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ABSTRACT
Fourth Generation Warfare (4GW) claims that non-state insurgencies are the wave of
the future. Furthermore, 4GW is presented as a radically new form of warfare and
defeating it thus requires equally radical changes in military organization and thought.
This theory is seriously flawed because it says nothing new, exaggerates the
characteristics of insurgency and suffers from bad history. Proponents of 4GW such
as Martin van Creveld and Thomas X. Hammes inaccurately distinguish insurgency
as “political” and “non-Trinitarian”, when in fact both political will and Clausewitz’s
Trinity are an integral part of all wars. Insurgency is claimed to be the latest
“generation” of warfare. However, a survey of military history shows that warfare did
not develop in four clear “generations”. Furthermore, insurgency is as old as warfare
itself and its principles have been understood since antiquity. 4GW is thus both
inaccurate and unnecessary. We would do well to simply abandon the theory as it is
not the solution to dealing with insurgencies. Military thinkers should instead study
insurgency within the larger context of history if they wish to understand it.
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A Response to 4GW
Introduction
The theory of 4GW has enjoyed considerable popularity since the September 11
attacks. Proponents of 4GW claim that non-state insurgencies will replace inter-state
conventional warfare as the dominant form of conflict for the foreseeable future.
Furthermore, they claim that 4GW is a radically new form of warfare and defeating it
requires equally radical changes in military organization and thought. This paper will
argue that the concept of 4GW is theoretically unsound. This is not to deny that
governments are challenged by insurgencies or that insurgents are capable of
significant military action. However, the use of 4GW as a means of explaining this
phenomenon is unnecessary and inaccurate. Chapter One will examine the arguments
of two notable proponents of 4GW, Martin van Creveld and Thomas X. Hammes.
Chapter Two will argue that the theory is flawed because both writers draw false
distinctions between insurgency and other forms of warfare. It will do so by
correcting several of their misconceptions about political will, Clausewitz and the
Trinity, the Treaty of Westphalia and the nation-state. Chapter Three will argue that
4GW is not only flawed but suffers from bad history by measuring it against the
history of warfare in general and insurgency in particular. It will show that both the
concept of “generations” of war and the assertion that insurgency is a new form of
war are not supported by history. The conclusion drawn is that 4GW theory is not the
solution to the problem of insurgency and should be discarded. Military thinkers
should instead study insurgency within the larger context of history if they wish to
understand it.

Fourth Generation Warfare
The theory of 4GW owes much of its underlying principles to the writing of Martin
van Creveld, whose work The Transformation of War announced that the nature of
warfare has fundamentally changed since the end of the Second World War.1 With
this change, the dominant form of warfare for the past three centuries, conventional
1
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war, has been completely superseded by insurgency. This concept of a paradigm shift
in the nature of warfare was then taken up by Thomas X. Hammes in The Sling and
the Stone, arguing that insurgency was the latest generation of warfare. Both authors
insist that, as a completely different form of warfare, insurgencies require a
corresponding paradigm shift in military thinking if they are to be successfully dealt
with.

The Transformation of War
In The Transformation of War, Martin van Creveld sums up the last three centuries as
the development of the nation-state’s ability to wage war. 2 Since the Peace of
Westphalia, states have not only enjoyed vast increases in their capacity to wage war,
but have enjoyed a monopoly on the use of military force. Van Creveld considers this
form of warfare “Trinitarian”, based on the writings of Clausewitz. They were waged
by states against other states, based on a threefold division of labour between the
direction of the government of the state, the sacrifice of the uniformed armed forces,
and the support of the people.3 Since the latter half of the seventeenth century, social,
political, economic and technological change combined to create ever stronger states
and more powerful militaries.
