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Abstract 

 Hybrid warfare will be the most likely type of conflict the US and its allies will face in 

the future. Hybrid warfare is the use of conventional and unconventional ways and means—by 

any combination of state and non-state actors—within the same battlespace. Conventional and 

unconventional ways and means include forces, weapons and tactics, and are characterized by 

the use of modern technology and a high degree of unity of effort between regular and irregular 

forces.  

 The argument that hybrid warfare will be the most likely type of conflict the US and its 

allies will face in the future is based on a convergence of three geopolitical drivers. These 

include, the transformation of traditional governing structures, disputes over political power 

caused by long-standing cultural differences and state sponsorship of insurgencies and 

revolutions. Traditional security interests will lead to state sponsorship of internal conflicts as 

states choose sides in these struggles for power. The wars that result will be characterized by 

conventional and unconventional ways and means, producing hybrid war. Our own security 

interests and the interests of our allies will draw us into these wars, as we seek to maintain 

international order and prevent the spillover effects of war. 

The strategic framework for preventing hybrid wars and deterring/defeating hybrid 

adversaries is based on two pillars. The first pillar consists of actions to assist and support weak 

or failing states. The second pillar consists of actions directed toward the hybrid adversary, 

which will most likely be a combination of a non-state actor and an internationally recognized 

state actor. Through use of the ongoing conflict in Ukraine as a case study, the implications of 

the analysis argue for building a balanced force that can simultaneously employ across the full 

spectrum of operations and rapidly deploy to all areas of the globe. 



 

 

Introduction 

 The dispute between pro-Russian and pro-Western factions in Ukraine led to revolution 

and civil war in 2014. Russia’s annexation of the Crimean Peninsula and military intervention in 

eastern Ukraine provoked international condemnation.1 Though Russian President Vladimir 

Putin denied any military involvement, it became clear as the conflict continued, that the pro-

Russian separatists in eastern Ukraine were not fighting alone.  

 In August 2014, a concerned NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen 

summarized the extent of Russian involvement: “We have seen artillery firing across the border 

and also inside Ukraine. We have seen Russian military buildup along the border. Quite clearly, 

Russia is involved in destabilizing eastern Ukraine . . . You see a sophisticated combination of 

traditional conventional warfare mixed up with information and primarily disinformation 

operations. It will take more than NATO to counter such hybrid warfare effectively.”2   

 Russia’s use of hybrid warfare in Ukraine represents a threat to state sovereignty in 

Eastern Europe, where, like Ukraine, many states have large Russian minority populations. 

Moreover, Russia’s methods are sure to be emulated by other adversaries who seek to offset 

western conventional military superiority. For these reasons, hybrid warfare is a topic of strategic 

importance.  

 In the future, hybrid warfare will be the most likely type of conflict the US and its allies 

will face as a result of the convergence of several geopolitical drivers. These include, the 

transformation of traditional governing structures, disputes over political power caused by long-

standing cultural differences, and state sponsorship of insurgencies. In this paper, I define hybrid 

warfare in detail, argue why it will be the most likely type of conflict the US and its allies will 

encounter, and lay out a strategic framework for deterring and defeating these hybrid threats.  



 

 

Defining Hybrid Warfare  

  The concept of hybrid war is closely related to military theorist William Lind’s concept 

of Fourth Generation Warfare.3 Lind traces the evolution of the modern war from the Peace of 

Westphalia in 1648, which established the modern nation state, to the end of the twentieth 

century and the rise of powerful non-state actors. Lind’s work shows how emerging battlefield 

technology and tactics influenced strategy, military organization and culture.4 Fourth Generation 

Warfare marks what Lind calls the “most radical” change from the Westphalian tradition 

because in it, the “state loses its monopoly on war.” The nature of this type of conflict calls into 

question the “legitimacy of the state.”5 Lind’s theory is exemplified by the rise of powerful non-

state actors such as Hezbollah, Hamas and Al Qaeda. The rise of the Islamic State—and the 

debate surrounding whether it is in fact a state—also supports Lind’s theory. 

Retired US Marine Corps Lieutenant Colonel Frank Hoffman was among the first 

military theorists to use the term hybrid war. Though several different modifications have been 

put forth,6 his definition remains the most routinely cited because it captures the unique aspects 

of hybrid warfare. Hoffman writes: 

 The blurring of modes of war, the blurring of who fights, and what 
  technologies are brought to bear, produces a wide range of variety and  
 complexity that we call Hybrid Warfare. Hybrid Wars can be conducted 
 by both states and a variety of non-state actors. Hybrid Wars incorporate  
 a range of different modes of warfare, including conventional capabilities, 
 irregular tactics and formations, terrorist acts including indiscriminate  
 violence and coercion, and criminal disorder. These multi-modal activities 
 can be conducted by separate units, or even by the same unit, but are  
 generally operationally and tactically directed and coordinated within 
 the main battlespace to achieve synergistic effects.7 
 

The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of judgment that the statesman and 
commander have to make is to establish by that test the kind of war on which they are 
embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to turn it into, something that is alien to its 
nature.      
   Clausewitz, On War, pg. 88 



 

 

 Hoffman contends the classic example of a hybrid war is the 2006 conflict in Lebanon 

between Israel and Hezbollah. Hoffman asserts Hezbollah “demonstrated a number of state-like 

military capabilities,” that included “short and intermediate-range rockets and missiles,” “anti-

armor missile systems,” Iranian-supplied UAVs, and a “signals intelligence” capability that 

permitted Hezbollah to monitor Israeli phone calls and “de-encrypt” “frequency hopping radio 

traffic.”8   

The current war in Ukraine meets Hoffman’s criteria for a hybrid war. There is a level of 

operationally and tactically directed coordination taking place between the pro-Russian rebel 

forces and the Russian military. You also see a number of state-like military capabilities being 

used by the Russian-backed rebels. For these reasons, leaders like NATO Secretary General 

Rasmussen and Supreme Allied Commander General Philip Breedlove have chosen to 

characterize the ongoing conflict in Ukraine as a hybrid one.9 This characterization is important 

because it reveals the nature of the war—Clausewitz’s “supreme” and most “far-reaching” act of 

judgment for military commanders.  

