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Paradoxes of Human Security: Evidence from the South 
Caucasus

Françoise Companjen (guest editor) 1

This EGP special issue is dedicated to Prof. Dr. Donna Winslow (1954-2010) who initiated the 
Human Security research programme at the Department of Social and Cultural Anthropology, 
Faculty of Social Sciences, Vrije Universiteit (VU University) Amsterdam.

Introduction

Security in the Caucasus is being jeopardized by an imbalance of power, a deficiency in 
democracy and a dearth of regional security institutions. In military terms Russia is the 
strongest power in the region. Turkey is considered to be the only democratic state in the 
region although Human Rights issues there are still a problem and, for the time being, Turkey 
is the only NATO ally in the region. As yet there are no answers to underlying tensions, 
especially fraught on the Turkish border, on the Azeri-Armenian border, and on the 
Georgian-Russian border. With the exception of Azerbaijan which has oil and gas as sources 
of income, the other two countries in the South Caucasus and Russia’s provinces in the North 
Caucasus lag behind in economic development. The middle class is growing but slowly and 
not at the same pace at which the top elites are enriching themselves. 

The upshot is that both political and economic development are out of kilter, fighting 
continues around Nagorno-Karabakh and in the North Caucasus and that one of the local 
responses in the North Caucasus has been the further Islamization of society. Moreover, state 
responses lag behind in terms of economic and social policies towards intrastate conflicts, 
transnational trafficking and crime. 

Nowadays, security is growing more dependent on political, economic and social 
development, and concomitantly on issues of (dis)trust in local government and identity 
threats against transnational influences being part and parcel of feelings of (in)security. 

Hence there has been a shift from state security to people’s security concomitant with the 
mounting importance of such concepts as ‘informal networks’, ‘sense of belonging’, ‘identity 
politics’, expressed in ‘human security narratives’. Irrevocably, every security carries in it the 
seeds of new insecurity, especially marked in a region undergoing a rapid change from 
communism to a free market system, in which the dimensions of belonging, of identity and 
of predictability have been drastically shaken. Typically, these dimensions belong to the 
domain of human security. Human security is an emerging paradigm in the understanding of 
transnational vulnerabilities which challenge the traditional notion of national security, by 
arguing that the proper referent for international security should be the individual.
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Problem formulation and paradox

Consequently, the bottom-up process might still be considered to be confined mostly to the 
realms of theory and this is an approach this EGP special issue wants to explore. The possible 
conflict of interest between individuals and states is a problem which should be investigated: 
after all, the norms and rules generated by a generalized human security approach might not 
coincide with those of individual citizens in particular local situations (oil/gas pipeline in 
the vicinity, new borders and/or snipers in the vicinity, access to clean water and fuel in the 
vicinity, etc.). 

While agreeing that by shifting attention from the state to the people the concept of human 
security is a breakthrough and an innovation, we believe that a crucial aspect needs more 
attention. Human security has been conceptualized in an overly normative manner (Gasper 
2005). Bottom-up approaches are thought to increase the participation of local actors and 
communities in solving problems of human security and governance. 

Thus we included a contribution on how informal networks relate to human security. 
Importantly, the boundary between individual- and community-centered approaches is still 
blurred, as is illustrated in the contribution on Abkhazia. Thus the principal goal of this issue 
of EGP is to re-chart the relationship between the individual and the state (as for example 
Eriksen, Bal and Salemink 2010 have done for other parts of the world), this time taking the 
South Caucasus as its empirical focus. The first contribution breaking down Human Security 
into various dimensions and analytical levels is a case in point. The empirical evidence 
discussed in this issue of EGP clearly fits in the actor-structure debate and the individual- 
state continuum.

The EU, Human Security and the South Caucasus

The South Caucasus is part of the European neighborhood of the European Union. It is a 
shared space and in some ways a befriended pillar of support with regard to Iraq and 
Afghanistan. There is a direct overland connection with both Eastern Europe over Ukraine 
and with Southern and Western Europe through Turkey, Bulgaria, Slovenia, Austria, Germany 
and other countries. Even though the EU lacks the direct military security resources of a 
nation state, it still develops institutions (Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, the OSCE), instruments (mostly financial) and strategies (political) to influence 
surrounding countries. Policy for this shared European neighborhood 2 space, as it is referred 
to, has been developed in various programmes.

