
for over adecade, either war or peace will find it struggling
to catch up in its own neighbourhood.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Tothe European Union and its Member States:

To increase the EU’s visibility and effectiveness as
a political actor

1 Open fully-gtaffed European Commisson Delegations
in Baku and Y erevan.

2. Strengthen the EUSR’s regiona presence by at a
minimum appointing a EUSR political analyst in
each of the three South Caucasus capitds.

3. Start apublic awareness campaign in the region
about the EU, its values, ingtitutions, programs
and conflict resolution capabilities.

Totakefull advantage of the negotiating process for
Eurgpean Naghbourhood Policy Action Plans

4. Define the peaceful resolution of the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict as an Action Plan priority for
Armenia and Azerbaijan, with the Plan aimed
specifically at ensuring that:

(& Azerbajan and Armenia should commit to
resolving the conflict through peaceful
negotiations without delay, defining the
principles of an agreement as renunciation
of the use of force to settle disputes;
incremental withdrawal of occupied
districts; return of displaced persons;
opening of transport and trade routes; and
determination of the final status of
Nagorno-K arabakh through a referendum,;

(b)  Armenia should pledge to encourage the
de facto Nagorno-Karabakh authorities
to agree to a peace settlement according
to the principles defined above; and

(© both states should commit to foster
reconciliation, confidence building and
mutud understanding through governmenta
and non-governmentd channels.

5. Action Plan elements should include clear
benchmarking to measure progress in the
development of genuine democracy, good
governance, respect for human rights, the rule of
law and free and fair e€lections; and the
establishment of a comprehensive monitoring
mechanism, whose reports are made public.

6. Increase public ownership and awareness by
engaging civil society in Action Plan preparation
and monitoring (particularly in Azerbaijan),
organising conferences, seminars, and media events,

and strengthening the involvement of parliaments
and loca authorities.

Coordinate with other bilateral and multilateral
players to ensure consstency between the Action
Plans and the commitments made to the Council of
Europe (CoE), the OSCE, NATO and the UN.

To increase the impact of crisis management and
conflict prevention actions

8.

10.

11.

Strengthen the capacity of Commission staff in
theregion to carry out post-conflict rehabilitation by
offering training in security sector reform, mediation
and reconciliation, confidence building, and
demobilisation, disarmament and reintegration
(DDR).

Develop more initiatives focused on confidence
building across ceasefire lines and the soft side
of conflict-resolution, such as working with civil
society, media, women, youth and former
combatants, and apply community participation
to project planning, implementation, monitoring
and follow-up.

Increase engagement with non-recognized entities
(Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Nagorno-Karabakh)
and promote democratisation, civil society
development and the rule of law, not as recognition
of status but as a means to break their isolation,
build confidence and avoid exclusion from broad
EU integration processes.

Promote European Initiative for Democracy and
Human Rights (EIDHR) funding opportunities,
especially in Azerbaijan, and develop an interim
mechanism to distribute funds to local civil
society groups, possibly through a member state
embassy or the Europa House, before an EU
delegation opensin Baku.

Support new regional programs in particular for
students, teachers, professors and other professional
groups including police, judges, lawyers and
journalists.

To preparefor an eventual Nagorno-K arabakh
peace settlement and encourage the parties to
compromise

13.

14.

Seek agreement for the EUSR to participate in the
OSCE Minsk Group as an observer.

In the case of the Commission, carry out a needs
assessment study of Nagorno-Karabakh and the
adjacent occupied territories (including places
where IDPs have settled) even before a framework
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15.

agreement on the principles of a settlement is agreed
between Azerbaijan and Armenia.

In the case of the Council, request the Secretariat
to develop ESDP options in support of peace
implementation, send assessment missions in close
cooperation with the OSCE and begin contingency
planning so asto prepare for:

(@) deployment of peacekeepers around
Nagorno-Karabakh; and

(b)  deployment of acivilian crisis management
advisory team to engage in DDR, security
sector reform, mediation, political affairs,
human rights and media issues in and
around Nagorno-Karabakh.

To support the peaceful resolution of the Georgian-
South Ossetian and Georgian-Abkhazian conflicts

16.

Expand the Commission’s role in addressing the
Georgian-South Ossetian conflict and finance
another tranche of aid to support projects identified
in the OSCE needs assessment.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Once Georgia passes the appropriate law and
designates a budget line for its implementation,
make funding available to its new property
commission and property restitution fund.

Agree a Joint Action to provide financial support
for the Joint Control Commission (JCC) mechanism
in April 2006.

Reguest the JCC and the parties to the Geneva
process to invite the EUSR to observe their
meetings and activities.

Raise the Georgian-South Ossetian and Georgian-
Abkhazia conflicts at EU-Russia summits and other
high-level dialogue forums.

Continue the border management assistance mission
and facilitate communication and cooperation
between Georgian and Russian border guards.

Agree a Joint Action to support a Georgian-South
Ossetian Special Coordination Centre and joint

policing.
Thilisi/Brussels, 20 M ar ch 2006
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1. INTRODUCTION

Most European Union (EU) member states do not
consider the South Caucasus to be of significant strategic
importance. Compared with Moldova, Ukraine and
Belarus — to say nothing of the Balkan countries —
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia usualy have to teke a
back seat. Russia, the U.S,, Turkey and Iran as bilaterd
actors, and the UN, the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), NATO and the Council
of Europe (CoE) as multilateral actors have become
increasingly active. However, few EU member states
have any history of bilaterd interests in the region. It is
only in the lagt severd years that the EU has begun to
define South Caucasus-specific policies and instruments;*
and it is now engaged in the difficult process of
determining where it can provide added value.

The 2004 enlargement brought the EU closer to the South
Caucasus. It focused for the first time on the Nagorno-
Karabakh, Abkhazia and South Osstia conflicts, and
their resolution, or at least containment, became a
priority, as any renewed outbreak of war could spill over
and undermine Union security. To avoid ingtability onits
borders, the EU seeks a ring of well-governed countries
around it.? It is further interested in the South Caucasusto
ensure access to Caspian oil and gas,® develop transport
and communication corridors between Europe and Asig,
and contain such threats as smuggling, trafficking and
environmental degradation.* Russia and the U.S. have
their own interests in the region, which at times coincide
with and at timesrival theEU'’s.

! For a thorough analysis of how the South Caucasus can
become more than afootnote in EU foreign policy interests,
see Dov Lynch, “The EU: Towards a Strategy”, in “The
South Caucasus: a challenge for the EU”, Chaillot Papers
n°65, European Union Ingtitute for Security Studies, Paris,
December 2003, pp.171-196.

? European Council, “A Secure Europe in a Better World:
European Security Strategy”, Brussels, 12 December 2003, p.8

% Through the new Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan and the Baku-
Thilisi-Erzurum oil and gas pipelines.

4 Assambly of the Western European Union (WEU), Report,
“Stahility and Security in the South Caucasus’, 30 November
2004, p.32.

Throughout the 1990s the EU applied the same approach
to the South Caucasus as to other former Soviet countries.
It signed Partnership and Cooperation Agreements (PCA)
with al three countries in 1996, brought them into force
in 1999 and implemented Technical Assistance to the
Commonwedth of Independent States (TACIS) programs
to support them. The Commission drafted Country Strategy
Papers (CSP) for the period 2002-2006, which were
adopted in 2001.° and caled on Armenia, Azerbajan and
Georgiato engage in greater regional cooperation. Y &, the
unresolved conflicts continued to block regiond progress
aswell asimplementation of the PCAs.

By 2001 it became evident that the conflicts would haveto
be addressed as part of the PCA process. In February the
EU declared its intention to play a more active politica
role in the South Caucasus and to look for ways to support
conflict prevention and resolution.” The foreign ministers
of dl three South Caucasus countries welcomed increased
involvement in ajoint communiqué.® In July 2003 the
Council appointed an EU Specid Representative (EUSR)
for the South Caucasus: Finnish Ambassador Heikki
Talvitie®

® For example, the 79-page PCA is mostly economic and
technical. Its objectives include: political dialogue, trade,
business and investment issues, economic cooperation and
intellectua property questions. It created three ingtitutions. a
Cooperation Council (meets once ayear at aministeria level),
a Cooperation Committee (meets more regularly at a leve of
officials), and a Parliamentary Cooperation Committee with
the European Parliament (meets annually).

® A revised Georgia CSP 2003-2006 was adopted in 2003,
more comprehensive and ambitious than the Armenia and
Azerbaijan CSPs. The revision was done outside the regular
cycle of program reviews because of the difficult security
situation. Priority areas for cooperation were defined as rule
of law and good governance; human rights and poverty
reduction; and conflict prevention, resolution and post-
conflict rehabilitation. European Commission, “Country Strategy
Paper 2003-2006", and TACIS, “National Indicative Program
2004-2006, Georgia’, adopted 23 September 2003, pp.21-23.

" Generd Affairs Council Conclusions, Brussels, 26-27 February
2001.

8 EU Troika — Southern Caucasus Joint Communiqué,
Luxemburg, 29 October 2001, 13297/01 (Press 394).

® The first EU Specia Representative for the South Caucasus,
Finnish diplomat Helkki Talvitie, was appointed on 7 July 2003


http://ue.eu.int/showPage.asp?id=453&lang=en
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Even as these steps were being taken, the regional
countries were excluded from the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) the EU announced in early
2003.° |t was not until after the European Security
Strategy had been adopted in December 2003™ that the
Commission changed its mind and recommended that
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia take part.*? They were
offered incluson in the ENP in June 2004, and in
September 2004 the then-President of the European
Commission, Romano Prodi, paid a ground-breaking
visit. The Commission published country reports for
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia in March 2005, and
individud Action Plans should be completed during the
first half of 2006.

The evolution of EU thinking occurred as Brussdls was
engaged in a broader process of reflection on foreign and
security policies and conflict-mediation capabilities. With
the launching of European Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP) missions, it has also become a security actor.
One of the early ESDP efforts — the firgt in the former
Soviet Union —was the rule of law mission to Georgiain
2004, a clear example of the EU’s soft power gpproach
with its focus on the justice process, including policing,
and civilian adminigtration.

The collapse of the European Condlitutiona Treety project
in 2005 has damaged the EU’s image in the South
Caucasus. Regiond dites know that EU membership is
at very best a distant prospect. Without the reforms
envisaged in the Constitution draft, the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)™ is not regarded as

(Joint Action 2003/496/CFSP,0J L 169, 8.7.2003; renewed by
Joint Action 2003/872/CFSP, OJ L 326, 13.12.2003, Joint
Action 2004/532/CFSP, OJ L 234, 3.7.2004, and Joint Action
2005/100/CFSP, OJ L 31, 4.2.2005). He was replaced by
Swedish diplomat Peter Semneby as of 1 March 2006, Joint
Action 2006/121/CFSP, OJ L 49 of 21.2.2006).

19 Furopean Commission, “Wider Europe — Neighbourhood: A
New Framework for Relations with our Eastern and Southern
Neighbours’, Commission Communication COM (203), 104
find, Brussdls, 11 March 2003.

1|t stated: “It is not in our interest that enlargement should
creste new dividing lines in Europe. We need to extend the
benefits of economic and political cooperation to our neighbours
in the East while tackling political problems there. We should
now take a stronger and more active interest in the problems of
the South Caucasus which will in due course aso be a
neighbouring region”. European Council, “A Secure Europein
a Better World: European Security Strategy”, Brussels, 12
December 2003, p.8.

12 European Commission, “European Neighbourhood Policy:
Strategy Paper”, Commission Communication COM (2004),
373find, Brussds, 15 May 2004, p.10.

13 Dieter Mahncke, “From Structure to Substance: Has the
Congtitutional Treaty improved the Chances for a Common

strong enough to be a serious palitical force on the ground.
The real or perceived lack of political solidarity and
convergence of EU member states' interests clearly
dampens the EU’ s effectiveness. This report discusses the
conflict resolution role not of individual member states but
of the EU as a supranationa body. In a less than perfect
Europe, what capabilities does the EU have, and how
might they be strengthened to impact conflict resolution in
Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia and South Ossetia?

The EU istrying to defineits role in anew neighbourhood
which is neither at war nor at peace. So far the UN and the
OSCE have taken the lead in promoting conflict settlement,
yet more than a decade of negotiations led by the UN
in Abkhazia, and the OSCE in Nagorno-Karabakh
and South Ossetia, have failed to produce negotiated
settlements.™* Ceasefires have been signed but gunfire
is still exchanged, especially on the Nagorno-Karabakh
ceasHfire ling, where there are dozens of fatdities each year.
The EU, generdly more comfortable with a post-conflict
rehabilitation and peace building role, has been wary of
becoming directly involved in conflict resolution. Y, it
can offer added value to the efforts of the UN and OSCE.
It has at its disposd palitical and economic instruments to
provide incentives and apply conditiondity on conflicting
parties if it chooses to become more directly involved in
ongoing negotiations. Though it is also working with
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia to address security
threats not directly related to the unresolved conflicts,™
this report focuses on the EU activities relating to the
conflict zones, where the potential for aresumption of war
isred '

Foreign and Security Policy?’, Research Paper in Law, College
of Europe, (Bruges, 6/2005), p.10.

4 The Agreement on Ceasefire and Separation of Forces was
sgned by Georgian and Abkhaz officias in Moscow in May
1994; the Sochi Agreement was signed by Presidents
Shevardnadze and Ydtsin in June 1992, establishing a ceasefire
in South Ossetia; a ceasefire was signed by Armenia, Azerbaijan
and Nagorno-Karabakh partiesin May 1994.

2 Including the fight against trafficking and illegal migration,
terrorism, environmental degradation, etc.

1% For more on the broader security threats, see Bruno Coppieters
and Robert Legovold (eds), Statehood and Security: Georgia
after the Rose Revolution (Cambridge, 2005); Richard
Giragosian, “Towards a New Concept of Armenian National
Security”, Armenian International Policy Research Group,
Working Paper N0.05/07, 2005, at: http:/Mmww.armpalicy
research.org/pdf/WP0507.pdf.


http://uedocs/cmsUpload/L169-8.7.2003.pdf
http://uedocs/cmsUpload/L326-13.12.2003.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/pri/en/oj/dat/2004/l_234/l_23420040703en00160016.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2005/l_031/l_03120050204en00740074.pdf

Conflict Resolution in the South Caucasus: The EU’s Role
Crisis Group Europe Report N°173, 20 March 2006

Page 3

[I. INTO THE NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD

The ENP into which Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia
were invited is an expression of the EU’ s intention to
become a fuller policy actor with a better-developed
foreign policy toolbox. It is the EU’s response to
countries that have membership aspirations but are
unlikely to begin accession talks soon, a means for it
“to offer more than partnership and less than membership
without precluding the latter” *” By offering neighbouring
countries “ privileged relations’ founded on “common
interests and common values’, the EU seeks to enableits
neighbours to “be active stakeholders in the EU’s
policies’."® With the ENP, it is testing its ability to apply
aid conditiondity effectively with partner countries not
offered the carrot of membership.

The ENP may come as a disappointment to a growing
number of South Caucasus citizens who aspire to EU
citizenship. A recent survey in Georgiafound that over
80 per cent of the population want their country to join
the Union."® Aspiration to EU and NATO membership is
the flip side of Georgia s desre to end its dependency on
Russia® Pollsin Armenia show similar percentages
supporting EU membership, and citing “high living
standards, political freedom, reduced corruption” as
benefits. #* Azerbaijanis, too, are keen on membership.?

Membership remains attractive despite the fact that
the EU suffers from a credibility gap and lacks high

¥ Romano Prodi, “A Wider Europe: A proximity policy asthe
key to stahility”, speech to the Sixth ECSA-World Conference,
Brussdls, 5-6 December, 2002. p.3.

18 European Parliament, “ European Neighbourhood Policy”,
text adopted 19 January 2006, Strasbourg. Points D-F.

19 “Georgian Nationa Voter Study, October-November 2005”,
IRI, U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID),
Baltic Surveys'The Galup Organization, |PM.

% The polls show that 41 per cent of respondents expect
security guarantees from EU membership. Other expectations
include restoration of territoria integrity (39 per cent), financia
support (37 per cent), socid wefare (33 per cent) and stronger
democracy (21 per cent). “Georgian National Voter Study”, op.
cit.

L A poll conducted by the Armenian Sociological Association
in 2005 shows that 81% of the Armenian population isin
favour of European Union accession, while only 6.4% is
againg, Davit Mdikyan,, The Path Leading to the European
Union: the Society’s Expectations Two Years Later, Armenian
Trends 2005, Quarter 2, AEPLAC, p.41. See dso Polls Show
Pro-Western Shift in Armenian Public Opinion http://www.
euras anet.org/departments/ing ght/articles’eav011105.shtml.