 I define hybrid warfare as the use of conventional and unconventional ways and means—

by any combination of state and non-state actors—within the same battlespace.10 In my 

definition, ways and means include operations, tactics, forces and weapons. These ways and 

means are characterized by the use of modern technology and a high degree of unity of effort 

between conventional and unconventional forces. The modern battlespace may include 

geographic zones outside the physical borders of the conflict. For example, surface to air missile 

batteries operating within the borders of one state may be used to restrict freedom movement in 

the conflict region. The modern battlespace has also expanded to include space and cyber space, 

and includes its exploitation for informational, financial and kinetic effects.                                                     



 

 

 Hybrid warfare is more complicated, nuanced and expansive than the unconventional 

wars we have fought in the past. Hybrid warfare can take place between any combination of state 

and non-state actors. In many cases, non-state actors or insurgent groups will have some degree 

of state sponsorship. This is the case in Ukraine. The state will most likely provide the non-state 

actor with the financial support, advanced weaponry and covert forces necessary to wage hybrid 

war. We might also encounter a situation where irregular forces support the state. This is the case 

with the Shi’a and Kurdish militias in Iraq.                                                                                

 The political role of non-state actors may also be more prominent in hybrid war than in 

previous wars that featured the combination of conventional and unconventional forces. In 

hybrid wars, it will be difficult to discern the organization, command and control structure, and 

political goals of the adversary. This characteristic will have a major impact on strategy. For 

example, the Viet Cong augmented the North Vietnamese Army for much of the Vietnam War, 

but there was no doubt that Ho Chi Minh was the political leader of the effort. On the other hand, 

Hezbollah plays a much more dominant political role in Lebanon, as does Hamas in Gaza. 

Discerning who is leading those organizations, and the degree of influence of their state sponsors 

is challenging. This characteristic is critical, because ending a hybrid war will involve 

negotiating the terms of surrender or peace with both the non-state actor and the state sponsor.  

 In summary, hybrid warfare represents the synthesis of all the ways and means available 

in modern warfare. As Russia’s actions in Ukraine have made clear, our future adversaries will 

exploit those ways and means for their military and political advantage. 

 

 





 

 

Our own security interests and the interests of our allies will draw us into these wars, as we seek 

to maintain international order and prevent the spillover effects of war, such as international 

terrorism and the mass flow of refugees.  

 Figure 1 (see previous page) depicts what this environment will look like. Usually, all of 

the actors and drivers that are fomenting hybrid war will be present, although in varying degrees 

based upon the particular conflict. A thorough understanding of each of the actors and drivers is 

required to develop the appropriate strategic response.11 

 The first such driver is the notion that traditional governing structures are continuing to 

transform or unravel in many parts of the world. In the greater Middle East, many of the pan-

Arab governments that were militarily sustained by the US or Soviet Union during the Cold War 

are transforming, as exemplified by the Arab Spring. Additionally, many countries in Eastern 

Europe, such as Ukraine, are still struggling to implement democracy. Finally, countries in 

Africa, Asia and the Americas are still struggling to implement peaceful democratic rule after 

centuries of colonial rule. As these governmental transformations take place, long-buried cultural 

differences within each state are coming to the surface as factions struggle for political power. 

 By cultural differences, I am referring to deeply rooted disputes, and not simply the 

surface definitions of culture like external customs or dialect. What we see taking place world-

wide are conflicts based on long-standing historical, religious and ideological differences such 

as those that exist between Shi’a and Sunni Muslim, Pashtun Taliban or ethnic Tajik, or Southern 

Sudan Animist/Christian and Northern Sudan Arab/Muslim. These cultural differences often 

form the backbone of political movements as states fail, and the absence of the rule of law leads 

to violence.12 



 

 

 Several prominent scholars have written about the influence culture plays in initiating 

conflict. William Lind identified the shift from state on state conflict back to a more ancient form 

of warfare driven by cultural differences.13 Political scientist Samuel Huntington and historian 

John Keegan published major works on how culture leads to conflict.14 Frank Hoffman argues 

warfare in the modern era will be characterized by a violent ideological struggle, waged 

primarily by non-state actors who fight in a manner that “blurs” the divide between conventional 

and irregular war. He writes, “Rather than Fukuyama’s End of History, our security is challenged 

by a violent reaction generated as a side product of globalization.15 This reaction is abetted or 

exploited by the fervently fanatic and faith-based factions within the Middle East.”16  

 In the greater Middle East, underlying historical, religious and ideological differences 

that were masked by the rule of pan-Arab Nationalist dictators during the Cold War and its 

immediate aftermath are now rising to the surface and producing violent conflict. This struggle is 

often driven by a secular/fundamentalist divide—as seen in  Libya and Egypt, or Shi’a/Sunni 

divide—as seen in Syria and Iraq. Cultural, religious and ideological struggles for power are not 

limited to the greater Middle East. In Africa, we are seeing the continued growth of Islamic 

fundamentalist non-state actors and insurgent groups—like Boko Haram in Nigeria—who are 

attempting to resolve their differences through the use of violence. In many of the former Soviet 

Republics, large Russian minorities have expressed their desire to re-establish closer ties with 

Russia, as opposed to the various ethnic majorities who seek to establish relations with the west. 

The conflict in Ukraine is partially explained by the centuries-old struggle between Russia and 

the west.  

In addition to cultural drivers such as historical grievances, religion and ideology, 

traditional state security interests will also lead to the outbreak of hybrid wars. Putin’s 



 

 

intervention in Ukraine is driven by a confluence of cultural factors and his desire for a security 

buffer zone between Russia and NATO.17 Security interests and culture also intersect in the 

ongoing wars in Syria and Iraq. All of the major regional actors—Iran, Iraq, Syria, Turkey, 

Jordan and Saudi Arabia—have complex security and cultural reasons that influence their 

participation in the conflict.   

 As states provide non-state actors with financial backing, modern weapons and well-

trained forces, hybrid wars will become increasingly complex. As a result, hybrid war will take 

on the characteristics of a low-level insurgency and a modern conventional war. In Ukraine, the 

rebel use of radar guided surface-to-air missiles, MANPADs (man-portable air-defense systems) 

and anti-aircraft artillery—presumably supplied by Russia18—has resulted in the shoot down of 

twenty Ukrainian military fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters, in addition to Malaysian Airlines 

Flight MH-17.19   

 Hybrid warfare will also use modern information technology—such as cell phones and 

social media—for the purposes of connecting and organizing large groups to support a political 

cause and for battlefield command and control. The Arab Spring is one example. In the future, 

we will most likely witness the increasingly sophisticated use of cyber warfare in order to disrupt 

or destroy state industrial, financial and military networks. We have already seen the Russians 

conduct cyber attacks in Georgia and Estonia.20  

 During hybrid war, all of the geopolitical drivers and factors discussed above will merge, 

making the hybrid battlespace increasingly more complex. The Hybrid Warfare Framework I 

offer in the next section is designed to address each of these actors and drivers in parallel in order 

to prevent hybrid conflict from occurring—or if necessary, bring about conflict termination and 

resolution after a hybrid war begins.  





 

 

dominant drivers of each particular conflict, and they should be applied simultaneously. 

Furthermore, these actions must also continue to be applied once hybrid conflict breaks out.  

The second pillar consists of actions directed toward the hybrid adversary, which will 

most likely be a combination of a non-state actor and an internationally recognized state actor. 

