Creative Games (2005)
Creative Games are a specific innovative methodology which is used to give birth to new ideas; to create new links between different stakeholders; and to depart from the level of everyday assumptions and biases towards free-flying creative thinking. They are called games since they have a specific set of rules (ideas should be drawn on a paper rather than expressed verbally), and because they create a specific environment and conventional atmosphere, isolating people from the outside world for the duration of the game. The purpose of using them by the end of the project was to bring together many of those who took part in either needs assessment or the security strand, or any other strand of the project, to cement a new community of like-minded people; to check if the results of the researches were indeed correct; and to demonstrate to these people that there exist new, untried yet creative opportunities to address their problems and needs. 


Game in Georgia

The first game was conducted in Georgia on 12-15 March in Likani, bringing together stakeholders from the five regions of the civil society needs assessment activity, as well as Tbilisi. The Likani game, ‘Projects of coexistence and development of a multinational society’, brought together 52 participants, who represented the majority of ethnicities inhabiting today’s Georgia, displaced people, and professional groups identified for needs assessment. Participants were selected to ensure that a variety of age groups were represented, with a focus on youth, and that a good gender balance was achieved. Among them, there were representatives from the Gal/i region (the only ones from Abkhazia who could come to the event); four representatives from South Ossetia; representatives of ex-combatants; and of the Abkhaz ‘Legitimate Government’ (Government-in-Exile—from Mr. Alasania’s office).

The participants spent four days together discussing, in the game methodology (via drawings and diagrams) what is globalisation, what is multiculturalism, what is multiethnic society, and what kind of projects and models of cohabitation and cooperation can be applied to today’s Georgia.

The proceedings of the games were analysed and deciphered from the drawings. While the drawings are much richer than any finite set of conclusions, here are some points of agreements among the game-methodologists on the results of the game:

Some of the conclusions from the Georgia game

· There is a huge desire among different ethnicities and ‘stakeholder-identities’ in Georgia to build together a common vision. This desire is not challenged practically by anybody at the grassroots level. If it is challenged, then by powerful elites who do not know the grassroots and do not trust them sufficiently. Desire of mutual communication, interaction, learning from each other, mutual help, and simple sympathy to each other are wide spread among the representatives of regions and ethnicities which took part in the game.

· There is lack of knowledge about the external world and huge hunger to learn about it. Knowledge of Europe, US, Russia, the Caucasus, NATO, EC, and other important external actors is mainly based on stereotypes delivered by the media. This is well known, and the participants spent important time trying to understand what do they know and what they do not know about the external world. What is globalisation? How does it affect us? How do we engage with it? These questions were very important during the game.

· There is a desire to harmonise the pattern of interrelationship between Georgian interaction with the external world, and the interaction of different cultures, communities, and regions inside.

· Participants felt that Georgia has an important mission to accomplish in the region, by engaging with the regional actors and its own conflict areas in a civilised way and with open heart. However, its relations with Russia and its uncritical dependency on the West do not let it to understand fully that mission. This feeling was particularly acute among the Armenian and Azerbaijani minorities, who expressed their readiness to engage with their counterparts in Armenia and Azerbaijan with a message of peace, if they had support for such a mission at home.

· An important component of the game was devoted to the discussion of minorities and majorities. Their interrelationship was thoroughly studied, all the possible interactions were analysed. The picture that emerged was comprised of the following observations: minorities are catalysts of social action. Majorities are comprised of different constellations of minorities. A trait which unites minorities into majorities also separates other units, creating new minorities. Minorities may qualitatively balance majorities.

· The concept of ethics became emphasised during the game: social actions have to be judged for the resource available to undertake them, energy available, their eventual success and many other criteria, but also, most importantly, for their ethical component. A ‘co-efficient of ethical quality’ was invented to be used when determining whether or not a social action would have the desired outcome.

A more detailed, though yet unedited report of the Game in Russian, with all the pictures, is included in Attachment 9.

Game in Abkhazia

The game ‘Sustainable development of civil society in the situation of unresolved conflict’ took place on 26-30 April in Pitsunda, bringing together 56 participants from all the regions and ethnicities, representatives of the Abkhaz authorities (de-facto Deputy Minister of  Defence took part in it), and civil society leaders. Koba Rigvava from the Gal/i region was the only one who took part, as a participant, in both the Georgian and the Abkhaz game.

