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Abstract

This article explores NATO’s multifaceted strategic responses to the increasingly 
sophisticated and expansive „Russian World” concept. This geopolitical frame-
work seeks to project Russian influence across post‑Soviet space and beyond. 
Rooted in a vision of cultural and political unity, the „Russian World” aims to ex-
pand Moscow’s sphere of control by fostering pro‑Russian sentiment, destabi-
lizing neighboring governments, and asserting influence over international or-
ganizations. The article comprehensively analyzes NATO’s 360‑degree approach, 
a holistic strategy incorporating political, military, economic, and informational 
elements to counteract Russia’s growing regional and global ambitions.

The political dimension of NATO’s response involves strengthening alliances 
and partnerships with countries on Russia’s periphery, enhancing diplomatic 
outreach, and reinforcing collective defense commitments. Militarily, NATO 
has adjusted its posture by increasing its presence in Eastern Europe, conduct-
ing joint exercises, and improving interoperability among member states. Eco-
nomically, the alliance has leveraged sanctions and established strategic partner-
ships with key global players to isolate Russia and limit its economic influence. 
Lastly, NATO’s informational strategy aims to counter Russian disinformation 
campaigns and raise public awareness of Russian influence operations. Through 
this integrated approach, NATO seeks to safeguard regional stability, deter fur-
ther Russian expansion, and protect the values of liberal democracy in Europe 
and beyond.

The article also examines the evolving challenges NATO faces, including in-
ternal divisions within the alliance, Russia’s hybrid warfare tactics, and the role 
of emerging technologies in shaping the future of warfare. By analyzing these 
factors, the article highlights NATO’s adaptability and resilience in response 
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to a dynamic and unpredictable geopolitical landscape. It concludes that NATO’s 
comprehensive 360‑degree approach will be crucial in countering the long‑term 
threats posed by the „Russian World” concept.

Key words: NATO, Russian World Concept, Geopolitical Strategy, 360‑Degree 
Approach, Hybrid Warfare, Information Warfare

Introduction

In recent years, the resurgence of the „Russian World” or in Russian language 
„Russkiy Mir” concept has emerged as a critical element of Russia’s foreign poli-
cy, presenting significant regional and global security implications. Initially con-
ceived as a cultural and civilizational ideology aimed at uniting Russian‑speaking 
peoples and preserving Russia’s historical influence over former Soviet republics, 
the „Russian World” has increasingly evolved into a more expansive geopolitical 
strategy. This strategy asserts Russia’s dominance in its near abroad and seeks 
to shape global narratives by blending political, military, and informational pow-
er. The implications of this concept are far‑reaching, posing both conventional 
and non‑conventional threats that challenge international norms, destabilize 
neighboring regions, and create friction in the broader international order.

At the heart of the response to these evolving challenges is NATO, an alli-
ance historically built on collective defense principles and preserving democratic 
values. Since its founding in 1949, NATO has continuously adapted to a chang-
ing security landscape, shifting from its original focus on countering Soviet 
military threats during the Cold War to addressing a broad spectrum of global 
challenges, including terrorism, cyber threats, and Russia’s aggressive geopoliti-
cal moves. NATO’s mission remains firmly rooted in safeguarding the security 
of its members and promoting stability in the broader Euro‑Atlantic region. 
However, the rise of the „Russian World” and the strategic methods employed 
by Russia – ranging from hybrid warfare to cyberattacks and disinformation 
campaigns – has forced NATO to rethink and recalibrate its approach to defense 
and diplomacy.

This paper explores NATO’s multi‑faceted response to the expanding scope of 
the „Russian World” concept. By adopting a 360‑degree approach, NATO must 
address not only military deterrence but also the political, economic, and infor-
mational aspects of Russia’s strategy. The paper will first outline the key compo-
nents of the „Russian World” concept, examining its ideological underpinnings 
and the evolving nature of its application. It will then assess NATO’s historical 
evolution, highlighting how the alliance’s strategic priorities have adjusted in re-
sponse to emerging threats. Finally, the paper will explore NATO’s current and fu-
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ture policies, examining how the alliance integrates diplomatic, military, and cy-
ber capabilities into a comprehensive approach to counter Russia’s hybrid threats.

The significance of this multi‑dimensional strategy cannot be overstated. 
A narrow focus on military deterrence alone is no longer sufficient in the face 
of modern conflicts’ complex, hybrid nature. As Russia continues to expand its 
influence through non‑traditional means – such as disinformation, cyberwarfare, 
and proxy conflicts – NATO’s ability to effectively counter these threats depends 
on its capacity to combine military strength with diplomatic resilience and cy-
ber defense strategies. By analyzing NATO’s evolving response, this paper aims 
to assess the alliance’s strategies critically and offer insights into its preparedness 
for confronting a new geopolitical and ideological confrontation era.

The Historical Context of NATO-Russia Relations

The relationship between NATO and Russia has evolved significantly since the 
end of the Cold War, marked by several key events that have reshaped geopoliti-
cal dynamics in Europe and beyond. Understanding this evolution is crucial for 
comprehending NATO’s contemporary strategic responses to Russia’s „Russian 
World” concept. The historical context of this relationship is framed by a series 
of critical events that highlight the transformation of NATO‑Russia relations, 
the shifts in regional security, and the increasing rivalry and distrust that has led 
to the current tension1.

Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, Eastern European na-
tions, previously under Soviet influence, began to pursue closer ties with Western 
institutions. This shift was exemplified by NATO’s post‑Cold War enlargement, 
which saw the inclusion of former Warsaw Pact countries and Soviet republics 
into the Alliance. The first significant NATO enlargement occurred in 1999, with 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic joining NATO, followed by several oth-
er nations in the coming years. Russia saw this expansion as a direct threat to its 
sphere of influence and a challenge to its strategic interests. From the Russian 
perspective, NATO’s enlargement to the East represented a violation of verbal 
assurances made by Western leaders at the time of the Soviet collapse. The result 
was an intensification of Russian insecurities and the growth of nationalist senti-
ments, reinforcing a sense of encirclement by NATO2.

In response to these growing tensions, NATO and Russia sought to devel-
op cooperation and dialogue mechanisms. One such initiative was the NATO
1	 L. Ratti, Back to the Future? International Relations Theory and NATO‑Russia Relations Since 

the End of the Cold War, „International Journal” 2019, 64(2), p. 400.
2	 J. Mankoff, Russian Foreign Policy: The Return of Great Power Politics, Lanham 2009, pp. 234

‑235.
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‑Russia Founding Act, signed in 1997, which sought to formalize cooperation 
between the two parties, reduce the potential for military confrontation, and en-
courage mutual understanding. This agreement, however, was never fully real-
ized in terms of meaningful cooperation, and Russia remained highly skeptical 
of NATO’s intentions. The creation of the NATO‑Russia Council (NRC) in 2002 
further exemplified NATO’s desire to foster a collaborative relationship. Howev-
er, it also highlighted the underlying strategic differences between the two par-
ties3. The NRC was intended to serve as a platform for dialogue on common se-
curity issues. However, Russia’s opposition to NATO’s policies in Eastern Europe 
and the Alliance’s continued expansion often undermined its efficacy.

The 21st century witnessed a series of events that further deteriorated NATO
‑Russia relations. In 2004, NATO’s enlargement included the Baltic states – Es-
tonia, Latvia, Lithuania – and several other Eastern European nations. Russia 
vehemently opposed this move, which viewed it as a direct infringement on its 
geopolitical interests. Russia saw these nations, many of which were part of the 
Soviet Union, as part of its historic sphere of influence, and their integration into 
NATO was seen as an existential threat to its strategic security4. The expansion 
was also symbolic of NATO’s increasing reach into areas Russia had long consid-
ered its backyard.

The conflict between Russia and Georgia 2008 further demonstrated the vol-
atility of NATO’s relationship with Russia. The war, which was fought over the 
contested regions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, highlighted the dangers as-
sociated with NATO’s expansion into former Soviet territories. In the aftermath 
of the war, Russia recognized both regions as independent states, a move that 
was condemned by NATO and much of the international community. This con-
flict demonstrated that NATO’s actions in Eastern Europe could trigger military 
responses from Russia and further underscored the fragile nature of European 
security5. NATO was forced to reassess its regional security policies, recognizing 
that its enlargement could provoke aggressive reactions from Russia.

