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INTRODUCTION

Irregular activities are an integral part of hostilities against a defined state, national
or international structure. This activity can be conducted both militarily and non-mil-
itarily. Hybrid ventures are also part of these irregular activities. Although they have
been known since antiquity, technological advances have significantly increased both
their capabilities and effectiveness. The last decades fully confirm this thesis.

A fundamental problem in considering hybrid activities is defining them. There is
no single recognised formula defining this area of action. Documents formalising the
issue, whether in the US, NATO, the Russian Federation or other countries in the Eura-
sian area, define hybrid operations in terms of specific areas of activity, geographical
regions or a model of tactical and operational activities. Moreover, in general media
message, hybridity is often confused with network-centric warfare (NCW). For the
purposes of this article, it is therefore necessary to redefine what hybrid operations are
and what distinguishes them from NCW.

Thus, starting from the basic dictionary term, a “hybrid” is a crossbreed. It should
be assumed, therefore, that in the case of activities of interest to us, a “hybrid” is an
element that has a main base part on which foreign components have been implement-
ed, interacting with it and enhancing its capabilities (impact). An example would be
the operation of a mechanised detachment reinforced with the following subdivisions:
anti-aircraft, artillery, CBRN? and radio-electronic warfare. In such a configuration,
this detachment can not only carry out ground operations, but also destroy air targets,
disrupt enemy signal communications and using artillery, with appropriate munitions
warheads, perform CBRN warfare strikes.

Whereas network-centric warfare are characterised by a multiplicity of based in-
fluencing factors, which, depending on the decision-making canter, can occur in dif-
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2 Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear (weapon or defence).
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ferent areas and at different intensities. The most important areas are political, social,
cultural, economic and military (Olszyk, 2019: 83—85). At the same time, a number of
hybrid elements may exist independently in these systems.

Hybrid and network-centric activity is all the more important, as the aforemen-
tioned activities can be initiated below the threshold of military activities, during and
after their conclusion, in order to intensify the gains achieved.

The criteria outlined above will allow us to better understand the circumstances in
which hybrid actions affect Eurasian security, with a particular focus on Georgia.

A BRIEF HISTORICAL CONTEXT, THE EVOLUTION
OF HYBRID WARFARE TACTICS AND THEIR ADAPTATIONS
IN MODERN CONFLICTS AND THEIR RELEVANCE
IN CONTEMPORARY GEOPOLITICS WITH A FOCUS ON GEORGIA

Although the term “hybrid warfare” only appeared in the late 20th century, hybrid
operations have been known since antiquity. Of particular note is the widely used psy-
chological aspect with the use of elements of chemical and biological warfare, which
were intended to have a destructive effect both on the enemy’s morale and directly on
his troops, eliminating them from combat.* The drastic nature of these activities has
not changed over the centuries. Another important area has been information activities
focusing primarily on its acquisition, on disinformation and on the manipulation of
information. The methods and techniques of warfare have evolved very slowly.

They were not significantly accelerated until the turn of the 20th century as a result
of the rapid development of military technology and the consequent need to improve the
technique of tactical and operational activities. The emergence of military branches and
force types allowed for an increase in the possibilities of influence both about the military
area and beyond it. At the same time, hybrid actions focused primarily on non-military
activities, i.e. diversion, sabotage, indirect and direct impact on the economy of the op-
ponent. The possibilities for hybrid actions by guerrilla units, non-state institutions (e.g.
in the financial area) and the use of terrorist and criminal formations were developed.

However, the biggest breakthrough came at the end of the 20th century. The rapid
development of new technologies, including the area of cyberspace, made possible a mul-
tifaceted and multidirectional impact on selected elements of a potential adversary’s in-
frastructure. Their high effectiveness makes them preferable to direct kinetic actions in
certain situations. This has necessitated a reformulation of both the combat operations
themselves and the activity around them. This evolution is seen by many scholars and
military theorists as the formation of a new concept of fourth-generation warfare, in which
hybrid and asymmetric operations will be of vital importance (Maisaia, 2023: 25-88).