%2 Based on Crisis Group interviews and anecdotal evidence;
no systematic public opinion survey has been done.

visibility.”® Even in Georgia — arguably the most pro-
EU country in the region — only 18 per cent feel they
have sufficient information about the Union to make an
informed decison about whether their country should
join®* European integration is an dite-driven process in
which civil society barely participates. There has been
little public debate in the South Caucasus on the pros
and cons, and public sense of responsibility to move
rapprochement forward is wesk.”> People often confuse
the EU with the Council of Europe.®® Much work is
needed to increase public awareness of EU inditutions,
instruments and values.”’ As one local expert explained,
EU integration is considered yet another policy designed
outside the region and largely imposed from above® To
counter this perception, Brussels and loca governments
urgently need to engage with society.

Decision-makers in Baku and Thilis are increasingly
sceptical about their chances for membership, and their
interest in strengthening ties to Brusselsis beginning to
cool. Agpirations to EU membership remain highest
in Georgia, where the government wants to begin
Association Agreement (AA) negotiations after a three-
year ENP Action Plan (Brusselsisinsisting on afive-
year plan).” However, Georgia also considers NATO

2 |n his 2004 trip to Baku President of the Commission
Romano Prodi supported this view stating, “the Union has
not always achieved the right level of what we call
“visibility” — that is, impact on public perception.” At:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/news/prodi/sp04
_406.htm.

%4« Georgian National Voter Study”, op. cit.

% Crisis Group was repeatedly told by those interviewed that the
EU will decide whether or not it wantstheir country to integrate,
not vice-versa. Thus, they fed little sense of responshility or
need to participate in the process.

% Crisis Group interview, director, Open Society-Georgia
Foundation, Thilisi, December 2005.

2’ Crisis Group interviews, chairman of Azerbaijan Young
Lawyers Union (AY LU), Baku, December 2005; Rza Ibadov,
former chairman of Foreign Relations Committee, Azerbaijani
Parliament, Baku, January 2006.

%8 Crisis Group interview, head of Department of International
Relations, Qavgaz University, Baku, January 2006. Crisis
Group interview, executive director, Open Society Institute
Azerbaijan, Baku, February, 2006.

% Crisis Group interview, officia, Office of the State Minister of
Georgia on European and Euro-Atlantic Integration, Thilig,
December 2005. See also, Office of the State Minister on
European and Euro-Atlantic Integration, “Georgia Towards EU
Integration”, power point presentation, August 2005, at:
http://www.eu-integration.gov.ge/eng/presentation.php. The
Nationa Security Concept of Georgia sets integration into the
EU as “atop priority of Georgian foreign and security policy”
and “condders EU membership as important guarantee for its
economic and political development”, at: http://www.mfa.
gov.gel index.php?sec_id=24&lang_id=ENG.
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membership a short-term target.** An NGO activist
explained: “Membership in NATO is the priority;
membership in the EU is only considered to be a remote
possibility”.** Armenia aspires for EU membership,*
though a senior foreign ministry official said, “we
understand that palitical conditions should be ripe, and
we don’t artificially push that agenda ahead”.® In
Azerbaijan, elites express public commitment to EU
integration® and argue that their country is firmly part
of “political Europe”® but a senior member of the
presidential administration noted that faith in the EU had
decreased in the past decade.®®

A. FrRomMm PCAsSTOACTION PLANS

Due to funding congtraints and the politica challenges of
working on Armeniafrom Azerbaijan and vice versa, the
EU in 1998 chose Thilis as the most practicd location

% Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia are implementing NATO
Individual Partnership Action Plans (IPAP). Georgian
authorities frequently express optimism about moving to a
Membership Action Plan (MAP) in 2006 and full-fledged
NATO membership in 2007-2008. For example, President
Saakashvili said: “Georgia is one step away from NATO
membership.in 2008 Georgia and Ukraine ... have a very
good chance of becoming full members of NATO. Thisyear
we will become an officia candidate for membership”.
Annual Presidential Address to Parliament, 14 February
2006, http://president.gov.ge/21=E& m=0& sm=3& id=1450.
See ds0 “Defence Minister Hopeful on Georgiad SNATO MAP
in 2006, Civil Georgia, 4 February, 2006. Neither Armenia
nor Azerbaijan has expressed a strong commitment to
formulating aMAP in the near future.

3 Crisis Group interview, director, Open Society-Georgia
Foundation, Thilisi, December 2005.

%2 Crisis Group interview, deputy foreign minister, Y erevan,
February 2006. See also Emil Danielyan, “Kocharian Says
Armenian Economy will Near EU Standards by 2015,
RFE/RL, 9 September 2003.

% Crisis Group interview with deputy foreign minister of
Armenia, January 2006.

% During aMay 2004 visit to Brussals, President |lham Aliyev
dated: “Azerbajan’s srategic policy towards integration into
European structures continues, and today’s visit confirms that
once again. We made that choice ten years ago, and Azerbaijan
is moving very actively and quickly into the more active
integration with Europe”. A. Lobjakas, “Azerbaijan: EU keen
to get involved in Nagorno-K arabakh Peace Process’, RFE/RL,
18 May 2004.

% Crisis Group interview, head of Department of International
Redations, Qafgaz Univerdty, Baku, January 2006.

% He expressed disappointment and dissatisfaction with EU
member states, suggesting they apply double standards,
criticising Baku when they often fail to uphold their value
system at home. Crisis Group interview, senior government
official, Baku, February 2006.

for itsfirst Delegation of the European Commission in the
region.>” A Deegation Branch Office opened in Y erevan in
November 1999.% Azerbaijani authorities did not want a
similar facility in Baku,* so a Europa House was set
up in 2002.°° A Brussels-based Commission envoy was
appointed in 1998.** The Commission plans to open afull-
fledged Delegation in Baku in 2007.%

The EU isasignificant trading partner, particularly for
Armeniaand Azerbaijan. Over half of Azerbaijan’s trade
iswith the EU: in 2004, 33 per cent of its exports and 66
per cent of its imports were with member states® and it
isthe Union’s largest trading associate in the Caucasus.™
The EU also became Armenia s most important trade

3" Armenia's diplomatic mission to the European Communities
was st up in 1994, the Azerbaijani misson in 1995 and the
Georgian mission in 1993

% |n 2005 the EU representation was upgraded to the status
of a Delegation, but no resident ambassador was appointed
despite Y erevan’s requests. In addition an EU Chamber of
Commerce in Armenia was set up in 2002. For more, see
http://www.eucca.am/.

* They demanded a full delegation. Crisis Group interview,
senior official, Commission Deegation to Georgiaand Armenia,
Thilis, December 2005.

“0 The only other Europa House is in Tashkent. The Houses
provide technical support to the Commission services for
planning, programming, and implementing TACIS programs
and projects.

“! Renato Batti was appointed European Commission Special
Envoy on 14 December 1998 to act as a non-resident
diplomatic representative in Baku. The current envoy is Alan
Waddams.

“2 Commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner made this pledge in a
16 June 2005 letter to Foreign Minister Elmar Mammadyarov.
«EC Delegation to open in Baku in 2007, Press Centre of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Azerbaijan, 2005, http:/Amww.
mfagov.az/eng/news/mfa_press releases/2005/050.shtml. A
senior Commission officia admitted budget cuts might force a
postponement. Crisis Group interview, Brussals, February 2006.

3 Since 1993, trade with the EU has grown steadily, while
trade with the CIS has fallen substantially. Energy products
(oil and gas) dominate EU imports from Azerbaijan (95.3 per
cent of all imports in 2003). EU exports to Azerbaijan are
more diversified, but machinery and equipment take the
lion's share (40 per cent). Crisis Group interview, head of the
Assistance Foundation to Entrepreneurship and Market
Economy, February 2006. See also, Commission Staff
Working Paper, “Annex to European Neighbourhood Policy,
Country Report, Azerbaijan”, { COM (2005) 72 Final}, p.
22, http://europa.eu.int/comm/worl d/enp/pdf/country/Azerbaijan
_cr_0503.pdf.

“ Trade in goods with Azerbaijan stood a €2 billion (figures
recomputed for EU-25) in 2003, with imports at €1.3 billion and
aconsequent negative trade baance for the EU of gpproximately
€0.5 hillion. Commission Staff Working Paper, op. cit., p. 22.
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partner in 2005.*° In contrast, Georgia continues to trade
mainly with CIS countries. In 2005 only 19.6 per cent of
its exports went to the EU, while imports amounted to 27
per cent.*®

1. The EU as afinancial actor

Since the start of its involvement with the South
Caucasus, the EU has primarily been an aid provider
rather than a political actor. Initidly Brussels entered
the region by responding to humanitarian crises in
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgialargely caused by the
Abkhazian, South Ossetian and Nagorno-Karabakh
conflicts. Between 1992 and 2004, humanitarian
assistance provided by ECHO (European Commission
Humanitarian Office) and food aid through the Food
Security Program (FSP) totalled €168 million in
Georgia,*’ €160 million in Azerbaijan®® and €171 million
in Armenia® Unlike its two neighbours, Georgia
continues to receive ECHO help.*®

The EU dso has provided non-humanitarian financia
and technica assistance to the three countries, primarily
through the TACIS program. Since 1999 EU funds have
mainly gone to support PCA implementation. The
TACIS Nationa Indicative Programs (NIP) 2004-
2005 prioritised support for institutional, legal and
administrative reform and addressing the social
consequences of transition and economic development.™
Between 1992 and 2004 TACIS national allocations
were €111 million in Georgia,* €123 million in

Azerbaijan™ and €99 million in Armenia> Funds from
the European Agriculture Guarantee and Guidance Fund
(EAGGF) in 1992-2004 totalled €62 million in
Georgia,™ €65 million in Azerbaijan®® and €50 million in
Armenia.®” The three countries will continue to benefit
from TACIS financia and technical assistance until 2007.
Though EU member states have adso asssted the South
Caucasus countries on a bilateral basis, the totals are
dwarfed by U.S. disbursements.®

After the 2003 Rose Revolution, EU'’ s financid alocations
to Georgia increased dramaticdly. Previoudly, aid was
provided fairly equally to the three countries. Impressed
by the reformist rhetoric of President Saakashvili’s new
administration, the EU agreed to early support.® The
Council made three statements within three months in
2003-2004 expressing firm political support for stability
and reform in Georgia® The Commission took thelead in
organising a June 2004 donors conference during which
pledges of nearly $1 billion® were made.® On 2 July
2004 the Commission made available €4.65 million under
its Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) for messures to

“5 |n 2005, 46 per cent of Armenian exports and 33.9 per cent
of Armenian imports were with the EU. Artashes Shaboyan,
“The Macroeconomic Situation in Armenia: January-March
2005", Armenian Trends 2005, Quarter 2, Armenian-European
Policy and Legal Advice Centre, p. 16.

6 Georgian-European Policy and Legal Advice Centre,
“Georgian Economic Trends’, Quarterly Review no.2, at:
http://www.geplac.org/publicat/economic/get2005n2e.pdf.

4" Commission Staff Working Paper, op. cit., p.8.

“8 |nformation provided by the Europa House Information
Point, Baku, February 2006.

“9 “European Union-Armenia Cooperation Report 2004”,
presented by the Commission delegation to Armenia,
(Yerevan, 2005).

% The Commission ended its support to IDPs in Azerbaijan in
2000. In 2007, it may launch another humanitarian program for
refugees and asylum seekers, including those from Chechnya.
Information provided by the Europa House Informeation Point,
Baku January 2006.

! European Commission, “TACIS National Indicative
Program for Armenia 2004-2006", adopted 18 September
2003.

2 Commission Staff Working Paper, op. cit., p. 8.

%3 Information provided by the Europa House Information
Point, Baku, February 2006.

54 “ Eyropean Union-Armenia Cooperation Report 2004”, o. cit.
> Commission Staff Working Paper, op. cit., p.8.

% |nformation provided by the Europa House Information
Point, Baku, February 2006.

" EU’s Relations with Armenia, “Country Profile: Armenia’, at:
http://feuropa.eu.int/comm/externa_relationsarmenialintro/.

® Since 1992 USAID provided some $774 million in
humanitarian and development assistance to Georgia,
www.usaid.org.ge. Through the U.S. Millennium Challenge
Corporation (MCA), Georgia will benefit from another
$295.3 million over the next five years, http://www.mcg.ge/
english/Public_affairsslNews/News 37.htm. Over the past
decade, the U.S. provided over $1.4 hillion of assistance to
Armenia, which will soon receive $235 million from the
MCA, www.state.gov/r/pe/ei/bgn/5275.htm. Azerbaijan has
received some $200 million from USAID since 1992. From
1992 until October 2001 aid to Azerbaijan was restricted
under section 907 of the Freedom Support Act. Crisis Group
phoneinterview, USAID official, March 2006.

* Genera Affairs and Externa Relations Council (GAERC),
Council Conclusions, 26 January 2004, at: http://europa.eu.int/
comm/external_rel ations/georgialintro/gac.htm#geo260104.

% General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC),
Council Conclusions, 17 November 2003, 9 December 2003
and 26 January 2004, a: http://europa.eu.int/comm/externa
rel ations/georgialintro/gac.htmigeo260104.

%! Figures denoted in dollars ($) in this report refer to U.S.
dollars.

%2 European Commission and World Bank, “International
donors give extraordinary support to Georgia: approx $1
billion/ €850 million pledged”, Joint Press Release,
Brussds, 16 June 2004, a: http://europaeu.int/comm/externd
relations georgial intro/press170604.pdf.
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reinforce the rule of law and democratic processes®® and
at the request of Georgian authorities the Council
launched the ESDP rule of law mission to help address
urgent challenges in the criminal justice system.** The
new EU projects were partly conflict prevention measures
— efforts to solidify the revolution’ s foundations and
combat risks of destabilisation. They aso complemented
exiging TACIS programs supporting inditutional, lega
and administrative reforms.®

2. The EU aspirations of the South Caucasus
states

The EU has not played the same proactive rolein Armenia
and Azerbaijan asin Georgia through funding, programs,
and politica statements. The TACIS Nationd Indicative
Programs (NIPs) for the two countries, 2004-2006,
prioritise support for ingtitutiond, legd and adminidrative
reform and addressing the social consequences of
trangition and economic development.®® For some reason,
projects in the politically sengitive fields of judiciary and
law enforcement reform, civil society development
and human rights were not defined as areas of
cooperation.”” The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was

at least mentioned: the Azerbaijani NIP stated that
the “EU accords very high priority to measures which
can both @ underpin a peace settlement b) and prepare
Azerbaijan to derive maximum benefit from the
ending of the conflict”.® The Armenian NIP
provided that “the EU/EC shall...continue to follow
closdy...developments on the peace process... including
with a view to support efforts to resolve the conflict as
well as in post-conflict rehabilitation. Support to key
infrastructure sectors, especially in the energy and
trangport sectors.... De-mining actions will aso form an
eement of recondruction programs in order to ensure
restoration of norma living and working conditions’.*®
However, no programs to meet these goas have yet been
implemented.”

Even though the EU has been much more directly engaged
in Georgia, Thilisi remains a demandeur with high
expectations that it can provide more substantial,
immediate and politically orientated support.” Often
these expectations exceed what Brussels is willing to do,
and President Saakashvili has publicly and privately
shown dissatisfaction.”” He reportedly expressed this
bluntly to the visiting EU Troika in Thilis in October
2005.” Georgian officials complain that the EU’s

% http://europa.eu.int/comm/externa_relations/georgialintrofip
04_846.htm. Funds were allocated to projects in four areas:
penitentiary and probation service reform, organisational
reform of the ministry of justice and other public
ingtitutions, parliamentary and electoral reform, and
confidence building among population groups affected by
conflict.

6 Joint Action 2004/523/CFSP, “on the European Union
Rule of Law Mission in Georgia, EUJUST THEMIS’, 28
June 2004. EUJUST Themis terminated on 15 July 2005,
after which and until March 2006, when the lead went to the
Commission, the EUSR had a responsibility to follow up
implementation of the reform strategy (Joint Action
2005/582/CFSP of 28 July 2005).

® The EU supported has democratisation and human rights
in Georgia since the early 1990s. This has not been s0 in
Armenia and Azerbaijan. NGOs from dl three countries can,
nevertheless, apply for European Initiative for Democracy and
Human Rights (EIDHR) funds.

% European Commission, TACIS Nationa Indicative
Programme for Armenia 2004-2006, Adopted 18 September
2003.

%" As they are in Georgia. European Commission, Country
Strategy Paper 2003-2006 and TACIS National Indicative
Programme 2004-2006, Georgia, adopted 23 September
2003, pp.26-32. Recently the Commission started a judicia
reform project in Azerbaijan for €2.8 million to assist the
penitentiary system, bailiffs and the usher service. It also
plans to start an “integrated border management and combat
trafficking in persons’ project worth €2 million. Local
NGOs in Azerbaijan complain about EU lack of interest in
their work. Crisis Group interview, director of the Democracy,

Human Rights and Media Monitor, Baku, January 2006. Crisis
Group interview, chairwoman of the Bureau for Human Rights
and Legal Defence, Baku, January, 2006.

% European Commission, TACIS National Indicative
Programme for Azerbaijan 2004-2006, adopted 22 May 2003. p.
4,

% European Commission, TACIS Nationa Indicative
Programme for Armenia 2004-2006, adopted 18 September
2003, p. 2.

