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Introduction 

The conflict between Georgia and the breakaway region of South Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region 

has a long and contested history, but the current conflict dates back to the end of the Soviet 

Union and the 1991-1992 war that followed the region’s declaration of independence. After a 

decade and a half of ‘frozen conflict’, war broke out again in August 2008 and escalated from 

a national and regional issue to an international crisis when Russia intervened on the side of 

the South Ossetians.  

After an EU-brokered ceasefire brought the five day war to an end, Russia recognised the 

independence of South Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region and Georgia’s other breakaway region, 

Abkhazia. Russian armed forces, in violation of the terms of the ceasefire, did not leave the 

territories, which remain effectively outside the control of the Georgian government. A 

European Union Monitoring Mission (EUMM) was established in September 2008 to 

monitor compliance with the ceasefire, with a mandate that consists of stabilisation, 

normalisation and confidence building. International talks attended by representatives from 

Georgia, Russia, and the de facto authorities of South Ossetia and Abkhazia began in 2008 in 

Geneva. The talks address international security arrangements and humanitarian issues, and 

are co-chaired by the EU, the OSCE and the UN.  

 

Figure 1 "Georgia high detail map" by United Nations Cartographic Section, with amendments by User:ChrisO - United 

Nations Cartographic Section. Licensed under Public Domain via Commons - 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Georgia_high_detail_map.png#/media 

http://www.ucdp.uu.se/gpdatabase/gpcountry.php?id=61&regionSelect=9-Eastern_Europe
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Although armed conflict has not restarted, people in Shida Kartli and elsewhere still feel the 

effects of the war. Over 138,000 people were displaced in 2008 and thousands have still not 

been able to return home.1 The security situation in Shida Kartli has improved and life is now 

more stable than it was in the immediate aftermath of the war – there are fewer shooting 

incidents, for example – but security threats remain, such as the risk of detention by Russian 

and Ossetian border guards. The economy was also hit badly: poverty, unemployment and 

depopulation are major problems in conflict-affected areas. And seven years on, there has 

been little progress in resolving the issues that underlie the conflict, although the prospects of 

a return to war are low.   

One of the most important and worrying developments since 2008 has been the decision by 

the Russians and South Ossetians to construct fences and other physical markers on what they 

call a ‘state border’ along the Administrative Boundary Line (ABL) between South Ossetia 

and Georgia.2 Starting in 2009 and continuing to this day, ‘borderisation’ has harmed the 

well-being of people living along the ABL, sometimes cutting communities in half and 

severely restricting freedom of movement. Continued borderisation has damaging social 

consequences and serious implications for peace, security and the prospects for resolution 

and reconciliation.  

According to research by Saferworld in 2010, the amount of contact between Georgians 

living in Shida Kartli and Ossetians across the ABL sank to very low levels after 2008, and it 

had become “even more difficult to maintain relationships across the divide.” The report 

argues that this “is likely to have a knock-on effect on future reconciliation” but also notes 

that “people are willing to reinvigorate contacts across the divide.”3  

Further research in 2012 found that, while perceptions of security had improved, there was “a 

general perception of worsening livelihood conditions, which is closely connected to the 

reduced contact and ability to develop trade and exchange across the ABL. As Russian border 

guards consolidated their control over the ABL, many people living in the area no longer 

                                                 

1 There are a total of 262,704 IDPs in Georgia, as of December 2014, including those displaced by earlier 

conflicts. http://www.unhcr.org  
2 In some places the fence encroaches further into Georgia, beyond the historic ABL from the Soviet era. 
3 Malte Viethues and David Wood, “Life on the Boundary Line: The Future of Security in Shida Kartli” 

(Saferworld, October 2010), iii, http://saferworld.org.uk/resources/view-resource/482-life-on-the-boundary-line. 

http://www.unhcr.org/
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Figure 2 New border sign near Khurvaleti. July 2015 

have the opportunity to use lands that were previously accessible to them for cultivating 

crops, grazing their cattle or collecting firewood in the winter.”4 

Developments in 2015 threaten to undermine stability, and pose further problems for conflict 

resolution. In March 2015 Russia and the de facto South Ossetian authorities signed a ‘Treaty 

of Alliance and Integration’ that aims to create a unified defence and security space. The 

agreement also covers free movement between Russia and South Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region, 

the integration of customs bodies, 

and social issues. The treaty was 

described by the Georgian 

government as an ‘annexation’ and 

was condemned by the EU, the US 

and NATO.5 More recently, July 

2015 saw new ‘border marking’ 

activities by Russian forces with 

signs being erected near the village 

of Khurvaleti in a move described as 

further evidence of Russia’s 

‘creeping annexation’ of South 

Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region.6  

This is the context in which the research was carried out. The next sections present the main 

findings and analysis of the interviews, followed by recommendations for future action.   