The end to this dominance of state-led, conventional war came with the
invention of nuclear weapons. 4 Being the culmination of destructive conventional
warfare, nuclear weapons immediately made all other weapons obsolete. Given the
massive arsenals of the superpowers, any nuclear exchange would mean the
annihilation of both sides and perhaps civilization as a whole. Using the examples of
the Korean War, the Vietnam War and other Cold War conflicts, van Creveld argues
that every conventional confrontation between states in the age of nuclear weapons
would inherently escalate until the nuclear option was considered, rendering
conventional, “Trinitarian” warfare ineffective. 5 Major states could no longer use
their military forces to fight other states without risking nuclear Armageddon. Van
Creveld argues that nuclear proliferation is inevitable. All states of any consequence
2
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will eventually possess nuclear weapons, until major interstate warfare becomes
completely impossible, because wherever nuclear weapons appear, conventional
warfare disappears. 6 Van Creveld also highlights the remarkable reverse trend in
military growth since the Second World War. Militaries have shrunk to a twentieth of
the original size because they have become completely irrelevant.7
Instead, van Creveld points to insurgency as the only practical use of force in a
world dominated by nuclear weapons. As insurgents do not directly control territory,
resources or populations, they cannot be threatened by nuclear retaliation.

8

Furthermore, modern insurgents are capable of defeating even the most powerful
conventional militaries. Since the end of the Second World War, even the
superpowers have suffered embarrassing defeats at the hands of guerrillas and
terrorist groups that were many times weaker in conventional military resources. Up
until the twentieth century, insurgents were easily defeated. However, with the rise of
mass political movements, mass media and cheap but effective weapons, insurgents
were able to defeat every major conventional military they encountered, virtually
without exception.9 The wars of decolonization, Chinese Civil War, the Vietnam War,
the Afghanistan War, the two Intifadas and the current wars in Iraq and Afghanistan
all saw the victory of the insurgents. Clearly, irregular warfare is the wave of the
future.10
Irregular warfare marks a fundamental shift in the nature of warfare, according
to van Creveld. It is “non-Trinitarian” as it does not involve uniformed armies or
official governments. Unlike network-centric warfare, it relies on social networks
rather than technological ones. 11 It involves fragmented coalitions of various
insurgent groups that are difficult to destroy.12 Guerrillas blend into the population,
using a variety of violent and non-violent tactics to strike at their enemy’s weaknesses.
Van Creveld argues that attempts to use regular military forces against insurgents are
always counter-productive, because the insurgents will always possess the moral high
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ground due to their weaker resources, in the same way that an adult facing a child will
always be morally disadvantaged. 13 The September 11 attacks, the Madrid train
bombings and the London 2006 bombings demonstrate that insurgents are capable of
taking the war to their enemies.14 Since irregular warfare is on the ascendency and
regular warfare is fast becoming extinct, the nature of warfare has changed decisively
compared to the past three centuries.

The Sling and the Stone
Hammes begins his work The Sling and the Stone with a criticism of the technologybased Defense Transformation undertaken by the United States military. He argues
that this approach results from a narrow view of history that does not appreciate the
great social, economic and political changes that have accompanied technological
development since the Second World War.15 He points to recent stalemates in the
Middle East as evidence that network-centric warfare is not working. Instead, he
proposes that a new generation of war has emerged that will rapidly supersede
previous forms of warfare. The modern insurgencies that have tied down networked
American forces in Iraq and Afghanistan are the latest manifestations of 4GW, a form
of warfare that has been “evolving around the world over the last seven decades”.16
According to Hammes, 4GW has defeated even the mightiest 3GW powers, making it
essential that militaries understand and adapt to fighting 4GW.
Hammes uses the generational model to trace the emergence of 4GW. He
argues that different developments in different periods create suitable “conditions” for
the emergence of a new generation of war. The invention of cheap firearms, the
emergence of the nation-state and the increasing wealth generated by improvements
in agriculture and transportation allowed the first generation of warfare to appear,
relying on mass armies, the size of armies ballooning almost tenfold between
Agincourt and Napoleon.17 This reached its peak in the Napoleonic Wars where the
patriotic conscripts of the French armies overwhelmed their better-trained but
13
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considerably less numerous opponents. The second generation of warfare, based on
massed indirect firepower, featured the mass production of artillery with which
European nations fought the First World War.18 The third generation of warfare was
then perfected with the German blitzkrieg of the Second World War that used
combined arms tactics, newly perfected weapons such as the tank and aircraft, and
flexible operational planning to outflank the static defence lines of the enemy.
