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Defining Hybrid Warfare

Definitions and terminology are important. They help us explain and understand 
 phenomena and convey ideas relevant to those phenomena. Conversely, once they have 
been determined, they tend to restrict the way we interpret reality as it occurs around us. 
A wrong, inaccurate or imprecise definition or term may prevent us from understanding 
events and steer us to choose the wrong action or reaction. Therefore, though the choice 
of definitions and terminology is important in all fields of human endeavour, because of 
the extremely high price of mistakes in the conduct of war, the choice of definitions and 
terminology relevant to war is especially important. The term hybrid warfare was chosen 
to describe a conceptual military problem facing the U.S. and NATO in understanding 
a particular aspect in the conduct of war. Therefore, before defining hybrid warfare, it is 
necessary to understand its context. The term warfare is generally defined as the act of 
waging war against an enemy, or, in a narrower sense, as a specific manner of conducting 
war. This requires the addition of a term describing that unique manner as distinct from 
other different manners of warfare, thus for example, hybrid warfare.

Defining war

So what is war? According to the Prussian General and military theorist Carl von 
Clausewitz: “War is nothing more than large-scale duel […] an act of violence 
to force our will upon our opponent […] the objective of the war is not part of 
the war itself […]. War is the continuation of the political intercourse with the 
addition of other means.”2 Chinese Communist leader Mao Dze Dong provided 
a variation such as “politics is war without bloodshed, while war is politics with 
bloodshed”.3 Whereas most people assume that Clausewitz was referring only 
to states or at least nations, and Mao was referring to the socio-economic strata 
within a state or nation, British historian John Keegan argued that any group of 

1  Bar-Ilan University and Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies.
2  Clausewitz 1832: 8.
3  Dong 1938: paragraph 64.
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people can and do conduct Wars; “war antedates the state, diplomacy and strategy 
by many millennia. Warfare is almost as old as man himself”.4 As history shows, 
individuals sometimes employ violence as a tool to achieve various goals. Groups 
of individuals, not just states, do the same – the difference being that they do so in 
concert and to gain an accepted common goal that benefits the group as a whole, 
though not necessarily every individual in that group. The process of agreeing 
on the common goal, the process of working to achieve it are an act of politics 
and the relationship with other groups are the political intercourse referred to by 
Clausewitz.5 However, one-sided violence motivated by a political purpose is not 
yet war – to become war the violence must be mutual. The reciprocity of violence 
is a point stressed repeatedly by Clausewitz as an inherent part of the essence 
of war – if one side attacks and the other side is passive, neither defends nor 
attacks, it is not war. So war is violence employed as a tool to achieve a political 
goal against a rival reciprocating with violence to deny that achievement while 
achieving his own political goals.6 Thus the definition of war reads as follows. 
War is purposeful reciprocal violence between groups of people. When groups 
of people are in conflict they each have a number of tools they can employ 
to compel, induce, entice or convince their rivals to give in to their opposing 
demands: direct or indirect negotiations, economic pressure or inducements, 
overt or covert psychological and information influence operations, third-party 
arbitrators and violence. The conduct of war does not necessarily preclude or 
even reduce the continuation of efforts to simultaneously achieve the group’s 
goal also by the other available tools. War might be chosen as the main effort, 
supported by the other tools, or only as a supporting effort to the other tools.7 
Hybrid warfare is therefore a specific method of conducting violence by a group 
in order to compel a rival group to agree to its political demands. However, 
as in many other aspects of military theory, there is no one generally accepted 
definition for what violent actions or modes of action are included in the specific 
phenomenon termed hybrid warfare. Furthermore, as will be described below, 
even the terminology used for defining this phenomenon varies.

4  Keegan 1994: 3.
5  Clausewitz 1832.
6  Clausewitz 1832.
7  Clausewitz 1832.
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Evolution of the term Hybrid Warfare

In 1993, Captain Eric F. McMillin, published an MA thesis on the First Lebanon 
War (1982). In that war Israeli military forces fought both the military forces of 
the Palestine Liberation Organization and those of Syria. McMillin focused his 
study on the confrontation between the Israelis and the Palestinians and found 
a problem defining the type of warfare conducted in that confrontation: “A new 
‘middle way’ of warfare emerged, though through no design of the antagonists. 
It was not guerrilla warfare with an elusive foe refusing decisive engagement with 
a superior conventional foe. Neither was it a contest between the armies of two 
states on the open battlefield as, ironically, both the PLO and the Israelis would 
have preferred. Rather a low technology, relatively untrained and unseasoned, 
largely militia force was able to preclude a powerful state army, stripped of its 
technological edge and limited in the freedom to use its overwhelming firepower, 
from achieving its war aims.”8 Not having a term to define this form of warfare he 
declared it to be a “new ‘middle way’ of warfare”. However, he was mistaken – it 
was not new. Three years later, in 1996, Dr. Thomas Huber of the U.S. Army 
Combat Studies Institute, published a study on Napoleon’s attempt to conquer 
Spain (1808–1814) and highlighted the combined use of regular and irregular 
forces in regular and irregular modes of operation by Napoleon’s enemies. He 
termed this combination compound warfare.9 This study became the basis for 
an anthology of case studies published in 2002 analysing a variety of compound 
warfare campaigns (including two earlier than Napoleon’s war in Spain) but 
neither the article nor the anthology generated enough interest to create a general 
debate on the concept.10 One of the first, if not the first, use of the term hybrid 
warfare was in a book published by historian Thomas R. Mockaitis on British 
counterinsurgency wars from the 1960s till the mid-1990s. He dubbed the war 
between Indonesia and Malaysia, the latter assisted by Britain, a “hybrid war, 
combining low-intensity conventional engagements with insurgency”.11 The 
hybridity was not only in the purely military issues. Indonesian strategy was 
“a combination of subversion, diplomatic pressure and military incursions […]. 
While [Indonesia] could never hope to defeat the British militarily, [it] might 