These actions will focus on deterring state sponsors from fueling hybrid conflict, or defeating the 

hybrid adversary once a war has begun. They include: collecting and analyzing intelligence 

about the forces driving the hybrid war and the actors who are participating in it—to include 

their motives, strategy and tactics; conducting diplomatic negotiations with all parties and 

building international support for our objectives; conducting information operations on a 

strategic scale to expose the state’s sponsorship of insurgent, terrorist or revolutionary groups 

and any war crimes or atrocities being committed by the hybrid opponents and building support 

for the US/coalition cause; imposing economic and financial sanctions on state sponsors and 

freezing the funds of non-state actors; and building a military force to deter—and if necessary 

decisively defeat—the hybrid adversary within the hybrid battlespace. These actions fall more in 

line with traditional strategic and operational planning; however, they will need to be modified to 

address hybrid war.  

One of the lessons observed from the study of hybrid conflicts is the requirement to be 

able to simultaneously counter conventional and unconventional threats. We should re-address 

the current method of operational planning that divides conflicts into shaping, seizing the 

initiative, decisive action, and transition to civil authority phases. Because hybrid wars 

concurrently take on characteristics of both conventional and unconventional conflict, our plans 

will have to adjust as well. Conventional and unconventional military actions, such as targeting 

military supply routes and protecting the population, must occur at the same time. They will not 





 

 

particularly critical in the areas of the globe that our political leaders believe represent a threat to 

our vital interests or to the international order. Analysis will identify which drivers are most 

important and the likelihood of political conflict becoming violent. The fact we were caught off-

guard by the Arab Spring and the rapid rise of the Islamic State supports this claim. We should 

rely not only on US analysis, but also on the analysis of other states and non-governmental 

organizations. Approaching the analysis from different paradigms is likely to lead to a more 

accurate perspective.  

 As we identify areas of potential or ongoing conflict, we will need to use our diplomatic, 

informational, economic and military sources of power to keep these conflicts from erupting into 

full-scale hybrid wars or resolving them after they have already begun. As with intelligence 

collection and analysis, all of these elements should target the drivers of conflict and be modified 

according to the context of each particular situation. Diplomacy should be used to resolve 

internal and external political conflict through peaceful means. Information operations should be 

used to effectively shape the domestic and international political environment and to encourage 

peaceful resolution. Economic assistance should attempt to support government infrastructure 

and services, and economic sanctions should target state sponsors and non-state financial assets. 

In the first pillar, military power should be used for security cooperation, foreign internal defense 

and border security; however, it should be used thoughtfully—and not for the purpose of 

suppressing minority factions.  

 Under this paradigm, military security cooperation must be done with an eye toward the 

cultural and political drivers of conflict, and be careful not to exacerbate them. In the past, 

foreign aid, to include arms sales, has often led to the suppression of minority voices—despite 

the best intentions of our military and State Department leaders. The dictatorship in Egypt and 



 

 

the Shia’ dominated government of Iraq are two potential examples that come to mind. In both 

instances, governments who suppressed or excluded large segments of their populations were 

enabled by US financial and military support. Our current paradigm for financial aid, security 

cooperation and foreign internal defense will have to evolve in order to ensure we are not arming 

our future adversaries in the event insurgents topple US-backed governments or take control of 

the weapons of the state. The rise of the Islamic State in Iraq is an example, as they now control 

many of the weapons we provided to the Iraqi state. The increasing prominence of insurgent 

groups in Yemen is another. Security cooperation will only be successful over the long term if it 

supports a just government that gives voice to minority factions.   

 In a recent interview with Vox’s Matthew Yglesias, President Barack Obama emphasized 

the importance of just and inclusive government when discussing the ongoing strategy to combat 

the Islamic State. The president said, “What we’ve learned in Iraq is you can keep a lid on those 

sectarian issues as long as we’ve got the greatest military on Earth there on the ground, but as 

soon as we leave, which at some point we would, we’d have the same problems again. So what I 

said was Iraqis have to show us that they are prepared to put together a functioning government, 

that the Shia majority is prepared to reach out to the Kurds and Sunnis, and that they’re credibly 

willing to fight on the ground.”22 This effort will have to strike a delicate balance between US 

interests and the protection of individual rights. For this reason, the role of just governance and 

the protection of civil rights must be conditions of any US military and economic assistance.  

 The ongoing conflict in Ukraine offers a good model for demonstrating how the above 

framework should be employed. The US and its allies should take the following actions toward 

Ukraine: intelligence collection and analysis in order to understand the dynamics of the internal 

security situation in Ukraine; diplomacy to enact cease-fires; information operations to build 



 

 

support internally for just government; economic assistance to help the Ukrainian people and 

stabilize the government; and security cooperation—to include arms sales—to ensure the 

Ukrainians can properly defend their borders and maintain internal security.  

 Additionally, the US and its allies should take the following actions toward Russia and 

the hybrid rebel force fighting inside Ukraine: intelligence collection and analysis to ascertain 

Russia’s strategy and desired end state; diplomacy to shore up international support for Russian 

sanctions and bring about a diplomatic solution to the crisis; informational power—through the 

use of all media—to reveal the truth behind Russia’s furtive involvement; economic sanctions to 

pressure the Russian economy;23 and military power to build a force that will deter future 

aggression. This force should be a combination of NATO’s planned reaction force and a division 

size US ground force—augmented by NATO air, space, cyber and special operations forces. 

 In December 2014, NATO announced the decision to create a brigade-size “interim 

spearhead force” comprised of German, Dutch and Norwegian troops and capable of rapidly 

deploying to potentially troubled regions by January 2015.24 The NATO reaction force will be 

built to deploy on very short notice. It will serve as a “test bed” for a larger permanent force that 

is scheduled to deploy in 2016. NATO states the force has the  “overarching purpose of being 

able to provide a rapid military response to an emerging crisis, whether for collective defense 

purposes or for other crisis-response operations.”25 The response force will contain naval, air, 

land and special operations forces. The nations who contribute to the force will rotate. Most 

importantly, the force “will be tailored (adjusted in size and capability) to match the demands of 

any specific operation to which it is committed.”26  

 As it designs its reaction force, NATO should heed the lessons of previous hybrid wars. 

RAND scholar David Johnson presents an excellent example of the tactical lessons learned 



 

 

during the 2006 hybrid war between Israel and Hezbollah. In Military Capabilities for Hybrid 

War: Insights from the Israeli Defense Forces in Lebanon and Gaza, Johnson characterizes the 

unique threat posed by hybrid opponents. He illustrates how misperceptions of an adversary’s 

capabilities can lead to poor choices in strategy, operations, tactics and resources. Johnson 

maintains US successes in the Kosovo War, Afghanistan and Iraq “spurred a belief in the Israeli 

defense establishment that standoff attack by fires (principally by air power) was an effective 

means to affect the will of an adversary and determine outcomes.”27 Additionally, he argues, 

“the second al-Aqsa intifada, which began in late 2000, forced the Israeli Army to focus on 

operations to stop terrorist attacks inside Israel.” This led Israeli leaders to conclude “Israel was 

beyond the era of a major war and that the primary role of ground forces was LIC (Low Intensity 

Conflict).”28 When standoff fires via airpower failed to defeat the will of Hezbollah, Israel found 

itself involved in a violent ground war in southern Lebanon it was unprepared to wage.  

