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This book is dedicated to the memory of our friend and
colleague Dr. George Khutsishvili. His work as the Director of
the International Center on Conflict and Negotiation and the
Regional Representative for GPPAC in the Caucasus, revolved
around his beloved Georgia, a country situated in a region with
several complex conflicts.

George was a co-founder and a leading expert of GPPAC's
Dialogue and Mediation Working Group. He contributed to this
book as a co-editor and as the author describing a Russian-
Georgian political experts’ dialogue, which was an expression of
his passion for the use of dialogue as a tool to prevent violence.

Working closely with George, we have been influenced by his
enthusiasm for dialogue, his generosity in hearing concerns
from all sides of a dispute and his support in developing robust
conflict analysis. There will forever be an important voice missing
when we come together to speak about dialogue and mediation,
although the passion and wisdom he imparted will continue to
be present in our work.
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Foreword

Peter van Tuijl

Preventing conflict means building relationships between people
and communities so that they can talk about their problems, in
order to prevent those problems from escalating into violence.
Though it may seem like pushing in an open door, promoting
talking instead of fighting continues to be difficult to achieve in
practice. That is why dialogue with the intent to relieve tensions,
remove prejudices, build trust and mediate grievances is such
important work. Members of the Global Partnership for the
Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC), and civil society more
broadly, are often at the forefront of creating these opportunities
to talk. This publication presents four such stories.

We need more dialogue, because violence is becoming more
diffused. There are fewer wars between states, but violence and

violent conflict are manifested increasingly across nations and
regions, within large urban areas or in uninhabited, underdeveloped
territories. Violence increasingly involves non-state armed groups,
with a mix of motivations. The resulting confusion is hard to control
within the purview of single nation-states. It needs new forms of
networking, coalition-building and institutional development, and
the involvement and collaboration of all actors, public or private,
that are seriously committed to human security and human
development.

Organising dialogue is a profession, it is not “just talking”. If
anything is made clear by the cases collected in this publication,
it is how the devil is in every detail in a dialogue process: who
participates, where and when to meet, how frequently, what will
be discussed, in what sequence, do we meet in confidence or in
public, who will facilitate the conversation, in what language, how
do we formulate recommendations, addressed to whom, and
conveyed in what way? There are many questions that need to

be answered and all together they underline how meticulous the
craft of fostering dialogue is.

I hope this publication will contribute to bringing out the true
skill and delicacy of building effective dialogue by civil society.
The effort deserves to be acknowledged at a time in which the
accountability of civil society is increasingly framed in terms
of tangible outcomes. Creating space for dialogue is one such
outcome. It is essential to preventing violence.

Peter van Tuijl
Executive Director
GPPAC



Introduction

Zahid Movlazadeh

The stories presented in this book are authored by those who
initiated a conversation between communities and societies
polarised and divided as a result of conflict. They carried out

their efforts in challenging environments, with opposing sides
convinced that their enemy was the epitome of injustice driven by
the pursuit of power and domination. A careful conversation was
needed to offer a way out of the trap of dehumanising “the other”
and to change the aggressor-victim paradigm.
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The key argument that cuts across all articles is that civil society
has a particular added value in convening and facilitating dialogue
processes to reach a point where derogatory images of wrongness
no longer overshadow the needs of the opposing sides.

The book offers stories about four dialogue processes led by the
members of the Dialogue and Mediation Working Group of the
Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC).
They describe only some of the breadth of practical experiences
retained by GPPAC in supporting dialogue processes around the
world, documenting cases and observations that resulted from
continuous exploration of dialogue as an approach.

Dialogue and Mediation has always been at the heart of GPPAC,
with a significant number of member organisations employing
dialogue and mediation as a means for conflict prevention,

to decrease tensions during the conflict, or as a tool for
reconciliation in a post-conflict context. To create a platform

for learning and capacity building, and seeking to support the
exchange of hands-on experiences among civil society dialogue
practitioners, GPPAC brought together a number of its members
for a Dialogue and Mediation Working Group.

This is the first issue of a series of publications that the GPPAC
Dialogue and Mediation Working Group aims to produce. It
remains subject to discussion how some of the lessons offered
through the Dialogue and Mediation series can best be adapted
to other contexts. As authors recount their experiences they
pay particular attention to a number of questions, sharing their
considerations on what they feel was important in designing a
meaningful and productive dialogue process.

1
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Is there such a thing as the most opportune moment to initiate a
dialogue? Who should introduce the process? How is the process
of participant selection approached, and what are the patterns of
relationship transformation? Lastly, what follows once confidence
and trust have been established?

The four dialogue processes presented in the book have been
initiated under different conditions. The US-Cuba academic
dialogue started around a time of softening in the relations
between the countries in 2009. Raul Castro stated his intention
to normalise the relations with the US and Barack Obama
reciprocated by committing to a fresh start. These developments
seemed to offer a favourable opportunity for a dialogue.
Conversely, the Russian-Georgian dialogue of political experts
started immediately after the August 2008 war that interrupted
all diplomatic relations between Moscow and Thbilisi. As two
societies started to drift apart, a need emerged to initiate a first
direct cross-border exchange of positions and opinions between
the Georgian and Russian sides. The facilitators of the Christian-
Muslim dialogue process in Maluku found themselves in similarly
challenging circumstances. They started their efforts amid a
high-intensity conflict, which led to a civil war segregating society
along religious lines. As the government focused its attention

on addressing political and economic aspects of the conflict,
civil society offered a grassroots reconciliation that consciously
addressed the divide along religious affiliations. The conditions
were not particularly conducive to initiating a dialogue between
Serbian and Albanian communities: the wounds of Yugoslavia's
disintegration were still fresh, communications between

ethnic groups were broken and travel across new borders and
checkpoints was limited.

In all of the four processes, the individuals and organisations that
introduced and supported the dialogue had something unique
to offer. Having originated at the grassroots level, the dialogue
and reconciliation in Maluku benefited from the facilitators’
knowledge and understanding of local mechanisms for mediation
ingrained in the traditional structures, values and language.

The initiative to bring together Georgian and Russian political
experts originated from within the context and was offered by
the Thilisi based International Centre for Conflict and Negotiation
(ICCN) that had strong ties both with Georgian and Russian
political experts. But questions related to which of the two sides
initiates the dialogue, or how the neutrality of the process is
ensured and sustained, made the first step very sensitive due

to its politicised nature. The framework of GPPAC as a global
network of civil society working on conflict prevention provided
the politically neutral environment needed for the Russian and
Georgian sides to engage with each other in a dialogue process.
At the same time, both the US-Cuban dialogue, as well as the
dialogue between Serbian and Albanian communities, were made
possible in part due to having been initiated and organised by
third parties. Building on its project, the Nansen Academy, based
in Norway, convened groups from the Western Balkans for a
joint analysis of Yugoslavia's break-up. This served as a first step
on a long road consisting of more than 300 dialogue seminars.
The key benefit that the Nansen Academy could offer right from
the offset was their role as external facilitator offering space

for a dialogue. A third party perceived by sides as trustworthy
and impartial was needed to convene the US-Cuban dialogue

as well. Having enjoyed trust and recognition as a credible
institution, a member and a co-founder of the GPPAC network,
La Coordinadora Regional de Investigaciones Econdmicas y
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Sociales (CRIES) played the much-needed role of a third-party
convener. CRIES's ongoing collaborations with academic centres
and think tanks on the hemispheric level, including both Cuban
and US research centres and civil society were a crucial factor for
bringing the parties together.