8  McMillin 1993: iii.
9  Huber 1996.
10  Huber 2002.
11  Mockaitis 1995: 14–15.
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use their presence to portray Malaya as a puppet state and Rahman [Prime 
Minister of Malaya] as a ‘colonial stooge’. He might also provoke the British into 
a retaliatory attack across the border that would create a favourable international 
incident”.12 Indonesian military actions combined the use of irregular forces 
and regular forces to conduct irregular warfare operations and actions – small 
to medium – sized harassment raids, with regular warfare operations in which 
they attempted by those same forces to grab and hold small pieces of Malayan 
territory. The British responded in kind as they too employed regular and 
irregular forces, adapted strategies, operations and tactics developed during 
the 19th century and first half of the 20th century to defeat insurgencies inside the 
British Empire and tribal plunder raids entering British Empire territory from 
beyond its borders to what was in fact an inter-state conflict (Malaysia–Indonesia) 
combined with an insurgency (communist and ethnic inside Malaysia), generally 
conducted at low intensity with occasional brief escalations, but never crossing 
the threshold to all-out high-intensity warfare. In 1998, in an MA thesis written 
at the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, a United States Marine Corps officer, 
Robert G. Walker, described the U.S. Marine Corps as “a hybrid force, capable of 
conducting operations within both the conventional and unconventional realms 
of warfare”.13 He defined hybrid warfare as “that which lies in the interstices 
between special and conventional warfare. This type of warfare possesses char-
acteristics of both the special and conventional realms, and requires an extreme 
amount of flexibility in order to transition operationally and tactically between 
the special and conventional arenas”.14 Walker conflated Unconventional Warfare 
and Special Operations, even though the latter are only one type of the former.15 
In 2002, the same year that the anthology on compound warfare was published, 
another U.S. Marine, William J. Nemeth, wrote an MA thesis entitled Future 
War and Chechnya: A Case for Hybrid Warfare. Nemeth’s discussion focused 
on the societal changes that were occurring in a variety of non-Western states in 
which the modern state was devolving into something different, a hybrid society 
that still included the trappings of the modern state organisation, but in which 
older, tribal organisations were returning to the fore of political organisation 
and conduct. These societal and political transformations, were, argued Nemeth, 

12  Mockaitis 1995: 16.
13  Walker 1998: v.
14  Walker 1998: 4–5.
15  Walker 1998; Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms 1989.
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creating a new paradigm of war, one which was different and incomprehensible 
to Western cultures.16 So, whereas Walker used the term Hybrid Warfare to 
describe a variation in tactics and operations amalgamating different methods 
emanating from a purely military decision, Nemeth’s approach was political. 
Changes in social organisation created changes in the manner societies organi-
sed and employed war “hybrid societies are a mixture of the modern and the 
traditional. Hybrid societies in turn have organized hybrid military forces, and 
it is these forces that will challenge military and diplomatic planners in the 
future […]. The intention of this thesis is to establish the links between hybrid 
societies, hybrid warfare and pre-state societies and warfare”.17 As a modern case 
study Nemeth chose the Russo–Chechen conflict of 1994–2002. The Chechen 
forces combined an indigenous martial culture of irregular warfare with Soviet 
military training in regular warfare and experience in Soviet army ranks in the 
Soviet–Afghan War (1979–1989) as well as various conflicts in the Caucasus as 
the Soviet Union collapsed. This, argued Nemeth, enabled them to merge the 
advantages of each in order to defeat the Russians in 1995–1996. The thesis was 
written before the end of the second round of war between Russia and Chechnya 
which was won by Russia and therefore does not describe why Russia ultimately 
succeeded in re-conquering Chechnya. Three years later, in a 2005 professional 
lecture and article by U.S. Marines General James A. Mattis and Frank G. 
Hoffman, they adopted fellow Marine Walker’s purely military term hybrid 
warfare with a slightly expanded definition.18 The expansion encompassed the 
entirety of what the American military regarded as unconventional warfare, and 
is more commonly known as irregular warfare or guerrilla warfare. Hoffman 
continued to develop the term over the following years in a series of studies 
and articles, however, the best known of his papers, the paper that made this 
term popular among military theorists and practitioners, was Conflict in the 
21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars, which, in addition to describing his 
understanding of the occurring transformations in the conduct of war included 
a case study of the recent 2006 war between Israel and Hezbollah. That war that 
had seen the highly touted Israel Defense Forces apparently fail to defeat what 
was considered to be a weak guerrilla-style military force. The sensation caused 
by that war lead to a deluge of writing trying to explain the unexpected results, 

16  Nemeth 2002.
17  Nemeth 2002: 3–4.
18  Mattis–Hoffman 2005: 18–19.
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and Hoffman’s monograph rode that wave of interest in providing a theoretical 
framework for understanding it and publicising the concept of hybrid warfare. 
Ostensibly, Hezbollah’s success was achieved by merging regular and irregular 
modes of combat – a combination the Israeli military failed to cope with, i.e. 
hybrid warfare.19

Blurring of war forms

The goal of the discussion on compound or hybrid warfare was not to develop 
a general military theory. It was focused on the context of threats potentially 
facing the U.S. The heart of the argument was that whereas in the past the 
U.S. had faced different types of enemies separately, whether states employing 
“conventional capabilities” or non-states employing “asymmetric or irregular 
tactics”, in the future “these may no longer be separate threats or modes of war”. 
Instead there would be “an increased merging or blurring of conflict and war 
forms” and therefore, “future contingencies will more likely present unique 
combinational or hybrid threats that are specifically designed to target U.S. 
vulnerabilities […]. There are a broadening number of challenges facing the 
United States […]. These include traditional, irregular, terrorist and disruptive 
threats or challengers. [Planners must choose] between preparing for states 
instead of separate challengers with fundamentally different approaches (con-
ventional, irregular or terrorist) we can expect to face competitors who employ 
all forms of war and tactics, perhaps simultaneously. Criminal activity may also 
be considered part of this problem as well, as it either further destabilizes local 
government or abets the insurgent or irregular warrior by providing resources, 
or by undermining the host state and its legitimacy”.20 None of these forms of 
action was new in itself – the novelty was in the amalgamation as “at the strategic 
level, many wars have regular and irregular components. However, in most 
conflicts, these components occurred in different theaters or in distinctly different 
formations.21 In Hybrid Wars, these forces become blurred into the same force 