 Johnson believes the Israelis entered the ground conflict in Lebanon unprepared for their 

more technologically advanced and tactically sophisticated opponent.29 Johnson’s analysis ties 

directly to the idea that the combination of state sponsorship and modern weapons technology is 

a potential enabler—or driver—of conflict escalation. Hezbollah’s ability to inflict damage on 

Israeli Defense Forces through the use of modern technology significantly changed the character 

of the fight. If Israel understood this dynamic going into the conflict, they would have been able 

to adjust their strategy and operational planning accordingly.  

 Johnson’s description of what took place on the battlefield highlights danger for states 

that believe airpower can win a war by itself. There is equal warning for states that believe all 

future land warfare will resemble low-intensity conflict, and consequently choose to focus on 

unconventional threats at the exclusion of conventional ones.30 Johnson warns the US may make 



 

 

the same mistake the Israelis did prior to the war in Lebanon if they draw similar conclusions 

about future wars from their counter-insurgency experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan.31 NATO 

should heed these lessons as it designs its response force. It must be large enough—and 

sophisticated enough at combined arms and maneuver—in order to serve as an effective 

deterrent in Eastern Europe.  

 Another consideration for the response force is determining the political will of all the 

nations who plan to contribute to it. Some scholars have warned about the potential political 

shortcomings of the NATO force. Heidi Hardt writes, “Time and again, policymakers have 

debated the idea of rapid-reaction forces. Practitioners recognize that delays cost lives. Yet of 

those international organizations that have invested in rapid-reaction forces, none have followed 

through with deployment. Political will has both prevented the deployment of rapid-reaction 

forces and slowed the establishment of broader peacekeeping operations. After decades of 

attempts, the United Nations failed to establish a rapid-reaction force.”32 In order for the NATO 

reaction force to be an effective deterrent, all of the nations will have to be prepared to act jointly 

and rapidly.  

 Given the state of current European military forces, the reaction force will need to be 

augmented by a sizeable US force in order to deter future aggression in Eastern Europe. This will 

most likely require forward deploying a division size force of approximately 10,000 troops to 

Eastern Europe, while diplomatically signaling to Russia the defensive nature of the movement. 

In December 2014, the Army announced plans to rotate approximately 100 Abrams tanks, 

Bradley fighting vehicles and an unspecified number of ground troops to Poland as a deterrent 

force.33 This force will need to be supported by NATO air, space, cyber and special operations 

forces. If necessary, US and NATO naval assets, including a Marine Expeditionary Unit, could 



 

 

be deployed to the Baltic Sea to further signal NATO’s resolve. In June 2014, the USS Mount 

Whitney (LCC 20) and the Arleigh Burke class guided-missile destroyer USS Oscar Austin 

(DDG 79) participated in Baltic Operations (BALTOPS), the annual joint and combined exercise 

in the Baltic Sea.34 This type of exercise could serve as a useful deterrent in the future, especially 

if the number of nations who participate in it expands. It must occur in parallel with clear 

diplomatic communications; however, in order to avoid inadvertently escalating the crisis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 Conclusion and Additional Recommendations 

 Hybrid war will be the most likely conflict the US will face in the future. The 

transformation of traditional governing structures will reveal deep-rooted cultural and ideological 

differences, and subsequently lead to violent struggles for political power in weak and failing 

states. Additionally, traditional security interests will lead to the state sponsorship of 

insurgencies through financial backing and the proliferation of modern weapons of war. The 

wars that result will be characterized by both conventional and unconventional ways and means.  

 The US must remember the historical and cultural lessons it learned from its counter-

insurgency campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan, and at the same time prepare to face a far more 

technologically and operationally sophisticated enemy. Future conflicts may deny US forces the 

freedom of movement they have enjoyed in the last two conflicts. The potential combination of 

Improvised Explosive Devices, electronic and cyber warfare, anti-armor weapons, long-range 

rockets, Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and sophisticated anti-aircraft weapons will make a future 

hybrid conflict extremely challenging.   

 In the past, terms like Full Spectrum Operations implied the US must be prepared to 

conduct all types of operations—from peacekeeping missions and low-intensity conflict on one 

end of the spectrum, to conventional war on the other. In hybrid war, all of the characteristics of 

Full Spectrum Operations may appear in the same battlespace and at the same time.  

  The framework I propose for deterring and defeating hybrid conflicts relies heavily on 

intelligence collection and analysis in order to understand the actors involved in hybrid conflict 

and the forces driving them toward violence. Moreover, it makes coordinated and parallel use of 

Today’s conflicts clearly combine new actors with new technology and new or transfigured 
ways of war, but the old threats also remain and have to be dealt with at the same time and in 
the same space, stressing the resources and overloading the systems of western militaries. 
    
   David Kilcullen, The Accidental Guerilla, pgs. 5-6.  



 

 

the diplomatic, informational and economic instruments of national power in order prevent 

hybrid conflicts from occurring, deter state sponsors and resolve these conflicts after they begin. 

The military component of both pillars of my framework must occur in parallel with the other 

instruments of power, whether being used to deter aggression, dissuade insurgent activities, or 

defeat a hybrid adversary in a full-scale hybrid war.    

 Potential hybrid threats will require us to re-evaluate the debate over future US force 

structure, which currently pits the proponents of a low-tech—and manpower intensive—counter-

insurgency force against the proponents of a force built to wage modern conventional war. An 

enemy who possesses the mixture of high-tech weaponry and unconventional ways and means 

will present a dangerous challenge to US planners as they seek to develop a military strategy to 

counter such threats. We should continue to modernize our forces for both conventional and 

unconventional wars with the appropriate mix of sophistication, quality, quantity, and flexibility. 