" The EU did however fund five rehabilitation programs in
1996-2000 to improve living conditions for | DPs returning to
parts of Fizuli and Agdam. Phase V was only completed in
September 2004. For more, see http://www.europahouse-
az.org/.

™ For more on Georgian-EU cooperation especialy in the
security field, see Damien Helly and Giorgi Gogia, “ Georgian
Security and the Role of the West”, in Coppieters and
Legovold, op. cit., pp.271-305.

> President Saakashvili, address to the international
conference, “The South Caucasus in the 21% Century:
Challenges and Opportunities’, Thilisi, 3-5 February
2005. Crisis Group interview, Presdent Sagkashvili, Thilig,
September 2005.

3 Crisis Group interview, Georgian government official,
Thilisi, December 2005. The “Troika’ represents the EU in
externd relations. At its highest level, it is led by the head of
government of the country holding the Presidency of the
Council with the Council’s High Representative for CFSP
and the Commissioner for Externa Relations. On occasion,
representatives of the next Presidency will join the Troika as
well as the President of the Commission. An EU Troika can
also be at aministeria level.
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approach is outdated, as it continues to provide technical
experts, sending highly paid European consultants who
provide no added value in addressing hard or soft
security problems. Brussels officials meanwhile express
frustration that Georgian authorities, particularly at the
mid-level and below, lack the capacity and commitment
to engage in systematic, technical and coordinated work
on reforms.”

Azerbaijani decision-makers generally seek to be
valued as not only consumers but aso contributors to
European security — especialy its energy security.
Brussels is similarly keen on energy cooperation.”
Azerbaijan sees European integration as part of its
broader regional agenda based on oil and gas
resource extraction and digtribution. This is likely to
become more evident as Turkey approaches EU
membership.”® A growing self-confidence based on
high expectations of oil wealth encourages some
elites to wonder, “if we have oil, do we still need
Europe?”’ Yet some working within government
and non-governmental structures expressed concern to
Crisis Group that their country may be losing an
historic opportunity to move closer to Europe along
with its South Caucasus neighbours and risks drifting
towards a Central Asian-type relationship with Brussels
instead.”® Civil society activists suggested that the
government’s less than eager approach to the EU may
be linked to its reluctance to take on more human rights
and democratisation commitments.”

Armeniais keen but pragmatic about EU integration. Itis
mainly interested in the EU to help it transform and
modernise its institutions and enhance economic
cooperation and trade both with Europe and its own

™ Crisis Group interviews, staff, EC Delegation to Georgia
and Armenia, Thilisi, December 2005 and January 2006.

™ In Baku on 16 February 2006, Commissioner Ferrero-
Waldner stressed in a speech that the “EU attaches great
importance to the energy cooperation with Azerbaijan and is
interested in the rapid construction of gas and oil pipelines
from Azerbaijan”. “EU Commissioner: EU interested in
energy co-op with Azerbaijan”, TURAN Agency, 16 February
2006.

® Rza Ibadov, Azerbaijan and the European Union
Neighbourhood Policy: Building a Privileged Relationship
(London, 2005), p. 27. Severa Azerbaijani researchers
argued Azerbaijan would be easier to integrate into Europe
because it had a more Europeanised politica culture and
smaller population than Turkey. Crisis Group interviews,
Baku, January 2006.

" Crids Group interviews, local and international informants,
Baku, February 2006.

"8 Crisis Group interviews, Azerbaijan government official
and NGOs, Baku, February 2006.

™ Crisis Group interview, director of the Institute of Peace
and Democracy, Baku, February 2006.

region. It also sees the EU as a way to break out of its
regiond isolation. Armenia is less ambitious than Georgia
about cooperating on security and conflict-related issues
but believes that through implementing institutional
approximation it will move faster on integration.® In
January 2006 it drafted a Nationd Program, containing a
reform package that aims to complete approximation
of Armenian legislation with European standards and
bring it into compliance with the EU’s acquis
communautaire.®> EU officids compliment Armenian
authorities and experts for their professondism and
diligence and consider them less palitically motivated than
their Georgian counterparts.®

B. ACTION PLANSAND REGIONAL
COOPERATION

By including the countries of the South Caucasus in the
ENP, Brussals expressed a willingness to reinforce its ties
with them.®® The objective of the ENPisto:

share the benefits of the EU’s 2004 enlargement
with neighbouring countries in strengthening
stability, security and well being for all
concerned. It is designed to prevent the
emergence of new dividing lines between the
enlarged EU and its neighbours and to offer
them the chance to participate in various EU
activities, through greater political, security,
economic and cultural cooperation.®*

Action Plans are the primary tools to accomplish this.®
They are supposedly based on the principle of

8 |nstitutional approximation means harmonization of local
ingtitutionswith EU standards.

8 The National Plan is being finalised. Crisis Group interview,
government officia, January 2006.

8 Crisis Group interviews, European Commission officials,
Thilis and Y erevan, December 2005 and February 2006.

8 For analyses of the European Neighbourhood Policy, see
Karen Smith, “The Outsiders. The European Neighbourhood
Policy”, International Affairs (2005) 81 (4), pp.757-773;
Michael Emerson, “European Neighbourhood Policy:
Strategy or Placebo?”, Centre for European Policy Studies
(CEPS) Working Document no. 215, November 2004;
Sascha Muller-Kraenner, “The European Neighbourhood
Policy”, Heinrich Boll Stiftung, 27 October 2004. Many
documents on ENP can be found at: http://europa.eu.int/comm
/world/enp/ documenten.htm.

8 European Commission, “European Neighbourhood Policy:
Strategy Paper”, Commission Communication COM (2004),
373find, Brussels, 15 May 2004, p.3.

8 Action Plans, however, are not legal agreements: the PCAs
remain the key frameworks defining bilateral relations.
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“differentiation” — tailored to take account of an
individua country’s needs and capacities, as well as
its existing relations with and interest in the EU.%® In
2005-2006 Armenia, Azerbajan, and Georgia entered
diaogues with the EU to prepare country-specific,
cross-pillar Action Plans® which are aimed at
building mutual commitment to common values and
provide a point of reference for future programming,
especially under the new European Neighbourhood
and Partnership Insrument (ENPI).2 The EU has
pledged that successful fulfilment of the Action Plan
can lead to further development of bilateral
relations, including new contractua links in the form
of European Neighbourhood Agreements.®

For the EU, the Action Plans are a chance to enhance and
reposition itsdf in the South Caucasus. For the countries
of the South Caucasus, according to one EU member
state ambassador, they are an opportunity to define a
“ comprehensive roadmap for reform”.* But each of the
three South Caucasus governments has a different
understanding. Thilis is the most ambitious in its Action
Plan aspirations, Baku the least interested. In redlity, the
plans risk becoming long-winded technica documents

%  Commissoner FereroWaddner, “Implementing and
Promoting the European Neighbourhood Policy”,
Communication to the Commission, SEC (2005), 1521,
Brussels, 22 November 2005. Europeen Commission,
“ European Neighbourhood Policy”, op. cit., p.3

8 By end 2005, ENP Action Plans had been formally adopted
with Israel, Jordan, Moldova, Morocco, the Palestinian
Authority, Tunisa and Ukraine. Negotiations were ongoing
with Egypt and Lebanon as well as Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia. The seven exigting Action Plans mostly focus on
political dialogue and reform; economic and social
development; regulatory and trade-related issues; justice and
home affairs; sectoral issues; and people-to-people contacts.
The Maagtricht Treaty 1992 established three pillars, forming
the basic structure of the EU: the Community dimension,
covering economic, social and environmental policies (first
pillar); the common foreign and security policy (second
pillar); and police and judicial cooperation in crimina matters
(third pillar). The Treaty of Amsterdam transferred policies
related to the free movement of persons from the third to the
first pillar.

8 European Commission, “Proposd for a Regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council laying down generd
provisions establishing a European Neighbourhood and
Partnership Instrument”, COM (2004), 628 find, Brussels, 29
September 2004. The ENPI regulation and its implementing
rules have yet to be adopted. ENPI is supposed to be operationd
by 2007.

8 Content and scope still has to be defined. European
Commission, “European Neighbourhood Palicy”, op. cit., pp.3-
4,

% Crisis Group interview, EU member state diplomat,
Thilisi, January 2006.

which do little to strengthen genuine political ties. To
avoid this, they should be kept succinct and concrete, with
limited and redlistic priorities. Allocation of ENP
benefits should be linked to the fulfilment of commitments
with clear benchmarks.

The potential of Action Plans to promote conflict
resolution has not been fully exploited. According to the
origina strategy, the ENP was to “reinforce stability and
security and contribute to efforts at conflict resolution”
and to strengthen “the EU’ s contribution to promoting the
settlement of regiona conflicts’.®* However, a brief
review of the exigting seven shows that conflict resolution
has largely fallen by the wayside, just one of many
priorities under “politica didogue and reform”. The focus
is on trade relations and economic and political change.*
An exception is the Moldova plan in which a viable
solution to the Transdniestria conflict is defined as a key
priority and seven steps are daborated.”®

In the Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia ENP Country
Reports, there are only vague referencesto conflict, mere
mentions that dialogue with the EU “builds upon the
shared commitment to promote international peace and
security as well as the peaceful settlement of disputes’.**
In its 2005 recommendations for Armenia, Azerbaijan
and Georgia, the Commission restricted its commitment
to conflict resolution, stating Action Plans should offer
“further support for economic rehabilitation of the conflict

zones in the context of conflict settlement”.®

Action Plan drafting and negotiation started in 2005 and is
expected to terminate in mid-2006. Georgiaand Armenia
first presented “framework proposals’ for their plans to
Brussels in June 2005.% After adday due to an unrelated

% European Commission, “European Neighbourhood Policy”,
Strategy Paper, op. cit., pp.4, 6.

%2 Ferrero-Waldner, “Implementing and Promoting the European
Neighbourhood Policy”, op. cit., p.11.

% Proposed EU/Moldova Action Plan, a: http://europaeuint/
comm/world/enp/pdf/action_plans/Proposed Action Plan EU
-Moldova.pdf.

% See ENP, “Country Reports on Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgid’, 2 March 2005, http://europa.eu.int/comm/worl d/enp/
document_en.htm.

% European Commission, “European Neighbourhood Policy:
Recommendations for Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and for
Egypt and Lebanon”, Communication to the Council, COM
(2005), 72 final, Brussels, 2 March 2005. This restricted
contribution to conflict resolution is at least partidly to be
explained by the fact that the Commission generally focuses on
economic rehabilitation projects while more “hard-power” and
politica crisis management isthe prerogative of the Council.

% Azerbaijan did not submit a“framework proposal”. It received
adraft Action Plan prepared by the Commission in August 2005
and commented in October and November. Crisis Group
interview, Commission officid, Brussels, March 2006.
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dispute between Azerbaijan and Cyprus,” the EU held
consultations with all three. The Commission prepared
draft Action Plans which were considered in afirst round
of consultations on 28 November in Y erevan, 29-30
November in Thilisi, 16 December in Baku. Political
dialogue meetings in Brussels on 13 December were
also held. Thereafter the three countries sent new
comments to the Commission, which were responded
to and discussed by the Directorate General for
External Relations (DG Relex), in negotiations on
6-8 March 2006. An EC spokesperson noted that the
talks were successful and they hoped to conclude
consultations in the next round of negotiations in second
half of May.*® While the Armenian delegation claims
that it agreed on virtually the entire document with
the Commission,® Georgian sources expressed frustration
that the EU was unwilling to incorporate more conflict
resolution commitments in the text.'® Baku's main
obsteacle to findizing the taks remains the spat with
Cyprus.™™ Ultimately, after approval by the member
states, the respective Partnership and Cooperation
Councils are expected to endorse the Action Plans during
the Finnish Presidency in the second half of 2006,

 The private Azerbaijani Imair airlines flew a commercial
flight between Baku and northern Cyprus on 27 July 2005.
Cyprus considered this an infringement of its national
sovereignty and reacted harshly towards Azerbaijan. At
Cypriot urging, the EU suspended Azerbaijan’s Cooperation
Committee meseting in fall 2005. Consequently the Armenian
and Georgian Cooperation Committee meetings were also
ddayed, as Brussels maintained a regiona approach to Action
Plan preparation. Azerbaijan now considers the “Cyprus
issug’ closed. However, it has not been fully resolved according
to Cyprus, and several EU member state diplomats
expressed concern to Crisis Group that it might reappear
when the Azerbaijan Action Plan has to be approved by
member states. Cyprus has asked that Baku put in writing a
pledge to have no more flights (Crisis Group interview,
Cypriot diplomat, Brussels, March 2006). For more, see
“Azeris give support to Turkish Cyprus,” Associated Press,
1 July 2005 and Rufat Abbasov, “Azerbaijan Embraces
Northern Cyprus’, Ingtitute for War and Peace Reporting
(IWPR), 27 July 2005.

% Ahto Lobjakas, “ South Caucasus States Make Slow Progress
on Closer EU Ties’, RFE/RL Caucasus Report, 10 March
2006.

% Crisis Group interview, high level official, ministry of
foreign affairs, Y erevan, March 2006.

19 Crisis Group interview, officia, ministry of foreign affairs,
Thilis, March 2006.

101 Ahto Lobjakas, “South Caucasus States Make Slow
Progress on Closer EU Ties’, RFE/RL Caucasus Report, 10
March 2006.

192 From 1 July to 31 December 2006. Crisis Group interview,
EU member state diplomat, Brussals, February 2006.

1. Conflict resolution and the Action Plans

Thilis wants the “peaceful resolution of internd conflicts’
to be the first priority in its Action Plan.'®® Detailed
measures to increase “cooperation for the settlement of
Georgid s interna conflicts’ are elaborated upon in the
draft “Elements for Inclusion”, proposed to Brusselsin
December 2005, since Thilis considers integration into
Europe akey factor for resolving its conflicts'® Georgiais
lobbying for a pledge that cooperation with the EU will
based on respect of the “sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Georgia within its internationally recognised
borders’. It seeks EU support for implementing the
Georgian “peace plan for settlement of the conflict in
South Ossetia’, including assistance in demilitarisation,
confidence building, and economic development,'®® and
would like the Action Plan to include more instruments
from the ESDP toolbox to promote regional stability
and crisis management. Georgia is appreciative of the
economic rehabilitation assistance the EU providesin the
South Ossetia and Abkhazia conflict zones'® but clearly
feels that this kind of help should be supplemented
by greater politica and military security-related
engagement.™”’

Georgiawould like the Action Plan to be a “friendship
treaty”, in which the EU commits to palitical and security
commitments — especidly vis-avis Russa It seeks direct
EU poalitical participation in the settlement of the South
Ossetian and Abkhaz conflicts, which it considers to be
unresolved primarily because of Russian meddling, and
believes the EU “can have a podtive influence on Russa

103 « Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Georgia ENP Action
Plan”, amended draft 20 December 2005, p.3. In earlier
versions, peaceful resolution of the conflicts was not identified as
a primary priority, though it was included. Criss Group
interview, former officid, Georgian ministry of foreign affairs,
Thilis, December 2005.

104 Addressing the European Parliament's Foreign Affairs
Committee in Brussels, Foreign Minister Gela Bezhuashvilil
explained, “the most serious impediment for the consolidation
of democracy and economic development in Georgia has
been internal so-called ‘frozen conflicts in Abkhazia and
South Ossetia. [The] existence of conflicts poses a major
threat to the security and development of not only Georgia,
but is detrimental to democracy, security, and stability in the
South Caucasus region as a whole” Ahto Lobjakas, “Georgia
lobbies for EU backing in standoffs with Russia’, RFE/RL
Caucasus Report, 27 January 2006.

195 As proposed in the “ Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Georgia
ENP Action Plan”, amended draft, 20 December 2005. For
more, see Section 1V below.

1% See Section 111 below.

197 Crisis Group interview, officia, Office of the State Minister
of Georgia on European and Euro-Atlantic Integration, Thilig,
December 2005.
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to make its role more constructive” ' It calls on the
Union to intengfy its participation in existing negotiation
forums and assist in creating new mechanisms,'® sinceiit
believes such an enhanced EU presence would serve asa
counterweight to Moscow.™° Thilis insists that the EU
include the restoration of Georgid s territorial integrity
and the resolution of itsinternal conflicts on the EU-
Russia cooperation agenda. ™

By demanding that the EU intervene on its Sde in disputes
with Russig, Georgiaistrying to get EU member gatesto
formulate a common foreign policy vis-avis Moscow.
Some European diplomatsin Thilis doubt, however, that
the EU is in a position to influence Russia on the South
Caucasus and note that Russia is a more important
strategic partner for most member states than Georgia ™
Others consider that the generdly pro-Thilis “ Statement
on Georgia’ signed by all participants at the OSCE
Minigterid Council in Ljublijanain December 2005 isan
example of a successful lobbying effort coordinated by

1% Giorgi Baramidze, Georgian State Minister on European
and Euro-Atlantic Integration, taking points for a meeting
with Benita Ferrero-Waldner, EU Commissioner for
Externa Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy,
May 2005, at http://www.eu-integration.gov.ge/eng/speeches.
php.