In this area, the Russian Federation is making the most of its potential for destruc-
tion in its chosen areas. Particularly with regard to the former republics of the USSR.

3 Tt is widely acknowledged that the term “Hybrid Warfare” was first coined by Frank Hoffman
in 2007.

* Throwing incendiary charges into enemy territory as well as the carcasses of dead animals and
soldiers to cause epidemics were very effective.
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Moscow’s advantage manifests itself in its superior knowledge of the cultural and
historical conditions, that compound their action.

The beginning of Russian hybrid activity could already be observed during the
Russo-Finnish War (1939-1940), although a clear refinement of this activity took place
after V. V. Putin assumed the presidency in 2000. The refinement of elements of activ-
ity in this area took place during the actions in Chechnya (1999-2009), the aggression
against Georgia (2008) or, to the full extent, currently in Ukraine. We could observe
indirect activities, especially in the area of information activities, during the presiden-
tial elections in France (2017 and 2022) supporting the far-right candidate Marine Le
Pen, or in the United States (2020) supporting the Republicans, while at the same time
fighting strongly through fake news against the Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton.

The main characteristics of Russian hybrid actions are: modelling the information
space for one’s own needs, conflating national minorities with the majorities living in
a given area, conflating political elites, financing groups lobbying the Kremlin’s pol-
icy, economic pressures (sanctions, embargoes), intensifying the activities of special
services in the area of interest, hacking actions in cyberspace (critical infrastructure,
financial systems), diplomatic actions, building information networks, generating mi-
gration crises, and others. With the example of the annexation of Crimea, it is clear that
Russia prefers primarily non-kinetic actions, with the participation of the armed forces
itself being the final element of the operation (Marek, 2017: 33-37).

Virtually the entire spectrum of activities outlined above was used in the three
phases of Russia’s aggression against Georgia in 2008. These activities were observed
both during the build-up phase of the crisis, its military phase and afterwards. These
impacts continue to this day. Primarily in the area of information warfare, diplomatic
activities, as well as support for the ‘migration crises’ in 2008 and after Russia’s ag-
gression against Ukraine in 2022, with the main aim of preventing Georgia’s integra-
tion into NATO and the European Union, and to limit cooperation with the United
States as much as possible.

In the build-up phase of the 2008 crisis, the “bordering” activities, the spread of
fake news in the press and on local websites of the Ossetians and Abkhazians (disin-
formation and propaganda) that the Georgians wanted to annihilate them, also played
a huge role. Introduction of troops into their territory, the building of bases and the uni-
fication of command systems with the two separatist republics were also part of hybrid
warfare. In addition, the percentage of Russians that have flowed, and continue to flow,
through Georgia as tourists and that have settled in Tbilisi is also important in shaping
the country’s policy with regard to Russian rhetoric. The latter should be taken very
seriously in the context of the attack on Ukraine, where the pretext of persecuting the
Russian minority was used to justify an attack on that country. Similar actions could
also be redirected to Georgia, Moldova or the Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia).

THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT OF EURASIA

The beginning of the twenty-first century began very interestingly, because in re-
ality, the geopolitical landscape has changed since the 1990s, or after the end of the
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Cold War, until almost today. This is the time period when the world slowly shifted to
a unipolar world dimension over time. One hegemonic power was emerging, which
was largely perceived as a ruling actor, the main power. It was, a time when the em-
phasis was on the peripheral issues and not from the centre, because in the foreground
there was not a big global crisis, but the crises existing in the former Soviet territories.

Attention needs to be focused on the transnational challenges, questionable ex-
ternal forces and environmental problems that have arisen in this period, as well as
the impact of population growth, environmental degradation on economic growth,
the growth of international trade, and especially the rapid technological advances that
have jointly defined the era of globalization. The event was called. This era seemed to
deny the need to think about a new multipolar world or to expect significant changes
in social, economic or political forces.