Finally, we need to build a flexible, adaptable and mobile force that can rapidly respond to crises 

around the globe. 
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bibliography)
 
1 The New York Times, “Ukraine News Today—Ukraine Latest News & Facts.” 
2 Traynor, “Ukraine crisis: Nato plans east European bases to counter Russia.” 
3 Lind, “Understanding Fourth Generation War,”12. 
4 Ibid., 12-13. Lind argues that the Four Generations of Modern Warfare began with the Peace 
of Westphalia in 1648. The treaty established what Lind terms “a monopoly on war” by the state, 
which had previously been shared by “many different entities … families, tribes, religions, cities, 
business enterprises—using many different means, not just armies and navies.” Lind categorizes 
the generations of warfare according to the way battlefield tactics influenced military culture and 
discipline. The First Generation of Modern War consisted of “line-and column” tactics and 
lasted from 1648-1860. It was characterized by a “battlefield of order” that created a “military 
culture of order.” The Second Generation of Modern War was developed by the French Army 
during World War I, and sought victory by “mass firepower” and “attrition.” The French 
summed it up as “the artillery conquers, the infantry occupies.” In this type of warfare, 
“obedience” is the most important aspect of military culture. Lind argues this type of war is the 
“American way of war,” with aviation replacing artillery as the primary source of “firepower.” 
The Third Generation of Modern Warfare, developed by the Germans, is most commonly known 
as “Blitzkrieg” or “maneuver warfare.” Its defining characteristics are “speed,” “surprise,” and 
“mental and physical dislocation.” Consequently, it demands that its practitioners possess 
“initiative” rather than unquestioned “obedience.” 
5 Ibid., 12-14. 
6 See Mansoor, “Hybrid Warfare in History,” 1-17. Although Frank Hoffman’s definition of 
hybrid war remains the most frequently cited, other scholars take a broader view. Retired US 
Army Colonel and Ohio State University Professor of History Dr. Pete Mansoor writes, 
“although there is little new in hybrid war as a concept, it is a useful means of thinking about 
war’s past, present, and future.” For Mansoor, hybrid war has more to do with the way “forces 
engage” in war, than the “nature” of war itself. Mansoor argues that a hybrid war involves “a 
combination of conventional military forces and irregulars (guerillas, insurgents, and terrorists), 
which could include both state and non-state actors, aimed at achieving a common political 
purpose.” When viewed from this broader perspective, a multitude of conflicts—from the 
Peloponnesian Wars, to the Boer War, to the French and American wars in Vietnam—become 
hybrid. In order to be successful in hybrid warfare, Mansoor argues political and military leaders 
must: (1) “understand the nature of their opponent,” (2) “adjust existing doctrine to take into 
account the kind of war in which their forces engage,” and (3) “create viable operational 
concepts that link strategy to tactical actions.” Hoffman would refer to the type of conflict 
Mansoor describes as “compound war.” See Hoffman’s “Hybrid vs. compound war—The Janus 
choice – Defining today’s multifaceted conflict.” I believe the increasingly dominant role of non-
state actors, combined with the powerful effects of modern weapons and information technology, 
support Hoffman’s assertion that hybrid warfare is distinct from the compound wars we have 
seen in the past, although it is truly by a matter of degree. Nonetheless, both definitions have 
substantial merit—the focus for leaders and strategists should be on understanding the unique 
nature of each conflict rather than arguing over semantics.  



 

 

 
7 Hoffman, “Conflict in the 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars,” 14. 
8 Ibid., 35-38. In “What the Past Suggests,” historian Williamson Murray offers an opposing 
view. Murray argues that nothing in the 2006 Lebanon War was new. He criticizes the analysis 
of the conflict as a new phenomenon, writing, “To many of these analysts, the combination by 
Shi’a militia of conventional military tactics with guerilla and terrorist activities appeared to 
represent a novel approach to war that would revolutionize conflict in the twenty-first century…. 
Given what passes for serious intellectual discourse in Washington, this response to the 
challenge of hybrid war is not surprising.” For Murray (like Mansoor), the defining characteristic 
of hybrid war is the ability of an adversary to pose a “two-fold threat” to their opponent—
“conventional forces” that dictate a concentration of firepower, and “disrupting forces” that 
dictate dispersal. Murray uses several examples, most notably the American Revolution and the 
American Civil War, to demonstrate the challenges of fighting a hybrid war. Because hybrid war 
has the propensity to become total, Murray concludes, “Victory would seem to be a matter 
largely of a willingness to spend lives and resources in what one can only describe as a profligate 
fashion.”  His solution: “Do not fight a hybrid war unless the most fundamental interest of the 
state are at stake.” The 2006 conflict in Lebanon and the ongoing conflict in Ukraine more 
closely resemble Hoffman’s definition of Hybrid War primarily because of the significant role of 
non-state actors, the powerful effects created by modern weapons and information technology, 
and the nature of the expanded battlespace.   
9 See John Vandiver’s article, “SACEUR: Allies must prepare for Russia ‘hybrid war.’” In 
September 2014, NATO Supreme Allied Commander General Philip Breedlove echoed NATO 
Secretary General Rasmussen’s concerns about Russian involvement, and began repeatedly 
emphasizing Russia’s role in the conflict. Breedlove said, “What we see in Russia now, in this 
hybrid approach to war, is to use all the tools they have … to stir up problems they can then 
begin to exploit through their military tool . . . We’re observing Russian forces fighting alongside 
separatists … Russian air defense assets are being used to conceal the advance of Russian 
tactical units throughout eastern Ukraine.” 
10 Department of Defense Directive 3000.07: Irregular Warfare, 14. The DoD equates 
conventional warfare with traditional warfare. Traditional warfare is a “form of warfare 
between the regulated militaries of states, or alliances of states, in which the objective is to defeat 
an adversary’s armed forces, destroy an adversary’s war-making capacity, or seize or retain 
territory in order to force a change in an adversary’s government or policies.” The DoD defines 
unconventional warfare as “activities conducted to enable a resistance movement or insurgency 
to coerce, disrupt, or overthrow a government or occupying power by operating through or with 
an underground, auxiliary, and guerrilla force in a denied area.” 
11 See The Making of Strategy: Rulers, States and War (Introduction), by Williamson Murray 
and Mark Grimsley, 2. Murray and Grimsley write, “Historical experience creates 
preconceptions about the nature of war and politics and may generate irresistible strategic 
imperatives. And ideology and culture shape the course of decision-makers and their societies in 
both conscious and unconscious ways.”  
12 My recommendation to focus on the root causes of conflict was strongly influenced by many 
of the ideas in David Kilcullen’s The Accidental Guerilla. I agree with Kilcullen’s assertion that 
“terrorist infection is thus part of the social pathology of broader societal breakdown, state 
weakness, and humanitarian crisis.” See The Accidental Guerilla, pg. 35. 