                                                 

4 Tabib Huseynov, “Challenges of the Everyday: Evolving Community Security Trends in Shida Kartli,” March 

2012, i, http://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/view-resource/650-challenges-of-the-everyday. 
5 http://agenda.ge/news/31809/eng; http://eng.kavkaz-uzel.ru/articles/31132/   
6 http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=44186&no_cache. You can read a response to these 

developments written by the author on behalf of Kartlosi here: https://www.peaceportal.org/blogs/-

/blogs/response-to-russia%E2%80%99s-border-marking-activi-1/  

http://agenda.ge/news/31809/eng
http://eng.kavkaz-uzel.ru/articles/31132/
http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5btt_news%5d=44186&no_cache=1#.VfR0NvRinjw
https://www.peaceportal.org/blogs/-/blogs/response-to-russia%E2%80%99s-border-marking-activi-1/
https://www.peaceportal.org/blogs/-/blogs/response-to-russia%E2%80%99s-border-marking-activi-1/
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The Research  

The research was conducted as part of a European Voluntary Service (EVS) project hosted by 

the NGO, Bridge of Friendship ‘Kartlosi’. The fieldwork was done between April and August 

2015. Semi-structured interviews were carried out in six villages in Shida Kartli: 

Mejvriskhevi (16 April), Nikozi (12 May), Dvani (17 June), Ergneti (29 June), Tsitelubani 

(4 August) and Kere (5 August).7 Most of the research sites are in Gori district, with the 

exception of Dvani (Kareli district). Sites were selected for their location in the so-called 

‘conflict-zone’ and close proximity to the ABL, within Tbilisi-Administered Territory (TAT), 

with as much geographic spread as possible. About 40 people were interviewed, of whom 

slightly less than half were women.8 Local volunteers assisted as translators.  

 

Figure 3 Research sites 

  

                                                 

7 The interviews in Tsitelubani and Kere were done after the July ‘border marking’ activities (see Introduction). 

This does not seem to have affected the responses compared to the earlier interviews. 
8 Due to the relatively informal nature of the research and the fact that many interviews were conducted with 

groups of two or three respondents, people occasionally dropped in an out of the conversation, answering some 

but not all questions, making it hard to specify precisely how many people participated. 
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A pilot version of the questionnaire was developed after preliminary visits to the villages of 

Sakorintlo, Kvemo Chala, 

Karapila, Saribari, Kodistskaro and 

Samtavisi  (all in Kaspi 

municipality) in December 2014 

and January 2015. The pilot 

questionnaire was first used in 

Mejvriskhevi and subsequently 

revised for later fieldwork.  

The questions addressed the following topics: perceptions of safety and security; the 

consequences of the 2008 war and of ‘borderisation’; rules of behaviour around the ABL; 

communication across the ABL; security issues (including sources of insecurity, prospects for 

change and for peace, security providers and community involvement in decision-making); 

the EUMM; and the so-called Treaty of Alliance and Integration between Russia and South 

Ossetia. The final questions 

asked respondents to 

consider a hypothetical 

withdrawal of Russian 

forces from South 

Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region 

and how this would affect 

their views of Russians and 

South Ossetians.  

 

  

Figure 4 Fact-finding in Sakorintlo 

Figure 5 Fieldwork in Mejvriskhevi 
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Summary of Research Findings 

Many respondents in all six villages identified peace as the most important security issue, 

often focusing on the need for a greater sense of safety combined with regaining lost territory 

and the end of the Russian occupation of Georgian territory. Their responses implied an 

understanding of peace that entails more than an absence of armed conflict, but also including 

a deeper level of conflict resolution and personal and national security, as well as 

improvements in social well-being. 