Selecting and recruiting the dialogue participants played a vital
role in shaping the dynamics of further processes and their
consequent outcomes. Few could have predicted that four
years after the start of the dialogue of Russian and Georgian
independent political experts, some of the participants would
assume key posts within the Georgian government, making
use of the perspectives and understanding generated as part
of the track 2 process to inform Georgia’s official polices and
steps with regard to mending ties with Russia. Throughout the
years, the dialogue continuously expanded, engaging prominent
media that would be instrumental in conveying conclusions
and insights from the dialogue to both Russian and Georgian
societies. Meanwhile, the US-Cuban dialogue started with a
careful selection of those representatives of academic circles
in both countries who had no institutional affiliation with their
respective governments, but did have the agency to engage in
direct consultations with decision-makers offering and testing
suggestions deriving from their citizen diplomacy initiative.
Additionally, the selection process served as a built-in confidence
building mechanism, whereby both sides needed to approve
of the participants of each dialogue seminar. For the Serbian-
Albanian dialogue, recruiting participants proved to be nearly
as difficult as facilitating the dialogue meetings. While people
were drawn from diverse professional backgrounds, including
lawyers, journalists, health professional and educators, the

challenge remained in selecting those whose institutional
affiliations allowed introducing a change in their communities
both politically and culturally. In that respect, the success of
initial dialogue seminars encouraged further expansion to
include individuals holding key positions within municipal
administration. A different obstacle presented itself in recruiting
dialogue participants in the Maluku context. During the peak of
confrontation between Muslim and Christian communities, both
sides saw peace and dialogue as an act of surrender to the other
group thus betraying their own, which translated into hesitation
to engage with the other side. It was the major achievement

of facilitators to tailor the process creating a framework of
reconciliation that built on culturally embedded references to
common ties, kinship and most importantly to the traditional
notion describing a state of affairs where there is no winner

or loser in a conflict. The refinement of narratives acceptable

to both sides subsequently allowed the facilitators to convene
perpetrators and civilian victims.

Similar patterns of relationship transformation occurred during
all four dialogues. The identification and recruiting of participants
was also accompanied by a careful process of scoping the issues
acceptable to all parties to shape the agenda of initial meetings.
While refining the agenda served as a basic precondition

to ensure participants’ ownership, it also helped to create a
conducive environment by focusing on less controversial issues
at first. As the dialogue evolved further, the trust developing
among the participants helped in revisiting clashing perceptions
of conflict history, causes and consequences. These negotiated
narratives would subsequently function as bridges allowing
more deeply seated grievances and unaddressed concerns in

15
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the relations between the sides to be approached. Importantly,
however, all stories argue that while dialogue might have a self-
sufficient function in transforming the relations and bridging
the divides, for it to have a greater impact, a process cannot be
sustained within itself and must be valorised through the action
that follows.

In this manner, for the first time in the 50-year history of strained
relations between Cuba and the US, a document was produced
that presented policy recommendations jointly developed by
Cuban and the US academia and former diplomats.

The dialogue participants continued by engaging their respective
governments in Washington DC and Havana, advocating for

the implementation of suggested policy priorities. This later
transformed into a broader regional advocacy agenda, moving
the bilateral issue to the multilateral arena. Likewise, the
Georgian-Russian dialogue of political experts continuously
produced policy recommendations on steps required to
normalise the relations between the countries, channelling them
domestically and to relevant policymakers in Europe and the US.
Moreover, since the appointment of one of the former dialogue
participants to the post of Georgia’'s Prime Minister’s Special
Representative for Relations with Russia, significant progress
was observed, including the restoration of trade, transport and
communications between the two countries. At the same time,
while lobbying the elite was identified as one the priorities for
the follow up action to the Christian-Muslim dialogue in Maluku,
the process also resulted in a number of peace campaigns

in multiple cities of Indonesia and in Europe. The grassroots
dialogue carried on further, setting up peace zones facilitating
community-level cooperation on economic, health and other

social issues. ‘Dialogue — reconciliation — integration” was the
formula employed by the Serbian-Albanian dialogue, channelling
the trust and energy generated over time towards the structural
changes within societies. Dialogue leading to reconciliation is
only a prerequisite to the integration of minority communities

in Serbia and Kosovo - it may take generations, thus people-to-
people dialogue must carry on.

We hope that you enjoy the stories that follow.

17
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Taking advantage of opportunities

During more than fifty years following the overthrow of the
Batista regime and the victory of the revolutionary forces led

by Fidel Castro in 1959, the United States and Cuba have been
engaged in a tense and conflictive interaction, with crises and
peaks of tension at different moments of their relationship.
Since 1961, the US has adopted an official policy of diplomatic
isolation and economic sanctions towards Cuba, including
supporting a failed attempt by a paramilitary Cuban group to
invade the island during the same year. Also in 1961, President
Kennedy severed US relations with its neighbour through a
series of Acts and enforcement measures, in response to Cuba’s
alignment with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR),
which was perceived as the main threat to the Western world and
to US interests. That alliance brought communism and Soviet
presence close to the United States—90 miles from its coast—
defying the superpower’s containment doctrine in the Americas
and threatening US security during the most difficult years of the
Cold War. As illustrated by the October 1962 Missile Crisis, this

alliance and the sequels of this confrontation were on the verge
of dragging the world to a nuclear Third World War, fortunately
avoided after direct negotiations between the US and the USSR.

Since the imposition of the economic embargo/blockade by

the United States in the 1960s, several situations reinforced the
tensions between the two countries. First, under pressure from
the US, the members of the Organisation of American States
(OAS) expelled Cuba’s revolutionary government from the
organisation in 1962. Second, the US included its neighbour in
the list of State Sponsors of Terrorism in the ‘80s, and passed the
Baker Memorandum and the Helms-Burton and Torricelli laws
that reinforced its embargo policies towards Cuba, aiming at a
change of regime on the island. Meanwhile, Cuban immigrants
and political exiles constituted a powerful political Cuban-
American lobby group in the United States, which has influenced
the position of various successive administrations, increasing
existing restrictions over time. Therefore, as a Latin American
analyst aptly put it, the bilateral conflict gradually became, within
this context, an intermestic issue for the United States.!