Hammes identifies the keys to German success as an unfaltering devotion to the
military and an intellectual willingness to continually innovate and anticipate the next
generation of war, implying that current militaries should do the same.19
Hammes next introduces insurgency as 4GW. According to him, Mao Zedong
was the first military theorist to define insurgency as primarily a political struggle.20
He credits Mao with understanding how mass political organizations can defeat
superior military strength and then placing it at the core of his three-phase People’s
War, where guerrilla warfare backed by mass political mobilization was used to shift
the “correlation of forces” in the communists’ favour. 21 He then credits the
Vietnamese communists with further refining Mao’s People’s War by including
attacks on the national will of their French and American foes. According to Hammes,
the communists adopted a protracted war of attrition accompanied by extensive use of
mass media and appeals to the international community to undermine first French and
then American public support for the war, resulting in both countries withdrawing
their troops. 22 The Sandinistas were the next major innovators in the evolution of
insurgency, doing away with the final conventional offensive that accompanied
People’s War. By creating a broad-based coalition of various dissident groups, while
simultaneously preserving overall control in their own hands, the Sandinistas gained
so much power that the government collapsed without the need for much fighting.23
Finally, the first Palestinian Intifada removed the need for violent action, relying
totally on mass media and the sympathies of international non-state actors to turn
public opinion overwhelmingly against the Israeli Defense Forces. 24 Hammes also
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attributes the success of the movement to its being a “coalition of the willing, united
by an idea and sustained by a network” and not guided by the formal Palestinian
leadership. 25 In contrast, Hammes considers the second Al Aqsa Intifada to have
failed because it was directed by the Palestinian elite and delivered a hard-line,
uncompromising message that turned public opinion decisively against the
Palestinians.26 Because they announced their intention to exterminate the Jewish state,
they left the Israelis no choice but to harden their own resolve and respond in kind.
The failure of the Al Aqsa Intifada thus reinforces the unique decentralized and
political nature of 4GW.
Since the end of the Second World War, Hammes argues that great changes in
the political, social and technological arenas made the rise of 4GW inevitable. The
increasing power of non-state actors and the fragmentation of the colonial empires
into smaller states have increased the number of political players far beyond the
handful of nation-states that fought one another in previous generations of warfare.27
Many non-state actors engage in warfare but lack territory, populations or material
resources that can be threatened by conventional military defeat. Taking a leaf from
van Creveld’s “non-Trinitarian warfare”, Hammes concludes that governments are
now forced to contend with powerful non-state actors and international bodies that
can influence their decision-making processes. Communication and transportation
technology have combined to produce a “globalized” world where information travels
rapidly. As a result, societies and economies are more inter-connected and thus more
sensitive to manipulation. Hammes points to all these conditions as favouring the rise
of 4GW, featuring modern insurgencies that are able to defeat militarily and
economically superior states with their superior political will. Taking advantage of an
increasingly networked society, they can attack the enemy’s will directly using a
combination of guerrilla tactics, assassinations, terrorist attacks and, most importantly,
non-violent means such as civil disobedience, propaganda and economic sabotage.28
Insurgents gather in flexible “coalitions of the willing” with no single leader or
authority, which Hammes implies are difficult for traditional militaries to understand
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or defeat.29 They avoid direct military confrontation and, over decades rather than
days or weeks as with 3GW, use innovative techniques to convey specific political
messages, either to rally support for their cause or to pressurise enemy decisionmakers into conceding.