Eurasia, spanning from the eastern borders of Europe to the western edges of Asia,
is a complex and key domain in global geopolitics. Its deep-rooted historical narrative,
distinctive cultural diversity, variety of resources, and strategic importance have continu-
ously resonated with great powers throughout the ages, as scholars delve into Eurasia’s
multifaceted geopolitical landscape, scrutinizing the key elements, powerful obstacles,
and dynamic forces currently shaping the region’s trajectory and predicting its future
prospects. In order to fully perceive and understand the modern geopolitical dynamics
of Eurasia, it is necessary to analyse and understand its historical evolution and back-
ground. From the ancient time, when so called “Silk Road’s” first traits were outlined
it intricately linked distant civilizations to the vast empires of Rome, Byzantium, Persia
and the Mongols, Since then Eurasia has earned and occupied as a bustling crossroads
of cultures and the scene of complex power struggles, it has been formed as the distin-
guished, unique and different part of the world. The rise and fall of empires, the spread
of beliefs and traditions, and the relentless pursuit of resources have played a crucial role
in carving out the complex geopolitical contours of this vast region.

Eurasia is famous for its several, major geopolitical players whose actions and in-
teractions greatly influence regional and global power dynamics. Russia, with its vast
territories, enormous military power and historical ambitions, occupies a central role
in the geopolitics of Eurasia. The complex web of relations it forms with neighbouring
countries, especially Eastern European and Central Asian countries, serves as a region
of concern with ambiguous intentions, complex foreign policy dynamics, as well as
with natural resources (Marsden, 2021).

The rise of China as a global, growing economic giant has undoubtedly redefined the
geopolitical landscape of Eurasia. Initiatives such as the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI)
have fuelled China’s influence in Central Asia and beyond, challenging established power
structures and fostering new alliances. Considering the other key players include Turkey,
it has to be admitted that Turkey strategically links the continents of Europe and Asia, and
Iran, with its geostrategic positioning and regional aspirations. Influential international
Organizations such as the European Union (EU) and NATO also maintain significant
stakes and engagements in Eurasia, particularly in relation to security dynamics, energy
landscapes and complex trade relations. We should not lose sight of the fact that Eurasia
is full of geopolitical “hotspots” where tensions, conflicts, rivalries and political turmoil
and chaos converge. The Caucasus region, which includes countries such as Armenia,
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Azerbaijan and Georgia, has been plagued by long-standing disputes, particularly the
long-running conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, which continues to reverberate through-
out the region and affect its stability. Also, the occupation of the territory of Georgia by
Russia, the fact that Georgians are experiencing internal migration in their own territory,
they have abandoned their own houses and yards, cultural and heritage monuments, and
they only watch from the “barbed wire fence” — the part of the homeland where the line
of occupation illegally passed by Russia, where only the roofs of their houses are visible,
where the graves of their ancestors remain and as well as their cherished cathedrals and
religious centers, churches are “waiting for them to open the locked doors to pray.”

Central Asia, rich in energy resources and of great strategic importance, is another
focal point where major powers, including Russia, China and the United States, are
vying for influence. The protracted conflict in Afghanistan, with its far-reaching con-
sequences for neighboring countries, further complicates the region’s already difficult
geopolitical terrain. The Black Sea region, which includes countries such as Ukraine,
Moldova and Romania, has become a theater of competition between Russia and West-
ern powers, significantly affecting maritime security and vital energy transit routes
(Madlovics, Magyar, 2023).

Eurasia’s geo-economic landscape is shaped by its vast natural endowment, which
includes oil, gas, minerals and fertile lands suitable for agriculture. A labyrinthine net-
work of energy pipelines crosses the region, intricately connecting suppliers to con-
sumers and deeply affecting geopolitical lines. Fierce competition to dominate energy
resources, infrastructure projects, and critical trade corridors, including the Northern
Sea Route and the Suez Canal, underscores the complex geo-economic dimensions
that define Eurasian geopolitics. Economic partnerships, investment inflows and com-
plex trade agreements play a crucial role in shaping regional dynamics and delicately
balancing power equations (Marsden, 2021).