109 “Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Georgia ENP
Action Plan”, amended draft, 20 December 2005. Crisis
Group interviews, officials, Georgian ministry of foreign
affairs and ministry for European integration, Thilis, January
and February 2006. See also Ahto Laobjakas, “Georgia
lobbies for EU backing in standoffs with Russia’, RFE/RL
Caucasus Report, 27 January 2006.

10 Crigs Group interview, officia, Office of the State Minister
of Georgia on European and Euro-Atlantic Integration, Thilig,
December 2005. The EU is not a forma participant in any of
the regions conflict resolution mechanisms. Abkhazia
negotiations are within the framework of the “Geneva Peace
Process’ chaired by the UN, with Russa fadilitation. The
OSCE and the Group of Friends of the UN Secretary Generd,
induding Germany, France, the UK, U.S, and Russa have
observer datus. Negotiations for settlement of the Georgian-
South Ossetian conflict are facilitated by the OSCE in the Joint
Control Commission, including Georgian, South and North
Osstian, and Russian representatives. The EU Commission is
an informa observer. The OSCE Minsk Group co-chairs
(Russig, U.S,, France) lead negotiations on Nagorno-Karabakh
without EU participation.

" As expressed by Georgian Foreign Minister Gela
Bezhuashvili at the European Parliament, Foreign Affairs
Committee, Brussels, on 25 January 2006. Lobjakas,
“Georgia lobbies for EU backing in standoffs with Russia’,
op. cit.

Y2 Thus they are unlikely to push Moscow hard. Crisis
Group interviews, member state diplomats, Thilisi,
December-January 2005.

EU member states vis-avis Russa® The EU and Russia
are working on developing a Common Space of Co-
operation in the Field of Externa Security, in which they
have agreed to “grengthen EU-Russa didogue on matters
of practical cooperation on criss management in order to
prepare the ground for joint initiatives. . .in the settlement of
regiona conflicts’.** This provides a basis for the EU at
least to engage with Russia on conflict issues in the
South Caucasus™

Georgia may be aiming too high. Its focus on conflict
resolution is considered overly ambitious by some
member states.*® As one diplomat from a Thilisi-based
EU member state embassy told Crisis Group, “conflict
resolution in the Action Plan is more a Georgian-wanted
issue than an EU one. We had other priorities...”**” An
anayst pointed out: “The nature of EU efforts depends on
the willingness of the conflicting parties to discuss the
issue with the EU, and willingness to understand the
reasons driving the EU desire for greater engagement in
conflict settlement”.™*® Though Thilis is keen on greater
EU engagement, it may not have understood how reluctant
Brussdlsisto take on a greater role with regard to conflict
resolution — especialy with regard to Russia — until it is
convinced that its involvement will promote stability.

While the Action Plans should clearly address conflict
challenges, the EU would prefer them to be general
documents defining the direction for successful political
and economic reform. Member states argue that Georgia
should take advantage of the EU'’ s assistance to draw up
and implement aroadmap for genuine reform. In thisthe
EU could provide added value based on its experience in

13 Crisis Group interview, EU member state diplomat,
Thilisi, January 2006. Crisis Group interview, official, Office
of the State Minister of Georgia on European and Euro-
Atlantic Integration, Thilisi, December 2005.

14 “Ey-Russia Roadmap on Common Space for External
Security”, p. 41, May 2005.

15 The EU and Russia meet in a wide variety of forums.
Once a month the Russian ambassador to the EU attends a
PSC meeting; once a quarter there are meetings of foreign
ministers, two or three times a year meetings at political
director level, every six months summits and a wide range of
regional and thematic working groups. According to a EU
member state diplomat who regularly attends these meetings,
the South Caucasus are often on the agenda but also
frequently are not discussed because of other more pressing
issues. Crisis Group interviews, Brussels, February 2006.

18 Crisis Group interviews, EU member state diplomats,
Thilisi and Brussels, January-February 2006.

17 Crisis Group interview, EU member state diplomat,
Thilisi, January, 2006.

18 Nicu Popescu, “The EU in Moldova: Settling conflicts in
the neighbourhood”, Occasional Paper n°60, European Union
Institute for Security Studies, Paris, October 2005. p.10.
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Central and Eastern Europe.™ In its Action Plan
drafts, Brussels has proposed a softer approach to
conflict resolution, pledging to assist in “enhanced
efforts at confidence building” and to provide further
economic assigtance if there is progress on the disputes.
It is manly interested in supporting current UN and
OSCE negotiation efforts and formats' and believesiits
main contribution to conflict resolution should be
assisting Georgia create a state based on European
values and standards, which ultimately could be more
attractive to South Ossetia and Abkhazia than
independence or closer integration with Russia.***

Neither Armenia nor Azerbaijan seeks the same kind of
EU foreign and security policy assstance with regard to
their dealings with Russia. Armenia sees the EU as an
increasingly important partner that can play arolein its
foreign policy based on “complementarity”*# but it aims
to maintain separate and similar relations also with
Russia the U.S. and Iran. Similarly, Azerbaijan seeslittle
to be gained from playing Brussels and Moscow off each
other. Azerbaijan analysts understand their country’s
foreign policy as one that is balanced between the EU,
Russiaand the U.S,, since rlaions with both Washington
and Moscow are vital to regiona as well as nationd
political and economic development.'?

To some degree like Georgia, Armeniainitially used its
June 2005 “Framework proposal for its Action Plan” to
ask that the EU help address some of the consequences
of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. It called for assistance
in “maintaining and strengthening the regime of ceasefire’
in the zone of the conflict and “to work towards
exclusively peaceful conflict settlement taking into
account the right of people of Nagorno-Karabakh to
self-determination”."** It also suggested that the EU
encourage regional cooperation and “put an end to
the transport blockade” of the country.*® In subsequent

phases of the negotiations Armenia dropped these
recommendations, as the EU seemed unwilling to
incorporate them. Armenia has requested the EU to refrain
from funding any regional projects that increase its
isolation' and has generally found a sympathetic ear
when promoting the virtues of regiona cooperation. It
also seeks political support to help resolve its conflicts
with Turkey, looking to Brussels to encourage Ankara to
open the borders with Armenia,*?” normalise relations and
play acongtructive role on Nagorno-K arabakh.'®

Azerbaijan has not been as aggressive in trying to shape
the Action Plan to its conflict resolution needs. It did not
insist that Nagorno-K arabakh resolution be atop priority™?®
or call on the EU to assist in finding a solution that
respects its sovereignty and territoria integrity within its
internationally recognised borders™ though it may be
urging Brussels to keep withdrawal of Nagorno-
Karabakh forces backed by Y erevan high on the EU-
Armenia agenda. For more than a decade, however, it
has been disappointed by EU unwillingness to declare
clearly that Armenia occupies Azerbaijan territory. ™

The early 2006 versions of the Action Plan drafts would
not strengthen the EU’s role in supporting resolution of
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict or commit the parties to
reach a negotiated settlement.’** In drafting them, the

19 Crisis Group interview, EU member state diplomat,
Thilisi, January 2006.

120 “Draft Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Georgia ENP
Action Plan”, 8 February 2006.

121 Georgian authorities pay lip service to this. “Every
assistance rendered in the consolidation of democracy in
Georgia is by definition an investment in the peaceful
resolution of the conflicts’, Prime Minister Nogaiddli, |etter
to Solana, 18 January 2006.

122 Armenia describes “ complementarity” asone of the basic
principles of itsforeign policy, see for instance http://mww.
armeniaforeignministry.com/speeches/000928vo_raffi_
center.html.

123 Crisis Group interview, head of Department of International
Rdations, Qafgaz Univerdty, Baku, January 2006.

124 “Framework Proposal for ENP Armenia Action Plan”,
15 June 2005.

125 bid.

126 During her visit to Armenia on 17 February 2006,
Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner called economic integretion in
the South Caucasus a necessary condition for regiond stability.
She confirmed EU oppodtion to plans by Azerbaijan, Georgia
and Turkey to build a regiond railway bypassing Armenia. “A
rallway project that is not including Armenia will not get our
financial support”. Anna Saghabalian, “EU Signals More
Attention to Political Reform in Armenia’, RFE/RL,
Armenidiberty, 17 February 2006, http://mww.armenidiberty.
org/armeniareport/report/en/2006/02/84CE2183-237B-4641-
92EE-899C68818D0B.asp.

127 Framework Proposal for ENP Armenia Action Plan, op. cit.,
requested “ EU assistance in reopening Kars-Gyumri railway”.
128 Crisis Group interviews, officials, ministry of foreign
affairs, Yerevan, January-February 2006. On Turkey, see for
example, European Parliament, “European Neighbourhood
Policy”, text adopted 19 January 2006, Strasbourg, point 68.
129 Crisis Group interview, EU member state diplomat, Baku,
February, 2006.

130 “Draft Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Georgia ENP
Action Plan”, 8 February 2006.

131 A zerbaijanis were disappointed when former EUSR Talvitie
said the EU will not recognize Armenia as the aggressor in the
conflict because such a statement would not promote successful
negotiations and could impede the settlement process. “Heikki
Tavitie EU to prepare report on South Caucasus countries’,
AzerNews, 11 November 2004.

132 When the two countries joined the Council of Europe,
they committed to peaceful means to settle the conflict, and
to refrain from any threat of force. At the same time Armenia
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Commission wanted to get Baku and Yerevan to
agree to the same text, so the result is the lowest
common denominator. Only four specific actions are
intended to “ contribute to the peaceful solution of the
conflict”: increased diplomatic efforts; continued support
for a peaceful solution; and increased support for the
OSCE Minsk Group negotiation process, and likewise
for people-to-people contacts. Other sections of the drafts
refer to promoting sustained efforts for peace, de-mining,
aid for interndly displaced persons (IDPs) and refugees,
and promoting the active involvement of civil society,™
but the language is even weaker than in the draft offered
to Georgia

Unlike Georgia, Armenia largely accepted Brussels
suggestions for the conflict resolution section of the
Action Plan in the first round of negotiations. A senior
foreign minigtry officid said it agreed to the approach
that “democratic reforms, strengthening institutional
capacities, recongtruction of economies and building
gtrong civil societies are conducive to conflict resolution”,
while strongly rejecting the idea that implementation of
the Action Plan could be made conditional on progress
in conflict resolution. Armenian officials argue that the
EU would more likely alienate the parties rather than
encourage partnership if it talked about conditiondity,
indeed that imposing conditionality would in effect
make Brussels an arbitrator between the parties to the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict when it is not even part of
the officia OSCE Minsk group negotiation process.***
Instead, Armeniais keen to see EU ass stance enhance
regional cooperation initiativesin avariety of fields,
including the development of transport corridors.™*

2. Human rightsand democr atisation as a
meansto promote conflict resolution

On the Commission’s ingstence, the three country Action
Plan drafts set srengthening of democracy, human rights
protection, and rule of law, induding congtitutiond reform
to provide for genuine separation of powers, as key
priorities.**® The Commission emphasisesjudicia and law
enforcement reforms as well as capacity building and
gives prominence a so to continued dectora reform on the
bass of recommendations by the Council of Europe's
Venice Commission and OSCE.**" Azerbaijan and
Georgia are asked to ratify and implement the Optiona
Protocol of the UN Convention against Torture and
Armenia to further reform its prison system. There is
some differentiation in the drafts, however. Armeniais
urged to secure independence of the media, freedom
of assembly and the right to property, while Georgiais
encouraged to implement democratic local elections,
findise and implement alocal government reform Strategy
and complete transformation of the date televison into a
public service broadcaster. Azerbaijan is requested to
implement better its Law on Freedom of Information,
develop an independent public broadcasting service, and
streamline cumbersome NGO registration procedures.**®

The three draft Action Plans also prioritise “enhancement
in the field of Justice, Freedom and Security”, including
border management.’® Georgia in particular wants
cooperation on justice, freedom and security — by
which it means strengthening border and migration
management.**® While it sought a specific reference to

committed itself to using its considerable influence over
Nagorno-Karabakh to foster a solution. The WEU has also
caled on the EU publicly to discourage the countries of the
region from an arms race. Assembly of the Western
European Union, Report, “Stability and Security in the South
Caucasus’, 30 November 2004, p.5.

138 Draft Elements for Inclusion in an EU/ArmeniaENP Action
Pan”, 28 December 2005, and “ Draft Elementsfor Incluson in
an EU/Azerbaijan ENP Action Plan”, 23 February 2006. In the
Azerbaijani draft these actions are highlighted, meaning they
remain under discusson. The Armenian Action Plan points
have been agreed.

134 Crisis Group interview, senior officias, ministry of foreign
affairs, Y erevan, January 2006.

135 “Dreft Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Armenia ENP
Action Plan”, op. cit. The EU has attempted to implement
regional transport programs in the past, most notably
TRACECA, aproject bornin 1993 and aiming to build an east-
west trangport corridor linking the EU to the South Caucasus
and Centra Adaviathe Black and Caspian Seas. TRACECA
funds both technica assistance and infrastructure rehabilitation
projects and spent €110 million through 2002. A secretariat
was opened in Baku in February 2001. The project has not

reached its ultimate god of building a transport corridor linking
the South Caucasus and Centra Asian countries.
1% «Draft Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Georgia ENP
Action Plan”, op. cit. “Draft Elements for Inclusion in an
EU/Azerbaijan ENP Action Plan”, op. cit. “Draft Elements
for Inclusion in an EU/Armenia ENP Action Plan”, op. cit.
137 The OSCE's Office for Democratic Ingtitutions and Human
Rights (ODIHR).
138 «“Draft Elements for Inclusion in an EU/Armenia ENP
Action Plan”, op. cit.; “Draft Elements for Inclusion in an
EU/Georgia ENP Action Plan”, op. cit.; “ Draft Elements for
Ilglgclusjon in an EU/Azerbaijan ENP Action Plan”, op. cit.

Ibid.
140 “Non-Paper on the First Round of Consultations on
Georgia's ENP Action Plan”, prepared by the ministry of
foreign affairs, Thilisi, December 2005. Former Foreign
Minister Zurabishvili, for example, pledged to sign a
readmission agreement with the EU obliging Thilis to take
back illegal migrants in return for simplified visa procedures
for Georgians travelling for educational, training, research,
scientific or academic purposes. She aso saw border
management, law enforcement reform and development of
transport corridors as Action Plan priorities. Crisis Group
interview, former officia, ministry of foreign affairs, Thilis,
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organised crime and terrorism from the “black
holes” (i.e, South Ossetia and Abkhazid), Brusses
suggested ingtead that it ratify and implement the UN
convention and protocols against smuggling and
trafficking.***

Considering the history of elections in the region,
particularly in Azerbaijan and Armenia, the Commission
is trying to use the Action Plans to advance a
democratisation and human rights agenda that loca
ruling elites might be expected to resist.**? In a speech
in Azerbaijan in September 2004, then Commission
President Romano Prodi asserted: “By promoting
democracy, the rule of law, human rights, the market
economy and conflict settlement, the European
Neighbourhood Policy will help improve life for
Azerbaijanis’.*** Somewhat surprisingly, an observer of
the negotiations noted, the December 2005 negotiations
“went better than we expected. We were afraid that the
Azeris would transfer the plan into a purely technica
document but they did not”.*** In fact, Baku, Thilisi, and
Y erevan have dl generdly accepted the Brussalslanguage
on democratisation and rule of law. Some local observers
were less surprised, however, suggesting that the
governments will pay lip service to EU palitical diadogue
and reform priorities, without intending to take concrete
actions®

The real test will be how Action Plan pledges are
implemented. Brussels plans to include benchmarks and
offer new benefits only if there is real progress, which
could give it a unique opportunity to strengthen incentives
for change and increased respect for human rights.
Human Rights Watch has suggested that “long and short
term benchmarks should have a clear timetable for
implementation and should be followed up with a

rigorous monitoring system”.** There are concerns,
however, that the Actions Plan drafts do not as yet
include a clear implementation timetable. Civil society
activists claim that the EU benchmarks are much less
stringent than commitments the three countries have
made to the Council of Europe. The Action Plans are
for five years™’ but contain few intermediary deadlines.
While individual priorities are generaly precise, the
instruments and methods to guarantee and monitor
follow-up are not. The Commission should report
publicly at regular intervals on progress and aress needing
further effort. To increase public ownership, it should
also organise conferences, seminars, training sessions
and meetings on Action Plan implementation with civil
society, locd authorities and media, and parliamentarians.
This would require substantid time, credtivity and funding
from al involved.

3. Thedemocratic deficit in Action Plan
preparation

In the South Caucasus, participation in Action Plan
preparations has largdly been limited to a small number of
governmenta officials.™*® Civil society has had little or no
chance to contribute despite the Commission’s urging.**
Throughout the region, NGO activists complain that were
consulted to a much greater degree during the Council of
Europe accession process.™™ This is most strongly felt in
Azerbaijan, where even the parliament has been €ft in the
dark. The Chairman of the Committee on Foreign and
Inter-parliamentary Relationstold Crisis Group:

The European Neighbourhood Policy is not very
well known for the people of Azerbajan. We lack

December 2005. See also Giorgi Baramidze, talking points,
op. cit.