These policies and programmes are partly based on notions such as “civilian 
power” (Duchêne 1973), “normative power” (Manners 2002) and “ethical power” (Aggestam 
2008).3 Before 2004, the EU had a general policy frame for the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership, with programmes such as New Neighbors and Wider Europe. But after the major 
EU expansion of May 2004 (with ten countries: the Czech and Slovak Republics, the three 
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Baltic States, and Poland, Hungary, Slovenia, Malta and Cyprus), there was a need of deeper 
engagement with the Eastern Neighborhood which stretches out a little farther.

Through initiative of Poland backed by a Swedish lobby, the Eastern Neighborhood Policy 
(ENP) was followed by a more multi-lateral Eastern Partnership (EaP) programme which was 
inaugurated in 2009. The Neighborhood and Partnership countries of Eastern Europe 
include: Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine, the three South Caucasus states, and Russia (Decision no 
466/2014/EU of the European parliament and of the Council of 16 April-May 8, 2014 L 135/17). 

Azerbaijan thanks to its own oil and gas resources can remain relatively independent from 
the EU and other geo-political actors. Armenia, though included in the European 
Neighborhood instrument (EU regulation no 232/2014 of the European parliament and of the 
council of 11 March 2014), remains in the sphere of the Russian Federation who managed to 
include Armenia in the Eurasian Economic Union (January 2015), thereby preventing 
Armenia from signing an Associate Agreement with the EU. For an indication of the 
amounts involved in EU-Armenian bilateral aid: under the ENP 2007-2013: € 285.1 million; 
and 2014-2017: € 140-170 million. In line with the revised ENP's ‘more for more’ principle, an 
additional € 25 million were provided as grants to Armenia in 2013, and € 15 million in 2012 
under the Eastern Partnership Integration & Cooperation programme (http://
eeas.europa.eu/armenia/index_en.htm).

In the case of Georgia, the EU allocated € 33 million for Georgia’s conflict zones Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia (European Commission 2007: 34). Between 1992 and 2006, the EU has 
spent some € 505 million on Georgia, one fifth of which on Emergency relief designed to 
overcome the effects of the transition from the Soviet Union to an independent state 
(European Commission 2007: 34; Companjen 2004), and almost half on the provision of basic 
human needs (food) (Ibid). 

After that, under the European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), for the 
period 2010-2012, budget support grants were arranged for Georgia of, on average, € 24 
million per year (European Commission 2013: l 218/15 decision no 778/2013/EU of the 
European parliament and of the council of 12 August 2013), “In order to ensure efficient 
protection of the Union’s financial interests linked to the Union’s macro-financial assistance.” 
Although EU policy and activity are “soft”, based on co-operation and consultation, offering a 
“window of opportunity” (Rommens 2015) to the people who are motivated to change 
towards European norms, it also sets conditions, that: “Georgia adopt appropriate measures 
relating to the prevention of, and the fight against, fraud, corruption and any other 
irregularities linked to that assistance. It is also necessary that the Commission provide for 
appropriate checks and that the Court of Auditors provide for appropriate audits.” (Ibid, p 
218/16: 15).

In spite of this general EU-policy towards the south Caucasus countries, different interests 
between the largest European states remain: France, with a large Armenian Diaspora, is 
more interested in Armenia; Germany is more interested in trade with the three countries. 
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Security does not have a prominent role in this policy. Yet, after the 2008 war between 
Georgia and Russia, Europe received another, and after Ukraine in 2014, its latest wake-up 
call on what it means to be dependent on Russian gas. The South Caucasus could offer an 
alternative source of energy, although this could also be an invitation for more aggressive 
behavior from Russia. With various parties building pipelines as countermeasures to each 
other, one could say there is a “pipe-line war” going on with consequences both on the state 
level and on the level of possible environmental damage affecting the individual, which then 
becomes a human security problem. 

The EU in a special report on foreign and security policy has defined Human Security by six 
policy principles, as: an integrated regional approach with a clear and open strategic 
direction and effective multilateralism, with focus on the observation of human rights, 
legitimate political leadership, and a bottom-up approach. Civilian commanders should be 
appointed to oversee all EU missions (EU “Madrid Report” 2007 under direction of Kaldor: 
http://www.worldgovernance.org/article78.html?lang=en).

Context: Particularities of the South Caucasus

It is important to contextualize human security both geographically (South Caucasus) and 
ethnically. Although much has been published on security issues concerning Russia (Ponsard 
2012, De Haas 2010), Asia (Chari and Gupta 2003, Stokhof, Van der Velde, Hwee 2004), the 
Islamic Middle East (Cordesman 2014), security in the South Caucasus deserves more 
attention if only because people are still being killed by snipers in the unresolved conflict 
about Nagorno Karabakh (Companjen 2013).