Despite its enormous geopolitical importance, Eurasia faces a number of chal-
lenges that have a profound impact on its stability and development trajectory. Factors
such as ethnic and religious diversity, historical grievances, unresolved conflicts, and
external interventions all contribute to regional tensions and uncertainties, underscor-
ing the complexity of the region’s geopolitical landscape.

In spite of the above mentioned challenges, Eurasia also has great opportunities
for cooperation, economic integration and enhanced connectivity. Initiatives such as
the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU)
and various regional infrastructure projects aim to promote cooperation by addressing
common challenges.

ANALYSIS OF GEORGIA’S STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE IN EURASIA.
EXAMINATION OF GEORGIA’S ALLIANCES, PARTNERSHIPS,
AND CONFLICTS IN THE REGION

Eurasia, with its diverse cultures, historical heritage and strategic importance,
has been the main platform of geopolitical manoeuvres and power struggles through-
out history. The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 dramatically changed the geo-
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political landscape, leading to the emergence of new states and a reconfiguration of
influence.

The United States, as a global superpower, has traditionally maintained close alli-
ances in Eurasia, especially with Georgia. However, its involvement in Iraq, Afghani-
stan and other regions has diverted attention and resources, creating strategic vulner-
abilities. This background set the stage for Russia to assert its influence more strongly
in its perceived sphere of interest, including the former Soviet republics.

The Orange Revolution in Ukraine and Western support for Kosovo’s independ-
ence further strained relations between Russia and Western powers. These events have
highlighted various geopolitical aspirations, with Russia viewing Western interven-
tions as an infringement on its strategic interests and security

Russia’s invasion of Georgia in 2008 was a turning point in Eurasian geopolitics,
which highlighted the change in power dynamics and strategic interests in the region.
Therefore, we explore the complexities of this conflict, its origins, motivations, and
wider implications for regional and global politics. This brief war of August 2008 not
only changed the geopolitics of Eurasia, but also had a broader impact on international
relations, security dynamics, and regional stability. The conflict has brought to the fore
several interrelated issues that go beyond the immediate geographic scope of the war
(Beraia, 2021).

First, the invasion highlighted the evolution of conflict in the 21st century. It showed
that conventional military interventions, even in relatively small countries as Georgia
is, can have significant geopolitical consequences. This raised concerns about the use
of force as “an instrument to achieve political ends” and highlighted the importance
of diplomacy, conflict resolution mechanisms and international law in managing dis-
putes. The second, the war highlighted the complexity of post-Soviet transitions and
the challenges for the countries in the region which face such obstacles, as they forge
ahead between competing geopolitical interests. For Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, and
other former Soviet republics, the invasion has awakened to the risks of geopolitical
manoeuvring and the need for strong defence capabilities, alliances, and partnerships
to protect their sovereignty and national interests. Moreover, the conflict has further
exacerbated tensions between Russia and the West, contributing to a broader dete-
rioration in relations characterized by mutual distrust, geopolitical competition and
strategic rivalries. These dynamics played out not only in the European and Eurasian
theatres, but also had global repercussions, influencing diplomatic strategies, security
alliances, and multilateral institutions. The invasion of Georgia also had a significant
impact on regional security architectures and mechanisms. It has led to a reassessment
of existing security mechanisms, crisis response capabilities and conflict prevention
strategies, followed by initiatives aimed at deepening cooperation, dialogue and confi-
dence-building measures among regional actors (Kakachia, Lebanidze, 2020).

The war highlighted the interconnectedness of Eurasian security, energy, and eco-
nomic interests. The region’s role as a transit hub for energy resources underscores
the need for diversified energy routes, infrastructure sustainability, and collaborative
approaches to energy security. This nexus between geopolitics and energy further com-
plicated the strategic calculations of states and emphasized the importance of energy
diplomacy and strategic partnerships in mitigating risks and promoting stability. This
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crucial moment in Georgia’s reality turned to be a watershed moment that had far-
reaching implications for Eurasian geopolitics and global affairs. It has led to a re-eval-
uation of traditional security paradigms, diplomatic strategies and international norms,
underscoring the need for a comprehensive and cooperative approach to solving the
complex challenges facing the region.