However, the most defining moment in NATO‑Russia relations came in 2014 
with Russia’s annexation of Crimea. This act, which violated international law 
and contravened previous agreements on territorial integrity, marked a dramatic 
shift in the relationship between Russia and NATO. Crimea’s annexation not only 
represented a direct challenge to the sovereignty of Ukraine but also to the prin-

3	 M.A. Smith, Russia and NATO since 1991: From Cold War through Cold Peace to Partnership?, 
London 2006, p. 91.

4	 L. Freedman, The future of NATO: The alliance’s response to the challenges from the East, 
„Survival” 2014, 56(6), p. 74.

5	 M. Kofman, Lessons from the Georgia War: The Russian military and the role of external assis-
tance, [in:] The Russia‑Georgia War: Causes and Consequences, eds. A. Cohen, R.E. Hamilton, 
Carlisle Barracks 2014, pp. 22‑31.
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ciples of European security and order that NATO sought to uphold. In response, 
NATO reinforced its military presence in Eastern Europe and conducted mil-
itary exercises to signal its commitment to collective defence and deterrence6. 
The annexation of Crimea revealed the extent to which Russia was willing to as-
sert its influence in the post‑Soviet space and prompted NATO to revise its stra-
tegic objectives.

The subsequent conflict in Eastern Ukraine further complicated NATO’s 
approach to Russia. As Russia supported separatist movements in the Donetsk 
and Luhansk regions, it utilized a range of hybrid warfare tactics, including dis-
information, cyberattacks, and covert military operations. This conflict under-
scored the new form of warfare that NATO would need to address in its strategy 
toward Russia. NATO’s collective defence principle became even more important 
as concerns over the potential for instability in NATO member states border-
ing Russia grew. The situation in Ukraine highlighted the challenges that NATO 
faced in balancing the protection of its member states with its broader security 
interests in Europe7.

Amidst these tensions, the „Russian World” concept began to take shape. 
The Kremlin’s narrative, which emphasizes the cultural, linguistic, and historical 
ties of Russian‑speaking populations in former Soviet republics and neighbor-
ing countries, provided a strategic justification for Russia’s foreign policy actions. 
The „Russian World” concept frames the idea of Russian protectionism over these 
populations, which the Kremlin claims are under threat from foreign influences, 
particularly from NATO and the West. This concept has been used to legitimize 
Russia’s interventions in Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova, and it is central to un-
derstanding Russia’s broader geopolitical ambitions8. By promoting this narrative, 
Russia seeks to maintain its influence in the post‑Soviet space and resist NATO’s 
encroachment into what it considers its sphere of influence.

NATO’s response to these developments has evolved, shifting from an initial 
emphasis on cooperation with Russia to a more defensive posture in light of in-
creasing aggression from the Kremlin. The 2014 Wales Summit was a turning 
point for NATO, as the Alliance introduced the Readiness Action Plan to enhance 
deterrence and defence capabilities in response to Russian actions in Ukraine 
and the broader security challenges of Russian assertiveness. NATO’s strategy 
now focuses on strengthening its military presence in Eastern Europe, conduct-
ing regular military exercises, and reinforcing its collective defence mechanisms 
in the face of a more aggressive Russia.

6	 NATO, Wales Summit Declaration, 2014, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_
texts_112953.htm (16 XI 2025).

7	 M. Galeotti, Hybrid Warfare: A New Type of Conflict, Oxford 2016, p. 78.
8	 M. Laruelle, The Russian World: A New Approach to Russian Studies, Budapest 2015, p. 20.

NATO’s Response to the New Implementation Area of the „Russian World” Concept



176

The historical trajectory of NATO‑Russia relations illustrates their interac-
tion’s complex and often adversarial nature, characterized by cooperation and ri-
valry. From the post‑Cold War era to the present day, key events have reshaped 
NATO’s strategic priorities and underscored the necessity of a robust response 
to the challenges posed by the „Russian World” concept. The relationship be-
tween NATO and Russia remains fraught with tension, and this rivalry will likely 
continue to define the future of European security.

Understanding the „Russian World” Concept

The concept of the „Russian World” or in Russian „Russkiy Mir”, widely uti-
lized by Russian political leaders and scholars, represents a vision of a cultural 
and linguistic community tied together by shared historical, linguistic, and cul-
tural bonds. Rooted deeply in Russia’s historical legacy, this concept has evolved 
and gained prominence in the post‑Soviet era. The „Russian World” asserts that 
the Russian‑speaking diaspora and cultural community, irrespective of national 
borders, shares a unified identity and that Russia holds a central role in this col-
lective framework. This chapter explores the ideological foundations of the „Rus-
sian World” concept, the narratives Russia promotes to propagate its influence, 
and the impact of domestic and foreign policy considerations9.

Regarding the ideological underpinnings of the „Russian World”, the origins 
of the „Russian World” concept are complex, blending elements of Russian impe-
rialism, Soviet identity, and post‑Soviet national aspirations. The idea is not me
rely about political unity but is framed within a cultural, linguistic, and spiritual 
connection. The „Russian World” seeks to transcend the traditional borders 
of the Russian Federation, reaching out to those who share historical, cultural, 
and linguistic ties with Russia. For many, this vision connects the ethnic Russian 
community with other Slavic nations, especially those of the former Soviet Un-
ion and Russian‑speaking communities worldwide. The concept plays a central 
role in reinforcing Russia’s geopolitical strategy and establishing its influence over 
neighboring countries and Russia is or should be politically and geographically 
bigger than the Russian Federation, embedding the idea of spheres of influence 
into the concept10.

Historically, the ideological foundations of the „Russian World” are inter-
twined with the idea of „Russification”, a policy developed under the Russian 
Empire. Russification aimed to promote the Russian language and culture, often 

9	 Ibidem, p. 24.
10	 M. Suslov, „Russian World” Concept: Post‑Soviet Geopolitical Ideology and the Logic of „Spheres 

of Influence”, „Geopolitics” 2018, 23(2), p. 331.
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at the expense of non‑Russian peoples within the Empire. While the Empire pur-
sued this policy primarily for imperial dominance, the Soviet Union later inher-
ited and expanded upon this idea, albeit under the guise of internationalism 
and proletarian solidarity. However, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union 
in 1991, the need to redefine Russian identity and its role in the world grew sig-
nificantly. The „Russian World” concept thus emerged as a response to the loss 
of the Soviet Union and the search for a new, cohesive identity that could unite 
a wide range of diverse peoples under a standard cultural and linguistic banner11.

For Russian leaders, the „Russian World” reflects the historical and cultural 
ties that connect Russians and their neighbors and serves as a tool for reinforcing 
national pride and unity. As Yury B. Pivovarov points out, the concept’s modern 
re‑emergence is a reaction to the fragmentation and perceived destabilization fol-
lowing the Soviet collapse12. It provides a vision of continuity in the face of post
‑Soviet disintegration and serves as a strategic ideological pillar to revive Russia’s 
global influence13.

The notion of the „Russian World” is also deeply embedded in the idea of 
Russia as a „unique civilization” that shares a distinct cultural and spiritual her-
itage from the West. This notion of Russian exceptionalism, deeply connect-
ed to the Russian Orthodox Church, emphasizes the idea that Russian culture 
and identity are shaped not just by the Westernization processes that influenced 
much of Europe but by a spiritual and moral unity that places Russia at the center 
of a separate, though overlapping, cultural sphere.

In Russia, the „Russian World” concept has been actively promoted by politi-
cal leaders and cultural elites, particularly since the presidency of Vladimir Putin. 
This promotion is a theoretical or cultural endeavor and a central element in Rus-
sia’s foreign policy and national security strategy. According to Putin, the „Rus-
sian World” is more than a cultural entity – it is a geopolitical one, encapsulating 
the idea of Russia as a protector and leader of Russian‑speaking peoples abroad.