1 “Draft Elements for Indusion in an EU/Georgia ENP
Action Plan”, op. cit.

12 The EU has at times criticised Azerbaijan’s human
rights record; see, for example, Commissioner Ferrero-
Waldner, to the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 26 October
2005 in Ahto Lobjakas, “Azerbaijan: EU Doubtful of Baku's
Commitment to Democracy”, RFE/RL, 27 October 2005.

13 President Prodi clearly marked out the course of
cooperation, stating that “the ENP is based on common
values and interests. And each relationship will take account
of the extent to which these values are effectively shared.
Differentiation and joint ownership are key concepts’,
speech, Baku State University, 17 September 2004.

14 Crisis Group interview, international expert, Baku,
February, 2006.

145 Crisis Group interview, local and international experts,
Baku and Y erevan, January-February 2006.

146 « El-South Caucasus: Concrete Human Rights Benchmarks
Needed”’, Human Rights Watch, press release, New York, 9
Decamber 2005. “Azerbaijan and the European Neighbourhood
Policy”, Human Rights Waich Briefing Peper, 15 June 2005.
“Georgia and the European Neighbourhood Policy”, Human
Rights Watch Briefing Paper, 15 June 2005.

147 Though both Georgia and Armenia are seeking three-year
timeframes.

148 A European Parliament resolution on the European
Neighbourhood Policy “called on the Commission to avoid
bureaucratising the whole ENP process and to involve local
and regiona authorities and public organisationsin neighbouring
countries in the development of the ENP”, Strasbourg, 19
January 2006.

149 K urt Juul, head of Unit E3-Southern Caucasus and Central
Asia, DG RELEX, Commission, “Promoting Stability and
Democratisation in Our Neighbourhood: What Role for
the EU in the South Caucasus?’, European Parliament, 22
February 2006.

%0 Crisis Group interviews, NGO activists, Baku and Thilisi,
February 2006.
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information on what the EU would like us to do.
How can we create public support for European
integration in that case? We have only vaguey
heard about the Action Plan but, for example,
what doesit mean for my congtituents?™*

A Georgian civil society coalition submitted an
“dternative” Action Plan to the Commission delegation
in Thilisi and in Brussels."* The initia idea was not to
propose an “alternative” but the coalition adopted
the tactic when it felt excluded from the official
process.™ Five civil society representatives were invited
to st on the special commission set up by presidential
decree to draft the Action Plan.™™* But the commission
met only four times in 2005 and served purely as a
consultative body. NGOs were included in information-
sharing mesetings with the State Minister for European
and Euro-Atlantic Integration. Civil society groups
tend to agree with government’s main priorities —
especially as regards conflict resolution — but would
have liked stronger human rights and democratisation
commitments.” Some of the most vocal NGO
representatives blamed Brussdls for not formdising their
involvement in the process. Commisson officias did
consult with civil society representatives informally,

31 Crisis Group interview, chairman of the Committee on
Foreign and Inter-parliamentary Relations and head of the
national delegation to the PACE, Baku, February, 2006. The
situation is not much better in Armenia where another
parliamentarian told Crisis Group “the Government is doing
everything with regards to the Action Plan, so, no, there is
no public discusson’. Criss Group interview, deputy
chairman of the National Assembly and head of the national
delegation to the PACE, Y erevan, February, 2006.

152 Some 70 Georgian NGOs, divided into five working
groups and funded by the Open Society-Georgia
Foundation, Eurasia Foundation and Heinrich Boll
Foundation, worked on this document, “Recommendations
on Georgid s Action Plan for the European Neighbourhood
Policy”. It can be viewed at: http://osgf.ge/miscdocs/eu/
ENG-ENP-Action-Plan-NGO-Recomm.doc.

153 Criss Group interview with Tinatin Khidasheli, former
chair of the Open Society-Georgia Foundation board, February
2006.

1% Civil society was particularly critical of early Action
Plan drafts prepared by the government which included no
mention of human rights, conflict, or minority issues. They
disapprove of the drafting process, which they fedl lacked
transparency. Some NGO representatives complained drafts
were shared with them only after they had been discussed
with Brussels. Crisis Group interview, member of the
government commission, February 2006.

15 Crisis Group interview, director, Open Society-Georgia
Foundation, Thilisi, December 2005.

however, when activists travelled to Brussdls in April
2005, and Commission experts |ater visited Thilisi.**

Similarly, a codlition of Armenian NGOs began in early
2005 to look for ways to provide input to Action Plan
elaboration.”™ After officials informed them it was
purely a governmental exercise, it developed
recommendations in July 2005, focusing on constitutional
and judicial reform, local government, human rights
and regiona cooperation.™®® Unlike in Georgia, the
NGOs were not dlowed to see their government’s drafts
or to participate in any official commissions.”® The
foreign minigter invited nine NGO representatives only
in February 2006 to think about concrete activities
which could be included in the plan and receive
ENPI funding.'®

Though the European Parliament recommended that
Azerbaijan draw civil society groups in to assst with
Action Plan preparation,* the local head of the Open
Society Ingtitute told Crisis Group, “the government is
not enthusiastic about including NGOs in Action Plan
development”, and they have been neither consulted nor
informed.**? Another NGO leader explained that she had
been repeatedly denied access to any information about
the drafts.’®® In all senses local NGOs were shut out of

1% Crisis Group interview, Tinatin Khidasheli, former chair
of the Open Society-Georgia Foundation board, February
2006.

7 The Partnership for Open Society, uniting some 40
NGOs, declared “the ENP as an exceptiona opportunity for
implementation of democratic, political, economical, and
socia reforms that would enable Armenia to have a closer
relationship with the EU”. See www.partnership.am.

158 « Conceptual Recommendations on European Neighbourhood
Policy-Armenia Action Plan”, Yerevan, October 2005, at
www.partnership.am. The document was submitted to
government and the Commission, and publicised more widdly.
Crigis Group interview, director, Open Society Fund Armenia,
Y erevan, February 2006.

1% Crisis Group interview, Director, Open Society Fund
Armenia, February 2006. However, Armenian officials deny
this. Crisis Group interview, official, ministry of foreign
affairs, Yerevan, February 2006.

180 Crisis Group interview, senior official, ministry of foreign
affairs, Y erevan, February 2006.

161 The European Parliament: “ Takes the view that the Action
Plan for Azerbaijan should be focused on the devel opment of
genuine democracy and respect for human rights and the rule
of law; urges the Commission, in thisregard, to coordinate its
action with the Council of Europe and to make every effort to
support and develop the fragile Azerbaijani civil society”,
resolution on Azerbaijan, 21 June 2005, point 10.

162 Crisis Group interview, executive director, Open Society
Ingtitute Azerbaijan, Baku, February, 2006.

183 Crisis Group interview, director, Institute of Peace and
Demoacracy, Baku, February, 2006.
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the process. Even Commission officials did not
regularly meet with civil society representatives during
their visits to Baku, as they did in Thilis.*** The lack of
participation and consultation in the process bodes
badly for public understanding and engagement in
EU integration.®®

Beyond the capitas few people in the South Caucasus
have any understanding of the Action Plans — especidly
in the unrecognised entities of Abkhazia, South Ossetia
and Nagorno-Karabakh. Action Plan discussions could
serve as a means to build confidence with de facto
authorities rather than dienate them further from the
countries of which the international community considers
them a part. The EU might have approached the de facto
authorities to get their input — in recognition not of their
datus but rather of their territories place in the region’s
future. Even though it istoo late to include the societies
of the non-recognised entities in Action Plan drafting,
they should not be excluded from future ENP
programs and ENPI funding opportunities. Supporting
democratisation, human rights, and civil society
devdopment in the secessionig entities might be
appropriately included in the Action Plans™® But these
are not options considered seriously by Georgian or
Azerbajani centrd authorities.

4. Regional cooperation and conflict resolution

Brussels believes that Action Plans will encourage the
South Caucasus governments to establish neighbourly
relations and regiona development cooperation as a
basis for the peaceful resolution of conflict. However,
this is an approach which is of little interest to any of

184 The UK Embassy, during the EU Presidency, occasionally
brought NGOs together. At least one NGO submitted
recommendations for the Action Plan to the embassy, including
proposals on conflict resolution and regiond issues. Indtitute of
Peace and Democracy, “Proposals and Recommendations to
the EU Action Plan on Azerbaijan”, prepared August 2005,
hand ddlivered to Crisis Group, Baku, February 2006.

165 On 10 February 2006, a the initiative of Open Society
Indtitute Azerbaijan, Azeri civil society representatives held a
press conference announcing creation of a “Public
National Committee on Integration to Europe’ to establish
cooperation between civil society institutions, state
agencies and the Commission for monitoring the preparation
and implementation process of the ENP Action Plan. Criss
Group interviews, head of the Centre for Politicd and
Economic Studies and chief editor of Gun Sahar newspaper,
Baku, February 2006.

188 | the context of the Transdnistria conflict, Nicu Popescu
makes similar recommendations, “The EU in Moldova:
Settling conflicts in the neighbourhood”, Occasional Paper
n°60, European Union Ingtitute for Security Studies, Paris,
October 2005. p.41.

the three. Armenia wants regional cooperation as a
means to bresk out of its isolation but does not consder
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict a proper subject for the
Action Plan. A foreign ministry official explained: “The
Action Plan is a bilateral document; the resolution of
the NK conflict involves other parties who are not part
of its implementation”.*®’ Yet, Azerbaijan officias are
adamant that they cannot take part in “enhanced regiona
cooperation” until there is a lasting solution to this
problem. An EC delegation representative suggested to
Crisis Group that “continuous efforts to convince
Azerbaijan to start regiona cooperation even before the
resolution of the conflict” might encourage confidence
building.**® Baku, however, would rather forgo the whole
EU integration project rather then take up this proposition.

The Action Plans should be tailored to the different and
specific needs of each state but in practice this conflicts
at times with the EU’s aim to promote enhanced regiona
cooperation. This became evident in late 2005 when
disagreements between Azerbaijan and Cyprus resulted
in the suspension of Action Plan talks for all three South
Caucasus states. Armenia and Georgia discovered
that progress on their documents was hostage to the spat
between Baku and Nicosa Armenian President Kocharian
stated: “No country should pay the price for the problems
of others’,*®® and Georgian authorities responded
similarly.* Yet, Azerbaijani political expertsinterviewed
by Crisis Group in Baku unanimoudy asserted that their
country’s ties to northern Cyprus should continue to be
srengthened, regardiess of the consequences for relations
with the EU.*"* The incident also demonstrated that the
offended interests of just one EU member state could
have more impact on the pace of ENP progress for
Azerbaijan and Armeniathan their recent failures to hold
free and fair dections.*

187 Crisis Group interview, MFA official, Yerevan. January
2006.

188 Crisis Group interview, EC delegation official, December
2005.

18 Ahto Lobjakas, “Armenia. Kocharian presses EU for
quicker regiona outreach”, RFE/RL, 21 October, 2005.

10 Crisis Group interviews, officials, ministry of foreign
affairs, Thilis, December 2005.

1 Crisis Group interview, Vafa Guluzade, political analyst,
former presidential advisor, Baku, January 2006. Crisis
Group interview, Rasim Musabekov, political analyst, Baku,
January 2006. Speech by Novruz Mammadov, head of the
International Relations Department, Presidential Office,
Azernews, August 2005.

72 Though a European Parliament resolution had stressed that
“the overdl assessment of the democratic credentids of the
eections will influence the decison to gtart working on a new
Action Plan for Azerbaijan”, “Situation in Azerbaijan before the
eections’, Strasbourg, 27 October 2005, point 9. See Crids
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There has been little information exchange and
coordination between Thilisi, Baku and Yerevan in
preparing drafts.*” Rather, a sense of competition has
begun to develop to see which will get its Action Plan
approved quickest. Baku — which may have initially
dipped behind now does not want to be passed. Thilis
generaly feds that it leads because of the progress it
congders it has made in democratisation, promotion of
human rights and other reforms*”* Yerevan believes it
was better prepared for negotiations because it was not
overly ambitiousin its demands and may have accurately
judged that the EU redly wanted to sign a rather
conservative document.

Georgia has begun to promote the novel approach that
regiona cooperation should be developed in the Action
Plan in the context not of the South Caucasus but of the
Black Searegion. It began urging ashift in regiona focus
ater the Cyprus incident.™ It is dso in the Black Sea
region that it has found advocates. It counts on the support
of a“new friends of Georgid’ group, including the Baltic
States, Bulgaria, Romania and to a lesser degree Poland,
al of which have become lobbyists for it in EU
structures.'”® Georgia has made a strategic choice to look
outside the South Caucasus to build up a group of dlies
in itswider neighbourhood.

Group Europe Briefing N°40, Azerbaijan’s 2005 Elections:
Lost Opportunity, 21 November 2005, and Sgbine Freizer,
“Armenids emptying democracy”, OpenDemocracy, 30
November 2005.

7 Thilisi and Y erevan begin to exchange experiences only
late in the process. Crisis Group interviews, senior officials,
Armenian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, February 2006. The
countries have generdly preferred to cooperate with
Ukraine and Moldova, which have approved Action Plans.
174 One official went so far asto state “it is very frustrating to
be put in the same boat as Azerbaijan and Armenia. We fed
tha our vison is different”, Criss Group interviews,
government officias, Thilis, December 2005. Georgia joined
the Council of Europe two years ahead of Armenia and
Azerbaijan.

> Crisis Group interview, officia, Office of the State
Minister of Georgia on European and Euro-Atlantic
Integration, Thilisi, December 2005.

176 Egtonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Bulgaria
founded the “New Group of Georgid's Friends’ in February
2004. Georgia signed a memorandum of understanding with
these countries to cooperate on Euro-Atlantic integration. The
second meeting of the group took place in fal 2005 in
Bucharest; experts met on 1 March 2006 in Thilis. “Georgia s
‘New Group of Friends' meet in Thilisi”, Civil Georgia,
1 March 2006. Crisis Group interview, EU member state
ambassador to Georgia, Thilisi, December 2005. See
Vladimir Socor, “New Group of Georgia s Friends Founded”,
The Jamestown Foundation, 7 February 2005, at: http://
jamestown.org/edm/article.php?volume_id=407&issue i
d=3223& article_id=2369218.

[11. PAST ENGAGEMENT AND FUTURE
EXPECTATIONS

The most significant contribution the EU has made to
conflict resolution in the South Caucasus is through
ground-level implementation of economic and
infrastructure rehabilitation programs in and around
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. It has only occasionally
made political statements in support of the peaceful
resolution of the conflicts and ongoing negotiation
processes,”’” is not aformal participant in any of the three
conflict settlement forums, and has deployed no police or
peacekeepers. It has not been active in and around
Nagorno-Karabakh since the end of active warfare'”® and
its unofficia policy has been to wait for a settlement. This
has not been the case in the Georgian-Abkhaz and
Georgian-South Ossetian conflict zones, where it has
favoured innovative efforts in support of economic
rehabilitation, humanitarian aid and confidence building. It
has applied its new policy of decentrdisng significant
program decisons to the Commission delegation level.
While the delegation’s work has been largely successful,
political obstacles set up by the conflicting sides have
hampered it a times and risk doing so to a much greater
degree as engagement increases.

A. ABKHAZIA: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
FOR PEACE

With the UN-sponsored Georgian-Abkhaz negotiations
(the “ Geneva process”)*"® making only slow progress, the
EU decided to concentrate on providing humanitarian and
rehabilitation aid a the community level. After years of

M7 For example, “Declaration by the Presidency on Behalf on
the European Union on Recent Developments in Georgia-
South Ossetid’, 21 February 2006; EU statement in response to
the co-chairmen of the Minsk Group and to the Personal
Representative of the Chairman-in-Office for the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict, 10 November 2005; EU statement in
response to the address by UN SRSG in Georgia, Ambassador
Tagliavini, and to the report by the Head of the OSCE Mission
to Georgia, Ambassador Reeve, 13 October 2005; EU statement
in response to the Prime Miniser of Georgia, Zurab
Noghaideli, 27 October 2005, in which the EU “urged all sides
to continue active cooperation in the interest of a political
sttlement of the [South Ossetig] conflict, exclusively by
peaceful means, based on a respect for the territoria integrity
and sovereignty of Georgia’.