Russia’s invasion of Georgia had many motives and strategic calculations. First of
all, it aimed to respond to Western encroachment and establish a sphere of influence
in the Caucasus region. The conflict in South Ossetia and Abkhazia served to establish
control over territories with separatist tendencies, echoing Russia’s position on Ko-
sovo’s independence.

Second, the invasion sought to demonstrate Russia’s military capabilities and read-
iness, especially in the face of Western assurances and NATO expansion. By engaging
in a conflict where Western powers were engaged elsewhere, Russia aimed to challenge
the credibility of Western security guarantees and change regional power dynamics.

The invasion of Georgia had far-reaching consequences and varied responses from
regional and global actors. The United States and European powers condemned Rus-
sia’s actions, but were limited in their ability to intervene effectively due to ongoing
commitments and strategic priorities elsewhere. The conflict has heightened tensions
in the region, leading to increased militarization and strategic recalibration. Agree-
ments between Eastern European countries and the United States on anti-missile de-
fence systems reflected growing concerns about Russian assertiveness and the need for
strategic deterrence (Beraia, 2021).

In addition, the conflict has highlighted the complexity of NATO expansion and
security guarantees, which Russia views as a direct threat to its national security. The
subsequent annexation of Crimea in 2014 and ongoing tensions in Eastern Europe
have highlighted long-term geopolitical gaps and the challenges of managing regional
stability.

The invasion of Georgia was a turning point in post-Soviet geopolitics, revealing
an underlying power struggle, strategic calculations, and shifting alliances. Russia’s
assertiveness, along with Western responses, has changed regional dynamics and led to
areassessment of security paradigms. Furthermore, the Georgia conflict is a cautionary
tale about the difficulties of managing geopolitical rivalries and ensuring regional sta-
bility. It underscores the need for nuanced diplomacy, conflict resolution mechanisms,
and strategic dialogue to contain competing interests and prevent escalation that could
have global consequences (Kakachia, Lebanidze, 2020).

Georgia is a unique country with its location. It shares borders with Armenia, Azer-
baijan, Russia and Turkey, making it a crucial transit point for various economic ac-
tivities. It serves as a key link for oil and gas pipelines originating in Azerbaijan and
as a route for the transit of goods from Iran through Armenia to the European Union
(EU). In addition, it facilitates trade between Armenia, Russia, Turkey and Azerbaijan.

The ongoing conflict in the Caucasus due to Russia’s war against Ukraine has a di-
rect impact on Georgia. As Russia’s influence in the region declines, tensions between
Armenia and Azerbaijan continue, and there are instances of Iranian military activity
along Azerbaijan’s border. This situation led to retaliatory military exercises between
Azerbaijan and Turkey. Despite these challenges, Georgia managed to maintain neu-
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trality and attempted to mediate between Armenia and Azerbaijan, albeit without sig-
nificant success due to its limited influence as a mediator.

It has to be mentioned that the official granting of Georgia’s candidate status by the
European Union on December 14, 2023 has a prominent role in the future aspirations
of Georgia and its establishment in the international arena. It has a great impact on
the South Caucasus region. This event has stranghtned Georgia’s ambition to join the
European Union and made its leadership in the region even more real. This accelerated
push into the EU remains a shared decision among neighbouring countries. Turkey,
as an EU candidate in its own capacity, has scepticism and concerns about Georgia’s
candidacy. Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan refrained from directly discuss-
ing Georgia’s status, but pointed to a potential delay in the accession process for other
candidates, including Ukraine and Moldova, which could signal a broader strategic
reassessment (Kakachia, Lebanidze, 2020).