Putin’s administration has utilized the concept of the „Russian World” to jus-
tify its actions in regions such as Ukraine, Georgia, and the broader post‑Soviet 
space. For example, the annexation of Crimea in 2014 was framed by Russian 
officials as an essential move to protect ethnic Russians and Russian speakers 
living in the region. This action was presented not as an imperial conquest but as 
a necessary step in defending the integrity of the „Russian World”, which Putin 

11	 A. Kappeler, The Russian Empire: A multi‑ethnic history, London 2014, p. 283.
12	 Y.B. Pivovarov, The post‑Soviet Russian identity and its cultural foundations, „Russian Socio-

logical Review” 2014, 10(2), p. 119.
13	 M. Laruelle, The „Russian World”: Russia’s Soft Power and Geopolitical Imagination, Center 

on Global Interests [2015], https://globalinterests.org/2015/05/25/the‑russian‑world‑russias
‑soft‑power‑and‑geopolitical‑imagination/ (16 XI 2025).
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views as a direct extension of Russia’s sovereignty and moral obligation14. Russia’s 
aggressive policies in Ukraine, especially the support for separatist movements in 
Donetsk and Luhansk, were similarly justified by reference to the Russian World’s 
duty to protect the cultural and linguistic rights of Russian‑speaking populations.

Russia’s narratives surrounding the „Russian World” also emphasize the role 
of the Russian language as a symbol of unity and a tool of soft power. Accord-
ing to Russian officials, language is a fundamental pillar of the „Russian World” 
and one of its primary means of fostering unity among Russian‑speaking peo-
ples, regardless of national borders. The Russian government has consistently 
supported policies that promote the Russian language in former Soviet repub-
lics and beyond, including the establishment of Russian‑language schools and 
media outlets. In addition, Russian cultural organizations, such as the Russkiy 
Mir Foundation, have been instrumental in spreading Russia’s cultural influence 
through language programs, festivals, and educational initiatives15.

From a domestic perspective, the „Russian World” concept is crucial in le-
gitimizing Russia’s government and its actions on the world stage. The narrative 
of a vast and united Russian community stretching across multiple borders re-
inforces national pride and a sense of continuity with Russia’s imperial and So-
viet past. This narrative has been critical in a post‑Soviet context, where many 
Russian citizens feel a sense of loss regarding the breakup of the Soviet Union 
and the weakening of Russia’s international influence. By invoking the „Russian 
World”, Russia’s leadership can position itself as the protector of Russian identity 
and as the leader of a larger global community of Russian‑speaking peoples.

The „Russian World” concept is also a significant element of Russia’s foreign 
policy. By appealing to Russian speakers in neighboring countries and emphasiz-
ing cultural ties, Russia seeks to maintain its influence in former Soviet republics, 
particularly those with large Russian‑speaking populations, such as Ukraine, Be-
larus, and Kazakhstan. According to Trenin16, Russia’s actions in the post‑Soviet 
space reflect an attempt to reassert its dominance and prevent these countries 
from falling under the influence of the West. The Russian World, therefore, is not 
just an ideological construct but also a tool for maintaining strategic and po-
litical influence over Russia’s neighbors. Promoting the „Russian World” serves 
as a mechanism for undermining Western influence, especially in countries that 
have sought closer ties with the European Union and NATO.

14	 C.S. Chivvis, Russian world: The concept of a „Greater Russia” and its geopolitical implications, 
Washington 2017, p. 56; idem, Putting Putin in His Place [2014], https://www.rand.org/pubs/
commentary/2014/11/putting‑putin‑in‑his‑place.html (16 XI 2025).

15	 A. Frolov, NATO and the new Russian threat: The geopolitics of Russia’s challenge to NATO 
in Europe, „Journal of International Security Studies” 2019, 12(3), p. 21.

16	 D. Trenin, The Russian world: Russia’s growing role in global politics, „International Affairs” 
2014, 90(2), p. 328.
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Moreover, the „Russian World” concept enables Russia to assert its role as 
a global power in opposition to the West, particularly the United States and 
the European Union. It provides an alternative vision of international relations 
based on cultural, linguistic, and historical ties rather than geopolitical align-
ments. This alternative framework is a moral and spiritual counterpoint to the lib-
eral values promoted by the West17. In this sense, the Russian World represents 
not just an expression of national identity but a challenge to the existing interna-
tional order, positioning Russia as a defender of traditional values in contrast to 
what is often perceived in Russia as the decadent and overly individualistic West.

The Russian government’s active promotion of the „Russian World” has sig-
nificant implications for its foreign relations. It creates an ideological justification 
for interventions in countries with substantial Russian‑speaking populations, 
allowing the Kremlin to influence or even control domestic affairs in these na-
tions. Additionally, the Russian World ideology supports Russia’s global narrative 
of resistance to Western hegemony and its desire to create a multipolar world 
order. Through its soft power initiatives, Russia seeks to increase its influence 
on the global stage, particularly in former Soviet republics and other regions 
where Russia maintains cultural or historical ties.

In conclusion, the „Russian World” is a complex and multifaceted concept 
that blends cultural, linguistic, historical, and political elements into a powerful 
narrative to unite Russian speakers and strengthen Russia’s global role. Its ideo-
logical underpinnings, rooted in a mix of imperial history and post‑Soviet iden-
tity, provide a framework through which Russia seeks to protect its interests and 
assert its domestic and international influence. The Russian government has 
actively promoted this vision as part of its broader strategy to reassert control 
over the post‑Soviet space and counter Western influence. As such, the „Russian 
World” is not merely a cultural or academic idea; it is a central pillar of Russia’s 
geopolitical ambitions and a tool for shaping its foreign policy in the 21st century.

The 360‑Degree Approach:  
Framework and Strategies

In contemporary international relations, NATO’s 360‑degree approach represents 
a comprehensive, multidimensional strategy to safeguard the alliance’s interests 
and security in an increasingly complex geopolitical environment. In response 
to emerging global threats, such as Russia’s aggression in Ukraine, rising secu-
rity challenges from non‑state actors, and the evolving nature of global power 

17	 D. Medvedev, The Russian world as a cultural and geopolitical idea, „Journal of International 
Relations” 2018, 28(4), p. 85.
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dynamics, NATO has adopted a strategy that spans the political, military, eco-
nomic, and informational domains. This multifaceted approach integrates various 
components to ensure the collective defence of its member states while promot-
ing stability and security across its extended periphery18. This chapter explores 
the key elements of the 360‑degree approach, breaking down its components, 
such as political engagement, military readiness, economic measures, and infor-
mational warfare, and analyzes how they serve NATO’s goals.

The term „360‑degree approach” in NATO refers to a strategy that considers 
the full spectrum of security challenges the alliance faces, from military threats 
to political, economic, and informational challenges. Unlike a traditional ap-
proach focusing solely on military defense, the 360‑degree strategy recognizes 
that threats to NATO’s security often come from multiple directions and require 
a broad range of responses. This strategy is about expanding NATO’s efforts 
beyond its immediate borders, covering the alliance’s member states, partners, 
and potential adversaries in all domains, such as military, economic, political, 
and informational.

The approach seeks to strengthen the alliance’s deterrence capabilities and re-
sponse mechanisms while fostering greater cooperation with non‑NATO coun-
tries and reinforcing NATO’s global influence. By applying a comprehensive 
strategy, NATO ensures that no part of the alliance is left vulnerable to external 
threats, particularly from assertive adversaries such as Russia and China.

One of the foundational elements of NATO’s 360‑degree approach is political 
engagement, which focuses on strengthening alliances within Europe and extend-
ing NATO’s influence to non‑member states, particularly those that share com-
mon security concerns with the alliance. NATO’s political strategy is grounded 
in the recognition that security in the modern era depends not solely on military 
might but also on diplomatic relationships and shared political will.

In this content, NATO has emphasized its relationships with Eastern Euro-
pean and Baltic states, regions that have historically been vulnerable to exter-
nal threats, particularly from Russia. In recent years, NATO has significantly 
enhanced its political and military engagement with countries such as Poland, 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. These countries have benefited from NATO’s col-
lective defense guarantees and have become key contributors to NATO’s strategic 
initiatives in Eastern Europe.