In spite of the above obstacles, throughout these years the

two countries also negotiated and signed agreements. Since
September 1977, offices of interests have been established in the
capitals of the two countries. Occasionally a pragmatic approach
has been adopted to solve specific problems and to cooperate
on particular issues. Yet these ventures did not succeed in
engendering trust or mutual respect. Consequently, the efforts
were not sufficient to provide the basis for an ongoing dialogue
that could lead to normal relations or to the cancellation of the
embargo/blockade. Therefore, rapprochement times, generally

Wolf Grabendorf
during a
presentation at the
workshop on “The
multilateralization of
Cuban-United States
relations” organised
by CRIES and held in
Buenos Aires at the
Argentine Council
for International
Relations (CARI,
according to its
Spanish acronym),
on April 9 2013. See
CRIES (2013) Informe
TACE-LAC, CRIES:
Buenos Aires,
Www.cries.org
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Luis Fernando
Ayerbe and others,
‘‘Obamay América
Latina: Hacia una
nueva relacion?’, in
Pensamiento Propio,
Special Edition 31
(2010).

Fifth Summit of
the Americas; held
in Port of Spain,

Trinidad and Tobago;

from 17-19 April
2009.

Andrés Serbin,
‘Cuba: A atualizacdo
do modelo
econdmico e a
politica externa

em um mundo
multipolar’, in
Politica Externa, 21
(2013), 177-208.

associated with Democrats in office, have repeatedly been
derailed by new obstacles from both sides that have led to peaks
of tension.

A window of opportunity opened for the improvement of US-Cuba
bilateral relations in 2009 when Raul Castro succeeded his brother
Fidel Castro as President of Cuba and when Barack Obama was
elected President of the United States.? During the Fifth Summit

of the Americas® President Obama publicly committed himself

to look for a fresh start in the relations with Latin America, while
President Raul Castro reiterated Cuba’s intent to normalise its
relations with the United States and to start a dialogue with the
new administration to improve the bilateral relations.

Notably, when President Raul Castro and Barack Obama came to
power, both emphasised that respectful engagement must form
the basis of peaceful international relations. Despite the initial
enthusiasm, other internal and external priorities slowed down the
pace of the expected changes. However, Obama’s second term in
the Oval Office opened new opportunities for improved relations.

There is growing recognition of the inefficiency and possible
failure of the measures taken by the US towards Cuba during

the past 50 years, as well as their humanitarian consequences.
Attempts to foster change in the current Cuban regime have not
been successful. Cubans have reacted reluctantly to any foreign
intervention in their internal affairs, and have started a process of
economic change on their own under the umbrella of the current
"proceso de actualizacion econdomica”.* Additionally, Cuba has
managed to break international isolation through a proactive
foreign policy and through being reincorporated in the Latin

American and Caribbean community.®> American business groups

are beginning to feel the missed trade opportunities. Agricultural
and entrepreneurial lobbies are pressuring for an easing of the
embargo/blockade as they are beaten out by European Union,
Latin American and Canadian companies.

At the same time, the emergence of different interests among
younger generations of Cuban-Americans is potentially
channelling new perspectives on the relationship between the
two countries. This could contribute to slowly eroding the current
lobbying power of the Cuban-Americans and their influence on US
foreign policy towards Cuba, which still reflects Cold War thinking.

With the end of the East-West confrontation, and the changes
undergone by the international system, it is difficult to understand
the reasons for the persistence of the embargo/blockade and the
lack of normal diplomatic relations between Cuba and the US.
Regarding the multilateral dynamics in the Americas, the
changing leadership in both the US and Cuba has positively
affected Latin America and the Caribbean. Yet the Inter-American
system has not been able to overcome the bilateral conflict
between Cuba and the US. Nevertheless, a shift in attitude within
the OAS is evident. Latin American pressure on the US rescinded
Cuba’s government expulsion from the OAS in June 2009,
although the country has not yet returned to the organisation.
However, since the early ‘90s, Cuba has been attending most

of the LAC regional Summits and has recently become a full
member of the Latin American and Caribbean Community of
Nations (CELAC), chairing the organisation from 2012 to 2013,
and hosting a Summit of CELAC presidents and heads of state in
January 2013 in Havana.

Andrés Serbin,
‘Circulos
conceéntricos: la
politica exterior

de Cubaenun
mundo multipolar’,
in Luis Fernando
Ayerbe (ed.) Cuba,
Estados Unidos

y América Latina
frente a los desafios
hemisféricos, CRIES:
Buenos Aires, 2011.
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Practical Guide on
Democratic Dialogue
(CRIES, UNDP, OAS,
IDEA, July 2013).

Milagros Martinez
Reinosa, ‘Cubay
Estados Unidos:
Entre la oportunidad
y los desafios de

la diplomacia
académica’, in
Pensamiento Proprio,
34 (2011), 29-41;
Andrés Serbin,
‘Didlogo académico
y diplomacia
ciudadana en

las Américas’,

in Pensamiento
Proprio, 34 (2011),
7-14.

Within this context, and following conversations with academics
from Cuba and the US as well as international experts on dialogue
facilitation, the Regional Coordination for Economic and Social
Research (CRIES) decided to launch an academic bilateral
dialogue in 2009. CRIES is a Latin American and Caribbean
independent think tank, a network of NGOs and research centres,
as well as the founding member of the Global Partnership for the
Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC). Since its establishment

in 1982, CRIES has enjoyed good relations and developed
collaborative projects with Latin American and US universities,
NGOs and think tanks, including Cuban research centres and civil
society organisations. Indeed, CRIES was in a good position as a
regional convener.

Lessons learned and best practices can be drawn from the
developments along the last four years and can be shared with
those dialogue practitioners and organisations that, like CRIES,
intend to convene similar processes and are willing to learn from
the exchange of experiences in order to improve their practice in
the field of democratic dialogue® and citizens' diplomacy.’

A brief history of the TACE initiative

In 2008, after a workshop in Sdo Paulo, Brazil, a few experts came
together and suggested initiating a dialogue process between

the two countries, with CRIES as its convener, facilitator and
coordinator. One year later, the undertaking became a reality,
with the participation of both the American University (United
States) and Havana University (Cuba) as co-coordinators of a

citizens' diplomacy process under the umbrella of the Cuba-
United States Academic Workshops (TACE, for its acronym in
Spanish: Taller Académico Cuba-EEUU).

After a year of preparation TACE finally came to life in mid-
June 2009. The first event was a workshop and a conference
on hemispheric affairs held at the Universidade Estadual de S&o
Paulo (UNESP) in Brazil. It was attended by various well-known
academics and experts in foreign policy, most of them with past
diplomatic or government experience.