19  Hoffman 2007.
20  Hoffman 2007: 7.
21  Hoffman adopted Huber’s term, ‘Compound Warfare’ for these strategically coordinated but 
geographically and organisationally separate operations, arguing that all the examples studied in 
the anthology were not hybrid – i.e. combined units conducting combined operations in the same 
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in the same battlespace. While they are operationally integrated and tactically 
fused, the irregular component of the force attempts to become operationally 
decisive rather than just protract the conflict, provoke overreactions or extend 
the costs of security for the defender”.22 Though Hoffman stated that “Hybrid 
Wars can be waged by states or political groups, and 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”.23 The focus of his discussion and choice of the Second 
Lebanon War case study was on the hybrid threat posed by non-state actors, 
because, following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, they were deemed to be 
the more likely enemy of the U.S. and were the challenge cited repeatedly as 
examples for hybrid forms of action. And, in fact, the U.S. and its allies were 
at that time fighting non-state rivals in Asia and Africa (various Moslem Jihadi 
organisations). State on State War seemed to be a thing of the past.24 However, at 
the same time, the political and strategic situation in Europe was changing with 
the resurgence of an active Russia. Russia was actively engaging in a variety of 
activities perceived by NATO members to be confrontational but problematic 
to define. Though Hoffman and most U.S. theorists discussing the subject till 
2014 mentioned that part of the essence of hybridity was also the blurring of the 
boundary between war and peace, they focused on the operational and tactical 
hybridity within a war.25 Writers focusing on the evolving political situation in 
Europe, especially following Russian actions in Ukraine, were more concerned 
with political and strategic hybridity – the merging of hostile activities, some 
non-violent and yet disruptive politically, such as the use of covert operations, 

space and time. This article also addressed the problem of having more than one definition of 
Hybrid Warfare (see Hoffman 2009).
22  Hoffman 2007: 8.
23  Hoffman 2007: 58.
24  This opinion was promoted first by a variety of academic researchers whose ideas were adopted 
by some military commanders. Typical examples are Creveld 1991: 33–62; Kaldor 1999: 15–31, 
71–93; Kaldor 2005: 2–3; Kaldor 2013; Smith 2005: 3–30; Gat 2012: 149–157; Hecht–Shamir 
2016: 124–127. Smith’s book was translated by the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) to Hebrew in 2013 
and declared required reading for all IDF officers.
25  Note that all the writers quoted above, including those in the anthology published by Huber, 
discussed only the operational and tactical aspects of hybrid warfare. This is true also of all 
the articles in the anthology edited by Murray–Mansoor 2012. Nemeth ascribed the source 
of the Chechens’ ability to conduct warfare to be cultural and societal, but he too focused on the 
operational and tactical levels (see Nemeth 2002).
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psychological and information operations, disruptive economic actions and cyber 
operations to destabilise states, with a sprinkling of semi-covert violent acts 
of extremely low intensity such as assassinations or destruction of property 
and occasionally a more powerful but still very limited overt military action, 
sometimes using proxies and sometimes not, all this without officially declaring 
war.26 Given the West European cultural preference to clearly delineate a sep-
aration between war and not-war, participants and non-participants, this fuzzy 
area which merged the two situations was the main dilemma facing European 
governments and military establishments – for them hybrid warfare was the 
deliberate conduct of hostile operations of this nature. Thus in an official NATO 
website the hybrid threat is defined as: “Hybrid threats combine military and 
non-military as well as covert and overt means, including disinformation, cyber 
attacks, economic pressure, deployment of irregular armed groups and use of 
regular forces. Hybrid methods are used to blur the lines between war and 
peace, and attempt to sow doubt in the minds of target populations. They aim 
to destabilise and undermine societies. The speed, scale and intensity of hybrid 
threats have increased in recent years. Being prepared to prevent, counter and 
respond to hybrid attacks, whether by state or non-state actors, is a top priority 
for NATO.”27 The European Centre of Excellence for Countering Hybrid Warfare 
defines hybrid warfare as: “An action conducted by state or non-state actors, 
whose goal is to undermine or harm a target by influencing its decision-making 
at the local, regional, state or institutional level. Such actions are coordinated 
and synchronized and  deliberately target democratic states’ and institutions’ 
vulnerabilities. Activities can take place, for example, in the political, economic, 
military, civil or information domains. They are conducted using a wide range of 
means and designed to remain below the threshold of detection and attribution. 
Hybrid action is characterized by ambiguity as hybrid actors blur the usual 
borders of international politics and operate in the interfaces between external 
and internal, legal and illegal, and peace and war. The ambiguity is created 
by combining conventional and unconventional means – disinformation and 

26  Note the official definitions by NATO and the European Centre of Excellence for Countering 
Hybrid Warfare below and see a long list of essays on the threat posed by Russia. Typical examples 
are Bērziņš 2014; Hoffman 2014; NATO 2015; Kofman 2016; Hughes 2016; Murphy 2016; 
Fedyk 2017; Fox 2017; Pronk 2018a; Fridman 2018; Jonsson 2019; Rumer 2019; Bērziņš 2020: 
355–380; Bowen 2020; Käihkö 2021: 115–127.
27  NATO 2021; NATO 2015; Pronk 2018b.



Defining Hybrid Warfare

39

interference in political debate or elections, critical infrastructure disturbances 
or attacks, cyber operations, different forms of criminal activities and, finally, an 
asymmetric use of military means and warfare.”28 This definition adds a nuance 
absent from previous definitions. Only covert actions, those below the threshold 
of detection and attribution, are included. However, this requirement in the 
first paragraph contradicts the use also of “conventional” means and warfare 
mentioned in the second paragraph. A similar, previous and separate development 
occurred in the U.S. Army under the heading Full Spectrum Operations. This 
concept, which was not adopted outside the U.S. Army, was first described in 
that army’s Field Manual 3-0: Operations in 2001 and further developed in 
the later 2008 update of that manual: “This edition of FM 3-0 reflects Army 
thinking in a complex period of prolonged conflicts and opportunities. The 
doctrine recognizes that current conflicts defy solution by military means alone 
and that landpower, while critical, is only part of each campaign. Success in 
future conflicts will require the protracted application of all the instruments of 
national power—diplomatic, informational, military, and economic. Because of 
this, Army doctrine now equally weights tasks dealing with the population—sta-
bility or civil support—with those related to offensive and defensive operations. 
This parity is critical; it recognizes that 21st century conflict involves more than 
combat between armed opponents. While defeating the enemy with offensive 
and defensive operations, Army forces simultaneously shape the broader sit-
uation through nonlethal actions to restore security and normalcy to the local 
populace.”29 However, later versions of the manual, though mentioning the need 
to maintain the capability to operate in all the above-mentioned fields, dropped 
the term Full Spectrum Operations. The U.S. Army has not officially adopted 
the term hybrid warfare in its doctrine.