Although van Creveld does not use the term “generation” directly, both he and
Hammes agree that warfare has undergone a paradigm shift in recent decades, moving
away from state-centred, conventional warfare based on physical destruction of the
enemy towards non-state, unconventional warfare based on psychological and
political manipulation of the enemy. Both imply that traditional military thought is
unable to deal with this new form of warfare. Furthermore, both claim that insurgency
is the wave of the future, able to match and defeat even superpowers.

Misreading Clausewitz
Hammes and van Creveld make many distinctions between 4GW and wars of the past.
4GW is supposedly distinguished by being “non-Trinitarian” and “political”
compared to conventional warfare. These claims are handicapped by a superficial
analysis of past military thought, in particular the writings of Clausewitz. Both van
Creveld and Hammes have been quick to condemn Clausewitz and his work On War
as relevant only to previous wars, not 4GW. Contrary to their assertions, this paper
argues that these distinctions are false and that the supposedly distinctive traits of
4GW are, in fact, common to all wars. Conventional warfare was just as “political” as
4GW, 4GW was just as “Trinitarian” as conventional warfare, and Clausewitz is just
as relevant to irregular warfare as he is to its regular counterpart.

Political Will is Always Part of War
Historically, irregular fighters have typically preferred a strategy of eroding the
enemy’s will rather than destroying his means to fight. With the advent of
globalization and the growth of communications technology, the insurgent enjoys
greater opportunities than ever before in attacking his opponent’s political will. 30
Hammes claims that this represents the emergence of a new generation of war, one in
29
30
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which the combatant “uses all available networks—political, economic, social and
military—to convince the enemy’s political decision-makers that their strategic goals
are either unachievable or too costly for the perceived benefit”. 31 This is a useful
reminder that military success does not translate into victory unless it serves some
political end, and a valid criticism of many historical military endeavours. The
problem, however, is that Hammes is merely restating the fundamentals of grand
strategy.32
Hammes’ assertion that the political nature of 4GW represents a decisive
break from the past is inaccurate. On the contrary, war has always been about
breaking the enemy’s will to continue the struggle, the only difference being whether
the participants go about this efficiently or ineptly. According to Clausewitz, war is
fundamentally a clash of opposing wills. 33 Regardless of whether one destroys an
opponent’s armed forces in the field or attempts some form of “psychological judo
throw”, these attacks are but the means to the end of imposing one’s will on the
enemy.
There has hardly been a war where the combatants do not try to influence one
another’s will. This holds true in both conventional and unconventional conflicts.
Many conventional military campaigns have been waged for psychological purposes.
The Savannah campaign of 1864, for example, was a “scorched earth” attempt to
undermine the collective will of the American South to continue the war by
destroying property, sabotaging infrastructure, dispersing the slave workforce and
devastating cotton plantations, a strategy of terror in all but name. It is also common
to see both the First and Second World Wars as gruelling contests of attrition,
mindlessly squandering men and weapons in huge offensives, bombing raids and
artillery duels. Hammes claims that such wars do not consider the “political” and
“psychological” aspects compared to 4GW. However, although physical destruction
undoubtedly played a major part in these conflicts, closer examination will reveal that
these wars, senseless though they might seem, were just as “political” and
“psychological” as 4GW purports to be. The great offensive of Verdun in the First
World War was launched by the Germans with the expressed purpose of inflicting
31
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“unacceptable” casualties on the French, forcing them to withdraw from the war. The
strategic importance of Verdun virtually guaranteed that the French army would stay
to be mauled and suffer massive losses. Thus the ultimate aim of this great contest of
attrition was to make the enemy decide that the costs of continuing the struggle were
not worth it, an attack on the enemy’s political will, rather than simply wearing down
his physical capacity to resist. 34 Indeed, a physical exhaustion of any major
combatant’s power during the First World War was a virtual impossibility, given the
ability of a modern nation to quickly mobilize all available manpower using
conscription, equip them with mass-produced weapons, ship them to the front with
railroads, and coordinate everything with the telegraph. In the event, every army
involved in the Great War (with the possible exception of the Americans) collapsed
psychologically long before it could be destroyed as a physical fighting force.35 The
great offensives did not only have a significant political effect, they were intended to
from the beginning.