CRIES, inits role as convener, has had the permanent responsibility
to enable safe and politically neutral spaces for the interaction
between the two parties to ensure that decisions were reached
by consensus, and that the Chatham House Rule applied to the
discussions and exchanges during the whole process. These
commitments made by CRIES set the basis for participants to
explore common ground, to identify shared interests and develop
new and innovative approaches to improve the relationship
between both governments. These conditions also addressed the
fear of being singled out in the media or by group members for
what was said inside the room or in informal conversations.

Though at a later stage, CRIES has served as an effective platform
for channelling the advocacy and outreach efforts, bringing
recommendations and proposing viable options to relevant
policy arenas especially at international and regional levels. In its
role as an overall coordinator, CRIES has worked throughout the
whole initiative with two national coordinators, one from each
side of the conflict divide. The aim of the cooperation was to set
the joint agenda of both the process as well as each event, to
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develop criteria to select participants, to decide on the invitation
of experts whenever input was needed on a specific topic, and
to conduct monitoring tasks. Consequently, this has resulted in
a positive experience of sharing responsibility, which has also
stimulated ownership in participants.

The first phase of the dialogue was developed through meetings
outside Cuba and the United States. However, once consensus
was reached around several sets of recommendations in January
2012, meetings were held both in Havana and in Washington D.C.
in order to make a first preliminary presentation of the results of
the dialogue to officials and different audiences in both countries.
These developments were accompanied by a low visibility
strategy during the activities at the beginning, and a gradual
increase in public outreach when trust was built within the group.

Four years after the first workshop in Sao Paulo, the participants
from both countries, including well-known academics and experts
in foreign policy predominantly with past diplomatic or government
experience, were able to overcome mutual stereotyping and build
trust. This allowed identifying avenues towards cooperation that
could help improve, or, in the best case scenario, normalise the
relations between the United States and Cuba.

As a result of the collective effort, and with the help of a
facilitation team, a compendium of recommendations to both
governments has been published and presented publicly and at
official levels in the period between January 2012 and June 2013.
The recommendations tackle the five priority areas of the bilateral
agenda: Academic, Scientific and Cultural Engagement; Freedom
to Travel; International Commerce and Development; Terrorism

and Security Issues; and Environment.® This policy document is
the result of the consensus built along the initiative and aims at
being a useful tool for advocacy and lobbying purposes in the
coming years. The policy document is expected to help foster
peaceful, respectful and constructive interactions between the
two neighbours.

The final stage of the bilateral academic dialogue closed in June
2013 with a formal presentation of the document containing
recommendations for cooperation in areas of mutual interest.
The recommendations were presented in Washington D.C. to
the Cuban Office of Interests in the United States, to the State
Department and at a formal panel at the Latin American Studies
Association (LASA) congress. Previously, in February 2013 similar
presentations were made to the Cuban Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and to the academic community in Havana.

New windows of opportunity have opened for improving bilateral
relations given the re-election of President Obama for the period
of four years and the fact that a number of recommendations
included in the TACE agenda have currently gained momentum.
Simultaneously, TACE participants are committed to advocating
for the implementation of the recommendations suggested by
the group.

Since April 2013 a new phase of the project was launched in
Buenos Aires, Argentina, aimed at spreading the results among

Latin American and Caribbean decision-makers and academics, in 8 "Opportunities for
. . . US-Cuban Relations:
order to move the bilateral issue to a multilateral arena. The reason Proposals for
behind this shift is two-fold. Firstly, as the TACE group developed Cooperation in Areas
of Mutual Interests
ownership of the initiative and felt confident to organise activities (CRIES, 2012).
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and to lobby both governments for the implementation of the
recommendations, it was time for CRIES, as the convener, to
think of an exit strategy of the bilateral dialogue, that would,
nonetheless, give continuity to its support to the process based
on a re-definition of its role. Secondly, the coordinators of the
process agreed that a hemispheric approach to the Cuba-US issue
could be crucial for improving the bilateral relations. Therefore,
CRIES, as a regional player, undertook the challenge to facilitate
advocacy strategies to influence, through Latin American and
the Caribbean counterparts and governments, the US and Cuban
foreign policy-making processes in the coming years

The TACE process as a citizens’
diplomacy initiative

‘Opportunities for
US-Cuban Relations:
Proposals for
Cooperation in Areas
of Mutual Interests”.

Edward Kaufman,
‘Talleres
innovadores para

la transformacion

de conflictos’, in
Construccion de
paz y diplomacia
ciudadana en
América Latina y el
Caribe, ed. by Andrés
Serbin (Buenos
Aires: |caria Editorial,
2008).

The Cuban-US Academic Workshop has been based on a
widely tested version of what is generally known as “citizens’
diplomacy”?® These kinds of initiatives are perceived as one
of a few opportunities for non-official communication
between the parties from across the conflict divide. Through
a series of workshops guided by professional facilitators,
participants search for a common basis on which the two
parties, as “partners in conflict”,’® can engage with each other
constructively, so that, over time, success builds on success
in order to establish a positive relationship and to influence,
eventually, the relationship of the two governments.

The first step of citizens’ diplomacy is to identify the right
political conditions for initiating those processes. In the case of

TACE, the window of opportunity clearly appeared when tensions

between the two countries were low and the political conditions,
with political changes on both sides, were ripe for starting the
process. Previous stages of the bilateral relations would have
made it very difficult to initiate a citizens’ diplomacy process
because of the existing tensions and the weight of the so called
“intermestic” character of the issue due to the influence of the
Cuban-American community on US politics. Consequently, since
the beginning, one of the established rules of TACE has been not
to involve members of the Cuban-American communities and to
keep the initiative as inter-state or inter-society as possible.

It is worth noting that citizens’ diplomacy efforts differ from

back channel negotiations, which involve representatives of

the respective governments. In contrast, the participants in the
citizens' diplomacy workshops have no official responsibilities
and are not able to commit to anything or speak on behalf of
their governments. Usually all the participants are based in an
academic setting such as a university or research centre and have
no government positions while participating but may have regular
consultations with their governments without holding official
positions. The participants usually have access to decision-
makers with whom they could discuss innovative and realistic
suggestions. They also engage in discussing issues they have
selected and categorised in terms of difficulties they expect their
governments would have in reaching an accommodation on a
particular issue.

In the specific case of the TACE dialogue process, the initiative

was designed to find solutions that fall outside the box of prior
approaches. It was not the first time Cubans and North Americans
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tried to find ways to sustain a non-hostile interaction in the
search for solutions to their bilateral issues. In fact, before starting
the TACE process, there was a long record of failed attempts to
establish a dialogue process, particularly on a governmental level,
which made the new efforts seem much more difficult.