Changing the culture of war

What is clear is that the issue that most distresses NATO members is the blurring 
of the boundary between war and not-war. This is a cultural issue. A school of 
thought that developed gradually in Western culture and became prevalent in 
the second half of the 20th century, sought to create a distinct boundary 

28  Hybrid CoE s. a.
29  The Pentagon 2008: vii.
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between the two situations. A clear distinction between what behaviour is war 
and what is not; who may conduct war and who may not; what actions are 
acceptable or not-acceptable in war, what actions are acceptable or not-acceptable 
in conflicts that are not-war. These distinctions were codified as the Laws of 
War, thus converting the discussion from a focus on best practice to a focus on 
legality of practice. This created two world views – NATO members and others 
accepting this strict delineation as opposed to other entities that do not. It also 
created a problem for those accepting the boundaries and laws to understand the 
behaviour of those who do not – how can an action be not-war yet look and 
behave as war? Existing terminology and concepts, sharply separating the two, 
prevented the ability to discuss what was happening. The term hybrid warfare 
was adopted to solve this problem. War and not-war are separate political and 
military  phenomena, hybrid warfare is a conceptual patch covering the gap 
between the two and slightly overlapping each. In 2013, Russian Chief of the 
General Staff Valery Gerasimov, lectured on the topic of hybrid warfare as 
a political and military phenomenon.30 Though often described as the 
 Gerasimov doctrine, this lecture actually described Gerasimov’s interpretation 
of Western doctrine of modern warfare and the need for Russia to learn to cope 
with it.31 He too focused first on the “tendency toward blurring the lines between 
the states of war and peace”. But after stating that “wars are no longer declared”, 
he added, “and having begun, [they] proceed according to an unfamiliar tem-
plate”.32 This new template includes “the broad use of political, economic, 
informational, humanitarian and other non-military measures – applied in 
coordination with the protest potential of the population. All this is supplemented 
by military means of a concealed character, including carrying out actions of 
informational conflict and the actions of special-operations forces. The open use 
of forces – often under the guise of peacekeeping and crisis regulation – is 
resorted to only at a certain stage, primarily for the achievement of final success 
in the conflict […]. Long-distance, contactless actions against the enemy are 
becoming the main means of achieving combat and operational goals. The defeat 
of the enemy’s objects is conducted throughout the entire depth of his territory. 
The differences between strategic, operational, and tactical levels, as well as 
between offensive and defensive operations, are being erased. The application 

30  Gerasimov 2013.
31  Adamsky 2015; Galeotti 2018; Galeotti 2020.
32  Gerasimov 2013.
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of high-precision weaponry is taking on a mass character. Weapons based on 
new physical principals and automatized systems are being actively incorporated 
into military activity […]. Asymmetrical actions have come into widespread 
use, enabling the nullification of an enemy’s advantages in armed conflict. Among 
such actions are the use of special-operations forces and internal opposition to 
create a permanently operating front through the entire territory of the enemy 
state, as well as informational actions, devices, and means that are constantly 
being perfected”.33 However, though these new forms of action were more and 
more prominent, and the focus of that particular lecture, they did not completely 
erase the use of older forms of action – the employment of massed mechanised 
formations, as was made clear in the graphs that accompanied the lecture and 
in later lectures, various articles published in Russian professional journals and 
Russian military exercises, and in the invasions of Ukraine in 2014 and 2022.34 
Analysts studying the Russian debate attempted to separate the Russian concepts 
from the Western concepts, or from the Russian understanding of Western 
concepts as they were described in the Russian professional journals, by using 
the Russian term New Generation Warfare for the Russian concept and Hybrid 
Warfare for the Western concept. However, though there are differences in the 
details, in principle these two concepts are indeed similar as far as the separation 
of War and Not-War are concerned and the general internal composition of the 
military operational and tactical methods, including the exploitation of new 
technologies by those  methods, are concerned.35 To summarise it, the term hybrid 
warfare came to refer to two separate phenomena – first, a style of purely mili-
tary operational and tactical actions and second, a style of aggressive political 
behaviour combining military and non-military actions. Unfortunately, as the 
term hybrid warfare gained popularity it lost clarity. The various concepts, 
definitions and terms represent a professional debate on the topic. Some of the 
debaters merely sought to improve previous ideas and definitions as they under-
stood them, some sought to adapt them to the specific contexts they were facing, 
others tried to delineate the boundaries of the concept back to a form of 