In 2016, NATO enhanced its presence in the Baltic states by deploying multi-
national battalion‑sized battlegroups. These deployments were intended to deter 
Russian aggression and demonstrate NATO’s commitment to the security of its 
Eastern European members. According to NATO Secretary General Jens Stolten-
berg, these efforts were critical in reassuring member states that NATO would 

18	 NATO, Madrid Summit Declaration, Madrid 2022, p. 5.
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uphold its Article 5 obligations, notably as Russia’s actions in Ukraine and its 
increasing military presence in the region raised concerns about its intentions19.

NATO’s political engagement in the region is not just about military presence; 
it also involves cultivating strong diplomatic ties with these countries, ensuring 
their political stability, and facilitating their continued integration into NATO’s 
decision‑making processes.

In addition to its above mentioned efforts within the alliance, NATO has 
pursued an active strategy of partnerships with non‑member countries. These 
partnerships often focus on security cooperation, crisis management, and pro-
moting democratic governance. NATO’s partnerships with countries like Sweden, 
Finland, and Ukraine illustrate its 360‑degree approach. By fostering relation-
ships with non‑NATO countries, NATO seeks to extend its influence and create 
a broader network of allies.

Ukraine has been at the forefront of NATO’s partnership efforts. Since Russia 
annexed Crimea in 2014, NATO has supported Ukraine in its quest for greater in-
tegration with the West. NATO has provided political support, military training, 
and non‑lethal aid while encouraging Ukraine’s reforms to meet NATO’s stand-
ards20. Although Ukraine is not yet a full NATO member, its partnership with 
the alliance has become a central element of NATO’s strategy to counter Russian 
influence in the region.

As a primary tool for Alliance, military readiness forms a cornerstone of NA-
TO’s 360‑degree approach. The alliance recognizes that its main mission remains 
the collective defense of its member states. The military component of NATO’s 
strategy involves enhancing its defense capabilities, increasing troop deploy-
ments, and conducting joint exercises with partner nations to demonstrate its 
readiness to respond to military aggression.

In response to increased Russian military activity, particularly in Ukraine and 
along NATO’s eastern borders, NATO has bolstered its military presence in East-
ern Europe. This is exemplified by establishing multinational battlegroups in Po-
land, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, which serve as a deterrent against potential 
Russian aggression. These deployments are designed to reassure NATO’s Eastern 
European allies and ensure rapid response capabilities should tensions escalate.

NATO’s Enhanced Forward Presence (eFP) is a key aspect of this initiative. 
By rotating forces and positioning troops in forward areas, NATO ensures that 
it can swiftly deploy reinforcements if needed. The EFP’s multinational composi-
tion is particularly significant, as it demonstrates NATO’s unity and commitment 
to collective defence. This initiative will be explained more in coming chapter.
19	 J. Stoltenberg, Why the Warsaw Summit Matters?, NATO Warsaw Summit Expert’s Forum 

Speech, 2016.
20	 M. Sukiennik, NATO’s partnerships with non‑member states: A case study of Ukraine’s integra-

tion into the alliance, „Journal of European Security Studies” 2020, 18(2), p. 79.
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Moreover, NATO regularly conducts joint military exercises, such as „Trident 
Juncture” and „Defender‑Europe”, which involve large‑scale operations to test 
the alliance’s ability to defend its members. These exercises, often held in Eastern 
Europe, are crucial in building interoperability among NATO members and part-
ners and in reinforcing NATO’s military readiness in the face of external threats.

The growing threat from Russia, especially in the wake of its military interven-
tions in Ukraine, has made military readiness even more critical. NATO’s mili-
tary posture has evolved to counter Russia’s aggressive posturing, including its 
hybrid warfare tactics, cyber‑attacks, and military provocations in the Baltic Sea 
and Black Sea regions. NATO has responded by strengthening its defensive pos-
ture and enhancing its capability to address various military threats, from con-
ventional warfare to hybrid threats.

NATO’s strategic focus on military readiness is not limited to troop deploy-
ments and exercises; it also encompasses the modernization of defence infra-
structure, improved command and control systems, and the development of new 
military technologies.

Economic measures are essential in NATO’s 360‑degree approach, particularly 
in deterring Russian influence in vulnerable states. NATO recognizes that eco-
nomic stability is a key component of national security and that Russia has often 
used economic leverage to achieve its political and strategic objectives.

In response to Russia’s aggressive actions, particularly its annexation of 
Crimea in 2014 and its destabilizing activities in Eastern Ukraine, NATO, in co-
ordination with the European Union and other international partners, has im-
posed a series of economic sanctions on Russia. These sanctions target key sectors 
of the Russian economy, including finance, energy, and defense. They aim to limit 
Russia’s ability to finance its military activities and assert its regional influence21. 
The sanctions pressure Russia to change its behavior and respect international 
norms. While their effectiveness has been debated, the sanctions have significant-
ly impacted the Russian economy and have served as a clear message from NATO 
and its partners that Russia’s actions will not go unpunished.

In addition to sanctions on Russia, NATO has also supported economic aid 
initiatives in countries vulnerable to Russian influence, such as Ukraine, Georgia, 
and Moldova. NATO’s economic assistance is designed to bolster these nations’ 
resilience, promote political stability, and support their efforts to align with West-
ern institutions. For example, NATO has provided financial and technical assis-
tance to Ukraine to support its defence reforms and anti‑corruption measures22. 

21	 European Union External Action, EU restrictive measures in response to the crisis in Ukraine 
[2023], https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/eu‑sanctions‑against‑russia‑explained_en (16 XI 
2025).

22	 M. Sukiennik, NATO’s response to Russian aggression: A critique of the alliance’s deterrence 
strategy, „International Politics Review” 2020, 21(2), p. 96.
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By strengthening these countries’ economies and institutions, NATO aims to pre-
vent them from falling under Russia’s sway.

In the digital age, informational warfare has become an increasingly important 
element of NATO’s 360‑degree strategy. Russia has been particularly adept at us-
ing disinformation campaigns to influence public opinion, sow discord among 
NATO member states, and undermine the alliance’s unity. NATO has responded 
by enhancing its efforts to counter disinformation and promote its narrative.

NATO’s Strategic Communications Centre of Excellence (NATO StratCom 
COE) is at the forefront of this effort. The center works to monitor, analyze, 
and counter Russian disinformation campaigns that aim to manipulate public per-
ceptions of NATO and its member states. NATO has also engaged in active media 
outreach and digital campaigns to promote transparency, accuracy, and trust in 
its activities.

Beyond countering disinformation, NATO seeks to actively promote its nar-
rative, emphasizing its role as a force for peace, stability, and collective defense. 
Through public diplomacy, media outreach, and partnerships with think tanks 
and academic institutions, NATO aims to shape the global conversation sur-
rounding its activities and missions.

In conclusion, the 360‑degree approach adopted by NATO represents a ho-
listic and adaptive framework for addressing the complex security challenges of 
the modern world. By incorporating political, military, economic, and informa-
tional strategies, NATO can respond to the full spectrum of threats it faces, from 
conventional military aggression to non‑traditional security challenges such as 
cyber‑attacks and disinformation. The alliance’s efforts to strengthen its defence 
capabilities, engage diplomatically with its partners, impose economic sanctions 
on adversaries, and counter the narrative of its opponents form a comprehen-
sive strategy that aims to secure NATO’s future as a global security institution. 
As the international environment continues to evolve, NATO’s 360‑degree ap-
proach will remain essential in its ongoing mission to protect its members and 
preserve global stability.

NATO’s Initiatives and Responses to the Russian Threat

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has been at the forefront of 
addressing security challenges posed by the Russian Federation, particularly in 
the wake of Moscow’s increased assertiveness in recent years. NATO’s strategic 
initiatives and responses to Russian actions have evolved, reflecting the chang-
ing nature of global security concerns and the complex dynamics of geopolitics. 
This chapter reviews recent NATO summits and declarations, examines NATO’s 
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missions and operations in Eastern Europe, and explores the establishment of the 
Enhanced Forward Presence (eFP) and its far‑reaching implications.