 

 

 
13 Lind, “Understanding Fourth Generation War,” 13-14. There is some evidence of cultural bias 
in Lind’s work when he says, “invasion by immigration can be just as dangerous as invasion by 
force” and that America, with its “poisonous ideology of multiculturalism, is a prime candidate 
for fourth generation war.” 
14 See Samuel Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations and John Keegan’s A History of Warfare. 
Huntington distinguishes ideology from culture. I believe the two are often related by a common 
religion and a shared philosophical or historical worldview. Keegan argues that warfare is 
cultural instead of political (in the traditional Clausewitzian sense).  
15 Hoffman is referring to Francis Fukuyama’s idea of “the end of history,” as argued in his 1989 
essay and subsequent book. Fukuyama first published an essay titled “The End of History” in the 
National Interest in 1989. He published a book titled The End of History and the Last Man in 
1992. In both, Fukuyama asserts that “history … appeared to culminate in liberty: elected 
governments, individual rights, an economic system in which capital and labor circulated with 
relatively modest state oversight.” This quote comes from an updated version of Fukuyama’s 
view on the topic, “At the ‘End of History’ Still Stands Democracy,” published in the 6 June 
2014 electronic edition of The Wall Street Journal (see Bibliography).  
16 Hoffman, “Conflict in the 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars,” 11-12. 
17 Former Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott captures all of the presumed reasons behind 
Russia’s recent hybrid activity in Ukraine in a recent Politico Magazine article titled, “The 
Making of Vladimir Putin.” Talbott writes, Putin’s “mindset reflects public longing for Russia’s 
geopolitical heyday, disillusionment with the downside of Gorbachev-Yeltsin  
reforms, and grievances with various policies of both the George W. Bush and Obama 
administrations: the U.S. withdrawal from the ABM treaty in 2002; the invasion of Iraq in 2003; 
Western support for the “color” revolutions in two post-Soviet countries, Georgia and Ukraine, 
in the mid-2000s; Kosovo’s attainment of formal independence in 2008; and the second and third 
rounds of NATO expansion in 2004 and 2009, which brought into the alliance another six former 
Communist countries as well as the three Baltic states that had been annexed by Stalin after his 
pact with Hitler in 1939. 
18 Whitlock, “Separatists said to have received antiaircraft training in Russia.” 
19 Wikipedia, “List of Ukrainian aircraft losses during the 2014-15 pro-Russian unrest in 
Ukraine,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Ukrainian_aircraft_losses_during_the_2014–
15_pro-Russian_unrest_in_Ukraine (accessed 29 January 2014). The aircraft include: 2x Mig-
29s, 1x Su-24, 5x Su-25s, 1x Il-76, 1x An-26, 1x An-30, 4x Mi-8/17s, and 5x Mi-24s. The 
Wikipedia entry lists several local news agencies as source information.  
20 Rid, “Cyber War Will Not Take Place,” 14. 
21 Frank Hoffman makes a similar recommendations with regard to intelligence, foreign internal 
defense and operational planning in “Conflict in the 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars,” 
pgs. 43-54.  
22 Klein and Yglesias, “Obama: The Vox Conversation.” 
23 See Julia Ioffe’s article “Russia’s Currency Is Plummeting and Putin’s Billionaires Are 
Cannibalizing Each Other” in The New Republic for a description of the effect of oil and 
sanctions on Russia’s currency, and subsequently, its billionaire oligarchs.  
24 Gordon, “Nimble New NATO Force to Take Form Next Year.” 
25 Ibid. 
26 NATO, “NATO Response Force: At the centre of NATO transformation.” 



 

 

 
27 Johnson, “Military Capabilities for Hybrid War: Insights from the Israel Defense Forces in 
Lebanon and Gaza,” 2. 
28 Ibid., 2. 
29 Ibid., 2. 
30 Johnson describes the key characteristics of the fight in pg. 3-4 of his essay, writing, “Initially, 
the IDF tried to decide the issue with standoff air and artillery attacks, but this did not stop the 
rocket attacks on Israel, nor result in the return of the soldiers whose capture had precipitated the 
war. Eventually, Israeli ground forces entered Lebanon, where they had real difficulties… . One 
of the key deficiencies was that the Israeli Army, highly conditioned by its LIC experience was 
initially confounded by an enemy that presented a high-intensity challenge that required joint 
combined arms fire and maneuver and a combat mindset different from that of Palestinian 
terrorists, even though Hezbollah did not have large formations.…Hezbollah was a disciplined 
and trained adversary, operating in cohesive small units and occupying good terrain.  It also had 
standoff fires (ATGMs, mortars and rockets) capability. Thus, defeating Hezbollah, required 
joint combined arms fire and maneuver, something the IDF was largely incapable of executing in 
2006. 
31 Ibid., 8-9. 
32 Hardt, “Is the NATO rapid-reaction force fiction?” 
33 Sisk, “US Army Plans to Send Abrams Tanks and Bradleys to Eastern Europe.” 
34 U.S. Naval Forces Europe-Africa/U.S. 6th Fleet Public Affairs, “Five Things You Need to 
Know about BALTOPS 2014.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Bibliography 

Anishchuk, Alexei “Putin warns U.S. spat over Ukraine threatens global stability.” Reuters, 
 15 October 2014. http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/10/15/us-ukraine-crisis-putin-
 nuclear-idUSKCN0I42FW20141015. 
 
Arkin, Daniel. “Baltic States Fear Putin Amid Escalation in Ukraine.” World Affairs Journal, 2 
 September 2014. http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/content/baltic-states-fear-putin-
 amid-escalation-ukraine. 
 
Baglione, Lisa A. “Don’t Feed the Bear: Crafting an effective response to a newly assertive 
 Russia.” America: The National Catholic Review (17 November 2014 Issue). 
 http://www.americamagazine.org/issue/don’t-feed-bear. 
 
Barno, David Lt Gen (ret.) “The Shadow Wars of the 21st Century.” War on the Rocks, 23 July 
 2014. http://warontherocks.com/2014/07/the-shadow-wars-of-the-21st-century/. 
 
Bloomberg. “Tracking the Ukrainian Conflict.” Bloomberg, 3 September 2014. 
 http://www.bloomberg.com/infographics/2014-08-22/ukraine-russia-map.html. 
 
Bond, Col Margaret S. “Hybrid War: A New Paradigm for Stability Operations in Failing 
 States.” Carlisle Barracks, PA: United States Army War College, 2007. 
 
Bravin, Jordan. “Getting Behind ‘Hybrid’ Warfare.” Cicero Magazine, 17 July 2014. 
 http://ciceromagazine.com/?s=getting+behind+hybrid+warfare. 
 
Brown, Col Leslie F. “Twenty-First Century Warfare Will be Hybrid.” Carlisle Barracks, PA: 
 United States Army War College, 2011.  
 
Carden, James W. “Russia and America’s Dangerous Dance.” The National Interest, 6 December 
 2014. http://nationalinterest.org/feature/russia-americas-dangerous-dance-11798. 
 
Clausewitz, Carl von. On War, trans. Peter Paret and Michael Howard (Princeton, NJ: 
 Princeton University Press, 1976). 
 
Coons, Kenneth C., Jr. and Glenn M. Harned. “Irregular Warfare is Warfare.” Joint Forces 
 Quarterly (Issue 52, 1st Quarter 2009): 97-103. 
 
Cox, Dan G. “What if the Hybrid Warfare/Threat Concept Was Simply Meant to Make Us 
 Think?” E-International Relations, February 2013. 
 http://www.eir.info/2013/02/13/what-if-the-hybrid-warfarethreat-concept-was-
 simply-meant-to-make-us-think/. 
 
Department of Defense. Department of Defense Directive 3000.07: Irregular Warfare, 28 
 August 2014. 
 