33  Gerasimov 2013.
34  Gerasimov 2013; Sutyagin 2015; Bartles 2016: 30–38; Kofman 2016; McDermott 2019: 
345–378; Bērziņš 2020: 355–380; Clark 2020; Polyakova–Boulègue 2021; Zarembo–Solodkyy 
2021.
35  Jonsson–Seely 2015: 1–22; Thomas 2016: 554–575; Schnaufer 2017: 17–31; Bērziņš 2019: 
157–184; Suchkov 2021: 415–440; Baqués 2021.
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behaviour in war rather than between war and not-war and others argued that 
the concepts and terminology were wrong and harmful.36 Evolving with each 
new paper written about it, the term became a slogan covering a plethora of 
hostile behaviours, activities and organisations in a wide variety of military and 
non-military contexts, some of which had existed before under different names, 
while others, lacking violence, were not truly war. When a term comes to mean 
many  different things, it becomes useless as a tool for communication. Another 
problem is that while defining Hybrid Warfare the various authors were not and 
still are not precise in their use of terminology, thus, for example, conventional, 
traditional and regular warfare are used interchangeably though there are subtle 
differences in meaning as are unconventional, guerrilla, asymmetric and irreg-
ular warfare. Terrorism, itself lacking an agreed definition,37 is now a separate 
category of actions. For state armies there are War, Military Operations Other 
than War and Operations Below the Threshold of War. The terms war and 
warfare themselves lost coherence – one experienced General even wrote that 
war no longer exists – though the various violent activities that make-up a war 
such as confrontation, conflict and combat still do,38 whereas an academic 
specialising in political science claimed that war existed but had changed dras-
tically into something new. New War was characterised by what she claimed to 
be new political goals and new forms of violence.39 Furthermore, a plethora of 
new terms were invented, some preceded the term hybrid warfare, others were 
alternatives suggested by various authors such as Fourth Generation Warfare, 
Fourth Epoch Warfare, New Warfare, Post Modern Warfare, Degenerate Warfare 
and Compound Warfare, which preceded the term hybrid warfare while others 
sought to focus on a particular aspect for example the Grey Zone emphasising 
the use of violence without officially declaring war, or Political Warfare that 
focus on all hostile actions that do not include violence.40 Some of the discussions 

36  Stoker–Whiteside 2020; Schadlow 2015.
37  NATO Counter-Terrorism Reference Curriculum 2020.
38  Smith 2005.
39  Kaldor 1999. New, slightly revised editions, responding to various criticisms were published 
later but the essential argument remained the same. The criticisms focused on the historical inac-
curacy of her claims that the political goals and forms of violence were new.
40  The term ‘Political Warfare’ (defined as “the employment of all the means at a nation’s command, 
short of war, to achieve its national objectives”) was originally invented by U.S. State Department 
Policy Planning Director George Kennan in a Top Secret memorandum entitled The Inauguration 
of Organized Political Warfare, written on 30 April 1948. Kennan explained the necessity for the 
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approached the topic from a purely military aspect – tactics, operations and 
strategy and their effect on the conduct of wars, whereas others approached the 
topic from the opposite direction, the cultural and political developments that 
preceded, initiated and directed wars and the forces established to conduct them 
to achieve the ideological and political objectives set by the societies and their 
leaders. Many of the terms used actually define more the cultural or strategic 
tunnel through which the user was observing the world than the general reality 
of war as a practical phenomenon. Many of the criticisms published against each 
author’s work were against that tunnel vision misleading him/her. Proponents 
of theories claiming a break from past experience to a new reality were often 
criticised for exhibiting insufficient knowledge of the history of warfare.41

Conclusion

None of the arguments are completely wrong and none are completely right. 
War is one of the most complex of human activities. It exists and is fought on 
all the physical, the emotional, the spiritual and the mental planes of human 
existence, it invokes both rational and irrational behaviour. It is therefore difficult 
to define it and the phenomena that compose it with mathematical precision. 
Many phenomena that in theory are distinct do not have precise borders with 
adjacent phenomena in practice, the transition from one to the other is often 
gradual with a considerable overlap – there are many shades of grey, but where 
each shade specifically ends and another specifically begins is usually very 
difficult to discern. Given that the very essence of hybrid warfare is the merging 
of phenomena, it is especially difficult to define, to characterise and to create 
a distinct theory as to how to conduct it successfully. However, if we are to 
conduct a meaningful discussion and come away with the common understanding 
necessary for coordinated actions, it is necessary to provide definitions useful 
to practitioners while accepting the blurry edges of each phenomenon. As noted 

term because: “We have been handicapped however by a popular attachment to the concept of a basic 
difference between peace and war, by a tendency to view war as a sort of sporting contest outside of 
all political context.” It was suggested as a more intuitively more understandable replacement for 
the term Hybrid Warfare when discussing hostile non-violent actions. However, the term elicited 
a negative response (Robinson et al. 2018: xix–xx).
41  Berdal 2003: 477–502; Berdal 2011: 109–133; Cohen 2007; Mello 2010: 297–309; Newman 
2004: 173–189; Roberts 2005.
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above, the term hybrid warfare as it is most commonly used today refers to two 
separate phenomena:

 – On the political-strategic continuum the concept termed hybrid warfare 
refers to the combined use of all the tools available to the belligerents to 
force their rival to accept their political demands – all forms of aggressive 
diplomacy, economic actions, psychological and information actions and 
violent actions. All these may include a mix of overt and covert actions. 
As regards the acts of violence, these may be official (declared war) or 
unofficial (undeclared war).

 – Within the internal continuum of conducting war (methods of conducting 
violent operations) hybrid warfare refers to the combined use of the differ-
ent manners of military action, both regular warfare and irregular warfare.

Therefore, when using the term hybrid warfare, the user must make clear to which 
of the two phenomena he/she is referring to. Both phenomena of hybrid warfare 
affect the chosen military strategy for a particular war and its implementation; 
however, each does so differently. They are not conditional to each other, they 
can co-exist or one may be chosen and implemented while the other is not.

Questions

1. What conflicting definitions of Hybrid Warfare do you know?
2. What other terms are used as equivalents to the term Hybrid Warfare?
3. What are the main obstacles to the adoption of a single universally 

accepted term and definition for Hybrid Warfare?
4. What are the similarities and differences in the definition of Hybrid 

Warfare?
5. What common elements exist within the various definitions of Hybrid 

Warfare?
6. Is having a precise single definition of Hybrid Warfare necessary for 

conducting Hybrid Warfare operations?
7. How could differences in definitions affect the implementation of the 

Hybrid Warfare concept?
8. How should the use of the same term for two separate phenomena be 

resolved?



Defining Hybrid Warfare

45

References

Adamsky, Dmitry (2015): Cross-Domain Coercion: The Current Russian Art of Strategy. 
IFRI Security Studies Center. Online: www.ifri.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/
pp54adamsky.pdf

Baqués, Josep (2021): La versión rusa de la guerra híbrida [The Russian Version of 
Hybrid Warfare]. Ejercitos, 08 November 2021. Online: www.revistaejercitos.com/
en/2021/11/08/the-russian-version-of-hybrid-warfare/

Bartles, Charles K. (2016): Getting Gerasimov Right. Military Review, January–
February 2016, 30–38.