While many respondents identified Russia and the presence of Russian armed forces in South 

Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region as the main cause of insecurity, several expressed the view that a 

major source of insecurity was provocation by the Georgian government. Several noted 

Georgia’s relative weakness compared to its northern neighbour and expressed concern about 

the dangerous consequences of any further armed conflict with Russia  

The interviews revealed the importance of addressing perceptions of security, informed by 

past experience and expectations of the future, as well as more objective measures of security 

and well-being, such as shooting incidences, detentions and employment. There was a clear 

sense of vulnerability among many respondents associated with their proximity to the ABL 

and the lack of a lasting resolution to the conflict. Several mentioned their uncertainty about 

the future and whether the situation will improve or not. Furthermore, many respondents 

spoke of the psychological effects of the war, showing that people living in those villages that 

did not suffer physical damage nonetheless experience the mental strain of life in conflict and 

post-conflict zones.   

Respondents were asked how they have been affected by the construction of physical barriers 

along the ABL – the so-called ‘borderisation’ process being carried out by Russians and 

South Ossetians. The serious effects of this process have been identified in previous research: 

as Huseynov noted in his 2011 study for Saferworld, “the main lasting effect of the conflict 

which continues to have profound negative impact on the livelihoods of the communities in 

Shida Kartli is severe restriction on freedom of movement.” This has come about because of 

the measures Russia has taken since the 2008 war “to consolidate the ABL between South 
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Ossetia and … Shida Kartli.”9 These measures continue in 2015, and as this report shows, so 

do the effects on communities. 

For example, the risk of being detained near the ABL, while less than a few years ago, 

remains real and all respondents were clear that they are aware of the dangers. Nonetheless, 

the harm done to their livelihoods as a result of not being able to access agricultural land 

means many are prepared to take that risk. Several respondents spoke of their personal 

experience of being detained themselves or of family members being taken. As several 

respondents also made clear, there are still areas where there is no clear demarcation of the 

ABL, increasing the risks of detention.  

The consequences of borderisation are not just material. Many people are no longer able to 

reach the churches and cemeteries where they have worshipped and buried their dead for 

generations, a profoundly painful effect of the severe restrictions on freedom of movement 

many residents of ABL villages now face.   

To further explore these different dimensions of life along the ABL, respondents were asked 

how important security was to them compared to other issues. Their answers reveal 

interesting variation across the research sites: in all the villages except Tsitelubani, most 

respondents said that security was the priority and more important than other issues, often 

pointing out that all other issues depend on security being achieved first. In Tsitelubani, 

however, most people emphasised the greater importance of social and economic issues.  

While it would be misleading to suggest that security and socio-economic problems are 

completely separate, these contrasting responses show the importance of different historical 

experiences of conflict and of geographical location on how priorities are formed, even 

within a fairly small area. These differences need to be considered in the design and 

implementation of peacebuilding policies (see Recommendations).  

That said, respondents in all six villages drew attention to the many socio-economic problems 

they face in addition to – and often as a consequence of – security issues related to living in a 

conflict-affected area. In communities where people are dependent on agriculture, many 

respondents spoke of losing access to their pastures and land for crops because of 

                                                 

9 Ibid., 1. 
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borderisation, and of problems of water supply for irrigation. Many communities have poor 

access to water as a result of the conflict because the source of their water is on the South 

Ossetian/Tskhinvali Region side of the ABL.10 There are similar problems with access to 

firewood.  

The lack of economic opportunities came up in many interviews. Respondents in Kere and 

Ergneti, for example, expressed frustration at the lack of a market to sell their goods. Many 

villages along the ABL are closer to South Ossetian population centres than they are to Gori, 

and historically they have relied on these markets to sell their produce. These exchanges were 

not only economically important but also enabled deep and extensive social interaction 

between Georgians and Ossetians that is no longer possible (see below for more on the lack 

of interaction between the communities). 

Confidence and trust in security providers is closely related to perceptions of security and the 

level of fear of a future conflict. Consistent with the findings of a 2010 study of security in 

Shida Kartli,11 respondents in this study generally identified the police as their primary 

security provider (closely followed by the army) and expressed positive attitudes towards 

their effectiveness and trustworthiness. However, several respondents expressed doubts that, 

in the event of another armed conflict, the security services would be capable of providing an 

adequate response and said they wanted a greater security presence in their area. A small 

minority took this further, saying that they themselves were the primary security provider, 

indicating a substantial lack of confidence in the ability of the state to protect them.  