The Russian threat has been a key focal point at NATO’s recent summits and 
declarations. Since Russia annexed Crimea in 2014 and its involvement in dest-
abilizing Ukraine, NATO has continually reassessed its security posture. The al-
liance’s 2014 Wales Summit was pivotal, marking a fundamental shift in NATO’s 
strategic approach toward Russia. In this summit, NATO reaffirmed its collective 
defence commitments under Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, underscor-
ing that an attack against one ally is an attack against all23. Furthermore, NATO 
enhanced its military readiness and response capabilities in Eastern Europe 
to counter Russia’s growing threat.

After the Crimea annexation, NATO’s 2016 Warsaw Summit further inten-
sified the alliance’s deterrence and defence measures. One of the most signifi-
cant decisions was the establishment of the Enhanced Forward Presence (eFP), 
a multinational, rotating battalion‑sized force deployed to the Baltic states and 
Poland24. This move was designed to reassure member states in the region, par-
ticularly those bordering Russia, that NATO would not tolerate any aggression 
toward its Eastern flank.

At the 2018 Brussels Summit, NATO’s commitment to collective defence was 
reiterated, with a renewed emphasis on resilience and deterrence. NATO also en-
dorsed creating a new strategic concept that reflected the growing importance 
of cyber defence, hybrid warfare, and countering disinformation, all areas where 
Russia has engaged in active operations25. NATO’s 2022 Madrid Summit further 
solidified this strategic shift, responding to Russia’s full‑scale invasion of Ukraine, 
with member states pledging to increase defence spending and enhance collec-
tive security26.

In these summits, NATO consistently affirmed its support for Ukraine’s sov-
ereignty, condemning Russia’s illegal annexations and military actions in eastern 
Ukraine and Crimea. The alliance’s support extended beyond rhetoric, as NATO 
provided both military aid and political backing to Ukraine in its defence ef-
forts. This collective response underscored the alliance’s commitment to its „open 
door” policy, emphasizing that membership remains open for states that fulfil 
NATO’s democratic and military standards27.
23	 NATO, 2014 Wales Summit Declaration, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_text-

s_112964.htm (16 XI 2025).
24	 NATO, 2016 Warsaw Summit Communique, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_

82799.htm (16 XI 2025).
25	 NATO, 2018 Brussels Summit Declaration, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_

132453.htm (16 XI 2025).
26	 NATO, 2022 Madrid Summit Declaration, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_

193150.htm (16 XI 2025).
27	 Ibidem.
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Furtherly, NATO’s operations in Eastern Europe have been critical in shap-
ing the alliance’s response to Russia’s aggressive actions. Two key case studies 
highlight NATO’s mission‑oriented approach to countering the Russian threat: 
the ongoing mission in Afghanistan (ISAF) and the NATO‑led operations in 
the Balkans.

As briefly mentioned earlier in this article, the eFP was established in response 
to Russia’s growing threat to its neighbors in Eastern Europe. The eFP consists of 
multinational battalion‑sized groups that rotate through the Baltic States (Esto-
nia, Latvia, and Lithuania) and Poland. These forces are stationed to deter any po-
tential Russian aggression and to provide a visible military presence, enhancing 
the collective security of NATO’s Eastern flank28. The eFP is a cornerstone of 
NATO’s deterrence strategy, combining rapid deployment capabilities with ro-
bust logistical support to respond to any provocation or hostile action by Russia. 
The deployment of these troops is significant as a military response and a political 
signal of NATO’s commitment to defend its members at all costs.

The eFP’s operational success has been evident in multiple training exercis-
es and the strengthening of inter‑allied cooperation. For instance, the „Steadfast 
Jazz” exercises, conducted by NATO forces in 2013, were intended to rehearse 
rapid deployment and joint operations in the face of a potential Russian incur-
sion. These exercises demonstrated the alliance’s capability to quickly reinforce 
its forces in response to threats, which is critical in the context of Russia’s high
‑speed, hybrid warfare tactics29.

While NATO’s operations in Eastern Europe are often focused on its border 
states with Russia, the alliance has also played a crucial role in stabilizing the 
Western Balkans. In this region, Russia has sought to exert influence. NATO’s 
Kosovo Force (KFOR) mission, which began in 1999, has been one of the longest
‑running NATO missions. It has contributed to maintaining peace and stabili-
ty in Kosovo, deterring any potential Russian‑backed destabilizing activities in 
the region30. KFOR has successfully ensured that ethnic tensions remain under 
control, and it has acted as a stabilizing force amidst Russian diplomatic and cov-
ert efforts to undermine Kosovo’s independence.

Additionally, NATO’s Operation Sea Guardian in the Mediterranean, launched 
in 2016, focuses on maritime security and counterterrorism, helping to mitigate 
Russia’s growing naval presence in the region31. By securing vital maritime routes 

28	 NATO, The Enhanced Forward Presence: NATO’s mission in Eastern Europe [2017], https://
www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_131699.htm (16 XI 2025).

29	 M. Galeotti, The Vory: Russia’s super mafia, New Haven 2017, pp. 168‑169.
30	 NATO, Kosovo Force KFOR, 2020, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_82539.htm 

(16 XI 2025).
31	 P. Dombrowski, C. Portela, NATO’s evolving strategy in the Mediterranean: Regional implica-

tions, „Journal of Strategic Studies” 2019, 42(1), p. 72.
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and engaging in joint operations with regional partners, NATO limits Russia’s 
ability to project power across the Mediterranean, mainly as Russia strengthens 
its naval base in Syria.

The Enhanced Forward Presence (eFP) has been one of the most visible and 
strategically significant NATO responses to the Russian threat. Announced at 
the 2016 Warsaw Summit, the eFP was designed to strengthen NATO’s deterrence 
and defence posture on its Eastern border, particularly in response to Russia’s 
military buildup and aggressive actions. The eFP consists of four multination-
al battalion‑sized battlegroups stationed in Poland, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia. These battlegroups are rotational and led by different NATO member states: 
the United Kingdom leads the battlegroup in Estonia, Canada in Latvia, Germany 
in Lithuania, and the United States in Poland.

The deployment of the eFP had several significant implications for NATO’s 
strategic framework: first of all, the eFP demonstrates NATO’s commitment to 
collective defense, acting as a tripwire to deter any Russian attempt at aggression. 
Its presence sends a clear message to Moscow that an attack on any NATO mem-
ber, especially those in the Baltic, will trigger a collective response. The eFP also 
improves NATO’s ability to respond rapidly, providing a solid foundation for any 
reinforcement or escalation in the event of hostilities32. This rotational deploy-
ment model ensures that NATO maintains a consistent and credible presence 
in Eastern Europe, making it difficult for Russia to determine where NATO’s forc-
es are at any given time. Secondly, the eFP has also played an important role in re-
inforcing NATO’s political cohesion, which requires close cooperation between 
the participating nations. The rotating leadership of the battlegroups, with differ-
ent member states taking the lead regularly, has fostered unity within the alliance, 
promoting collaboration and trust across member states. Additionally, the eFP 
has stabilized the regional security environment by promoting greater military 
integration and interoperability among NATO allies, ensuring that NATO forces 
can act cohesively in the face of any crisis33.

Finally, the establishment of the eFP has been a significant concern from Rus-
sia’s perspective, as it is viewed as a direct countermeasure to Russia’s growing 
military influence in Eastern Europe. Moscow has often criticized NATO’s en-
largement and the presence of NATO troops near its borders as provocative ac-
tions. However, NATO maintains that its forward presence is purely defensive and 
aimed at ensuring the security and sovereignty of its members, which is in line 
with its commitments under Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. The presence 
of NATO troops in the Baltic States is seen by many as a necessary safeguard 
32	 R. Vakulchuk, NATO’s deterrence strategy in the Baltic: Challenges and responses, „European 

Security” 2020, 29(3), p. 380.
33	 C. Mölling, NATO and the Challenge of a Resurgent Russia, „International Security” 2017, 

42(3), p. 44.
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against Russia’s attempts to destabilize the region, with Moscow’s military pres-
ence in the region becoming increasingly menacing.