Berdal, Mats (2003): How ‘New’ Are ‘New Wars? Global Economic Change and the 
Study of Civil War. Global Governance, 9(4), 477–502.

Berdal, Mats (2011): The ‘New Wars’ Thesis Revisited. In Strachan, Hew – Scheipers, 
Sybelle (eds.): The Changing Character of War. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
109–133. Online: https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199596737.003.0007

Bērziņš, Jānis (2014): Russia’s New Generation Warfare in Ukraine: Implications 
for Latvian Defense Policy. Center for Security and Strategic Research, National 
Defence Academy of Latvia. Online: www.sldinfo.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/
New-Generation-Warfare.pdf

Bērziņš, Jānis (2019): Not ‘Hybrid’ but New Generation Warfare. In Howard, Glen 
E. – Czekaj, Matthew (eds.): Russia’s Military Strategy and Doctrine. Washington, 
D.C.: The Jamestown Foundation. 157–184.

Bērziņš, Jānis (2020): The Theory and Practice of New Generation Warfare: The Case 
of Ukraine and Syria. The Journal of Slavic Military Studies, 33(3), 355–380. Online: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2020.1824109

Bowen, Andrew S. (2020): Russian Armed Forces: Military Doctrine and Strategy. 
Congressional Research Service. Online: https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/
pdf/IF/IF11625

Clark, Mason (2020): Russian Hybrid Warfare, Institute for the Study of War. Military 
Learning and the Future of War Series. Online: www.understandingwar.org/sites/
default/files/Russian%20Hybrid%20Warfare%20ISW%20Report%202020.pdf

Clausewitz, Carl von (1832): Vom Kriege. Berlin: Ferdinand Dümmler. Online: www.
clausewitzstudies.org/readings/VomKriege1832/_VKwholetext.htm

Cohen, Eliot A. (2007): The End of War as We Know It. Review of the Utility of Force 
by Rupert Smith. Washington Post, 18 January 2007. Online: www.washingtonpost.
com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/18/AR2007011801981.html

Creveld, Martin Van (1991): The Transformation of War. Los Angeles: The Free Press.

http://www.ifri.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/pp54adamsky.pdf
http://www.ifri.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/pp54adamsky.pdf
http://www.revistaejercitos.com/en/2021/11/08/the-russian-version-of-hybrid-warfare/
http://www.revistaejercitos.com/en/2021/11/08/the-russian-version-of-hybrid-warfare/
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199596737.003.0007
http://www.sldinfo.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/New-Generation-Warfare.pdf
http://www.sldinfo.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/New-Generation-Warfare.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2020.1824109
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11625
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11625
http://www.understandingwar.org/sites/default/files/Russian Hybrid Warfare ISW Report 2020.pdf
http://www.understandingwar.org/sites/default/files/Russian Hybrid Warfare ISW Report 2020.pdf
http://www.clausewitzstudies.org/readings/VomKriege1832/_VKwholetext.htm
http://www.clausewitzstudies.org/readings/VomKriege1832/_VKwholetext.htm
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/18/AR2007011801981.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/18/AR2007011801981.html


Eado Hecht

46

Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms (1989).
Dong, Mao Dze (1938): On Protracted War. Online: www.marxists.org/reference/

archive/mao/selected-works/volume-2/mswv2_09.htm#p1
Fedyk, Nicholas (2017): Russian “New Generation” Warfare: Theory, Practice, and 

Lessons for U.S. Strategists. Small Wars Journal, 05 April 2017. Online: https://
smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/russian-%E2%80%9Cnew-generation%E2%80%9D 
-warfare-theory-practice-and-lessons-for-us-strategists-0

Fox, Amos (2017): Hybrid Warfare: The 21st Century Russian Way of Warfare. Fort 
Leavenworth: School of Advanced Military Studies, United States Army Command 
and General Staff College.

Fridman, Ofer (2018): Russian ‘Hybrid Warfare’. Resurgence and Politicisation. London: 
Hurst and Co.

Galeotti, Mark (2018): I’m Sorry for Creating the ‘Gerasimov Doctrine’. Foreign Policy, 
05 March 2018. Online: https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/03/05/im-sorry-for-creating 
-the-gerasimov-doctrine/

Galeotti, Mark (2020): The Gerasimov Doctrine. Berlin Policy Journal. Online: https://
berlinpolicyjournal.com/the-gerasimov-doctrine/

Gat, Azar (2012): Is War Declining – Why? Journal of Peace Research, 50(2), 149–157. 
Online: https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343312461023

Gerasimov, Valery (2013): Ценность науки в предвидении [The Value of Science in 
Prediction]. военно-промышленный курьер [Military-Industrial Courier]. Online: 
https://vpk-news.ru/articles/14632

Hecht, Eado – Shamir, Eitan (2016): The Case for Israeli Ground Forces. Survival, 
58(5), 123–148. Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2016.1231535

Hoffman, Frank G. (2009): Hybrid vs. Compound Wars. Armed Forces Journal, 01 
October 2009. Online: http://armedforcesjournal.com/hybrid-vs-compound-war/

Hoffman, Frank G. (2014): On Not-So-New Warfare: Political Warfare vs Hybrid 
Threats. War on the Rocks, 28 July 2014. Online: https://warontherocks.com/2014/07/
on-not-so-new-warfare-political-warfare-vs-hybrid-threats/.

Hoffman, Frank G. (2007): Conflict in the 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars. 
Arlington : Potomac Institute for Policy Studies.

Huber, Thomas M. (1996): Napoleon in Spain. Fort Leavenworth: U.S. Army Command 
and General Staff College.