178 Except for those benefiting Azerbaijani IDPsin Azerbaijan.
7 Two important agreements are being negotiated on non-
resumption of hogtilities and secure and dignified return of
IDPs. It is hoped they will be finalised and then signed by
Georgian and Abkhaz leadersin the first half of 2006.
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inactivity,"® in 2003-2004 the UN and the Commission
conducted fact-finding missonsin Abkhaziaand Zugdidi
(the Georgian digtrict bordering the ceasefire ling), which
concluded that the security situation had improved
sufficiently to resume work.*®*

The EU aspires to be the largest donor in Abkhazia by
mid 2006, implementing projects worth some €25
million."®® The bulk of this— €10 million —is earmarked
for rehabilitating the Enguri Hydro Power Plant.’® In
2005 €4 million was dlocated to ECHO humanitarian
projects to provide the most vulnerable with food for
work.’® €2 million was made available for similar
programs in 2006.® The newest and most ambitious
EU program in 2006, however, is the Commission’s €4
million, three-year program to support rehabilitation
and recongtruction in the Georgian-Abkhaz conflict zone
and adjoining areas and so create conditions for the
repatriation and reintegration of IDPs and refugees®

180 From 1998 to 2004 The EU significantly scaled down its
activities in Abkhazia due to security concerns. In May 1998
Abkhazian militias launched a large sweep operation in the
Gali digtrict, alegedly to rid the region of Georgian militias.
This led to the exodus of some 30,000 to 40,000 ethnic
Georgian residents who had only recently returned. Much of
the international rehabilitation and reconstruction assistance
that had been provided in support of the returnees was lost.
181 Crisis Group interview, official, Commission delegation,
Thilisi, December 2005. See aso UNDP, “Report of
UNDP-Led Feasibility Mission to Gali District and
Adjacent Areas of Abkhazia Georgid’, Thilisi, April 2004,
at: http://www.undp.org.ge/news/feasibrepeng.pdf. From
1996 until today the United Nations Volunteers (UNV) was
the only UN development agency which continued its
activities in Abkhazia uninterrupted.

8 |n addition several EU member states fund bilateral
initiatives to increase Georgian-Abkhaz confidence, including
the UK, the Dutch and Italians. The Norwegians and Swiss
also support projectsin the region.

18 Funds are being used for two projects concerning the
dam on the Georgian side and a power station generator on
the Abkhazian side. The projects are considered confidence
building messures. For more see http:/AMww.eu-integration.gov.
geleng/engurihydro.php.

184 EC Humanitarian Aid Decision 230201, “Humanitarian
aid for the most vulnerable people of Georgia’, reference
no: ECHO/GEO/BUD/2004/01000. ECHO projects in 2005
were implemented by the International Committee of the
Red Cross, Accion Contra el Hambre, Premiere Urgence
and Medecins du Monde. European Commission Delegation
to Georgia, “Abkhazia Ongoing Projects’, a: http:/imwww.
delgen.ec.eu.int/en/programmes/Abkhazia. htm#A 1.

185 EC Humanitarian Aid Decision 230201, op. cit.

18 1t will be divided into two phases worth 1.98 million
EUR each. The first started at the end of 2005; the second
will start in the first haf of 2006. European Commission’s
Delegation to Georgia, “Abkhazia: Planned Projects’, at:

Three significant but smaller projects — one within
the European Initiative for Democracy and Human
Rights (EIDHR),™’ another under the Rapid Reaction
Mechanism (RRM),*® and a third entitled “ Decentralised
Cooperation”*®® — will be implemented to boast
reconciliation and confidence through internationa and
local NGOs.

This Economic Rehabilitation Program for
Georgia/Abkhazia represents a new generation of
Commission-funded projects to “enhance stability and
security through confidence-building measures aiming at
the prevention and settlement of interna conflicts and
actions in favour of affected populations’.!* The
Strategy is to “re-establish a working economy and the
ingtitutional capacities...to restore socia and politica
stability in the conflict zone and to meet the needs of the
people affected as a whole’.*** The program is at the
nexus between humanitarian aid and development.
UNDP and the UN Observer Mission in Georgia
(UNOMIG), which has carried out small-scale
rehabilitation projectsin the past, are to implement it.**?

http:/Ammww.del geo.cec.eu.int/en/programmes/Abkhazia htm#A 1.
187 Grant of €200,000 for two Abkhaz NGOs to promote
human rights protection. In 2006 there will be a new call for
proposals, and it is expected that Abkhaz NGOs will be
invited to participate.
8 Two confidence building projects implemented by
Conciliation Resources and International Alert were funded
under this mechanism for €600,000.
189 \Worth €950,000, tentative start date early 2006. Eleven locd
and international NGOs will receive funding. Commission’s
Delegation to Georgia, “Abkhazia: Planned Projects’, at:
http://www.del geo.cec.eu.int/en/
programmes/Abkhazia htm#A 1.
1% Commission Delegation to Georgian and Armenia, “EC
Rehabilitation Program for the Georgian-Abkhaz Zone of
%(l)nflict”, Phase 1 overview, Thilisi, 1 December 2005.

Ibid.
192 UNOMIG wiill focus more on infrastructure rehabilitation
and UNDP on area-based development and capacity building.
Whether the two UN agencies have sufficient capecity to
implement the program is a concern. UNDP had only three full-
time expatriate staff and some seven loca saff (including two
drivers), working on it in early 2006. It is also implementing in
Abkhazia a complementary $800,000 Norwegian grant in 2006-
2007. UNOMIG has some 400 personnel with 120 military
observers. For more see www.unomig.org.
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The program seeks to apply a depoliticised approach.'*®

In particular the EU and the UN want to avoid the
possibility that project-related decision-making will
become hostage to broader Georgian-Abkhaz conflicts.
To avoid this, high-level steering group meetings will
be organised only once or twice a year.*** Decisions on
project implementation will be taken predominantly
with digtrict officials. While this may appear logical and
straightforward, there are no guarantees that political
obstacles will not surface. For example, training in
the first phase of electrical engineers, public health
professonads and farmers should be held jointly for
Georgians and Abkhaz to be cogt-effective and build
confidence between the ethnic groups.** Nothing in the
program description, however, states that activities will
be held across the ceasefire line along the Inguri
River,"® and the EU and UN have not secured a firm
commitment from senior Georgian or de facto Abkhaz
authorities to alow them.*®” While one aim is to help
people living in Abkhazia break out of their isolation,
the program is being implemented before the larger
challenge of lifting CIS economic sanctions has been
addressed.’® Most probably Georgian and Abkhaz
communitieswill benefit, equaly but separately.

198 One speciaist on Abkhazia told Crisis Group, “you cannot
involve the politica in the implementation of the program. Past
experience has shown that when a politicd agenda influences
the direct implementation of a project (i.e. when a steering
committee involving both sides of the conflict isresponsible for
overseeing the day to day implementation of the project instead
of just providing general guidance and oversight), more
challenges arise together with a slowing down of project
implementation”. Crisis Group interview, Thilisi, January, 2006.
1% The first Steering Group meeting was on 6-7 December
2005 in Sukhumi, with participation of the UN Secretary
Genera’s Specia Representative (UNSRSG), ambassadors
from the Group of Friends, the Georgian minister for conflict
resolution and the de facto minister of foreign affairs of
Abkhazia.

1% Project staff hopes to ensure that a least ethnic Georgians
living in Gali can be trained with residents from other parts of
Abkhazia (Ochamchira, Tkvarcheli) but training with Zugdidi
residents is likely to be more problematic. Recently an
internationd NGO was told by Abkhaz officids that Abkhaz
residents could travel to Georgia to participate in activities but
for no more than one day a atime. Crisis Group interviews,
Thilis, December 2005-January 2006.

1% Commission Delegation to Georgian and Armenia, “EC
Rehabilitation Program for the Georgian-Abkhaz Zone of
Conflict”, Phase 1 overview, Thilisi, 1 December 2005.

97 Crisis Group interviews, Thilisi, December 2005-January
2006.

1% «“Decision of the CIS Heads of State Council on Measures
for Settlement of the Conflict in Abkhazia, Georgia’, 19
January 1996, signed in Moscow. Article 6 reads. “ Confirming
that Abkhazia is an integral part of Georgia, the member-

The broader question remains: if political problems occur,
will the EU have sufficient leverage to press for resolution?
No one involved in the project Crisis Group interviewed
seemed confident that Ambassador Tavitie would have
been the one to exert pressure.*®® Without a presence in
the Geneva Process, he had no high-level platform from
which to voice grievances or make demands. Unless he
becomes more directly involved, the incoming EUSR is
likely to find himsdf in the same position, lacking much
influence with the parties, even while the Commission
provides substantial monetary incentives for cooperation.®®

The EU risks working around rather than directly on
conflict.®* Its projects in the conflict zone focus mainly
on local infrastructure, agriculture and social services”®
They allocate much less to more traditional conflict
resolution fields such as demobilisation, disarmament
and reintegration (DDR), rule of law, human rights
promotion and media development.”® No substantial
work has been done on security sector reform in
Abkhazia, arms proliferation and re-integration of
combatants, or improving rule of law through policing
projects on either side of the Inguri. In Abkhazia, few

states of the CIS, without consent of the Government of
Georgia @) will not exercise trade-economic, financid, transport
or other operations with the authorities of the Abkhaz side’.
Though the embargo is frequently violated, Thilisi considers it
abargaining chip.

19 Crisis Group interviews, Thilisi, December 2005, January
2006. It seemed that the UNSRSG would take the political
lead.

2% Unlike Afghanistan (see Crisis Group Asia Report N°107,
Rebuilding the Afghan State: The European Union’s Role, 30
November 2005) and Macedonia (see Criss Group Europe
Briefing N°41, Macedonia: Wobbling toward Europe, 12
January 2006), the South Caucasus is not an gppropriate case at
present for “double-hatting” a single person as both head of the
European Commission’s presence in the field and Special
Representative of the European Council. To have a “double-
hatted” EUSR a present would probably deter the Commisson
from opening proper ddegations in Baku and Y erevan, each of
which would require its own head. The option of three separate
“double-hatted” EUSRs for the three republics, when there is a
present only one EUSR for the Great Lakesregion of Africaand
only onefor the entire Middle Eagt, seems unredigtic.

201 «“\\jorking around conflict” has been defined as “treating
conflict as an impediment or negative externdity that is to be
avoided”. “Working on conflict” is a conscious attempt to
“design policy and programs with a primary focus on conflict
prevention, management and resolution”, Department for
International Development (DFID), “Conducting Conflict
Assessments: Guidance Notes’, January 2002, p. 22.

202 Egpecialy in thefirst phase. In the second phase activities are
planned for educationa support, NGO/loca authorities capacity
building, information sharing and civilian police (in Zugdidi).

203 As called for in European Commission, “Communication
on Conflict Prevention”, COM (2001), 211 final, Brussels, 11
April 2004, pp.13-14
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projects support development of an independent judiciary,
free media, critical civil society, female leaders or
active youth.** Abkhaz-Georgian dialogue is promoted
by a handful of international NGOs with some EU
funding. A small group of people have taken part in
Track Two or Three diplomacy but it israre for contacts
to develop into more sustainable multi-ethnic projects.®®
The EU should condder strengthening existing civil
society projects, breaking local isolaion and increasing
access to European vaues — for example, by creating an
NGO-led Europe Information Point and academic
exchange programs with EU ingtitutions®

It istoo early to assess whether EU programs will have
a positive impact on conflict dynamics. It is evident the
EU has decided againgt conditioning aid on an agreement
for cross-ethnic cooperation, freedom of movement for
project beneficiaries or other conflict resolution
benchmarks. Project design has largely been top down
and donor driven, with limited local stakeholder
consultation or recourse to participatory appraisals and
planning. The lack of development professionals in
the Commission staff and familiarity with conflict
assessment and participatory best practice should be
addressed to ensure effective and sustainable program
implementation.

The EU should also start considering what harm it might
do. Will it create opportunities to feed greed and fuel
grievances by reinforcing ethnic, regiond, economic or
gender disparities? Will projects favour politica dlites,
who may have interest in maintaining conflict between
Abkhaz and Georgians, rather than assist the truly
marginalised? Are projects doing enough to support
local peace constituencies?® How will community
participation be fed into planning, decisions,
implementation, monitoring and follow-up and
sugtainability be assured?

24 International organisations that have implemented such
projects include Conciliation Resources (CR), the International
War and Peace Reporting (IWPR), United Nations Volunteers
(UNV), International Alert (IA) and the Heinrich Boll
Foundetion.

%5 Some exceptions include development of media and
education initiatives, including the newspaper Panorama
(published in Sukhumi and Thilisi), a Georgian-Abkhaz
textbook on the conflict, five videos and a series of radio
diaries. Most of these have been supported by CR. See more
at: www.c-r.org.

26 These ideas were supported by more than one EU
member state diplomat Crisis Group interviewed in Thilis,
December-January 2006.

27 As called for in European Commission, “One year on:
the Commission's Conflict Prevention Policy”, report,
March 2002, p.3, at: http://europa.eu.int/comm/externd_relations
/ cpem/cp/rep.htm.

B. SOUTH OssETIA: CONFIDENCE
BUILDING IN SUPPORT OF POLITICAL
NEGOTIATION

The EU has been more directly engaged in resolving
conflict in South Ossetia than in Abkhazia. Since 1998
the Commission has allocated TACIS funding for a
community-level Economic Rehabilitation Program in
the zone of conflict.*®® Completion of its third phase is
expected in July 2006, while the OSCE has finished a
needs assessment of possible projects for future funding.?*
The Council has adopted three Joint Actions under the
common foreign and security policy totalling €500,000
in grants to the OSCE Mission to Georgia to finance the
Joint Control Commission (JCC), in particular its
secretariats and travel #° In 2002 it gave vehicles and
communication equipment to a Special Coordination
Centre created by the JCC to coordinate Georgian and
South Ossetian law enforcement efforts.

Unlike in Abkhazig, these projects are tied to the politica
didogue process within the JCC, with implementation
dependent on agreement of its four parties®* Thus, the
third tranche of EU economic rehabilitation aid began

2% The program has been divided into three phases and
grants. The first grant was for 3.5 million ECU, the second
for €1.5 million, the third for a €2.5 million rehabilitation
program. In addition, under the RRM, €155,000 was dlocated
to the International Inditute for Strategic Studies (UK) to
promote confidence building between Georgia and South
Ossetia through the organisation of three dialogue meetings.
For more on this, see http://www.delgeo.cec.eu.int/en/
programmes/Osetia htm#Osl.

2% USAID has funded over 70 per cent of the €350,000 needs
assessment. Other donors include the EU, France, Belgium
and the Netherlands. A group of experts (five international,
six Georgian and six Ossetian) completed the preliminary
analysis of infrastructure, energy, agriculture, business and
finance issues in the zone of conflict and identified priority
projects in February 2006 “OSCE Mission stresses need to
continue co-operation on rehabilitation projects in zone of
Georgian-Ossatian conflict”, press rdlease, Thilid, 14 February
2006. The sides plan to review and identify priority projects
within the JCC format and invite donors to contribute.

219 The first grant of €210,000 was adopted in October 2001.
Joint Action 2001/759/CFSP [OJ L 286 of 30.10.2001, p.4].
The second grant of €160,000 was adopted in June 2003 but
alocation only began in March 2005. Joint Action
2003/473/CFSP[OJL 157 of 26.06.2003, p.73], at: http://europa
.euint/comm/externa_rdations/cfsp/fin/actions/geocsp.htm.
The third grant of €133,000 was adopted in July 2005 for
implementation by June 2006. Joint Action 2005/561/CFSP
[OJ L 189 of 21.07.2005, p.69-70], at: http://europaeu.int/
comm/external_relations/cfsp/fin/actiong/ap_jec 2005.htm.
The Joint Action isto be reviewed in April 2006.

211 Between Georgia, South Ossetia, North Ossetia and
Russia
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after a January 2004 protocol was signed in the JCC. #*
Infrastructure to be rehabilitated was decided at the June
2003 JCC.”" Yet, the EU and OSCE did not make
aid dependent on cooperation in the JCC during
implementation. Political disagreements delayed the start
of the two largest projects in 2005-2006. A Steering
Committee, including political representatives of the
Georgian government and South Ossetian de facto
authorities, was set up under the JCC to address technica
aspects of implementation.?* Financia transfers,
banking, tendering and custom payments for project
implementation remain contentious. An internationa
official involved in the process nevertheless remained
convinced the JCC and Steering Group were effective,
stating that once the sides signed off on project
implementation, the likelihood of political obstacles
would be reduced.

In exchange for agreeing to negotiate with the sides on
how its money will be used, the Commission has secured
a place at the negotiation table, first a the Economic
Working Group and since 2001, at the JCC. It participated
in an experts group with the parties to the conflict in
Portugd in October 2002. In 2006 JCC members have
agreed that bilateral donors supporting the OSCE needs
assessment — the U.S., Belgium, France and the
Netherlands — can also sit on the Economic Working
Group.?*® When there is an economic incentive, JCC
members — especially South Ossetia and Russia — have
found they can waive their principle of rejecting any
internationdisation of the negotiating format.

Whether a seat at the JCC will alow the EU to impose
conditionality is more questionable. As an internationa

212 «protocol on the implementation of the third EC funded
rehabilitation program in the zone of Georgian-Ossetian
conflict”. The program is divided into three parts: part 1,
€800,000 for basic shelter assistance and repariation kits for
refugees (UNHCR); part 2, €1,300,000 for rehabilitation of
basic infragtructure in support of permanent residents (UNDP);
pat 3, €400,000 for rehabilitation of basic infrastructure in
places of refugee repatriation (UNDP).