The term security became especially relevant in the Caucasus after ‘9/11’. Western security 
advisors and the White House listened more sympathetically to what the Russians had been 
claiming for some time, namely that the Chechen border and Georgia’s Pankisi gorge were a 
safe haven for rebels. Freedom fighters striving for a right to autonomy or self-determination 
were socially reconstructed into terrorists (Winslow, Moelker and Companjen 2013). 

The Presidents of Russia, the United States of America and Georgia under its President 
Eduard  Shevardnadze campaigning for the 2003 elections, had found a common interest and 
agreed it would be good for “safety in general” to increase border security. A programme was 
started to equip and train the Georgian Army and set up a border security department. 
Ironically, what began as a common interest, diverged when after the November 2003 
Revolution of Roses in Georgia, the newly elected President Mikheil Saakashvili voiced and 
emphasized more clearly a choice for the West. 

Talks were held with NATO: first the Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme and then on the 
Membership Action Plan (MAP). The Russians were not amused and as we know, the 
tensions increased to such an extent as to result in the war of August 2008. Most of the 
fighting took place in South Ossetia and further inland into Georgia up to 20 kilometers 
outside of the capital Tbilisi. The fighting spread towards Abkhazia as well (Companjen and 
Polese 2013). 
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The cultural and political particularities of the South Caucasus countries, with differences 
between Islamic Azerbaijan and Orthodox Christian Armenia and Georgia, have been 
extensively described and analyzed (Pelkmans 2003, Companjen 2004, Companjen, Marácz 
and Versteegh 2010, De Waal 2010, Rezvani 2013). For the purpose of understanding this 
issue’s contributions, the conversion of political and economic power at the top, and various 
forms of corruption, clientelism and paternalism, are important features.

Another particularity of the South Caucasus we need to take into account is the presence of 
the many ethnicities (the Caucasian, Indo European and Altaic peoples) and minorities 
living in each other’s countries and border areas. Thus Armenians live in southern Georgia’s 
Samstkhe-Javakheti border area (Akhalkala Ninotsminda), and many Talysh live in 
Southeastern Azerbaijan (Lenkeran, Lerik, Masalli and Astara). The Internally Displaced 
Person (IDPs) are from South Ossetia (both Georgians and Ossetians), Abkhazia (Abkhazians 
and Georgians) and Nagorno Karabakh (mixed: many Armenians and Azeri also fled back to 
Armenia and Azerbaijan). 

The way central governmental forces deal with minorities in their respective countries is 
directly related to human security. After all, if minorities are not treated the same as the 
dominant group or population, if they are being discriminated against or are less able to use 
resources, these would be expressions of “ fear” and “want”, which human security in the 
classic definition is all about, as we shall see in the next section.

Figure I   Ethnic Groups in the Caucasus Region
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From Security to Human Security

Security studies have been shaped during the Cold War in the context of the nuclear arms 
proliferation. Security belonged to the domain of International Relations and was a matter of 
State security and of defending territory. After WW II, Security Studies gradually split off 
from Political Science and International Relations and became a field of its own. What was 
first securely embedded in the arena of the State, was broadened towards human security, 
more in general in the context of intensified globalization (Kaldor 2007). The dissolution of 
the Soviet Union and the increase of information technology both extended the scope, the 
intensity, the velocity and the impact of transnational communications (Held et al. 1999). 

The concept of human security now focused not only on war and intelligence as a threat to 
state sovereignty, but expanded towards people and their needs: “freedom from want” and 
“freedom from fear” (Human Development Report 1994). Placing the individual at the center 
of attention, security now included the right to water and food, to health, to feeling safe, to 
protection from slavery and involuntary human (sex) trafficking engendered by natural 
disasters and civil wars in the world. The new focus entailed complex cooperation of 
transnational organizations such as the UNDP (United Nations Development Programme) 
and the UNHCR (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees), with various NGOs 
giving medical care and enhancing human rights. Human security was and is strongly 
connected to economic development, informal networks for survival in the post-Soviet 
space, and in the way money gets spent.  