Still, there were some distinctive features of the TACE process
that provided reason to expect that this time the effort would
bear fruit. First, the workshop was initiated and organised by a
third party, a Latin American non-governmental network and
think tank (CRIES) that was well-respected in both countries.
Second, it involved a group of Cubans and North Americans
some of whom had governmental experience or who had worked
closely with government officials in the past. Third, an expert
team facilitated the workshop. The team had a clear purpose,
flexibility to adapt and a well-defined methodology. Fourth,

the workshop anticipated a four-year period, which ensured
sustainability. Fifth, it encouraged and enabled the participants
to focus on solutions that by their nature contributed to a
process of building confidence and trust among themselves and
between the countries. Last, but very important in this specific
case, the workshops were undertaken with the tacit approval of
key officials in each government who were kept informed about
progress.

The focused goal of the TACE process has been to develop
trust and to collectively produce a series of recommendations.
The recommendations were to shed light on how to advance
cooperation in areas of mutual interest that could be a useful
tool to influence decision-makers in both countries on issues of
foreign policy, especially related to the bilateral agenda.

The first stage of the citizens’ diplomacy initiative began in 2008,

with a preparatory process of political exploratory interviews

in both countries and the coordination of goals and expected
outcomes of the programme with National Co-coordinators from
the American University and the University of Havana. They were
key in the process of selecting and inviting the group members
from both countries, in coordinating the overall process together

with the CRIES team and in facilitating inter-group communication.

The participants of the workshops were selected according to a
set of criteria. Their capacities, area of expertise and knowledge,
their political reach as well as representation among the
academic and political community served as factors used in the
selection process. As the list of potential participants from one
country needed to be approved by the other side, the selection
process acted as a trust building exercise. Such a selection
process also guaranteed the consensus on the overall permanent
members of the group. For example, the whole group was
consulted if experts in particular fields were required to be invited
to a particular workshop to address a specific issue.

The agenda was set from the beginning with the participation of
the entire TACE group. During the first plenary meeting in Séo
Paulo each side was to present a list of priority bilateral issues.
Such a list was necessary to find the common ground upon
which to base further discussion. At the first meeting each side
presented 10 issues, but the discussion led to the identification
of a final list of 23 issues, which were categorised. From this list
were chosen those issues that the group saw as not having been
addressed by the governments and that fell within the scope of
the capacities and skills of the TACE group.
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Since the Sdo Paulo meeting in 2009, the workshops were held

in locations outside Cuba and the United States with the idea

of preserving the dialogue from any external interference in

a neutral setting, preferably with a historically and politically
symbolic meaning. The first day of the Sao Paulo workshop
consisted of an academic symposium on hemispheric issues
hosted by UNESP, as a way of showing international concern

and political will to improve the bilateral relationship, which

also affected the multilateral regional dynamics. The keynote
speaker at the symposium was Professor Marco Aurelio Garcia,

at the time Special Advisor on International Affairs to Brazilian
President Ignacio “Lula” da Silva, as Brazil's role as regional player
was also considered crucial for the process. This activity served
as an icebreaker for the following TACE workshops because the
symposium provided a space for initial exchanges among the
American and Cuban participants, which were not necessarily
directed at each other. It also enabled them to develop their ideas
about topics of importance for both countries in a hemispheric
context, and to begin non-confrontational discussions about their
different perceptions.

After the symposium, the first closed TACE sessions were

held. Seven participants from Cuba and five from the United
States, along with a team of trained facilitators from Argentina,
participated in the workshop. By the end of the first experience,
participants expressed unanimous praise for the exercise and
urged that the project should be continued in order to work on
changing the legacy of distrust, and to maintain dialogue on the
key points to which the group could contribute collectively as a
means to improve the bilateral relationship. Thus they agreed to
form working groups organised around the four broad thematic

categories of issues they had raised: (1) issues on which some
agreement or ongoing collaboration between the two countries
existed; (2) topics on which collaboration might seem possible in
the near future; (3) economic topics; (4) issues mainly requiring
unilateral action by one of the countries and/or that were
sensitive to one or both.

In May 2010, a coordination meeting with 4 Cuban and 3
American delegates took place in the Ciudad del Saber,** in
Panama. Representatives from Cuba and the United States
presented draft documents on the topics selected during the
TACE | (Environment and Bilateral Trade) and took a number of
decisions on the overall dialogue process.

After the initial meeting in Brazil in 2009 and the workshop held
in Panama in May 2010, a new meeting took place in the city of
Buenos Aires at the Argentine Council for International Relations
(CARI) at the end of July 2010. A few months later, the Toronto
workshop was held before the opening session of the LASA
Congress, from 2 October until 4 October 2010.

As for the implementation of the activities, the above workshops
were preceded or linked to by academic conferences, which
addressed issues of multilateralism, prevention of violent and/or
armed conflict and citizens’ diplomacy in the Americas.

The workshop held in Buenos Aires in July had a threefold
objective: (1) to work on recommendations based on the issues
that were addressed in previous meetings (Bilateral Trade and
Environmental Cooperation); (2) to incorporate new topics into

11 http://
the agenda of the process (Academic Exchange and Tourism as a ciudaddelsaber.org/
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sub-item under Bilateral Trade); and (3) to experience new group

facilitation dynamics that may contribute to a shift of the general
process resulting in a more prolific generation of proposals and
consensus for the implementation of an Action Plan and joint
advocacy strategies.

The following meeting in Toronto, Canada, in October 2010,
was held just before the beginning of the Latin American Studies
Association Congress (LASA). The work there was based on the
agreements reached in Buenos Aires so that the extended TACE
team could later resume work on the suggestions incorporated
into the document with Preliminary Recommendations on

the topics covered: Natural Disasters and Environmental
Cooperation, Bilateral Trade, Tourism and Academic Exchange.
Moreover, the workshop touched upon two new topics: Cultural
Exchange and Terrorism. The group examined these new topics
in an attempt to come up with ideas aimed at solving differences
and promoting cooperation in those fields. Experts on specific
issues were invited to contribute to the workshop with their
insights. Participants proposed to agree on certain innovative
ideas to start preparing an Action Plan for the next stage of the
process.

The Canada meeting marked the outset of a consolidation
stage for the group and the dialogue process. The exercises,
dynamics and exchange of opinions and views on the different
topics helped participants get rid of their biases and prejudices
throughout the meetings, which helped to come up with out-

A new plenary workshop took place in Mexico City in July 2011,
preceded by a symposium on hemispheric affairs. Throughout
the workshop, the participants presented on the latest political
and economic developments in both countries and developed
in-depth discussions on the following specific issues: Terrorism,
Cuba’s relationship with International Financial Institutions, and
Subversion. There were also sessions aimed at going through the
recommendations that were worked on in the Toronto meeting
to polish their wording, and produce new ideas for collaboration
in the issues addressed. The list of recommendations was also
re-categorised and the suggestions were prioritised as well as
divided in short and long-term implementation clusters. Finally,
the work was oriented towards finding preliminary common
ground for visibility and advocacy actions for the next meeting to
take place in Havana, in January 2012.