In summary, NATO’s strategic initiatives and responses to the Russian threat 
have notably evolved over the past decade. Through a series of summits and dec-
larations, NATO has continuously adapted to meet the evolving challenges posed 
by Russia. Establishing the Enhanced Forward Presence (eFP) is a critical pillar 
of NATO’s defence strategy, demonstrating the alliance’s commitment to collec-
tive security and deterrence. Meanwhile, NATO’s ongoing operations and mis-
sions in Eastern Europe, including its role in the Baltic States and the Balkans, 
underscore the alliance’s proactive stance in countering Russia’s influence and pre-
serving regional stability.

By strengthening its military capabilities and reinforcing political unity, 
NATO has positioned itself as a vital actor in global security. It is ready to re-
spond to the Russian threat while maintaining an open door for future coopera-
tion with its neighbors.

Challenges, Limitations, and Future Directions for NATO:  
Addressing the 360‑Degree Approach  

and Countering the „Russian World” Concept

As the global security environment continues to evolve, NATO faces internal 
and external challenges that impact its effectiveness in responding to contem-
porary security threats, particularly Russia’s growing geopolitical assertiveness. 
These challenges range from political disagreements among member states to 
operational difficulties in implementing the 360‑degree Approach to security. 
At the same time, critiques of NATO’s adaptability and efficacy in addressing 
emerging threats, such as the „Russian World” concept, have become more pro-
nounced, requiring the alliance to reconsider its strategies and future direction. 
In this chapter, we explore the internal and external challenges faced by NATO, 
the limitations of its 360‑degree Approach, and provide recommendations for 
the alliance’s future strategies, focusing on the role of partnerships, technology, 
and the ongoing need to adapt to new forms of warfare.

1) Internal and External Challenges Faced by NATO:  
Unity and Cohesion Among Member States

One of NATO’s most significant challenges is maintaining unity and cohesion 
among its member states. Although NATO’s primary purpose is to ensure collec-
tive defence, the alliance comprises 30 sovereign nations with differing political, 
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economic, and security priorities. This diversity, while a source of strength in 
many respects, can also lead to tension and disagreement, particularly regarding 
how the alliance should respond to specific threats.

2) Internal Political Disagreements

NATO’s member states have differing views on the nature and scope of Russia’s 
threat and the appropriate policy responses. For example, some Eastern European 
states, particularly those that share borders with Russia, view the Kremlin as an ex-
istential threat and advocate for a strong, militarized response. Conversely, other 
NATO members, particularly those in Western Europe, may be more cautious, 
driven by concerns over economic ties with Russia or a preference for diplomacy 
over a military engagement34. This divergence in perspectives has sometimes ham-
pered the alliance’s ability to adopt a unified approach to pressing issues, such as 
the annexation of Crimea in 2014 or Russia’s actions in Ukraine and Georgia.

Moreover, NATO’s decision‑making process requires consensus among all 
member states, which can lead to delays or diluted responses to crises. While this 
consensus‑based model promotes unity in theory, it can also slow NATO’s ability 
to respond to fast‑moving threats, especially when quick, decisive action is re-
quired. For instance, the initial hesitations and slow implementation of defensive 
measures in Eastern Europe following Russia’s annexation of Crimea revealed 
some of NATO’s internal weaknesses in crisis management.

3) Disparities in Military Contributions

Another challenge to NATO’s internal unity is the disparity in military capabil-
ities and defence spending among member states. While the alliance’s members 
are committed to collective defence under Article 5 of the North Atlantic Trea-
ty, the burden of defence has not been equally shared. Many NATO countries, 
particularly in Western Europe, have historically underfunded their defence 
sectors, relying on the United States to shoulder disproportionate military costs. 
This has led to tensions within the alliance, especially considering President Don-
ald Trump’s repeated calls for European NATO members to meet the 2% GDP 
defence spending target35.

34	 A. Frolov, NATO and the new Russian threat: The geopolitics of Russia’s challenge to NATO 
in Europe, „Journal of International Security Studies” 2019, 12(3), p. 18.

35	 N. Gould‑Davies, NATO and the challenge of Russian hybrid warfare, „Strategic Studies Quar-
terly” 2019, 13(4), p. 47.

Rüştü Salim Savaş Biçer



189

These disparities affect the alliance’s ability to project military power and hin-
der NATO’s ability to execute a comprehensive strategy like the 360‑degree Ap-
proach. Countries with underfunded or insufficient military capabilities are less 
likely to participate fully in joint exercises, deployments, or other strategic initia-
tives, weakening NATO’s overall operational effectiveness.

4) External Challenges: The „Russian World” Concept  
and Geopolitical Dynamics

Externally, NATO faces growing challenges from Russia, particularly in its efforts 
to propagate the „Russian World” concept. The „Russian World” is a geopolit-
ical and cultural narrative promoted by the Russian government, which seeks 
to unify Russian‑speaking peoples and territories under Russian leadership, re-
gardless of national borders. Russia’s use of hybrid warfare, disinformation cam-
paigns, and political influence operations in former Soviet states, such as Ukraine 
and Moldova, represents a direct challenge to NATO’s influence in these regions.

The increasing involvement of other global powers, such as China, compli-
cates NATO’s response to these external threats. As Russia becomes more asser-
tive in Europe, China’s growing global trade and technology influence creates 
a multi‑polar world where NATO must navigate competing priorities and form 
new alliances. The challenge is military and diplomatic, as NATO seeks to main-
tain its relevance in a rapidly shifting geopolitical landscape36.

5) Geographic and Operational Challenges  
in Implementing the 360‑Degree Approach

NATO’s 360‑degree Approach, which emphasizes a comprehensive strategy to ad-
dress security threats from all directions, has encountered significant geographic 
and operational challenges. The alliance’s strategy is to extend its influence and 
deterrence capabilities along its eastern borders and in other regions where secu-
rity concerns arise, such as the Mediterranean, the Middle East, and the Arctic37.

36	 D. Medvedev, The Russian World as a Cultural and Geopolitical Idea, „Journal of International 
Relations” 2018, 28(4), p. 88.

37	 NATO, Deterrence and Defence [2024], https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_133127.
htm (16 XI 2025).
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6) Geographic Limitations

NATO’s geographical reach is one of the primary challenges in executing the 
360‑degree Approach. While extensive, the alliance’s military infrastructure is 
primarily focused on Europe and North America, creating limitations in project-
ing power in regions such as the Middle East, North Africa, and Asia. As global 
security threats become more diffuse, particularly with the rise of non‑state ac-
tors and regional conflicts, NATO’s ability to effectively address challenges out-
side its traditional focus areas has been scrutinized.

For instance, NATO’s military presence in the Mediterranean has been limit-
ed, and its efforts to combat terrorism in the Middle East, while valuable, have of-
ten been hindered by the lack of a clear, unified strategy among member states38. 
The challenge of coordinating operations in distant regions while maintaining 
a focus on Eastern Europe – particularly in response to Russian actions – has cre-
ated operational strains for the alliance.

7) Operational Coordination and Resource Allocation

Implementing the 360‑degree Approach also requires significant coordination 
of resources and military capabilities, which can be difficult given the different 
levels of readiness and training among NATO members. Logistical challenges, in-
cluding adequate transportation infrastructure, intelligence‑sharing capabilities, 
and interoperable communication systems, often constrain the alliance’s ability 
to deploy forces rapidly in response to crises39.

Furthermore, NATO’s reliance on multinational forces to carry out oper-
ations means that political and operational coordination is often complex and 
time‑consuming. For example, the alliance’s operations in Afghanistan and Libya 
highlighted the challenges of aligning the diverse political and military interests 
of NATO members with the realities of on‑the‑ground operations40.

38	 S.K. Isaac, NATO and Middle East and North Africa (MENA) Security: Prospects for Burden 
Sharing, NATO Defense College Research Division Rome, [III 2011], p. 46, https://www.files.
ethz.ch/isn/128708/fp_16.pdf (16 XI 2025).

39	 W. Michnik, Is NATO’s 360‑Degree Approach Enough to Keep Focus on the Eastern Flank?, „New 
Eastern Europe” 2021, 4(47), pp. 194‑195.