 

 

Fleming, Maj Brian P. “The Hybrid Threat Concept: Contemporary War, Military Planning 
 and the Advent of Unrestricted Operational Art.” Fort Leavenworth, KS: School of 
 Advanced Military Studies, 2011.  
 
Fukuyama, Francis. “At the ‘End of History’ Still Stands Democracy.” The Wall Street Journal, 
 6 June 2014. http://www.wsj.com/articles/at-the-end-of-history-still-stands-democracy-
 1402080661. 
 
Galula, David. Counter-Insurgency Warfare: Theory and Practice. New York: Frederick A. 
 Praeger, 1964. 
 
Gates, Robert M. Duty. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2014. 
 
Gentile, Gian (Col.). Wrong Turn: America’s Deadly Embrace of Counter-Insurgency. New 
 York: The New Press, 2013. 
 
Giles, Keir. “Ukraine: Vladimir Putin’s military action reveals a wider plan.” BBC.com, 28 
 August 2014. http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-28971901. 
 
Goldgeier, James. “To Contain Russia, the U.S. Should Return to Cold War Policies.” The New 
 Republic, 7 November 2014. http://www.newrepublic.com/article/120140/25-years-after-
 fall-berlin-wall-new-containment. 
 
Gordon, Michael R. “Nimble New NATO Force to Take Form Next Year.” The New York 
 Times, 2 December 2014. http://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/03/world/europe/nato-to-
 create- interim-rapid-response-force-to-counter-russia.html. 
 
Gray, Colin S. Modern Strategy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999. 
 
Harp, Lt Col James F. “The Evolution of the Trinity: A 21st Century ‘Hybrid’ War Theory.”  
 Carlisle Barracks, PA: United States Army War College, 2011. 
 
Hardt, Heidi. “Is the NATO rapid-reaction force fiction?” The Washington Post, 23 December 
 2014, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/monkey-cage/wp/2014/12/23/is-the-nato-
 rapid-reaction-force-fiction/. 
 
Hoffman, Frank G. Conflict in the 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars. Arlington, VA: 
 Potomac Institute for Policy Studies, 2007. 
 
Hoffman, Frank G. “Hybrid vs. compound war—The Janus choice – Defining today’s 
 multifaceted conflict.” Armed Forces Journal (October 2009). 
 http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/hybrid-vs-compound-war/. 
 
Hoffman, Frank G. “Hybrid Warfare and Challenges.” Joint Forces Quarterly (Issue 52, 1st 
 Quarter 2009): 34-39. 
 



 

 

Hoffman, Frank. “On-Not-So-New Warfare: Political Warfare vs. Hybrid Threats.” War on 
 the Rocks, 28 July 2014. http://warontherocks.com/2014/07/on-not-so-new-
 warfare-political-warfare-vs-hybrid-threats/#_. 
 
Horne, Alistair. A Savage War of Peace: Algeria 1954-1962. New York: New York Review 
 Books, 1977 (republished in 2006). 
 
Huntington, Samuel. “A Clash of Civilizations?” Foreign Affairs (Summer 1993), 
 http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/48950/samuel-p-huntington/the-clash-of-
 civilizations. 
 
Ioffe, Julia. “Russia’s Currency Is Plummeting and Putin’s Billionaires Are Cannibalizing Each 
 Other.” The New Republic, 7 November 2014. 
 http://www.newrepublic.com/article/120201/russias-ruble-value-collapsing-due-
 sanctions-stagnation. 
 
Johnson, David E. “Military Capabilities for Hybrid War: Insights from the Israel Defense 
 Forces in Lebanon and Gaza.” Rand Corporation Occasional Paper. Santa Monica, CA: 
 Rand Corporation, 2010. 
 
Jones, Gareth and Darya Korsunskaya. “U.S., EU hit Russia with more sanctions despite 
 Ukraine ceasefire.” Reuters.com, 12 September 2014. 
 http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/09/12/us-ukraine-crisisidUSKBN0H61O720140912.  
 
Kaplan, Robert D. “The Realist Creed.” Forbes, 24 November 2014. 
 http://www.forbes.com/sites/stratfor/2014/11/25/the-realist-creed/.  
 
Keegan, John. A History of Warfare. New York: Vintage Books, 1993. 
 
Kilcullen, David. The Accidental Guerrilla. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2011. 
 
Kilcullen, David. Out of the Mountains: The Coming Age of the Urban Guerilla. Oxford, UK: 
 Oxford University Press, 2013.  
  
Kotkin, Stephen. “Stalin, Father of Ukraine?” The New York Times, 27 November 2014. 
 http://www.nytimes.com/2014/11/28/opinion/stalin-father-of-ukraine.html. 
 
Kruit, Peter. “Hybrid Warfare: How the Russians used Western Methods.” War Bits, 3 
 September 2014. http://warbits.wordpress.com/2014/09/03/hybrid-warfare-how-the-
 russians-used-western-methods/. 
 
Landler, Mark and Michael R. Gordon. “NATO Chief Warns of Duplicity by Putin on Ukraine.” 
 The New York Times, 8 July 2014. 
 http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/09/world/europe/nato-chief-warns-of-duplicity-by-
 putin-on-ukraine.html. 
 



 

 

Lasica, Lt Col Daniel T. “Strategic Implications of Hybrid War: A Theory of Victory,” Fort 
 Leavenworth, KS: School of Advanced Military Studies, 2009. 
 
Lawrence, T.E. The Seven Pillars of Wisdom: A Triumph. New York: Anchor Books, 1991.  
 
Levgold, Robert. “Managing the New Cold War: What Moscow and Washington Can Learn 
 From The Last One.” Foreign Affairs (Jul/Aug 2014): 74-84.  
 
Lind, William S. “Understanding Fourth Generation War.” Military Review (September-October 
 2004): 12-16. 
 
Mansoor, Peter R. “Hybrid Warfare in History.” Hybrid Warfare: Fighting Complex 
 Opponents from the Ancient World to the Present. Edited by Williamson Murray and 
 Peter R. Mansoor. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2012: 1-17. 
 
Mattis, James N. Gen (ret.) “Assessment of Effects Based Operations (Updated). Small Wars 
 Journal Blog Post, 17 August 2008. http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/assessment-of-
 effects-based-operations-updated.  
 
Maxwell, Col David S. “Irregular Warfare on the Korean Peninsula,” Small Wars Journal (30 
 November 2010). http://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/irregular-warfare-on-the-
 korean-peninsula. 
 
McCuen, Col John J. “Hybrid Wars.” Military Review (March-April 2008): 107-113. 
 
McCulloh, Maj Timothy and Maj Richard Johnson. “Hybrid Warfare,” Joint Special 
 Operations University Report 13-4, August 2013. 
 
McWilliams, Maj Sean J. “Hybrid War Beyond Lebanon: Lessons from the South African 
 Campaign 1976 to 1989. Fort Leavenworth, KS: School of Advanced Military Studies, 
 2009. 
 