“3 No needs assessment or participatory appraisal was carried
out. This unorthodox way of choosing projects makes the
process especidly vulnerable to corruption and nepotism. For
example €510,000 was alocated to completion of the Edis 2
hydropower plant expected to provide dectricity to no more
than 2,000 to 2,500 people and a smdl mineral water bottling
plant, see http://mww.un.kiev.ua/bc/jobs/419/.

1 |t was created in April 2004 but due to the worsening
security Situation, its first meeting was on 25 October 2004. It
met regularly in 2005. Crisis Group interview, Commission
delegation to Georgiaand Armenia, Thilisi, September 2004.
215 Crisis Group interview, staff, OSCE Mission to Georgia,
Thilisi, December 2005.

216 Crisis Group interview, staff, OSCE Mission to Georgia,
Thilisi, December 2005.

observer asked, “what is the European Union’s few
million when Russia is promising the Ossetians a
future?”?’ The Georgian government, meanwhile,
would like the EU to become afull JCC participant. The
prime minister has argued: “Since al sides represented
today at the JCC have high respect for the EU reputation,
its participation in the negotiation framework for the
Georgian-South Ossetian conflict resolution would
substantially increase its efficiency”.”® To date the
Commission and the EUSR have cooperated closdly in
addressing the South Ossetian conflict. Yet now that a
new EUSR has been appointed, he should represent
the EU in political negotiations at JCC level while
continuing to work closdly with the Commission, which
disburses funding and oversees significant project
implementation in the conflict zone.

Asin Abkhazia, EU projects in the conflict zone have
focused mainly on infrastructure rehabilitation rather than
traditional confidence building.® The EU has not funded
projects with civil society, youth, media, women and
former combatants.?® Civil society organisations in
South Ossetia exist though they tend to be weak. The
Commission could provide skills and capacity building,
funding and inclusion into broader civil society networks
to support the development of South Ossetid's fledging
NGOs. Rather, the EU has sought to build confidence and
trust between Georgian and Ossetian villages through
community-level infragtructure projects. It seeksto knit new
dependencies between communities that encourage the
parties to devise common solutions to common problems™
but little of this has yet happened.”* The Georgian and
South Ossetian sides are discussing the modalities of
reviving the Special Coordination Centre (SCC), a
cooperation mechanism for law enforcement.® An EU

27 Crisis Group interview, Thilisi, January 2006.

218 Crisis Group interview, deputy foreign minister, Thilisi,
February 2006. See also Prime Minister Nogaideli, letter to
Solana, op. cit. Georgiawould aso like to invite the U.S. into
the JCC.

219 According to OSCE Head of Mission, Roy Reeve,
“Economic rehabilitation can strengthen confidence between the
sides and create more favourable conditions for a constructive
politica dialogue towards the settlement of the Georgian-
Ossetian conflict”, at: http://www.osce.org/georgialitem 1
17529.html.

%20 The needs assessment focuses on six priority areas: road
engineering, civil engineering, finances, banking, agriculture and
energy, not social, political or security projects. No human
rights, political, media, or security experts took part.

#1 U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID),
“Georgia Conflict Assessment”, 23 January 2002, p. 36.

%22 Crisis Group interview, international expert, Thilisi,
December 2005.

%23 Crisis Group interview, deputy state minister for conflict
resolution, Thilisi, March 2006.
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project supporting this kind of initiative with financial,
technical and expert assistance would fit within a more
traditional conflict resolution approach.

A senior OSCE official said the close Commission-
OSCE coordination in responding to the Georgian-South
Ossdtian conflict was due to the persondlities involved,
definitely not ingdtitutional arrangements or higher-level
policy defined in Brussels or Vienna.?** They lack
even aframework agreement to facilitate funding and
reporting.”® As in Abkhazia, the EU is seen as
supporting the OSCE rather than taking on its own
politica role. On the ground, the OSCE head of mission,
not the EUSR, is considered the political “weather
vane’ . Yet the EU’s increasing financia contribution
to conflict resolution in Abkhazia and South Ossetia
should dlow it to play a bigger politica role through its
ability to provide incentives and impose conditionality.

C. NAGORNO-KARABAKH: WAITING FOR A
POLITICAL SETTLEMENT

While the EU has funded and overseen conflict resolution
projects in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, it has done
virtualy nothing in or around Nagorno-Karabakh since
the 1994 ceasefire. This is partly because Baku has
strongly discouraged it from funding similar projects®’
In June 2005, the foreign ministry suggested it might be
willing to modify its approach, stating support for direct
contacts between Karabakh Armenians and Azeris to
overcome hostility and achieve stability.*® This came a
few months after a Council of Europe resolution called
on Armenia and Azerbaijan to “foster reconciliation,

24 Crisis Group interview, senior OSCE official, OSCE
Mission to Georgia, Thilisi, December 2005.

?2> The OSCE Mission to Georgia s the only OSCE mission
to receive funding directly from the Commission. Crisis
Group interview, senior OSCE officia, OSCE Mission to
Georgia, Thilisi, December 2005.

26 Crisis Group interview, international expert, Thilisi,
December 2005.

22T A senior Commission officid aso explained the lack of
involvement as due to lesser needs in the region, based on a
perception the Armenian diaspora was giving large aid. Criss
Group interview, senior official, EU delegation, Thilisi,
December 2005.

8 Statement of the ministry of foreign affairs, 15 June
2005. This new willingness to accept people-to-people contacts
was repeated by Foreign Minister Mammeadyarov in February
2006: “1 think journdists or NGOs should visit Garabagh more
frequently to gather more information abot it....NGOs are not
representing the government, and their visits are not seen as
such”. AzerNews, 23 February 2006.

confidence building, and mutual understanding among
their people’

The apparent change offers opportunities for the EU to
fund grassroots confidence building projects and people-
to-people contacts™ it has yet to take advantage of.
A Commission delegation has only been to Nagorno-
Karabakh or the surrounding districts once, when the
EUSR last visited in the summer of 2004. Considering
that it took the EU, with a functioning delegation in
Thilis, two years to move from assessment to inception
of a confidence building program in Abkhazia, there is
an urgent need to move ahead on confidence building
programming in and around Nagorno-Karabakh. The
Commission should send an assessment mission,
including to the area where Azerbaijani 1DPs reside, to
consider opportunities for projects between Azerbaijanis
and Armenians in the vicinity of the conflict zone,
democratisation and civil society promotion in Nagorno-
Karabakh and among Azerbaijani IDPs, and broader
programs to facilitate debate on conflict resolution.
Economic rehabilitation and infrastructure devel opment,
as in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, might be impossible
before a peace settlement, but these projects are feasible
NOW.

The EU should aso contribute funding to assst NGOs,
media sources and others promote public debate on
resolutions to the conflict within Armenian, Azerbaijani
and Nagorno-Karabakh society. This could help develop
aternatives to the belligerent positions of the political
elites, who frequently use state media control to
manipulate opinion. The EU could support media that
benefits neutrally the South Caucasus as a whole, for
example by an EU-sponsored independent regiond media
initiative (serving television, radio and print media).**

EU bodies regularly spesk in support of the OSCE Minsk
Group negotiation process. At the end of 2005, the
Council caled on “Azerbaijan and Armenia to intensify
the negotiations towards a peaceful resolution...to
prepare public opinion for the negotiation of a balanced
agreement...and to refrain in particular from any

22 Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (PACE),
Resolution 1416 (2005).

%0 Undoubtedly the EU will also find it necessary to
negotiate with Azerbaijan to persuade it to put its oral pledges
into practice and agree on broadening the range of cross-
border and rehabilitation projectsit alows.

21 Also suggested in Catherine Barnes, with Jonathan Cohen
and Dov Lynch, “European Union and the South Caucasus:
Opportunities for Intensified Engagement”, European Centre
for Conflict Prevention, recommendations from policy dialogue
seminar, 24-26 May 2004 in The Hague, p. 25.
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provocation”.”? The European Parliament sent an
analogous message in early 2006.>* Javier Solana
responded, “if we are asked to get involved we will; we
will meet our obligations as friends to help”, when
queried about EU assistance to resolve the conflict.?**
The French Minsk co-chair is supposed to report
regularly to EU embassies in Y erevan and Baku. Only
about once a year does he make presentationsto Brussdls
institutions.**

When asked how the EU could increase support for
resolving the conflict, most senior diplomats respond,
“it is the OSCE Minsk Group's role”.”® Without
addressing here the usefulness of that format, the EU
could give more support through programs which help
create a better environment for the negotiations but do
not duplicate them.

2 European Union statement in response to the co-
chairmen of the Minsk Group and to the Persona
Representative of the Chairman-in-Office for the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict, 10 November 2005. See also EU
Response to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic
of Azerbaijan, Elmar Mammadyarov, 6 September 2005.

2% Calling on both sides to work for a settlement “on the
basis of respect for minority rights and on the basis of the
principles of international law”, European Parliament,
“European Neighbourhood Policy”, adopted 19 January
2006, Strasbourg. Point 66.

24 summary of remarks by Javier Solana, at press briefing
with foreign ministers of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia
following political dialogue meetings, Brussals, 13 December
2005.

5 Crisis Group interviews, EU member state diplomat,
Brussels, February 2006.

2% Crisis Group interviews, EU member state diplomats,
Baku, Y erevan and Brussels, January-February 2006.

V. PROSPECTS EMPLOYING EU
CRISISCAPABILITIESFOR
CONFLICT RESOLUTION

The Commission has been the most involved in
implementing conflict resolution programs in the South
Caucasus but the Council is catching up. ESDP instruments
may be particularly well suited to complement the
Commission’s activities.”®’ The European Security
Strategy mentions the South Caucasus as an area where
the EU should “now take a stronger and more active
interest” immediately after the Balkans.”®® One of the
fourteen ESDP missions launched in 2003-2005 has been
in Georgia, and the South Caucasus has one of only
five EU Special Representatives operating outside the
Balkans®*® At the end of 2005, following talks with the
foreign minigters of the three countries, Javier Solana
underlined readiness to help solve the region’ s conflicts. 2+

A. EUSR MEDIATION AND GOOD OFFICES

The Council appointed the EU Special Representative,
Finnish Ambassador Heikki Talvitie, in July 2003. Hewas
replaced by Swedish Ambassador Peter Semneby on 1
March 2006. The EUSR’s broad mandate includes
support to political and economic reforms, conflict
prevention and resolution.?** In conflict resolution his
original task was to “assist in conflict resolution, in
particular to enable the EU to better support the United

" For more on recent ESDP developments, see Crisis Group
Report N°160, EU Crisis Response Capability Revisited, 17
January 2005; Paul Cornish and Geoffrey Edwards, “The
strategic culture of the European Union: A progress report”,
International Affairs (2005) 81 (4), pp.801-820.

% European Coundil, “A Secure Europe in a Better World:
European Security Strategy”, Brussals, 12 December 2003. p.8.
?® The others are in Afghanistan, Moldova, the Middle East
and the African Great Lakes region.

0 Summary of remarks by Javier Solana at press briefing
with foreign ministers, op. cit.

21 Articles 2 and 3 of Joint Action 2003/496/CFSP [OJ L 169
of 08.07.2003, p.74-75]. For example, under Article 2, 1(B),
the EUSR's policy objective is defined as “in accordance with
existing mechanisms to prevent conflictsin the region, to assist
in the resolution of conflicts, and to prepare the return to peace,
including through promoting the return of refugees and
internally displaced persons (IDPs)”. The mandate was
extended in Joint Actions 2003/872/CFSP, 2004/532/CFSP,
and 2005/100/CFSP.
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Nations [and]...the OSCE” [emphasis added].?** He did
not, therefore, have the authority to play aleading role.

This mandate was strengthened in the new Joint Action
at the time of the Semneby appointment so he can
“contribute to the settlement of conflicts and...facilitate
the implementation of such settlement in close
coordination with the United Nations [and]...the
[OSCE]”. [emphasis added].*** The verb change suggests
more active involvement than mere support of existing
mechanisms.?**

Though the first EUSR travelled widdly throughout the
South Caucasus, he focused on Georgia, establishing a
support team office in Thilisi in 2005. He mediated
between Thilis and Ajarain May 2004 and held talks
with de facto authorities in South Ossetia but did
not regularly participate in OSCE or UN-facilitated
negotiations on the unresolved conflicts.

The EUSR's main added vaue has been in transmitting
messages and promoting low-level dialogue. He has
upgraded the EU politica profile in the region without
becoming a public figure. As former EUSR Tavitie was
based in Helsinki, his vighility was limited. Semneby
will be in Brussals,** though a regional base would be
more appropriate for him to ensure a “high degree of
availability, creating a considerable momentum of
EU impact”.?* However, that is an option neither the
Commission nor member states seem to favour. They
argue that by travelling to the capitals, the EUSR is better
identified as bringing the “Brussels message” and will
have higher level visits.?*’ Yet for now, heis largely
dependant on the good offices of the EU Presidency
embassy to prepare his agenda. The appointment of three
political analysts, in Baku, Thilis and Yerevan,

22 Article 3(d) of Council Joint Action 2003/496/CFSP [OJ
L 169 of 08.07.2003, p.74].

3 Article 3 (d) of Council Joint Action 2006/121/CFSP [OJ
L 49 of 21.2.2006, p.15].

24 Another new clause in the Joint Action explains that the
EUSR operates “in the context of a situation which may
deteriorate”, and which may harm the EU’s CFSP, ibid,
preamble (4), p.14.

® Crisis Group interview, Brussels, February 2006.

2% EU Council Secretariat fact sheet, “EU Special
Representatives (EUSR)”, June 2005.

1" Commission officials aso say having the EUSR based
outside the region avoids the political dilemma of placing
him in Baku, Yerevan or Thilis and increases his accessibility
to Brussels and other European capitals. Crisis Group
interview, Brussdls, October 2005. One EU member state
diplomat pointed out that if the EUSR were based in the
region he might be perceived erroneously by some as an EU
Ambassador. Crisis Group interview, Thilisi, January 2006.
This seems not to be a problem, however, for resident
EUSR’sin Afghanistan, Macedonia or Bosnia.

would help ensure he has up-to-date information and
andysis and maintains some visibility at all times and
perhaps help satisfy complaints of some member state
representatives in Thilisi that the EUSR does not
sufficiently share information with them.?*

Local officidsin the South Caucasus countries complain
the EUSR is unwilling to play aleading political role®*
Georgian authorities argue that in comparison with the
EUSR for Moldova, his mandate is weak, focused more
on conflict prevention rather then resolution, with no
mention of contributing to the definition of peaceful
settlements “ respecting the sovereignty and territorial
integrity within [the] internationally recognised borders
[of Georgig]”. >

There is clearly need for more coordinated activities
between the EUSR and the Commission when dealing
with the conflict regions. When asked where they turn
when facing political problems, management staff for
Commission projects referred to the OSCE or the UN,
depending on whether they were in South Ossetia or
Abkhazia. They did not feel that the EUSR had the
contacts, instruments or influence to address political
obstacles.

The EUSR's room for manoeuvre is constrained by the
absence of any poalitica settlement to the three conflictsin
the South Caucasus. With his new mandate, however, he
could try to participate directly in conflict resolution
negotiations.®" This is most likely in the context of the
South Ossetian conflict, as Georgia has dready invited the
EUSR,?? unlike Armenia and Azerbaijan. For Thilis,
inclusion of the EUSR would mark significant progress
towards changing existing negotiation formats, which it
considers biased and outdated after a decade of fruitless
talks. The EUSR could join the JCC either as an observer
or a full participant or take the lead in creating a new
format based on direct taks with Georgia, South Ossetia
and perhaps Russia. The refusals of Russia and South

%8 Crisis Group interviews, EU member state diplomats,
Thilisi, December 2005-January 2006.

*® |In Thilis EU member state diplomats and Georgian
authorities alike called for a sharper EUSR mandate. Crisis
Group interviews, Thilisi, December 2005-January 2006.

20 Ministry of foreign affairs, “Comparative Anaysis of the
EUSR mandates for Moldova and Georgia’, working
document, Thilisi, December 2005. That Azerbaijan does not
seem to haveingsted that its“territorid integrity” beincluded in
the EUSR mandate demonstrates Baku's lack of interest and
trust in the EUSR.

#1 As arapidly growing donor, the U.S. might also become
interested in being involved in the negotiation format as an
observer.