Huber, Thomas M. ed. (2002): Compound Warfare. That Fatal Knot. Fort Leavenworth: 
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College.

http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/selected-works/volume-2/mswv2_09.htm#p1
http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/mao/selected-works/volume-2/mswv2_09.htm#p1
https://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/russian-%E2%80%9Cnew-generation%E2%80%9D-warfare-theory-practice-and-lessons-for-us-strategists-0
https://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/russian-%E2%80%9Cnew-generation%E2%80%9D-warfare-theory-practice-and-lessons-for-us-strategists-0
https://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/russian-%E2%80%9Cnew-generation%E2%80%9D-warfare-theory-practice-and-lessons-for-us-strategists-0
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/03/05/im-sorry-for-creating-the-gerasimov-doctrine/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/03/05/im-sorry-for-creating-the-gerasimov-doctrine/
https://berlinpolicyjournal.com/the-gerasimov-doctrine/
https://berlinpolicyjournal.com/the-gerasimov-doctrine/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343312461023
https://vpk-news.ru/articles/14632
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2016.1231535
http://armedforcesjournal.com/hybrid-vs-compound-war/
https://warontherocks.com/2014/07/on-not-so-new-warfare-political-warfare-vs-hybrid-threats/
https://warontherocks.com/2014/07/on-not-so-new-warfare-political-warfare-vs-hybrid-threats/


Defining Hybrid Warfare

47

Hughes, Geraint (2016): Little Green Men and Red Armies: Why Russian ‘Hybrid 
War’ is Not New. Defence-in-Depth, 14 March 2016. Defence Studies Department, 
Online: https://defenceindepth.co/2016/03/14/little-green-men -and-red-armies 
-why-russian-hybrid-war-is-not-new/

Hybrid CoE (s. a.): Hybrid Threats as a Concept. Online: www.hybridcoe.fi/
hybrid-threats-as-a-phenomenon/

Jonsson, Oscar – Seely, Robert (2015): Russian Full-Spectrum Conflict: An Appraisal 
After Ukraine. Journal of Slavic Military Studies, 28(1), 1–22. Online: https://doi.
org/10.1080/13518046.2015.998118

Jonsson, Oscar (2019): The Russian Understanding of War. Blurring the Lines Between 
War and Peace. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

Käihkö, Ilmari (2021): The Evolution of Hybrid Warfare: Implications for Strategy 
and the Military Profession. Parameters, 51(3), 115–127. Online: https://doi.
org/10.55540/0031-1723.3084

Kaldor, Mary (1999): New and Old Wars. Organized Violence in a Global Era. Redwood 
City: Stanford University Press (second revised edition 2007, third revised edition 
2013).

Kaldor, Mary (2005): Old Wars, Cold Wars, New Wars, and the War on Terror. Lecture 
given by Professor Mary Kaldor to the Cold War Studies Centre, London School 
of Economics. Online: www.academia.edu/3444310/Old_Wars_Cold_Wars_New 
_Wars_and_the_War_on_Terror

Kaldor, Mary (2013): In Defence of New Wars. Stability Journal, 2(1). Online: https://
doi.org/10.5334/sta.at

Karber, Phillip A. (2015): Russia’s ‘New Generation Warfare’. National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency. Online: www.nga.mil/news/ Russias_New_Generation_Warfare.
html

Keegan, John (1994): A History of Warfare. New York: Vintage Books.
Kofman, Michael (2016): Russian Hybrid Warfare and Other Dark Arts. War on the 

Rocks, 11 March 2016. Online: https://warontherocks.com/2016/03/russian-hybrid 
-warfare-and-other-dark-arts/

Mattis, James N. – Hoffman, Frank (2005): Future Warfare: The Rise of Hybrid Wars. 
Proceedings Magazine, 132(11), 18–19. Online: http://milnewstbay.pbworks.com/f/
MattisFourBlockWarUSNINov2005.pdf

McDermott, Roger N. (2019): Deciphering the Lessons Learned by the Russian 
Armed Forces in Ukraine, 2014–2017. In Howard, Glen E. – Czekaj, Matthew 
(eds.): Russia’s Military Strategy and Doctrine. Washington, D.C.: The Jamestown 
Foundation. 345–378.

https://defenceindepth.co/2016/03/14/little-green-men-and-red-armies-why-russian-hybrid-war-is-not-new/
https://defenceindepth.co/2016/03/14/little-green-men-and-red-armies-why-russian-hybrid-war-is-not-new/
http://www.hybridcoe.fi/hybrid-threats-as-a-phenomenon/
http://www.hybridcoe.fi/hybrid-threats-as-a-phenomenon/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2015.998118
https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2015.998118
https://doi.org/10.55540/0031-1723.3084
https://doi.org/10.55540/0031-1723.3084
http://www.academia.edu/3444310/Old_Wars_Cold_Wars_New_Wars_and_the_War_on_Terror
http://www.academia.edu/3444310/Old_Wars_Cold_Wars_New_Wars_and_the_War_on_Terror
https://doi.org/10.5334/sta.at
https://doi.org/10.5334/sta.at
http://www.nga.mil/news/ Russias_New_Generation_Warfare.html
http://www.nga.mil/news/ Russias_New_Generation_Warfare.html
https://warontherocks.com/2016/03/russian-hybrid-warfare-and-other-dark-arts/
https://warontherocks.com/2016/03/russian-hybrid-warfare-and-other-dark-arts/
http://milnewstbay.pbworks.com/f/MattisFourBlockWarUSNINov2005.pdf
http://milnewstbay.pbworks.com/f/MattisFourBlockWarUSNINov2005.pdf


Eado Hecht

48

McMillin, Eric F. (1993): The IDF, the PLO and Urban Warfare: Lebanon 1982. MA 
Thesis, The University of Chicago, Center for Middle Eastern Studies. Online: https://
ia600106.us.archive.org/11/items/DTIC_ ADA266491/DTIC_ADA266491.pdf

Mello, Patrick A. (2010): Review Article: In Search of New Wars: The Debate about the 
Transformation of War. European Journal of International Relations, 16(2), 297–309. 
Online: https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066109350053

Mockaitis, Thomas R (1995): British Counterinsurgency in the Post-Imperial Era. 
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Murphy, Martin (2016): Understanding Russia’s Concept for Total War in Europe. The 
Heritage Foundation, 12 September 2016. Online: www.heritage.org/defense/report/
understanding-russias-concept-total-war-europe

Murray, Williamson – Mansoor, Peter R. (2012): Hybrid Warfare. Fighting Complex 
Operations from the Ancient World to the Present. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press.