Murray, Williamson. “Conclusion: What the Past Suggests.” Hybrid Warfare: Fighting Complex 
 Opponents from the Ancient World to the Present. Edited by Williamson Murray and 
 Peter R. Mansoor. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2012: 289-307. 
 
Murray, Williamson and Peter R. Mansoor, Eds. Hybrid Warfare: Fighting Complex 
 Opponents from the Ancient World to the Present. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
 University Press, 2012. 
 
Murray, Williamson and Mark Grimsley. “Introduction: On Strategy.” The Making of Strategy: 
 Rulers, States, and War. Edited by Williamson Murray, MacGregor Knox, and Alvin 
 Bernstein. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994: 1-23. 
 



 

 

Myre, Greg. “Can NATO Find A Way To Contain Russia,” NPR.org, 3 September 2014. 
 http://www.npr.org/blogs/parallels/2014/09/03/344044582/can-nato-find-a-way-to 
 contain-russia. 
 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. “NATO Response Force: At the centre of NATO 
 transformation.” North Atlantic Treaty Organization (Last updated 2 October 2014). 
 http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49755.htm. 
 
NATO Review Magazine. “Hybrid War-hybrid response?” (Online Video). NATO Review 
 Magazine. http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2014/Russia-Ukraine-Nato-crisis/Russia-
 Ukraine-crisis-war/EN/index.htm. 
 
NATO Review Magazine. “Russia, Ukraine and Crimea: a predictable crisis? (Online Video.) 
 NATO Review  Magazine. http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2014/Russia-Ukraine-Nato-
 crisis/Russia-Ukraine-Crimea-crisis/EN/index.htm 
 
Nemeth, Maj William J. “Future war and Chechnya: A Case for Hybrid Warfare.” Monterey, 
 CA: Naval Postgraduate School, 2002. 
 
Neuger, James G. “NATO Sets Seven-Day Response for Rapid Reaction Force.” Bloomberg 
 Business, 22 January 2015. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-01-22/nato-
 sets-seven-day-response-for-rapid-reaction-force. 
 
The New York Times. “Ukraine News Today—Ukraine Latest News & Facts.”  
 http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/international/countriesandterritories/ukraine/index.ht
 ml?8qa&module=Search&mabReward=relbias%3Aw%2C%7B%222%22%3A%22RI%
 3A12%22%2C%221%22%3A%22RI%3A6%22%7D. 
 
Overy, Richard. Why the Allies Won. New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1995. 
 
Record, Jeffrey. Beating Goliath: Why Insurgencies Win. Washington, D.C.: Potomac Books, 
 Inc., 2007. 
 
Rid, Thomas. “Cyber War Will Not Take Place,” Journal of Strategic Studies, 5 October 2011. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01402390.2011.608939. 

Shynkarenko, Oleg. “Russia’s Hybrid War in Ukraine,” Institute for War and Peace 
 Reporting, 11 June 2014. http://iwpr.net/report-news/russias-hybrid-war-ukraine. 
 
Sisk, Richard. “US Army Plans to Send Abrams Tanks and Bradleys to Eastern Europe.” 
 Military.com, 1 December 2014. http://www.military.com/daily-news/2014/12/01/us-
 army-plans-to-send-abrams-tanks-and-bradleys-eastern-europe.html. 
 
Soldatkin, Vladimir. “Russia will add 80 new warships to Black Sea Fleet: fleet commander, 
 Yahoo! News, 23 September 2014. http://news.yahoo.com/russia-add-80-warships-
 black-sea-fleet-fleet-120309252.html. 
 



 

 

Steele, Jonathan. “10 myths about Afghanistan.” The Guardian, 27 September 2011. 
 http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/sep/27/10-myths-about-afghanistan. 
 
Strachan, Hew. “One War, Joint Warfare,” Rusi Journal Vol. 154 No. 4 (August 2009): 20-24.  
 http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/.VC3AkL5Z0Rk. 
 
Talbott, Strobe. “The Making of Vladimir Putin.” Politico Magazine. 19 August 2014. 
 http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2014/08/putin-the-backstory-
 110151_Page3.html#.VItiQMZZ0Rk. 
 
Tayler, Jeffrey. “The Way Out of the Ukraine Crisis,” TheAtlantic.com, 12 August 2014.  
 http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2014/08/talk-to-the-
 russians/375898/. 
 
Tiger, Brooks. “Nato approves interim rapid response force for 2015.” HIS Jane’s 360, 1 
 December 2014. http://www.janes.com/article/46600/nato-approves-interim-rapid-
 response-force-for-2015. 
 
Tiron, Roxana. “The Irregular Challenge,” Seapower (December 2009): 12-14.  
 
Traynor, Ian. “Ukraine crisis: Nato plans east European bases to counter Russia.” 
 TheGuardian.com, 26 August 2014. 
 http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/aug/26/nato-east-european-bases-counter-
 russian-threat.  
 
Tucker, Spencer C. Vietnam. Lexington, KY: University Press of Kentucky, 1999.  
 
United States Government Accountability Office (GAO). Hybrid Warfare. Washington, D.C., 10 
 September 2010.  
 
U.S. Naval Forces Europe-Africa/U.S. 6th Fleet Public Affairs, “Five Things You Need to 
 Know about BALTOPS 2014.” Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Europe-Africa U.S. 
 Sixth Fleet, 5 June 2014. http://www.c6f.navy.mil/140605-262_Five-Things-You- Need-
 to-Know-about-BALTOPS-2014.html#.VNq-4kJZ0Rk. 
 
Vandiver, John. “SACEUR: Allies must prepare for Russia ‘hybrid war.’” Stars and Stripes, 4 
 September 2014. http://www.stripes.com/news/saceur-allies-must-prepare-for-russia-
 hybrid-war-1.301464. 
 
Whitlock, Craig. “Separatists said to have received antiaircraft training in Russia.” The 
 Washington Post, 18 July 2014. http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-
 security/separatists-said-to-have-had-anti-aircraft-training-in-russia/2014/07/18/0af398f2-
 0e82-11e4-b8e5-d0de80767fc2_story.html 
 
Wilkie, Hon Robert. “Hybrid Warfare: Something Old, Not Something New,” Air & Space 
 Power Journal (Winter 2009): 13-17. 



 

 

 
Williamson, Col Steven C. “From Fourth Generation Warfare to Hybrid War.” Carlisle 
 Barracks, PA: United States Army War College, 2009. 
 
Klein, Ezra and Matthew Yglesias. “Obama: The Vox Conversation.” Vox (last accessed 11 
 February 2014). http://www.vox.com/a/barack-obama-interview-vox-
 conversation/obama-foreign-policy-transcript.  
 
Zedong, Mao. On Protracted War. Honolulu: University Press of the Pacific, 2001. Reprint of a 
 series of lectures delivered by Mao in 1938. 