The game was designed so that to address the issues of acute divisions in the Abkhaz society and of the lack of common and joint perspective on the future. There were five groups: ‘The external world’, ‘Society and subcultures’, ‘Infrastructures’, ‘Support structures’, ‘I and We’. There were five days/topics of work: ‘World and I’, ‘The system of values in the global world’, ‘State and society: systems of interaction’; ‘Stability/instability as characteristics of system’; and ‘Strategies of development’. This set up of groups and topics was determined by the prior analysis of the main issues facing the Abkhaz society, and by the need to link this game with the Georgian parallel game. 

Some of the conclusions from the Abkhazia game:

· There is a deep divide in the society of Abkhazia; this divide goes along the lines of ethnicities, regions and social groups. However, the apparent divide because of political divisions, while also important, is much less acute. The real divide is determined by several factors, among them lack of security for one’s identity.

· The identity of individual, who in Abkhazia always belongs to this or that social, professional, ethnic or regional community in a way which is typical for more traditional societies, is not secured. 

· The Abkhaz identity is particularly not secured. In numerical terms, they are not that small, if their diasporas in Turkey and the Middle East are taken into account. However, the Abkhaz are the only ethnicity which lives in Abkhazia whose cultural identity is not supported by any recognised state: Georgian identity is supported by Georgian state-building and cultural policies; Armenian identity can be supported by the policies of Armenia; Russian identity by Russia. Paradoxically, while Abkhaz polity is sometimes accused in the attempts to set up an ‘ethnic state’ while it is multinational, the Abkhaz identity remains the least secure. If not taken into account and addressed properly, this can indeed bring about far from democratic national policies and actions.

· After the war and in part because of it traditional values persist, however, new needs, determined by globalisation and the need to survive, contradict them. Unless the individual identity—and thereby cultural identities are secured, tension between traditional and innovative value systems will not be resolved positively.

· Because of the divide, the society of Abkhazia is in fact a pluralistic society. There is a need in keeping this pluralism while building common purpose. Some think that divisions are so deep that only unified approach to the issues can be accepted. In fact, there is a need in levels: on some issues there should be agreements, on other—multicultural and individual pluralism.

· While the conflict is not resolved, reliable institutions are needed in order for the society of Abkhazia to function and not to collapse. These institutions should be built with full understanding that they cannot be final, but also with full legitimacy. They should be supported by the external world, otherwise their illegitimacy will undermine their internal effectiveness and thereby the chance for long lasting peaceful resolution. ‘Parallelism’ of building these institutions and bringing them up to the European standards in Abkhazia and Georgia is an important confidence-building resource.

· Abkhazia has important resources to offer to the region and to the international community. Among them—its diasporas, part of whom are now in Georgia, but also earlier diasporas, those which are in Russia, Turkey and the Middle East. If the issue of the return was considered holistically, several problems (such as demographic balance, underpopulation of some areas of Abkhazia, etc.) would appear under a different light.

· Just as the Gal/i region, instead of being ‘sandwiched’ between Abkhazia and Georgia, can become a resource for facilitation of contacts and confidence-building, in the similar vein, Abkhazia itself has an important positive role to play in Russian/Georgian relations, rather than to stay a victim of those.

· Abkhazia has a special role vis-à-vis Russia: on one hand, it has a special relationship with North Caucasus, particularly the ‘Adyg belt’, and therefore can become an important resource in conflict prevention there. On the other hand, due to its special significance for Russia and relative independence as compared to North Caucasus (the independence, proved by the de-facto presidential elections marathon), a hard-won independence despite all the pressure and actual dependence on it, Abkhazia has no choice but try to sensitise Russia vis-à-vis the Caucasus. This, again, is a similar mission that the Gal/i region inhabitants have vis-à-vis Georgia.

· Abkhazia has a definite interest in confidence-building with Georgia along the above lines: otherwise the ‘security psychology’ will not allow any of the above and similar ideas to materialise. If there are no like-minded people on both sides, no even tiniest ‘bold steps’ will be undertaken, which are necessary to move forward from the conflict impasse.

· Confidence-building steps should be built, as much as possible, along the lines of cautiously legitimising and legalising interactions with Abkhazia—of Georgia as well as other players. Thus via bilateral and multilateral agreement mechanisms sufficient institutional basis can be built to move to the issues of status from ‘bottom up’. 

· Identity defence and balancing systems are the most important defence issues in Abkhazia. In a situation of unresolved conflict, they are often confused with military security. The result is the evolution of a militarised identity of a 19th century kind. If modern cultural identity systems were securing the flourishing of cultural identity, society would feel itself much more secure. Until this need is satisfied, internal civic security (human rights, rule of law) cannot be fully achieved, even if it were not interdependent with external security of the threat of renewed armed conflict with Georgia.