%52 prime Minister Nogaideli, letter to Solana, op. cit.
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Ossetia to consider a change, however, have so far
blocked any such plans.?>

B. BORDER MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE

Georgia has expressed interest in an EU presence on its
borders with Russa. When the OSCE Border Monitoring
Operation (BMO) was terminated in early 2005,>*
officials turned to Brussels, seeking an EU mission to
serve a primarily political deterrent function vis-a-vis
any Russian moves to cross into Georgian territory.
After months of haggling, member states were unable to
agree on afollow-on operational mission. Instead they
sent a three-person assessment mission in April 2004 to
study Georgia's needs and capacities.®® The lack of
political consensus was in large part caused by the
hesitancy of some member states — particularly France,
Greece and Italy — to take steps which Russia might
consider antagonigtic. Georgian officias described this
as a“big blow to expectations’.”*” Some new member
states —the Bdtic countries in particular —were ready to
launch a substantial mission, even if it meant setting

%3 “Russan negotiator outlines position of Moscow and
Tskhinvali”, Civil Georgia, 24 October 2005, at: http:/Aww.
civil.geleng/article.php?id=11036. An EU member state
diplomat explained that for a change of format, one should
look to the MoldovaTransdnistria experience, where the
EU became a formal participant in the negotiations as of
November 2005 after al four parties asked it to join. Crisis
Group interview, EU member state diplomat, Brussels,
February 2006.

%% From 15 December 1999, the OSCE implemented the
BMO, aobserving and reporting on movement across parts of
the Georgia-Russia border to prevent a spill-over of the
Chechnya conflict and to enhance contacts between border
guards. The BMO mandate expired on 31 December 2004,
and Russia vetoed its extension. On 14 April 2005 the
OSCE Permanent Council agreed to allocate funds for an
OSCE border guard training mission, partially as a BMO
follow-up.

%% For more on Georgian reaction to the BMO's closure,
see Pavel Baev, “Russia punishes the OSCE — and puts
pressure on Georgid’, Central Asia-Caucasus Analyst, 9
February 2005; Giorgi Sepashvili, “Russia, Georgia, spar at
OSCE over border guard training”, Civil Georgia, 12 March
2005; Vladimir Socor, “Needed: A few good men for a
border watch”, The Wall Street Journal Europe, 21 January
2005.

256 «Rebuked at OSCE, Georgia Hopes for EU Help”, Civil
Georgia, 22 March 2005, at: http://www.civil.ge/eng/article
.php?d=9400.

> Crisis Group interview, former Georgian foreign ministry
officia, Thilis,, December 2005.

up a “coalition of the willing” outside the ESDP
framework.>®

In late July 2005 the EU extended the EUSR mandate to
include reporting on the border situation, facilitating
confidence building between Georgia and Russia and
assisting the Georgian government prepare a
comprehensive reform strategy for its border guards.”®®
A twenty-member EUSR support team,”® deployed in
Thilis in September 2005, began working closdly with
Regiona Border Guard Centres throughout the country,
excluding the conflict areas. By deploying this “border
mentoring setup”, the EU aimed to respond to Georgid s
security concerns and play arole in improving Georgian-
Russian relations without being seen as defending
Georgia against Russia®® The team assisted the
government set up a special commission to draft a
comprehensive border guard reform strategy and create a
border faculty at the Thilisi police academy. The EU
believes the operation has had “an important symbolic
value” and contributed to strengthening Georgians own
border monitoring capabilities®®

Thilisi, however, is making another effort, through its
Action Plan, to enhance EU interest in supporting border
management and so replicate the Moldova experience.?®®
Claiming that the “security of Georgid s bordersis linked
to the security of the European Union”, it seeks “ concrete
EU assistance...for border management issues’ and to
continue cooperation with the EUSR Support Team,
especidly to develop a border management dtrategy and

%8 Criss Group interviews, EU and Georgian government
officids, Thilis, December 2005.

9 Article 2 of Council Joint Action 2005/582/CFSP of 28
July 2005. The same mandate was maintained in the new
EUSR Joint Action. Article 3(g) of Council Joint Action
2006/121/CFSP [OJ L 49 of 21.2.2006, p.15]. It does not
include the Abkhazian and Ossetian parts of Georgia s border
with Russia.

0 Thirteen EU staff and seven Georgians.

%1 Crisis Group interview, EUSR support team, Thilisi,
December 2005.

252 | pidl.

%63 I January 2006 Prime Minister Nogaideli reaffirmed this,
requesting EU “assistance in finding solution[s] for such
issues as Georgia-Russia border delimitation, promotion of
cooperation between Georgia-Russia border guards in order
to ensure proper management of Georgia' s entire border with
Russia and significantly improve the conditions of conflict
resolution”. Prime Minister Nogaideli letter to Solana, op. cit.
For more on the Moldova experience, see Popescu, “The EU
in Moldova: Settling conflicts in the neighbourhood”,
Occasiona Paper n°60, European Union Ingtitute for Security
Studies, Paris, October 2005.

264 “Non-Paper on the First Round of Consultations on
Georgid sENP Action Plan”, prepared by the ministry of foreign
affairs, Thilis, December 2005.
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related reforms.?® Ultimately it wants an EU border
assistance mission that monitors controls, including
customs, along the whole Georgian-Russian border,
particularly the Russan/South Ossetian frontier at the
Roki tunndl 2%

In support of the government’ s peace plan for South
Ossetia, in January 2006 Prime Minister Nogaideli
requested the EU to deploy a brief mission to assess
demilitarisation in the conflict zone.?®” However, the
2005 failure to establish a full-fledged ESDP mission on
the Georgian-Russian border suggests it will be difficult
to obtain member State-agreement on military or police-
related activities that could be construed negatively by
Russa Further down the ling, Thilis may ask Brussels
to contribute to an international peacekeeping force in
South Ossetia®®® but Russian and Ossetian opposition, as
well as disinterest amongst severa member states, makes
this progpect unlikely any time soon.

C. CIVILIAN-MILITARY OPERATION FOR
NAGORNO-K ARABAKH

Until an agreement on the principles of a settlement is
signed, the EU remains stubbornly disinterested in much
of arole in Nagorno-Karabakh.**® This may be due to
Azerbaijan's past refusd to dlow any projectsin the area
until military forces withdraw. Commission staff say, “no
one has alowed us to do anything in Nagorno-
Karabakh...we would do something there if we were
asked by the sides’?® Member state diplomats aso

%5 The EUSR support team has been generally satisfied
with the cooperation of Georgian authorities. In particular
they note that Georgia has demonstrated real committed to
reform by increasing the budget of the border service by 80
per cent in 2006 and ending the use of conscripts as border
guards. Crisis Group interview, EUSR support team, Thilisi,
March 2006.

26 \Which Thilisi considers the point of entry for smuggling,
including arms trafficking, and illegal migration. “If the
Roki Tunnel was controlled there would be no more South
Ossetian conflict”, the deputy foreign minister said in a
Crisis Group interview, Thilis, February 2006.

%7 bid. See also Prime Minister Nogaideli letter to Solana,
op. cit.

%8 Crisis Group interview, deputy minister of foreign
affairs, Thilisi, February 2006.

89 |t has expressed an interest in supporting a peace process
once the parties Sigh an agreement. Solana made a statement to
this effect in December 2005. In generd the EU is committed
to assisting countries emerging from conflicts. European
Council, “A Secure Europe in a Better World: European
Security Strategy”, Brussals, 12 December 2003, p.11.

' Crisis Group interview, European Commission staff,
Brussdls, February 2006.

claim the OSCE Minsk Group French co-chair and the
EUSR told them in early 2006 it istoo early for the EU to
begin preparing for increased involvement.?* The Minsk
Group parties dso appear to prefer keeping a monopoly
on the peace process®? This is a fundamentally short-
sighted approach, which risks leaving the EU unready if
there is either a settlement or resumed war. A peace
settlement risks being orphaned unless EU member states
arereaedy to lobby for mgjor ESDP involvement.

If international peacekeepers are called on to provide
security guarantees and support implementation of a peace
agreement, many recognize that the EU would be
expected to provide them.?”® The composition of a
peacekeeping mission is politicaly sendtive, and the Sdes
to the conflict may accept EU forces as the most paliticaly
neutral.>* Peacekeeping functions would include
separation of the opposing military forces within a zone
stretching dong the line of contact”™” and demiilitarisation

2™ Crisis Group interviews, EU member state diplomats,
Brussels, February 2006.

2”2 An OSCE co-chair country diplomat said that enlarging
the Minsk Group format to include the EUSR would risk the
confidentiality of the talks. Crisis Group interview, January
2006.

23 According to an EU member state diplomat, the Personal
Representative of the OSCE Chairman in Office, Ambassador
Kasprzyk, requested EU support for implementing a peace
agreement a an October 2005 meeting of the PSC, Crisis
Group interview, Brussels, November 2005. Since 1994 the
OSCE High Leve Planning Group (HLPG) has been tasked to
develop plans for a multinational OSCE peacekeeping forcein
Nagorno-Karabakh. In early 2006 the OSCE Chairman in
Office reaffirmed the organisation’s commitment to send
observers or even peacekeepers if Armenia and Azerbaijan
come to an agreement. Ahto Lobjakas, “OSCE: Russia key to
new presidency’s attempt to resolve frozen conflicts’,
RFE/RL, 11 January 2005. Y, in view of the OSCE's capacities
and past failures in peacekeeping operations, it is likely to turn
to the EU for help. For more on the HLPG, see Crisis Group
Europe Report N°167, Nagorno-Karabakh: A Plan for Peace,
11 October 2005, pp.19-20.

274 \While Armenian officials are categorically against deployment
of Turkish troops, most Azerbaijani interlocutors refuse
Russian military involvement. If Russia does not participate,
there is little chance that U.S. or NATO forces would be
deployed. Similarly Iran is againgt NATO and U.S. forces. An
unsigned agreement previoudly existed between the negotiating
parties barring neighbouring countries and Minsk Group co-
chair countries from sending troops. However, in early 2006
the Russians expressed new interest to teke part, to which
Azerbaijani Foreign Minister Mamadyarov responded that
Turkish forces could aso be invited. Crisis Group interviews,
Russian and French diplomats, Y erevan, February 2006.

" The so-caled “buffer zone’ in past Minsk Group
proposals, to be crested as “in the firgt stage, forces along the
current line of contact to the east and south of Nagorno-
Karabakh shall withdraw to lines delinested in Annex 1, and in
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of the territories vacated by the Armenian-backed
troops?”® Other tasks might involve cantonment of heavy
equipment, demining, assuring freedom of movement,
supervising an Azerbaijani-Nagorno-Karabakh military
commission, and providing security for returning IDPs.
The size of the peacekeeping forces is another
problem. In the mid-1990s, when optimism about such
missions was higher, a U.S. official noted, “the size
of the peacekeeping force envisioned was 3,000 to
5,000. That said, they never talked about where
exactly the 3,000 would come from, much less where
5,000 would”.?”” Today, according to sources close
to the OSCE, a mission of 1,500 to 2,000 would be
more likely.?”® Armenia, however, iscaling for 10,0002"

Whether 2,000 or 10,000 peacekeepers are requested,
the EU would face significant chalenges finding them.
The deployment of any large ESDP mission in Nagorno-
Karabakh would be dependent on EU capabilities and
funding availability, in addition to member-state palitical
will. The only deployed ESDP military mission is the
7,000-gtrong Operation Althea in Bosnia. The EU has
aso sent military advisers to support the African Union
in Darfur and to the Congo (DRC), and there is talk it
might deploy new missionsto Kosovo and Transdniestria
in 2006. Even with plenty of warning, it took six months
to prepare for Bosnia in 2004.2° Reaching consensus
among member states may aso be problematic. Thus, it
is essential that, in close cooperation with the OSCE
High Level Planning Group (HLPG), the EU begin
developing contingency plans. A first step would be an
assessment mission to Nagorno-K arabakh and the adjacent
areas to gather information on needs and resources.

The EU will not only be called upon to assist with
peacekeepers but also with civilian advisers and funding

accordance with the schedule herein,...to facilitate initial
deployment of the vanguard of an OSCE multinational
force”. OSCE Minsk Group, “On the Principles of a
Comprehensive Settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh Armed
Conflict”, 7 November 1998. See Crisis Group Report,
Nagorno-Karabakh, op. cit.

%76 The zone of “separation,” where the peacekeepers would
monitor security and prevent the opposing military forces
from entering or crossing.

2" Crisis Group phone interview, U.S. defence official, June
2005. Crisis Group Report, Nagorno-Karabakh, op. cit.

2"8 Crisis Group interview, OSCE official, August 2005.

29 Crisis Group interview, senior official, Armenian foreign
ministry, Y erevan, February 2006.

0 On the tortuous political preparations for this mission,
see Crisis Group Europe Briefing N°31, EUFOR: Changing
Bosnia’s Security Arrangements, 29 June 2004. Things may
not have improved: in late 2005, it took three months from
the first assessment to full deployment to field a small (65-
person) ESDP border monitoring mission in Moldova.

for rehabilitation and reconstruction.®®* Most likely if a
peace agreement is signed, the EU will use its RRM to
fund quick impact, highly-visible initiatives. It will need
to deploy civilians in a variety of fields including
humanitarian aid provision, DDR, demining, security
sector reform, mediation, political affairs, media and
human rights protection. These could form civilian criss
management adviser teams to cooperate with local
authorities in and around Nagorno-Karabakh. They
would have to draw on a full range of EU crisis
management capabilities based on the specific needs
defined in the fiddd and be deployed at short notice in
paralld with peacekeeping forces. No assessments have
been made of the number of persons needed for such a
mission.

If the EU is honest about its pledges to support peace
implementation once there is an agreement on principles
for resolution of the conflict, the Council should begin
contingency planning. For that it must collect maximum
information on the needs and opportunities of a peace
mission. Thisinformation is available in the field and
around the negotiation table. If the negotiations fail,
and all external actors need to strengthen conflict
prevention efforts, the EU should be prepared to act.
Today, with presence neither at the taks nor in the field,
the EU risks being caught woefully unprepared.
Requesting observer status at the Minsk Group talks
would be prudent.

%81 |t has noted that in many post-conflict situations, “military
efficiency has been followed by civilian chaos’ ; to avoid this
civilian resources must be made available to complement
military forces. European Council, “A Secure Europe in a
Better World: European Security Strategy”, Brussdls, 12
December 2003, p. 12.
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V. CONCLUSION

The EU has shown little willingness to take on direct
conflict resolution responsibilities, preferring to support
others initiatives. In the Abkhaz and South Ossetian
conflicts, it works in partnership with the UN and OSCE,
providing them acutely needed funds to do confidence
building in support of negotiations. In the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict it offerslittle more than verbal support
to the OSCE Minsk Group process.

The EU will continue to emphasise that efficient
democracies would be the best conflict resolution
mechanism in the South Caucasus, that achieving good
governance and socid and political reform, eradicating
corruption and abuse of power, establishing the rule of
law and protecting human rights would strengthen
stability and security the most.”®* However, while this
may be a successful long-term strategy for addressing
conflict, in the short to mid-term more specific conflict
management instruments are needed.

The South Caucasus is one of the few regions where the
EU has the crisis management capabilities to address
existing conflicts. It should do more with the instruments
a its digposd, rather than try to apply new ones. Now
that a new EUSR has been appointed, with a new
mandate, he should sit at the negotiation tables for the
Abkhazian, South Ossetian and Nagorno-Karabakh
conflicts. As ENP Action Plans are finalised with all
three South Caucasus countries, the peaceful resolution
of conflict should be defined as clear commitments.
The EU should take advantage of opportunities to
implement its strategic vision for a peaceful and secure
neighbourhood. If it fails to do so, its credibility in the
region, and generally vis-avis Russiaand the U.S., will
suffer. More troubling, if the Georgian-South Ossetian
and Nagorno-Karabakh conflicts continue to deteriorate,
the EU may find itself unprepared for responding to wars
among its neighbours.

Thilisi/Brussels, 20 March 2006

%82 | bid, p.10.
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APPENDIX A

MAP OF SOUTH CAUCASUS

SOUTH CAUCASUS

CASPIAN
S E A

LEGEND

- lpicrmational Boundary

of. Republic
------ - Occapied Temitory Boundary
—_—  -Rosd

..... - Railway
| =« Oocupied Territory

| | - Conflict Regions




Conflict Resolution in the South Caucasus: The EU’s Role
Crisis Group Europe Report N°173, 20 March 2006

Page 29

APPENDIX B

GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

AA

AP
BMO
CFSP
CoE
CSP
DDR
DG Relex
EAGGF
ECHO
EIDHR
ENP
ENPI
ESDP
EC

EU
EUSR
FSP
HLPG
IDP
JCC
NATO
NGO
NIP
OSCE
PCA
RRM
SCC
TACIS
UN
UNOMIG
WEU

Association Agreement

Action Plan

OSCE Border Monitoring Operation

Common Foreign and Security Policy

Council of Europe

Country Strategy Papers

Demobilisation, disarmament and reintegration
Directorate General for External Relations
European Agriculture Guarantee and Guidance Fund
European Commission Humanitarian Office
European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights
European Neighbourhood Policy

European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument
European Security and Defence Policy

European Commission

European Union

EU Specia Representative

Food Security Program

OSCE High Level Planning Group

Internally displaced persons

Joint Control Commission

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
Non-Governmental Organisation

National Indicative Programs (TACIS)

Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement

Rapid Reaction Mechanism

Specid Coordination Centre

Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States
United Nations

UN Observer Mission in Georgia

Western European Union
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