40	 B. Hodges, NATO and the Future of Collective Defense: Lessons from Afghanistan and Libya, 
„Defense Studies” 2020, 20(1), p. 38.
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8) Critiques of NATO’s Effectiveness and Adaptability  
in Addressing the Russian Threat

While NATO has been instrumental in maintaining stability in Europe since its 
formation, the alliance has faced critiques regarding its effectiveness and adapt-
ability in addressing modern security threats, particularly in the context of Russia’s 
aggressive actions in Ukraine and its promotion of the „Russian World” concept.

9) Effectiveness in Deterring Russia

Critics argue that NATO’s response to Russia’s actions in Ukraine has been insuf-
ficient to deter the Kremlin from further aggression effectively. Although NATO 
has increased its military presence in Eastern Europe and imposed sanctions 
on Russia, these measures have not reversed Russia’s annexation of Crimea or its 
continued destabilizing activities in Ukraine and Georgia. Some scholars con-
tend that NATO’s deterrence strategy is based too heavily on military posturing 
and not enough on addressing the underlying political and economic factors that 
enable Russian aggression41.

Additionally, NATO’s hesitation to grant Ukraine membership in the alliance 
has been criticized for weakening the alliance’s position in the region. While 
NATO has provided substantial military aid and training to Ukraine, it has 
stopped short of offering full membership, which many see as a missed oppor-
tunity to solidify NATO’s influence in Eastern Europe and send a stronger signal 
to Russia.

10) Adaptability to Hybrid Threats

Another criticism of NATO is its slow adaptation to new forms of warfare, par-
ticularly hybrid warfare, which combines conventional military force with non
‑traditional methods such as cyber‑attacks, disinformation, and proxy warfare. 
While NATO has made significant strides in cyber defense and countering dis-
information campaigns, critics argue that the alliance is not fully prepared for 
the complexity of hybrid threats posed by Russia.

Hybrid warfare operates in the gray zone, outside traditional military respons-
es, making it difficult for NATO to craft effective countermeasures. The Kremlin’s 
use of cyber‑attacks to target NATO infrastructure and disinformation campaigns 

41	 D. Trenin, Russia’s foreign policy and the Russian world: The geopolitical implications, „Moscow 
International Review” 2014, 16(1), p. 39.
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to weaken public support for NATO in member states present challenges that 
NATO’s traditional military‑centric Approach is ill‑equipped to address.

11) Future Directions for NATO:  
Recommendations for Countering the „Russian World” Concept

Looking forward, NATO must continue to adapt to an evolving security envi-
ronment and enhance its strategies for countering the „Russian World” concept. 
The following recommendations are designed to strengthen NATO’s position 
and ensure its effectiveness in addressing future military and non‑military threats.

12) Strengthening Partnerships with Global Allies

One of the most critical steps NATO can take in the future is to strengthen its 
partnerships with global allies. While NATO’s traditional focus has been on 
Europe and North America, the global security landscape requires the alliance 
to engage more actively with Asia‑Pacific, Middle East, and African countries. 
By building stronger relationships with allies such as Japan, South Korea, Aus
tralia, and key Middle Eastern countries, NATO can extend its global influence 
and counter Russia’s efforts to expand its geopolitical reach.

13) Embracing Technological Innovation and Cyber Warfare

As cyber warfare and technological threats continue to evolve, NATO must pri-
oritize the development of advanced cyber defense capabilities. Cyber‑attacks, 
a critical element of hybrid warfare, represent a growing vulnerability for NATO 
members. Strengthening NATO’s cyber defense capabilities and ensuring that 
all member states have the technical expertise to respond to cyber threats is es-
sential for the alliance’s future success. Furthermore, cyber defence has become 
a cornerstone of NATO’s collective defence strategy, as the alliance recognizes 
that cyber‑attacks can have the same devastating impact as conventional mili-
tary operations42.

Thus, it is vital that NATO must invest in emerging technologies such as artifi-
cial intelligence, autonomous weapons systems, and space‑based defense systems 
to maintain its technological edge over adversaries. By integrating these technol-

42	 H. Rõigas, Cyber defense in NATO: Strategic challenges and opportunities, NATO Cooperative 
Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence [2020], p. 15, https://ccdcoe.org/uploads/2020/01/Cyber
‑Defense‑in‑NATO.pdf (16 XI 2025).
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ogies into its military and strategic planning, NATO can better address the chal-
lenges posed by adversaries like Russia, which is increasingly leveraging hybrid 
tactics to achieve its objectives.

14) Enhancing Strategic Communications  
and Countering Disinformation

NATO must also place a greater emphasis on enhancing its strategic communi-
cations and countering disinformation. The „Russian World” concept thrives in 
an environment where narratives are manipulated, and public opinion is swayed 
through misinformation. To counter this, NATO must invest in defensive and of-
fensive information operations, including media campaigns, cyber operations, 
and partnerships with civil society organizations to promote accurate and truth-
ful information.

Consequently, NATO’s 360‑degree Approach and efforts to counter the „Rus-
sian World” concept face significant challenges, including internal disagreements 
among member states, geographic limitations, and the evolving nature of modern 
warfare. However, the alliance has also shown resilience in adapting to these chal-
lenges and must continue to evolve to address future security threats. By strength-
ening partnerships, investing in technology and cyber defence, and enhancing 
its strategic communications capabilities, NATO can ensure its continued rele-
vance and effectiveness in an increasingly complex global security environment.

Conclusion

The geopolitical landscape of the 21st century has been increasingly shaped 
by Russia’s assertive foreign policy, mainly through the promotion of the „Russian 
World” concept. This idea seeks to leverage Russia’s cultural, linguistic, and his-
torical ties to extend its influence over post‑Soviet states and regions beyond its 
immediate borders. NATO’s response to this evolving challenge has been multi-
faceted, encompassing political, military, economic, and informational strategies 
as part of its 360‑degree approach. Through this comprehensive strategy, NATO 
aims to counterbalance Russia’s geopolitical ambitions, safeguard the sovereignty 
of vulnerable states, and reinforce the security architecture of Europe. This con-
clusion synthesizes the primary findings from the article and reflects on the im-
portance of a cohesive and adaptable strategy in confronting the challenges posed 
by the „Russian World”.

The „Russian World” concept, as examined in the article, is a tool for the Rus-
sian state to exert soft and hard power, often blurring the lines between cultural 
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diplomacy and military intervention. Russia has used this ideology to justify its 
territorial annexations, such as the 2014 Crimea crisis. It has been applied in var-
ious forms to influence other post‑Soviet nations, particularly Ukraine, Georgia, 
and Moldova. The ideological underpinnings of the concept, which emphasize 
the protection of Russian‑speaking populations, have become a significant driver 
of Moscow’s policies. NATO’s response to this ideological and territorial expan-
sion has been an ongoing process of reevaluation. This process involves a mix 
of military deterrence, such as increased presence in the Baltic states, and diplo-
matic engagement, including dialogue with Russia. NATO’s core mission, to en-
sure collective defence, has been tested by these new challenges, and the alliance’s 
evolving strategic approach reflects a necessary adaptation to these complexes, 
hybrid threats.

At the heart of NATO’s strategy is the 360‑degree approach, which aims 
to ensure comprehensive and flexible responses to the multifaceted nature of 
Russia’s challenge. The political component of this approach has emphasized the 
strengthening of alliances with Eastern European and Baltic states, which are di-
rectly threatened by Russian aggression, as well as partnerships with non‑NATO 
countries that share NATO’s security interests. The strengthening of these rela-
tionships, primarily through frameworks like the Partnership for Peace (PfP), 
has enabled NATO to present a united front in confronting Russian influence. 
Simultaneously, NATO has worked to engage with non‑member countries like 
Ukraine and Georgia, whose aspirations to join NATO have been met with resist-
ance from Russia. These political engagements are crucial not only in maintaining 
the credibility of NATO’s deterrence capabilities but also in reinforcing the strate-
gic coherence of the alliance as it responds to external pressures.