The concept of Human Security has been elaborated on in many studies from various 
perspectives (Paris 2001, Gasper 2005, Mac Farlane and Yuen Foong Khong 2006, Kaldor 2007, 
and Beebe and Kaldor 2010, Farer 2010). New insights also are generated by interdisciplinary 
approaches inherent to the terms “human” and “security” representing two totally different 
bodies of literature, assumptions, and worldviews. Human Security is connected to 
economic development, law and social science. Economy and growth are based on different 
paradigms than the formal reasoning within law which is more “closed”. Human rights are 
rooted in a legal system whereas human security generally is not. 

Akin to social science, Human Security is “open ended” with new insights being formulated 
on human nature and human needs evolving in a dialectical process as humanity develops 
and becomes more sensitive (Elias 1978). Furthermore, security publications generally are 
based on a theoretical perspective of Realism, of Realpolitik, the dominant paradigm in 
international relations. 

The latest trend coming from the social sciences however, is to include a cultural perspective 
(Desch 1993, Nye and Welch 2011, Zwart 2010) and to include energy as a human security 
issue (Chari and Gupta 2003). The cultural trend entails shifting attention from the State to 
people and from territory to values. Leaning (2004) even makes a conceptual bridge with a 
‘sense of belonging’. Thus Human Security is both objective and subjective, because needs 
and belonging entail agency embedded in cultural expectations.

Forum of EthnoGeoPolitics 

Forum of EthnoGeoPolitics Vol.3 No.3 Winter 2015 

12



A third analytical perspective is one of differentiation: drug cartels and human trafficking 
touch upon both the state level (state police, border security, etc.) and a meso level of 
transnational crime networks, and a micro human perspective on the health and wellbeing 
of local users and their direct environments, the one most associated with Human Security: 
freedom from want and freedom from fear at the individual level.

The three contributions

The three contributions deal with the South Caucasus, predominantly (not exclusively) at 
different levels of analysis. Jason Strakes takes a helicopter view, using the center-periphery 
theory as a frame: “The centre–periphery (or core–periphery) model is a spatial metaphor 
which describes and attempts to explain the structural relationship between the advanced or 
metropolitan ‘centre’ and a less developed ‘periphery’, either within a particular country, or 
(more commonly) as applied to the relationship between capitalist and developing 
societies” (Encyclopedia.com, Gottman 1980). 

Moscow was the center during the Soviet times, with the “Transcaucasus” at its periphery, 
but after independence of the three South Caucasus states their capitals became the center 
and local regions and border areas became the periphery. 

Borrowing from the indicators of Gottman’s Centre-Periphery model (1980), Strakes 
composes four dimensions of human security (geographic, economic, political, cultural) and 
analyses the situation of two groups of minorities (Armenians in Georgia and the Talysh in 
Azerbaijan) accordingly. It becomes clear that when comparing Georgia and Azerbaijan, 
depending on the centre or periphery location(s), human security is perceived differently 
varying from a point of view of confrontation, integration, indifference or as a bridgehead.  

The next contribution by Huseyn Aliyev, more focused on the meso level, looks into informal 
networks and their crucial role in on the one hand providing human security where the state 
fails, but on the other hand showing how these informal networks can obstruct the 
transition to the rule of law due to clientelism, paternalism and corruption. Obviously in the 
long run these phenomena slow down, hinder or even cripple human security arrangements 
for all.

The contribution by Anastasia Shesterinina deals with border violence in post-conflict 
Abkhazia. The violence is contextualized historically (see also Companjen 2004). She focuses 
on the micro level of armed actors on both sides of the border, arguing that they are 
embedded in a structure of violence based on fear. The notion of freedom from fear is 
obscured due to weak governmental structures.

Analysis

So what do we learn about Human Security from these contributions? All the contributions 
show a perspective of duality and ambiguity at all three analytical levels: states, networks 
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and individuals. Moreover, at least two assumptions about the relation State-individual are 
revealed in all three as well. The classic definition of Human Security taken as a starting 
point in the contributions to this EGP special issue, namely economic and political security 
(Tadjbakhsh and Chenoy 2006), is based on the assumption that some force, in casu the 
State, should ensure this freedom from want and freedom from fear. However, the State can 
also be an enemy of its own people, as oppression of political adversaries and the Colored 
Revolutions testify (O Beacháin and Polese 2010). 

All three contributions show that the South Caucasus states are at some point either too 
weak (i.e. dysfunctional) or too strong (i.e. overbearing and oppressive) to ensure these 
freedoms, especially concerning the conflict regions. People continue to be killed, mostly by 
snipers, around the borders of Nagorno Karabakh. More than half a million IDPs and 
refugees are still waiting for a solution of this frozen conflict. 