NATO (2015): Keynote Speech by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at the 
Opening of the NATO Transformation Seminar. 25 March 2015. Online: www.nato.
int/cps/en/natohq/opinions_118435.htm

NATO (2021): NATO’s Response to Hybrid Threats. Online: www.nato.int/cps/en/ natohq/
topics_156338.htm

Nemeth, William J. (2002): Future War and Chechnya: A Case for Hybrid Warfare. 
Monterrey: Naval Post Graduate School.

Newman, Edward (2004): The ‘New Wars’ Debate: A Historical Perspective Is Needed. 
Security Dialogue, 35(2), 173–189.

Polyakova, Alina – Boulègue, Mathieu (2021): The Evolution of Russian Hybrid 
Warfare: Executive Summary. Washington, D.C.: Center for European Policy 
Analysis (CEPA). Online: https://cepa.org/comprehensive-reports/the-evolution 
-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-executive-summary/

Pronk, Danny (2018a): (Russian) Political Warfare: Methodology. The Hague: 
Clingendael Netherlands Institute of International Relations.

Pronk, Danny (2018b): The Return of Political Warfare. Online: www.clingendael.org/
pub/2018/strategic-monitor-2018-2019/the-return-of-political-warfare/

Roberts, Adam (2005): The Utility of Force, by Rupert Smith. The Independent, 
11 November 2005. Online: www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/books/
reviews/the-utility-of-force-by-rupert-smith-326177.html

Robinson, Linda – Helmus, Todd C. – Cohen, Raphael S. – Nader, Alireza – Radin, 
Andrew – Magnuson, Madeline – Migacheva, Katya (2018): Modern Political 
Warfare. Current Practices and Possible Responses. Santa Monica: RAND. 

https://ia600106.us.archive.org/11/items/DTIC_ ADA266491/DTIC_ADA266491.pdf
https://ia600106.us.archive.org/11/items/DTIC_ ADA266491/DTIC_ADA266491.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066109350053
http://www.heritage.org/defense/report/understanding-russias-concept-total-war-europe
http://www.heritage.org/defense/report/understanding-russias-concept-total-war-europe
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions_118435.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions_118435.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/ natohq/topics_156338.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/ natohq/topics_156338.htm
https://cepa.org/comprehensive-reports/the-evolution-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-executive-summary/
https://cepa.org/comprehensive-reports/the-evolution-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-executive-summary/
http://www.clingendael.org/pub/2018/strategic-monitor-2018-2019/the-return-of-political-warfare/
http://www.clingendael.org/pub/2018/strategic-monitor-2018-2019/the-return-of-political-warfare/
http://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/books/reviews/the-utility-of-force-by-rupert-smith-326177.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/books/reviews/the-utility-of-force-by-rupert-smith-326177.html


Defining Hybrid Warfare

49

Online: www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1700/RR1772/
RAND_RR1772.pdf

Rumer, Eugene (2019): The Primakov (Not Gerasimov) Doctrine in Action. Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace. Online: https://carnegieendowment.
org/2019/06/05/primakov-not-gerasimov-doctrine-in-action-pub-79254

Schadlow, Nadia (2015): The Problem with Hybrid Warfare. War on the Rocks, 02 April 
2015. Online: https://warontherocks.com/2015/04/the-problem-with-hybrid-warfare/

Schnaufer, Tad A. II (2017): Redefining Hybrid Warfare: Russia’s Non-linear War 
against the West. Journal of Strategic Security, 10(1), 17–31. Online: https://doi.
org/10.5038/1944-0472.10.1.1538

Smith, Rupert (2005): The Utility of Force. The Art of War in the Modern World. London: 
Allen Lane.

Stoker, Donald – Whiteside, Craig (2020): Blurred Lines: Gray Zone Conflict and 
Hybrid War: Two Failures of American Strategic Thinking. Naval War College 
Review, 73(1). Online: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol73/iss1/4

Suchkov, Maxim A. (2021): Whose Hybrid Warfare? How ‘The Hybrid Warfare’ 
Concept Shapes Russian Discourse, Military, and Political Practice. Small Wars & 
Insurgencies, 32(3), 415–440. Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/09592318.2021.1887434

Sutyagin, Igor (2015): Russian Forces in Ukraine. Briefing Paper – Royal United Services 
Institute. Online: www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/briefing-papers/
russian-forces-ukraine

The Pentagon (2008): FM 3-0: Operations. Headquarters, Department of the Army.
Thomas, Timothy (2016): The Evolution of Russian Military Thought: Integrating Hybrid, 

New-Generation, and New-Type Thinking. Journal of Slavic Military Studies, 29(4), 
554–575. Online: https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2016.1232541

Walker, Robert G. (1998): SPEC FI: The U.S. Marine Corps and Special Operations. 
Monterey: Naval Post Graduate School.

Zarembo, Katerina – Solodkyy, Sergiy (2021): The Evolution of Russian Hybrid Warfare: 
Ukraine. Washington, D.C.: Center for European Policy Analysis (CEPA). Online: https://
cepa.org/comprehensive-reports/the-evolution-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-ukraine/

http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1700/RR1772/RAND_RR1772.pdf
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1700/RR1772/RAND_RR1772.pdf
https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/06/05/primakov-not-gerasimov-doctrine-in-action-pub-79254
https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/06/05/primakov-not-gerasimov-doctrine-in-action-pub-79254
https://warontherocks.com/2015/04/the-problem-with-hybrid-warfare/
https://doi.org/10.5038/1944-0472.10.1.1538
https://doi.org/10.5038/1944-0472.10.1.1538
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol73/iss1/4
https://doi.org/10.1080/09592318.2021.1887434
http://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/briefing-papers/russian-forces-ukraine
http://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/briefing-papers/russian-forces-ukraine
https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2016.1232541
https://cepa.org/comprehensive-reports/the-evolution-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-ukraine/
https://cepa.org/comprehensive-reports/the-evolution-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-ukraine/