The Mexico meeting prepared the ground for the implementation
of the first activity of the TACE initiative in Cuba, which was a
turning point for the process.

A few months after the event in Mexico, issue 34*2 of Pensamiento
Propio was published. It was a special issue of CRIES" academic
journal on "Academic Dialogue and Citizens’ Diplomacy in

the Americas”, which included joint papers written by TACE
participants, research and analysis, as well as comments on
different aspects of specific topics addressed during the process
which were relevant to the bilateral agenda. This publication
was an important sign of the collaboration developed by group

12

Download or read
online at http://

of-the-box ideas, but also to reach a new consensus on the members, who decided to work together on the preparation of www.cries.org/

wp-content/
uploads/2012/01/34.
understanding of the problem being addressed, and that the pdf

priorities. The participants unanimously agreed that this meeting articles and comments. This meant that there was a common

represented a qualitative breakthrough.
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participants were able to present different perspectives, reaching
agreement on the final suggestions on possible policy formulation.

In January 2012, the Fundacion Antonio Nufiez Jiménez del
Hombre y la Naturaleza, a Cuban environmental research centre,
served as host to the Havana workshop. This was the first time
that the TACE process moved to one of the constituent countries.
The agenda included not only working sessions for the group to
finalise recommendations on the bilateral topics addressed so far,
but also meetings with high authorities of the Cuban Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (MINREX), the Ministry of Culture, the President of
the National Assembly (ANPP). A dinner with a well-known Cuban
writer who chaired the Union Nacional de Escritores y Autores
de Cuba (National Union of Writers, UNEAC), a meeting with a
member of the Central Committee of the Cuban Communist
Party, as well as a working session with a select group of Cuban
economists were also part of the programme. Those meetings
represented a golden opportunity to introduce the whole TACE
group to Cuban governmental representatives and to exchange
questions and reflections related to internal and foreign affairs.

On 21 May 2012, a presentation of the TACE process and the
preliminary recommendations were held at the Brookings Institution
(Bl) in Washington D.C. Representatives from US research centres,
congressional staff, experts and advisers were invited to this first
event organised in the United States, under the title "Overcoming
Obstacles to US-Cuba dialogue”. The Bl's event was well attended
with more than a hundred people from different backgrounds being
present. The programme included presentations by Theodore
Piccone (BI), Philip Brenner (AU), Sally Shelton-Colby (AU), Jorge
Mario Sanchez Egozcue (CEEC/ University of Havana) and Andrés

Serbin (CRIES coordinator of the project). The outcome of this

activity was highly positive in terms of media coverage, television
interviews with different TACE speakers, the level of participation and
the interest that the process raised in the audience. Additionally, it
had a significant impact in Cuba, including positive remarks on TACE
by government officials and media including news releases, TV,
Granma newspaper and radio broadcasts.

The preliminary set of recommendations presented at Bl was
circulated and disseminated in both countries and received good
feedback from different sectors.

Finally, during the week of the 28th to the 31st of May of 2013

in Washington D.C., the first phase of the Cuba-United States
Academic Workshops ended with the public presentation of the
document Opportunities for US-Cuban Relations: Proposals
for Cooperation in Areas of Mutual Interest.** This document
was the tangible result of a four-year effortand went public
during a week filled with activities around the publication,

for both CRIES and the members of the TACE group present

in Washington, which ranged from academic discussions to
meetings with high level regional and US officials. As part of the
former, Armando Fernandez from the Fundacion Nufiez Jiménez
from Cuba and Andrés Serbin from CRIES chaired a panel at

the LASA Conference with an attendance of over 130 people.
During the panel the most relevant recommendations of the
document were presented to the audience. Phil Brenner of the
American University and Jorge Mario Sanchez of the University
of Havana were the moderators of the panel, and comments on

i 13 Opportunities for
the document were made by Professor Jorge Dominguez from US-Cuban Relations:

Proposals for
Cooperation in Areas
Alzugaray, former US Under-secretaries of State, Richard Feinberg of Mutual Interests’.

Harvard University. Ambassadors Anthony Quainton and Carlos
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and Ted Piccone, and Professor Meg Crahan were the main
presenters at the panel. The presentations and the comments
were followed by a fruitful debate among the audience and the
panel members. The success of the panel and the presentation
of the document were reflected in a series of interviews by
Washington and Cuban media in the following days.

It is important to mention that among the issues highlighted
during the interventions, was the fact that this was the first joint
document of recommendations that has been elaborated by

academia and former diplomats from both countries in over fifty

years, and that these recommendations were addressed at the
governments of each of the two countries.

Finally, as part of the advocacy strategy, the President of CRIES,
Dr. Andrés Serbin, was received by Ambassador José Miguel
Insulza, the Secretary General of the OAS. It was a golden
opportunity to deliver a copy of the document with the request
for it to be considered within the OAS, which was appreciated
by the inter-governmental representative. On the same day,

a reception took place in the Office of Interests of Cuba in
Washington. During the reception a copy of the document was
presented to Ambassador José R. Cabafas, Chief of the Section
of Cuban Interests. Three days later, a TACE delegation was
received by the United States Department of State. The official
representatives attending the meeting included, among others,
Ambassador Lilian Ayalde, in charge of Caribbean and Cuban
Affairs; the coordinator for Cuban Affairs, Ray McGratch, and
Cuban Affairs Advisor, Dan Erickson. During this meeting the
TACE delegation presented copies of the document and further
explained the reach of the recommendations included in it.
Further TACE activities are expected in the future, focusing on

dissemination and debate among decision-makers, academia and
civil society representatives in the hemisphere through a series of
events, presentations, and advocacy strategies that will take place
in different cities of the region, starting in 2013, and moving from

a bilateral approach to the multilateral arena.

Lessons learned and final reflections

Due to the overall goals of the TACE process, in addition to the
concrete products and changes it has generated during the four
years of the undertaking, the process outcomes are also expected
to have a broader impact in the medium- and long-term period.
At the same time, lessons have been learned from the process
that might be useful to share.

Firstly, while the process was not linear, the initiative progressed
in a sustained manner since its inception and clear progress was
made in different dimensions during each meeting.

After the initial workshops in which trust was built among the
participants and issues to be addressed were clearly identified, a set
of policy suggestions was developed, with special emphasis placed
on the planning of advocacy and outreach strategies. Additionally,
participants undertook individual and group commitments to
write articles and op-eds, to implement and to follow-up on
some of the ideas developed, operationalising the more general
recommendations into viable policy proposals. In time, and on the
initiative of academics and civil society, these policy proposals would
encourage the action and collaboration of both governments.
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Secondly, as the programme developed, there was an evident

need to maintain both the General Coordinator and the National
Coordinators, as it was up to them to encourage work and oversee
compliance with the commitments undertaken in the period
between one workshop and the other. The good relationship among
the Coordinators positively impacted the sustainability of the process
and the positive working atmosphere during the activities. The
relationship and communication also favoured the agenda setting
process throughout the initiative, and allowed for consistency and
clarity in the messages sent both to the group and external actors.