A number of respondents also expressed concern about the location of police checkpoints, 

wanting them to be located between their homes and the ABL rather than at the approach to 

the village from the highway (as in Tsitelubani), in the village itself close to residents’ homes 

(as in Dvani) or a long way from the village (as in Kere). These nuances in the relationship 

between the population and security providers are an important dimension of understanding 

local peace and security. If the police are the main contributor to both physical security and 

the perception of security in conflict-affected areas, then skilfully managing their relationship 

with people in villages on the ABL is crucial for improving their sense of safety.   

                                                 

10 It should be noted that some problems with water supply are not a consequence of conflict-related problems 

and could be resolved through improvements carried out entirely within TAT. 
11 Viethues and Wood, “Life on the Boundary Line: The Future of Security in Shida Kartli,” 13. 
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When asked about the EU Monitoring Mission, 

(EUMM), respondents mostly expressed 

positive sentiments. Several respondents 

believed that EUMM had improved the 

security situation but most knew little about its 

mandate and were often dismissive of 

EUMM’s role, not considering it to be a 

serious player. There also appears to be 

variable levels of interaction and 

communication between locals and EUMM 

staff. Many respondents said they would not or 

did not know how to contact the EUMM or had 

received little response when they did, but 

others described frequent encounters and 

conversations with EUMM staff. A lack of 

awareness of EUMM’s mandate may not 

adversely affect the mission’s work, but it does 

risk raising false expectations about what it can and should be doing: some respondents were 

critical of what they saw as an overly passive role for the mission, and wanted EUMM to be 

doing more in terms of humanitarian work and economic aid, which is not part of its 

mandate.  

In response to questions about what should be done to tackle insecurity and what changes are 

necessary to achieve peace, many respondents spoke of the need for negotiations and 

diplomacy, showing strong support for peaceful means of conflict resolution. On the other 

hand, a few were more pessimistic saying that land lost through war can only be regained 

through war.  

Responses to several questions indicate that people in ABL villages do not have a strong 

sense of political agency over their futures. Respondents frequently expressed the view that 

prospects for peace and improved security depend entirely on the actions of others and are 

out of their control. For example, many emphasised the decisive importance of Russia in 

determining if, when and how the conflict could be resolved. These views were often 

Figure 6 "Gori EUMM field office sign" by Maxence - 

Flickr: WTF? Europe. Gori.. Licensed under CC BY 2.0 

via Wikimedia Commons - 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Gori_EUMM_fi

eld_office_sign.jpg 
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combined with criticisms of politicians and the government – either for not doing enough, or 

for doing the wrong thing – and a strong feeling of not being involved in decisionmaking or 

consulted on security issues. 

In part, these responses can be attributed to a realistic assessment of the respondents’ position 

and the wider political context in which they find themselves. However, other questions shed 

light on a more serious lack of political agency. Almost no respondents felt that were 

adequately consulted or involved in decisionmaking within their village on security issues, 

but at the same time there were rarely clear expressions of a desire to be more involved or a 

definite sense of what issues they want greater involvement with. There was, however, a 

strong belief among many people that not enough attention is paid to their communities, both 

in terms of providing information to residents and seeking input from them. 

The level of interaction between the communities on either side of the ABL is a crucial 

component of conflict resolution. Almost without exception, respondents said they have no or 

very little communication with anyone on the other side of the ABL since 2008, and what 

little communication does exist is via telephone and not face-to-face. Many have lost contact 

with friends and relatives, and in the case of the younger generation may not know anyone 

from the region at all, as was the case with two teenagers interviewed in this study. Several 

respondents contrasted the current situation with the extensive interaction and communication 

that took place in the past through both work and family/personal relationships. 

In 2012, Huseynov argued that “the forced estrangement of communities across the ABL has 

not translated into hostile attitudes towards the ethnic Ossetian communities living in South 

Ossetia, which shows that there is significant potential for engaging the communities from 

across the divide to rebuild trust and confidence among them”12 Similar sentiments were 

frequently expressed in the interviews in this study. Most respondents spoke of their 

‘neighbours’ in friendly terms, reflecting on high levels of interaction in earlier years and 

hopes for future engagement, albeit sometimes tempered with suspicion and doubt and the 

occassional expression of feelings of being betrayed.  