In contrast, Azerbaijan’s reaction was mostly positive. President Ilham Aliyev con-
gratulated and supported Georgia’s efforts to join the European Union. Aliyev’s com-
ments point to future cooperation within the European framework, indicating a vision
of a regional arrangement similar to the Benelux model.

However, dissenting voices emerged within Azerbaijan, expressing their doubts
about Georgia’s candidacy, namely, they highlight fears about potential changes in re-
gional power dynamics. Armenia positively views Georgia’s candidacy to the European
Union, recognizing it as a deep concern and potentially paving the way for deepening
cooperation between Yerevan and Brussels. There are indications that Armenia may play
a behind-the-scenes role in lobbying for Georgia’s candidate status, indicating a critical
agreement between the two countries amid the geopolitical realities of development.

In response, Russia took a more provocative stance, which led to the organiza-
tion of anti-European demonstrations by far-right groups inside Georgia. Despite these
efforts, the Georgian Orthodox Church welcomed the European Union’s decision to
recognize it, thereby strengthening Tbilisi’s influence on the global stage.

Essentially, Georgia’s visit to the EU candidate represents a seismic change in re-
gional geopolitics. Despite challenges and scepticism, particularly from much of Rus-
sia and certain segments of neighbouring countries, Georgia’s strong and swift move
into the EU underscores a broader redeployment of Western alliances in the South
Caucasus.

Georgia’s relationship with Russia is complicated. Although it remains vulnerable
to potential conflicts with Russia, especially given President Putin’s strategic calcula-
tions, current dynamics point to relatively cordial and economic relations. Georgia
plays a crucial role in the region, maintaining friendly relations with neighbouring
countries, which Russia considers a network of interconnected relations.

CONCLUSION

To sum up, the study of hybrid warfare in the context of Eurasian geopolitics,
focusing on the case of Georgia, has revealed a complex and dynamic landscape of
strategies, challenges, and outcomes. As a result of the in-depth analysis of historical
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events, geopolitical shifts and contemporary events, several main conclusions emerge.

First, hybrid warfare is a multidirectional approach that combines conventional
military tactics with unconventional methods such as information warfare, economic
coercion, and cyber operations. This fusion of strategies allows state and non-state
actors to pursue their goals with greater agility and deniability, posing significant chal-
lenges to traditional security paradigms.

Second, the case of Georgia serves as a convincing illustration of the impact of
hybrid warfare on regional stability and security. The 2008 Russia-Georgia war high-
lighted the inherent vulnerability of hybrid tactics, as well as the complex interplay
between military power, political manoeuvring, and information campaigns in shaping
conflict dynamics.

Furthermore, the emergence of new actors and technologies has further enhanced
the complexities of hybrid warfare in the Eurasian context. The inclusion of non-state
actors, proxy forces and cyber capabilities has blurred the lines between state and
non-state actors, challenging traditional notions of sovereignty and security. The role
of great powers such as Russia and China in using hybrid tactics to advance their geo-
political interests underscores the interconnectedness of regional and global security
dynamics. Using hybrid warfare as a tool of coercion, influence, and destabilization re-
quires a nuanced and adaptive approach to security and defence strategies. In response
to these challenges, the importance of enhanced cooperation, intelligence sharing and
resilience building measures among regional actors cannot be overstated. The devel-
opment of comprehensive strategies that integrate military, diplomatic, economic and
informational elements is necessary to effectively counter hybrid threats and protect
regional stability.

In conclusion, the study of hybrid warfare within Eurasian geopolitics, focusing on
the case of Georgia, highlights the evolving contemporary security challenges and the
need for proactive and collaborative responses to navigate an increasingly complex
global landscape.
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ABSTRACT

This comprehensive study focuses on the complicated landscape of hybrid warfare, provid-
ing a nuanced exploration of its evolving nature and paramount significance in contemporary
geopolitics. Focused on Eurasian security, the research particularly highlights into the experi-
ences of Georgia, offering a meticulous definition and conceptual framework for hybrid warfare.
It traces the historical evolution of hybrid warfare tactics, unveiling their adaptation in modern
conflicts. The study meticulously examines manifestations and implications within Georgia’s
security dynamics, encompassing cyber-attacks, disinformation campaigns, and proxy warfare.