The State is not always able to defeat criminal networks, and in corrupt places perhaps even 
earns revenues from these practices, thereby becoming part of the problem. The second 
assumption concerns an underestimation of individual agency and freedom to choose, for 
example that individuals are willing to take big risks for a “higher purpose”. This is a blind 
spot in the currently typical or dominant conceptualization of Human Security.

When it comes to the individual level, the contribution on the Abkhazian-Georgian border 
and borderlands shows that local actors can continue to fight even if formal cease-fires have 
been signed at the governmental level. This contribution also shows both the differences and 
interdependencies between the three analytical levels. At the micro level we have local 
actors still continuing to fight. The meso level is represented by the weak Abkhaz governance 
structures unable to stop the fighting. The macro level is expressed by the Georgian national 
government (in cooperation with the UN), which formally carried and still does carry the 
responsibility for providing human security and for solving the conflict but is unable to do 
so.4

The meso level concerns kaleidoscopic loyalties between donor orientation and local needs, 
as these contributions show. Human Security is only as strong as its weakest link and this is 
cooperation between people in organizations, whether it be between intelligence 
organizations, local knowledge accumulated in NGOs which does not reach the decision 
makers at the top, or financial aid which is not spread properly due to corruption.

When it comes to theoretical and thematic distinctions, first of all we have Human Security 
as a foreign policy, as a domestic policy and as conflict management (Tadjbakhsh and  
Chenoy 2007). As to dimensions we have the dimensions of location, community and time 
(Leaning 2004), that partially overlap with the dimensions mentioned by Beebe and Kaldor 
(2010): individuals and communities, different sorts of security and the interrelatedness of 
security. The case of Abkhazia as described by Shesterinina (and the other conflicts in 
Eurasia, see Mahapatra 2013) underscore both the aspect of conflict management and of 
foreign policy. With ethnic minorities living across each other’s borders, all three 
contributions mark the importance of Human Security as foreign policy. 
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In view of special societal characteristics of the South Caucasus countries—with more 
importance given to extended families, informal networks, conversion of business and 
government at the top, adding to corruption—these aspects in the contribution by Aliyev, 
illustrate Human Security in two ways: Not only Human Security as a domestic policy, but 
also as a local domestic policy with a particular frame of reference.

Human Security as Beebe and Kaldor claim (2010: 5) is connected to individuals and the 
communities they live in, whether it be in an informal network (Aliyev), a structure of 
violence (Shesterinina) or in a community of an ethnic minority (Strakes). Secondly, human 
security is about the different sorts of security, not just protection from the threat of foreign 
enemies. Evidently, people of the Caucasus are subject to and victims of all sorts of crimes 
against humanity, such as territorial disputes, ethnic conflict and ethnic killings (Strakes, 
Shesterinina) and economic threats and poverty caused by the transition from a planned to a 
free economy (Aliyev). 

The third aspect of human security recognizes the interrelatedness of security in different 
places. Due to globalization the world is interconnected through social media, 
transportation, and basic human sympathy. This means that insecurity may travel across the 
borders of countries in the (South) Caucasus and the rest of the world through terrorism, 
transnational crime, or pandemics. The unresolved conflicts of South Ossetia and Abkhazia 
“exploded” into a brief but real war between Russia and Georgia involving the EU and the 
USA. The same could still happen with regard to Nagorno Karabakh, only involving different 
states and therefore meriting more attention from the Western powers.

In conclusion of the analysis, we can say that for defining Human Security we need two sets 
of definitions of Human Security, one for HS as policy (both domestic and foreign), and one 
for HS as a concept. These sets of criteria per definition entail some normative, legitimizing 
force. Sets of criteria as already operationalized in various “Barometers” can be taken as a 
starting point to measure the degree of success of these policies. New criteria can be added 
to these lists after exploring concerns of people especially in conflict areas (less known than 
the familiar “well-being surveys”) rather than formulating normative statements beforehand 
often based on Western cultural assumptions (gender issues, development, democracy).

The second set of criteria concerns the concept of Human Security. But even then the 
content will vary depending on the analytical level macro, meso, micro one considers. From 
these contributions it has become clear that micro-level agency needs to be included in a 
definition of Human Security. 