                                                 

12 Huseynov, “Challenges of the Everyday: Evolving Community Security Trends in Shida Kartli,” iii. 
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In response to the final questions about a hypothetical withdrawal of Russian forces from 

South Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region, the responses revealed a degree of ambivalence among 

many people towards Russians and South Ossetians. The first reaction of many was that there 

is no likelihood of Russia withdrawing. Most emphasised the obvious importance and 

desirability of a Russian 

withdrawal for Georgia’s future, 

but many also stressed the 

importance of keeping good 

relations with Russia on 

personal, economic and political 

levels, mirroring the delicate 

diplomatic balancing act 

currently faced by Tbilisi. With 

regard to their attitudes towards 

Ossetians, most – but not all – 

respondents again emphasised 

positive feelings, or at least not 

overtly hostile feelings, showing 

a willingness for reconciliation and good relations.  

 

 

  

Figure 7 Border sign near Tsitelubani, August 2015 
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Analysis and Conclusions 

What lessons and insights can be drawn from these interviews? The first conclusion is that 

many of the problems identified in the years following the 2008 war remain. The findings of 

this research strongly echo those of several reports written between 2009 and 2012, for 

example, all of which identify many of the same issues, from detentions and feelings of 

insecurity to irrigation problems and poor economic opportunities.13  

However, in many ways the situation has objectively improved, especially in terms of 

security compared to the immediate aftermath of the war. Perceptions of security and 

accompanying feelings of safety are perhaps lagging behind. People remain cautious and 

uncertain about the future and continue to feel the negative effects of borderisation, combined 

with new fears created by developments like the Russia’s so-called Treaty of Alliance and 

Integration with South Ossetia and the new ‘border marking’ activities. There is a danger that 

international aid agencies and national governments have taken a short-term view of 

peacebuilding, and consider their job is done now that the immediate danger of a return to 

violent conflict has passed and the situation on the ground is more or less stable. This would 

underestimate the extent to which there is still significant work to be done in the fields of 

peacebuilding and conflict resolution.  

For example, the socio-economic problems discussed above are well-known, and are not 

unique to villages near the ABL. However, the connections between security and socio-

economic problems need careful analysis. In what ways are they interdependent? How can 

improvements in security and development be mutually supporting? A 2012 Saferworld 

report cautioned that there is potential for “socio-economic problems to become a trigger for 

renewed conflict”, noting the importance of access to water and firewood.14 As these 

problems do not seem to have been substantially alleviated in 2015, this potential trigger 

remains. Furthermore, the poor social and economic conditions in many ABL villages are 

                                                 

13 Erekle Urushadze, “Shida Kartli after the August 2008 War: Challenges and Solutions” (Caucasus Institute 

for Peace, Democracy and Development, December 2009); Viethues and Wood, “Life on the Boundary Line: 

The Future of Security in Shida Kartli”; Tamara Pataraia and David Wood, “Moving beyond Insecurity: A 

Survey of Community Security in Shida Kartli” (Saferworld, March 2011), 

http://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/view-resource/585-moving-beyond-insecurity; Saferworld, Caucasus 

Institute for Peace, Democracy and Development, and Georgian Young Lawyers’ Association, “Peace, Security 

and Stability in Shida Kartli,” March 2011, http://saferworld.org.uk/resources/view-resource/524-peace-

security-and-stability-in-shida-kartli; Huseynov, “Challenges of the Everyday: Evolving Community Security 

Trends in Shida Kartli.” 
14 Huseynov, “Challenges of the Everyday: Evolving Community Security Trends in Shida Kartli,” iii. 
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connected to the lack of conflict resolution: outward migration and poor employment 

prospects are unlikely to be reversed as long as the area is still considered to be a ‘conflict 

zone’.  

The ongoing – and worsening – restrictions on freedom of movement as a consequence of 

increased borderisation are another issue that needs further attention. As noted above, 

communication across the ABL is almost non-existent. How damaging is this lack of 

interaction between the communities for prospects for peace? In 2010, Viethues and Wood 

noted the very low level of communication ‘across the divide’ and argued that this could 

prove to be a barrier for future reconciliation if a new generation grows up with no 

knowledge of communities the other side of the ABL.15 My study found no indication that 

things are better in terms of cross-ABL interaction, and may even be getting worse as a 

consequence of continued borderisation. This is an example of the danger of accepting the 

status quo as desirable because the situation on the ground is relatively stable. Not only are 

the consequences of not being able to move freely across the ABL materially and emotionally 

painful for many people living in this area, but the longer this lack of interaction between 

communities divided by conflict continues, the harder future reconciliation becomes. A 

political settlement between elites will mean little if there is no willingness for reconciliation 

on the ground. 