Regarding military readiness, NATO has recognized the growing need to en-
hance its defence capabilities in response to Russia’s aggressive posturing in East-
ern Europe. The deployment of multinational battlegroups through the Enhanced 
Forward Presence (eFP) in the Baltic states and Poland represents one of this 
strategy’s most visible and significant elements. These deployments symbolize 
NATO’s commitment to collective defence and send a message to Russia that 
any further aggression in the region will be met with a united military response. 
NATO’s emphasis on joint military exercises and cooperation between member 
states has further strengthened interoperability, ensuring the alliance can rapidly 
deploy forces if necessary.

The economic measures that NATO has employed, including sanctions against 
Russia and economic aid to vulnerable states, are another important aspect of 
the 360‑degree approach. These sanctions aim to impose significant costs on Rus-
sia for its aggressive actions while providing economic support to countries at risk 
of falling under Russian influence. This dual strategy of deterrence and support 
has helped to destabilize Russia’s attempts to coerce neighboring states through 
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economic pressure while reinforcing the stability of NATO’s eastern flank. The ef-
fectiveness of these measures is still debated, but they have undoubtedly contrib-
uted to limiting Russia’s capacity to project power and influence in the region.

One of the most pressing challenges NATO faces in responding to Russia’s 
threats is the information warfare and disinformation campaigns that have be-
come integral components of the „Russian World” concept. Russia has effective-
ly used disinformation to manipulate public opinion both within NATO mem-
ber states and in the broader international community, thereby sowing discord 
and undermining the alliance’s credibility. NATO’s countermeasures, which in-
clude strategic communications and public diplomacy efforts, are essential in ad-
dressing the threat of disinformation. By promoting NATO’s narrative and high-
lighting Russia’s destabilizing actions, the alliance can work to counteract Russia’s 
attempts to manipulate the information environment and polarize public opinion.

Despite these comprehensive efforts, NATO faces significant internal and ex-
ternal challenges that threaten the coherence and effectiveness of its response to 
the „Russian World”. Internally, the alliance’s consensus‑based decision‑making 
process can be slow and cumbersome, particularly when member states have dif-
fering views on the nature of the Russian threat. The political diversity among 
NATO members, ranging from those who view Russia as an existential threat 
to those more focused on economic ties with Moscow, complicates the alliance’s 
ability to adopt swift and unified policies. This diversity has been particularly ev-
ident in NATO’s handling of the Ukraine crisis, where some member states, par-
ticularly in Eastern Europe, have pushed for more aggressive responses. In con-
trast, others have been more cautious, fearing the potential for escalation.

Moreover, with some member states underfunding their defence sectors, 
NATO’s military capabilities are not evenly distributed, which limits the alliance’s 
overall operational readiness. The financial burden of defence has disproportion-
ately fallen on the United States, which has occasionally raised concerns about the 
sustainability of NATO’s defence posture. Addressing these disparities is crucial 
to ensuring that NATO remains a credible and capable military alliance.

Externally, NATO’s challenges are equally significant. Russia’s hybrid warfare 
tactics, which combine traditional military force with cyber‑attacks, disinforma-
tion campaigns, and covert operations, make it difficult for NATO to respond 
with traditional military solutions. The ability of Russia to operate in the „gray 
zone” between peace and war complicates NATO’s ability to formulate a coher-
ent and effective strategy. Hybrid threats, often low‑intensity and covert, require 
NATO to employ a wide range of tools, including intelligence sharing, cyber de-
fence, public diplomacy, and conventional military deterrence.

The future direction of NATO’s strategy in countering the „Russian World” 
concept will depend on its ability to adapt to these evolving threats. The alliance 
must continue strengthening its political, military, economic, and informational 
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strategies to remain flexible and practical in confronting Russia’s expansionist 
ambitions. Strengthening partnerships with global allies, including those outside 
of Europe, will be vital in reinforcing NATO’s global reach and relevance. Addi
tionally, technological advancements, particularly in cyber warfare and infor-
mation operations, will be increasingly important in NATO’s future operations. 
As Russia continues to exploit new domains of warfare, such as cyber‑attacks 
and disinformation, NATO must ensure that it remains at the forefront of 
technological innovation and can defend its members against these non‑tradi
tional threats.

In conclusion, NATO’s response to the „Russian World” concept through its 
360‑degree approach represents a critical step in the alliance’s evolution in the face 
of new geopolitical challenges. The multifaceted strategy of political engagement, 
military readiness, economic measures, and countering disinformation reflects 
NATO’s understanding of the complexity of the Russian threat. However, the 
challenges of maintaining internal cohesion, adapting to hybrid warfare, and ad-
dressing regional disparities in military capabilities are significant hurdles that 
must be overcome. By strengthening its unity and enhancing its strategic co-
herence, NATO can continue to serve as a robust and dynamic security alliance 
capable of countering the growing influence of the „Russian World”. The future 
of NATO’s strategy will require continued adaptation to an ever‑changing security 
environment, ensuring that the alliance remains relevant and effective in the face 
of evolving threats.

Abstrakt

Rüştü Salim Savaş Biçer

Odpowiedź NATO na nowe obszary wdrażania koncepcji  
„rosyjskiego świata”: podejście 360‑stopni

Artykuł analizuje wieloaspektowe odpowiedzi strategiczne NATO na coraz bar-
dziej zaawansowaną i ekspansywną koncepcję „rosyjskiego świata”. Ta geopoli-
tyczna struktura ramowa ma na celu projekcję rosyjskich wpływów na obszarze 
postsowieckim i poza nim. Zakorzeniona w wizji jedności kulturowej i politycznej 
koncepcja „rosyjskiego świata” dąży do rozszerzenia strefy wpływów Moskwy po-
przez wspieranie prorosyjskich nastrojów, destabilizację rządów w krajach sąsied-
nich oraz umacnianie wpływów w organizacjach międzynarodowych. W artykule 
poddano kompleksowej analizie podejście NATO 360 stopni – holistyczną strate-
gię obejmującą elementy polityczne, wojskowe, gospodarcze i informacyjne, ma-
jącą na celu przeciwdziałanie rosnącym ambicjom regionalnym i globalnym Rosji.
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Polityczny wymiar odpowiedzi NATO obejmuje wzmacnianie sojuszy i part-
nerstw z krajami na peryferiach Rosji, intensyfikację działań dyplomatycznych 
oraz wzmacnianie zobowiązań w ramach obrony zbiorowej. W wymiarze woj-
skowym NATO dostosowało swoją postawę strategiczną poprzez zwiększenie 
obecności w Europie Wschodniej, prowadzenie wspólnych ćwiczeń oraz popra-
wę interoperacyjności sił państw członkowskich. W sferze gospodarczej Sojusz 
wykorzystał sankcje i nawiązał strategiczne partnerstwa z kluczowymi graczami 
na arenie światowej w celu izolacji Rosji i ograniczenia jej wpływów ekonomicz-
nych. Wreszcie, strategia informacyjna NATO ma na celu przeciwdziałanie rosyj-
skim kampaniom dezinformacyjnym oraz podnoszenie świadomości społecznej 
na temat rosyjskich operacji wpływu. Poprzez to zintegrowane podejście NATO 
dąży do ochrony stabilności regionalnej, odstraszania dalszej ekspansji Rosji 
oraz ochrony wartości liberalnej demokracji w Europie i poza nią.

W  artykule zbadano również ewoluujące wyzwania, przed którymi stoi 
NATO, w tym wewnętrzne podziały w Sojuszu, taktyki wojny hybrydowej stoso-
wane przez Rosję oraz rolę nowych technologii w kształtowaniu przyszłości dzia-
łań wojennych. Analizując te czynniki, artykuł podkreśla zdolności adaptacyjne 
i odporność NATO w odpowiedzi na dynamiczny i nieprzewidywalny krajobraz 
geopolityczny. W  konkluzji stwierdza się, że kompleksowe podejście NATO 
360 stopni będzie miało kluczowe znaczenie w przeciwdziałaniu długotermino-
wym zagrożeniom stwarzanym przez koncepcję „rosyjskiego świata”.

Słowa kluczowe: NATO, rosyjska koncepcja świata, strategia geopolityczna, po-
dejście 360‑stopni, wojna hybrydowa, wojna informacyjna
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