Therefore we agree with Sadako Ogat and Amartya Sena: “Human security naturally links 
several forms of freedom—freedom from want and freedom from fear, as well as the freedom 
to take action on one’s own behalf” (Ogata and Sen 2003: 10). Yet the boundary between 
freedom to take action on one’s own behalf, and freedom to escape from “a structure of 
violence” local people can also be “sucked into” without being quite aware of this, or joining 
the violence for lack of a visible alternative, is thin. 
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In trying to define Human Security, it is clear that the closer one comes to the micro, 
individual level, the more difficult it becomes to generalize, precisely because the cultural 
context, the sense of belonging, one’s identity’s, one’s conscience, and one’s embedding in a 
system of both legal and cultural obligations, can vary. 

Striving to be all-inclusive, at the same time reduces the value of Human Security both as a 
descriptive and a legitimizing concept for developing policy. At best one could say for now 
that  “Human security naturally links several forms of freedom and responsibility as well as 
the freedom to take action on one’s own behalf, as considered in dialogue through various 
relevant frames of reference”, in order to make it an inter-subjective definition. Dialogue is 
one way to bridge the subjective and the objective inherently present in the concept of 
Human Security.

Concluding Paradoxes

Evidence from the South Caucasus reveals two assumptions on the individual-state relations. 
The assumption that the state provides human security for its “helpless citizens” is incorrect. 
A States in itself is not sufficient; rather the quality of the state is of crucial importance. 
Neither a weak state nor a strong state can offer a more structural safety for citizens. Weak 
governmental structures cannot prevent individuals from taking up arms, especially if these 
are abundantly available. 

Paradoxically, strengthening a state and its police and security forces, sooner or later also 
cannot provide human security—but rather threaten it: state institutions become so strong 
that they can crush any opposition, crack down on peaceful demonstrations, and lock up 
journalists and (other) dissidents, thereby hindering or even destroying political freedom 
(freedom from fear). Or they can discriminate against minorities—or numerical yet 
marginalized majorities. On the other hand, individual actors are far from passive: they can 
take risks and fight for their ideals, especially if they are embedded in a structure of violence, 
as is or was the case around the “frozen conflict” zones with weak local governments. 

Another way to deal with the incompetence of governments (too weak or too strong) is 
through the informal networks that can offer great short-term opportunities but  in the long 
run, because of the clientelism, paternalism and corruption involved, can also thwart the 
development of human security. These assumptions need to be worked out in the 
conceptualization of human security. 

Finally, the contributions in this special issue show that including a cultural take and 
different levels of analysis (macro, meso, micro) could be a way forward to a better, more in-
depth understanding of the meaning, relevance and impact of human security in order to 
develop adequate policy measures, reconnecting the individual and the state on the basis of 
local evidence. 

As a matter of fact, it would be interesting to re-study the cases of South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia by investigating how more attention to the Human Security issues of the local 
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inhabitants might have been more fruitful than the focus on territorial integrity. It could be 
an option worth trying for Nagorno Karabakh as well, as this conflict could still profit from 
policy-making Human Security as an integral part of Foreign Policy.

Figure II   Foreshadowed Matrix of possible cases and/or surveys for future research

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Foreshadowed Matrix of possible cases and/or surveys for future research 
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Endnotes

1. In an initial phase I began thinking about Human Security with the co-editors of our previous book 
on the Caucasus (2010) but due to change in work priorities I was soon to continue and finish this 
task on my own. I want to thank Abel Polese for the sparring we have done on various projects and 
themes during at least the past five years, and to Ton Salman for passing on some literature on HS. I 
also want to thank the editors of Forum EGP for giving me and the three contributors an opportunity 
to publish our work.

2. The EU refers to the South Caucasus as part of its European neighborhood; Russia refers to it as part 
of its “near-abroad”.

3.  With thanks to Wolfgang Wagner who also pointed the way to some EU financial figures.
4. In the meantime, on November 23, 2014, Abkhazia has signed “a treaty on alliance and strategic 

partnership” with the Russian Federation.
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NB: do you have any comments on Françoise Companjen’s article? Please send these to 
info@ethnogeopolitics.org, or through the contact form at www.ethnogeopolitics.org.

Some of the comments on this and any other contribution, the Editorial Board may publish 
as Critical Responses (maximum 3,000 words) in the next issue(s) of the journal. Extensive 
critical responses with own source references may be published as full-fledged, separate 
articles. Please supply your name, contact details, academic and/or other professional titles 
and affiliations, as well as your research specialisms and any major publications.
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