Third, it became evident that the core group took ownership of
the project. The workshop in Havana, as well as the events at
the Brookings Institution and LASA were clear indicators of the
ownership that the participants from both countries had taken
over the project. As a consolidated group, they identified the need
to organise a series of events in their respective countries. They
showed engagement with the process by suggesting new activities,
thoughtful reflections on how to move the initiative forward, and
introducing themselves as a cohesive TACE group during the
Brookings Institution and LASA presentations and side meetings
with political and cultural representatives in Cuba and the US.

It was essential to guarantee the sustainability of the initiative, as
any impasse could discourage participation or undermine interest
in the process or its credibility. In this regard, the commitment

of the donors, the Ford Foundation and the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Norway, among others, was crucial.

Fourth, the participants managed to build trust among
themselves and to find a common ground on which to build

concrete suggestions and policy options. This has led them

to volunteer to write joint articles and op-eds on the topics

of interest. Trust in the results of their work led participants to
agree on specific outreach rules to progressively make visible the
outputs of the process.

With regard to the visibility component of the initiative, it went
through incremental steps. At first, due to political sensitivity,

the TACE group decided to maintain a low public profile, only
sharing documents with those stakeholders that were directly
engaged. Over time they raised the profile by fostering collective
undertakings by publishing some documents in Pensamiento
Propio and presenting the TACE project, a first draft of the
recommendations at the Brookings Institution, and the final
recommendations in Washington D.C., in May 2013. All the
above actions represented remarkable steps in the gradual public
outreach and advocacy strategies previously agreed upon by the
group. These actions also helped to tackle other crucial obstacles
that would have differed from the original goals of the process,
including the potential for political instrumentalisation, or being
taken up by external stakeholders’ political agendas.

Fifth, the incorporation of experts to address topics requiring
specialised knowledge added value to the workshops. Although the
members of the project’s core group were experts or scholars from
different research fields, they invited specialists on specific matters
to build suggestions and proposals on a sounder knowledge base.
Currently, a mid-term evaluation based on qualitative techniques
is being conducted. The evaluation is expected to serve as

a learning tool for the group, in order to reflect on the most
significant changes and achievements that have occurred so far,
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directly or indirectly inspired by the TACE initiative. If necessary,
it will also allow adjustments to be made to the follow-up of
the project and its objectives in the coming years. Furthermore,
the evaluation is not only a reflection exercise for the group,

but it will also contribute with facts and important information
for other stakeholders, mainly donors, on the outcomes of the
programme. The outputs inherent to the process could be used
as well to document stories and lessons learned that the group
could allow to be disseminated on the website, in newsletters or
in a collective volume, as a way of sharing their experience with
others, and potentially as an inspiration for similar undertakings.

It must be noted that both Cuban and North American
representatives were aware of the historic significance of certain
developments taking place in both countries, and thus saw this
situation as an opportunity to encourage change in the current
status of Cuba-United States relations. The group unanimously
acknowledged the need and the urgency of that transformation.
It is for that reason that they view the TACE initiative as a one-of-
a-kind opportunity to channel their expertise and knowledge and
translate them into concrete ideas for action.

Finally, it should be noted that most of the current political events
in terms of the bilateral relations between Cuba and the United
States and the multilateral relations on the hemispheric level are
beginning to assimilate some of the recommendations of the
TACE project. This is not only a reflection of the success of the
citizens” diplomacy process in providing some new insights to a
situation of conflict and tension through unofficial dialogue, but
mostly the adequacy of the timing and the political opportunity
chosen by the TACE participants in starting and developing the
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process in the expectation of influencing a 50 year situation of
conflict. Citizens' diplomacy cannot substitute official, government
diplomacy in solving confrontations, but can encourage and
support the actions of the heavy traditional bureaucracy towards
an improvement of relations and the overcoming of tensions.
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The Istanbul Process:
a dialogue of Georgian and
Russian political experts

Soon after the five-day war that broke out in 2008 with disastrous
consequences for Georgia, in a political context averse to such
initiatives, the idea of an unbiased dialogue between high-profile
independent experts of Russia and Georgia emerged.

The goal of the initiative was to find out how Georgia and Russia

came to find themselves in the present situation, how we could
overcome it, and what potential scenarios we should expect

in short-, medium- and long-term perspectives. Consultations
began between the experts. The expert dialogue was to

result in joint recommendations to the political leadership

of both countries. The Global Partnership for the Prevention
of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) readily supported the initiative of
the International Centre on Conflict and Negotiation (ICCN),
which leads the regional network of GPPAC in the Caucasus,
in developing such a dialogue. As it was impossible to conduct
joint meetings of the experts either in Russia or in Georgia,
Istanbul was selected as a neutral and opportune place for
communications. The first meeting was held in early November
2008 and was followed by a total of nine meetings. The
participants went on to fill the key positions in parliament and the
government of Georgia after the change of power in October
2012. Later the entire endeavour was named the Istanbul Process,
although meetings were also held in the USA and in Europe. The
ICCN endeavour has entailed other initiatives and projects of the
Georgian NGOs and expert groups, yet even now the Istanbul
Process is known as the most famous, long-lived and continuous
process of the Russia-Georgia expert dialogue.

The Istanbul Process commenced in the post-war situation

when, of course, nobody could guarantee its sustainability. In the
absence of diplomatic relations between Russia and Georgia in the
autumn of 2008, and in the context of information warfare, direct
communication between the two countries and contacts at the
level of institutions and organisations were interrupted. Importantly,
the two countries on either side of the Caucasus Mountains lacked
information of the current events of the other side.
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In this context the project boiled down to solving a task which

seemed simple at first sight but which was complex in terms

of performance. As conveners of the dialogue, we needed to

find representatives of civil society, such as political experts,
analytical journalists and NGO activists, who would be interested
in rebuilding normal relations between our countries. Potential
participants would have to be ready for a dialogue seeking to
understand what really occurred in the Georgia-Russia relations
and how it could have happened. The aim was also to try to make
suggestions towards re-establishing the relations between the
two countries and people.

Although the first meetings were held in an open and
confidential atmosphere, tension was still in the air, especially
during the first meeting in November 2008. It was obvious that
the consequences of the August conflict were not yet fully
understood, the international situation around Russia-Georgia
relations was highly strung, and the emotions about what had
happened had not yet abated. During the discussions much
attention was focused on the problems behind the origins of

the war, as well as actions and responsibilities of the parties
involved. The situation gradually began to change as the process
progressed: the focus of the discussion shifted from “what
happened” to “what to do”. In this context the idea of developing
a joint collection of articles on the reasons and consequences
of the August war, written by both Russian and Georgian
authors, was perhaps the best decision. The aim of the joint
authorship was to show society and both governments that the
war, despite the obvious negative effects, had not erased the
relations between people, and that it was still possible to conduct
a dialogue and make joint efforts for solving the problems.