Expanding its scope, the research provides an overview of the broader Eurasian geopolitical
landscape, unpacking regional power dynamics and exploring the strategic interests of major
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actors such as Russia, NATO, and China. In a dedicated analysis of Georgia, the study explores
the nation’s strategic importance, alliances, and conflicts, shedding light on its multifaceted role
within Eurasia.

The article also scrutinizes the implications of hybrid warfare on Eurasian security, assess-
ing its impact on regional stability and security dynamics. The study highlights the challenges
posed by hybrid warfare tactics, especially in the realms of cyber attacks and information war-
fare, to traditional security frameworks.

Shifting focus to international collaboration, the article evaluates the role of international
organizations in deterring hybrid threats in the region as well as it intricates dynamics of hybrid
warfare in Georgia within the broader context of Eurasian security. This research contributes
valuable insights for scholars, policymakers, and practitioners grappling with the complex chal-
lenges presented by hybrid warfare in the contemporary geopolitical landscape.
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WOJIJNA HYBRYDOWA W RAMACH GEOPOLITYKI EUROAZJATYCKIEJ.
GRUZJA - STUDIUM PRZYPADKU

STRESZCZENIE

To kompleksowe studium skupia si¢ na skomplikowanym krajobrazie wojny hybrydowej, za-
pewniajac precyzyjng eksploracje jej ewoluujacej natury i nadrzednego znaczenia we wspotczesne;j
geopolityce. Koncentrujac si¢ na bezpieczenstwie euroazjatyckim, badanie szczeg6lnie podkresla
doswiadczenia Gruzji, przedstawiajac doktadng definicje¢ i ramy koncepcyjne wojny hybrydowe;.
Sledzi historyczna ewolucje taktyk wojny hybrydowej, ujawniajac ich adaptacje do wspotezesnych
konfliktéw. Skrupulatnie analizuje przejawy i implikacje w ramach zmieniajace;j si¢ dynamiki bez-
pieczenstwa Gruzji obejmujac: cyberataki, kampanie dezinformacyjne i wojny zastepcze.

Rozszerzajac swoj zakres, zapewnia przeglad eurazjatyckiego krajobrazu geopolitycznego,
ukazujac regionalng dynamike sity i definiujac strategiczne interesy gldwnych aktoréw, takich
jak Rosja, NATO i Chiny. W analizie poswigconej Gruzji, ukazuje strategiczne znaczenie tego
kraju, sojusze i konflikty, rzucajgc swiatto na jego wieloptaszczyznowg i wielokierunkows role
w Eurazji.

Artykut podnosi rowniez implikacje wojny hybrydowej dla bezpieczenstwa Eurazji, oce-
niajac jej wplyw na stabilno$¢ i poziom bezpieczenstwa w regionie. Podkresla wyzwania, jakie
taktyka wojny hybrydowej, zwlaszcza w sferze cyberatakéw i wojny informacyjnej, stawia
przed tradycyjnymi ramami bezpieczenstwa.

Skupiajgc si¢ na wspotpracy migdzynarodowej, autorzy oceniajg takze rolg organizacji mig-
dzynarodowych w powstrzymywaniu zagrozen hybrydowych w regionie oraz przedstawiajg
dynamik¢ wojny hybrydowej w Gruzji w szerszym kontek$cie bezpieczenstwa euroazjatyc-
kiego. Badania te wnosza cenne spostrzezenia dla naukowcow, decydentow i praktykow zma-
gajacych si¢ ze ztozonymi wyzwaniami zwigzanymi z wojng hybrydowa we wspotczesnym
krajobrazie geopolitycznym.

Stowa kluczowe: wojna hybrydowa, geopolityka, wojna informacyjna, bezpieczenstwo, wojna
zastgpcza
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