The generally friendly attitudes towards Ossetians that were expressed in the interviews is 

therefore encouraging, but this study only interviewed people on one side of the divide.  The 

challenge of reconciliation is that these feelings need to be reciprocated. Would similar 

feelings be expressed by South Ossetians? Research conducted by Toal and O’Loughlin 

suggests not: an overwhelming majority (about 80%) of South Ossetians expressed a 

preference for integration with Russia rather than independence or re-integration with 

Georgia, and South Ossetians were also found to have strongly negative feelings towards 

ethnic Georgians.16  

                                                 

15 Viethues and Wood, “Life on the Boundary Line: The Future of Security in Shida Kartli,” chap. 5. 
16 Gerard Toal and John O’Loughlin, “Inside South Ossetia,” Post-Soviet Affairs 29, no. 2 (January 1, 2013): 

136–72; Gerard Toal and John O’Loughlin, “How People in South Ossetia, Abkhazia and Transnistria Feel 

about Annexation by Russia,” The Washington Post, March 20, 2014, 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/monkey-cage/wp/2014/03/20/how-people-in-south-ossetia-abkhazia-

and-transnistria-feel-about-annexation-by-russia. 



 
 

15 

 

Similarly, the fact that many respondents identified Russia’s actions as the key to ending the 

conflict but said less about the willingness of Ossetians to be directly administered by Tbilisi 

again if Russian withdraws raises awkward questions about how any future reconciliation 

process should be conducted. The view that ‘all it will take is Russia leaving’ for the conflict 

to be resolved risks placing too much emphasis on the role of a foreign power in a conflict 

that is crucially, if not exclusively, about the relationship between Georgia and its breakaway 

region.  

Recommendations 

 There are substantial information gaps that need to be filled in order to guide policy. Not 

enough is known about local differences in needs across and within villages along the 

ABL. Sometimes national level policies are needed, but, as a 2010 report by Saferworld 

argues, “the level and nature of insecurity varies greatly along the ABL, depending on 

geography, local experiences of the conflict, relationships with Ossetian communities 

across the ABL, and access to pastures, water and markets. There are different potentials 

for increased tension in the future, and for local-level measures to increase trust and 

confidence across the conflict divide.”17 Identifying these differences is a crucial step 

towards formulating and implementing effective peacebuilding policies, and should be 

the focus of further research. Other examples include the need to know more about how 

measures to improve security and development can be made mutually supportive and how 

to address the danger of mutual deterioriation of security and development, and the need 

for more information on the attitudes of Ossetians in South Ossetia/Tskhinvali Region 

towards reconciliation.  

 Filling information gaps alone is insufficient. Research and fact-finding by local and 

international NGOs and journalists need to be integrated with advocacy aimed at local 

and national government and international organisations and donors. This approach to 

research can also serve other purposes: recording the testimonies of those affected by 

conflict not only helps the peacebuilding process but gives voice and dignity to people 

who may otherwise be ignored and forgotten. Respondents in this study frequently 

expressed the view that no one cares about their situation, that no one is listening. More 

                                                 

17 Viethues and Wood, “Life on the Boundary Line: The Future of Security in Shida Kartli,” i. 
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extensive, in-depth research into how local communities are affected by conflict can help 

rectify this.  

 

Figure 8 Kartlosi journalists at the ABL 

 The lack of political agency in ABL villages needs to be addressed. Civil society 

organisations should aim for a greater level of community empowerment by increasing 

participation in community-led projects in ABL villages and throughout Shida Kartli 

more generally. From the side of local and national government, more could be done to 

consult with local communities, inform them of developments in their area and justify 

their policy choices to the people they are accountable to.  

 Lastly, substantial efforts need to be made to increase communication with communities 

on the other side of ABL and to facilitate greater freedom of movement. Dialogue 

between civil society groups, cconomic exchanges and access to holy sites are especially 

important. 
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