The book Russia and Georgia: The Ways out of the Crisis was
published in 2010*. By that time there were already several
formats of the Russian-Georgian non-governmental dialogue.
There were plans of issuing joint papers of Russian and Georgian
experts. The book Russia and Georgia: The Ways out of the Crisis,
published within the framework of the Istanbul Process, was the
first to come out.

While the key participants from both Russian and Georgian sides
remained involved, providing stability and continuity, a significant
achievement of the Istanbul Process was the continuous
inclusion of new people in the project. The expansion of the
participants’ pool positively affected the space of the dialogue,
and the dynamics of conversations started to transform allowing
the discussion topics to become more practical and matter-
of-fact. Additionally, new contacts and bilateral collaborations

at a personal level enabled the participants from two sides of

the conflict to engage outside the dialogue process. Moving
beyond political experts to also include key media figures allowed
opportunities for more frequent media engagement in the two
countries.

In the spring and summer of 2012, the research teams of the ICCN
and the Carnegie Moscow Centre, the project’s implementing
partners, conducted a joint study on Russian and Georgian public
opinion of the two countries using similar methodologies.? The
study showed how the traditional stereotypes function under the
present-day conditions and demonstrated the newly emerging
trends. The participants began to effectively translate the benefits
of interaction within the framework of the Istanbul Process into
other formats, including their professional settings.

George Khutsishvili
and Tina Gogueliani,
Russia and Georgia:
The Ways out of the
Crisis (Thbilisi: Global
Partnership for the
Prevention of Armed
Conflict & ICCN,
2010).

Perceptions of
Georgia in Russian
Society (Carnegie
Moscow Centre,
2012); Perception of
Russia and Russians
in Georgian Society
(International Center
on Conflictand
Negotiation, 2011).
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However, right until the Georgian parliamentary elections

held in October 2012, a key component was missing in the
implementation of the dialogue process: the access to power
structures. It seemed that the governments of the two countries
showed no interest in bridge-building. This in itself limited the
efforts of civil society. The situation changed sharply after the
new government of the Georgian Dream came to power and
stated its intention to rebuild Georgia’s relations with Russia. Such
a change in the Russia-Georgia relations created an opportunity
to use ideas that emerged from the dialogue discussions to be
offered to the power structures.

Currently, the bilateral relations are changing dynamically.

The number of contacts between Russian and Georgian civil
societies is increasing and the relations between teams and
organisations interested in communication are becoming more
open. This, however, does not mean that the Istanbul Process has
attained its goals. The Georgian-Russian dialogue is just drawing
up its contours and probably will be developing in a very complex
political context. As an umbrella project, the Istanbul Process will
most likely serve and benefit new initiatives in different areas of
Russia-Georgia cooperation. Furthermore, as the relations are
entering a new phase of their existence, the process’ participants
will probably be challenged by the need to provide new ideas and
new approaches.

The first reactions of the Russian officials to the signals on the
changing policies in Georgia were discouraging, to say the least.
At the same time, based on the agreement of the Georgian
government with the Russian side, regular contact started

in November of 2012 between the official representatives of

the parties — Representative of the Georgian Prime Minister

in Georgia-Ossetia Relations Zurab Abashidze (an active
participant of the Istanbul Process prior to his appointment

to this position) and the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Russia Grigoriy Karasin (who also acts as the co-chair of the
Geneva Talks over Georgian conflicts). The negotiations at

a governmental level enabled the achievement of progress

and particular results in economic and cultural cooperation.
Georgian wine, mineral waters and agricultural products, all
popular among the Russian people, started to appear on the
Russian market. Triumphant concerts of Georgian artists took
place in Moscow. Georgian and Russian Orthodox Churches
traditionally maintain their friendly relations, which did not cease
even in the heaviest post-war context of confrontation and the
information warfare. Georgian society expects an easing of the
visa policy from the Russian side which will increase people-to-
people contact across the border.

However, according to the participating analysts’ assessment,
the dialogue between the two countries’ is developing slowly
and inertly. Such a pace has its own reasons. There are red lines,
pertaining to the post-August status quo, related to the status of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that the parties cannot cross in the
talks. According to the Decree of the President of the Russian
Federation of 26 August 2008, Abkhazia and South Ossetia
were recognised as independent states and later on, despite

the protests on the Georgian side, bilateral agreements on

the military-political and economic cooperation were signed.
As a reaction to Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia, Georgia severed its diplomatic relations with Russia and
declared the entire territory of the republics of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia occupied territories of Georgia.
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Despite Georgia's new policy towards Russia, the government

of Georgia declared that diplomatic relations could not be re-
established as long as Russia has its embassies in the capital cities
of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Georgia also demanded Russia
call back its resolution on the recognition of the two republics.

However, in the context of severed diplomatic relations between
Russia and Georgia, there are good chances of cooperation
developing around humanitarian, cultural, economic and political
areas. These areas of Russia-Georgia relations were addressed

at an experts’ meeting in Istanbul in November 2012, which was
held after the Georgian parliamentary elections in October 2012.
The discussions resulted in the following joint statement.

Istanbul Process Joint Statement,
November 16-17, 2012:

Taking into account changing conditions and emerging opportunities,
and based on the interests of both sides, the dialogue participants suggest
the following steps towards the normalisation of Russia-Georgia relations.
Realising that the process is rather extensive and complex, we consider

it appropriate to focus on those key areas that ensure evident effect in
the short term. In our common view, this could create preconditions for
finding solutions to a number of issues affecting relations between our
countries in humanitarian, cultural and economic spheres.

As part of humanitarian and

cultural areas it is appropriate:

» To encourage contacts
between socio-professional
groups, particularly among
youth groups;

e To restore communications
in the field of science and
education;

¢ To promote the development
of expert cooperation in the

form of regular consultations,

particularly over the internet;
« To facilitate simplification
of visa regulations for the
citizens of Georgia until its
complete elimination;
* To promote tourism
development.

In the sphere of economic
relations:

In accordance with the

norms and rules of the WTO,
accelerate resolution of the
issue of certification and
approval of the Georgian
agricultural and food products
to the Russian market;

To promote cross-border
trade;

To institutionalise economic
and trade relations by opening
representative offices of key
economic ministries and
agencies, commerce and
trade chambers, as well as by
creating a permanent round
table of Georgian and Russian
entrepreneurs.

In the areas of politics and

security:

« To restore inter-
parliamentarian and expert
communication on important
issues of regional security,
including the crisis in the
Middle East, as well as in the
North and South Caucasus;

« To pay special attention to
the fight against terrorism
and religious extremism,
particularly in light of ensuring
security of Sochi 2014