Both sides also tried many ways to break the deadlock of the trenches and
attack the political will of the opposing side by other means, sometimes with
considerable success. German Zeppelin raids on London in 1915 might have inflicted
only 1,700 deaths in six months, less than a day’s worth of skirmishing on the
Western Front, but they provoked widespread panic and, for a time, led to public calls
for British withdrawal from the war.36 Other attempts, such as the 1918 “Paris gun”,
this time against France, provoked similar reactions. Likewise, unrestricted submarine
warfare in both wars was aimed not just at war supplies and raw materials, but at
cutting off essential foodstuffs to the general population of the British Isles. The most
dominant weapon of twentieth-century warfare, the aircraft, was originally conceived
as a terror weapon, a means to strike directly at the hearts of the enemy. Even before
the perfection of heavier-than-air fighting machines, Zeppelin airships were used in
purely psychological bombing raids over allied cities. Airpower theorists of the interwar period, such as Giulio Douhet, promoted the deliberate bombing of population
centres as a means to turn enemy civilians against their own governments. 37 The
Second World War thus saw concentrated bombing campaigns aimed at destroying
34
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the moral, rather than merely the material, resources of Britain, Germany and Japan.
Hammes’ attempt to classify these conflicts as primarily, or even purely, physical
contests is therefore confounded by poor use of history.
When he mentions how irregular combatants of 4GW harness forms of power
other than the military, Hammes also overlooks the fact that nation-states have
historically done the same in earlier conflicts. Clausewitz considered Napoleon
Bonaparte to have taken war to its “absolute” form by combining the political and
military direction of the state in one person, mobilizing the entire French nation,
waging war with deliberate ruthlessness and attempting to control information
through the various organs of the state.38 The First and Second World Wars, classified
by Hammes as conventional, pre-4GW conflicts, were the ultimate expressions of
“Total War”. This was marked by the ability of a modern state to marshal the full
resources of the nation, material and moral, to pursue its political purposes. It was
also marked by attempts to strike at the resources of the opposing side, of which the
indiscriminate bombing of civilians and the unrestricted submarine campaign were
the most obvious manifestations. In the major wars of the twentieth century, political,
social, military and economic potential alike were harnessed to the maximum extent
possible to pursue the political aims of the combatants.
Hammes has misunderstood the relationship between the physical and
psychological destruction of an enemy’s capacity to wage war. Writers from Sun Tzu
to Clausewitz have always affirmed that the will is the most important factor in war.39
The reason why physical rather than moral destruction seems to be more popular in
war is because political will is notoriously difficult to gauge. The great offensives of
the First World War failed mostly because each side tended to underestimate the
willpower of the other, believing that their enemy was on the ropes and that one last
push would be enough to win the war. In reality, both sides were able to maintain
sufficient morale to continue the struggle until 1918, when reverses on the Western
Front and the failure of their own “war winning offensive” finally brought down the
German High Command. In the Second World War, the massive bombing attacks also
failed to break civilian morale in a timely fashion. Despite horrendous loss of life and
widespread destruction, both the Japanese and the German civilian populations
38
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remained loyal to the end. With the enemy’s will being so unpredictable, it was only
natural that generals tended to default to the aim of destroying an enemy’s physical
means of resistance. However, this was merely the means to the end of breaking the
enemy’s will. Currently, insurgents may be more adept than some governments at
reading the enemy’s will or making their military actions serve their political ends,
but this should not obscure the fact that these tenets have always been part of war
throughout the ages. 4GW has not made some radical new discovery about the nature
of war.
Contrary to what Hammes and van Creveld claim, it is not always clear that
irregular fighters are superior to their regular opponents in estimating the will of the
enemy. The Vietnam War is often seen as an example of American lack of resolve,
but the United States actually continued fighting for over a decade.40 More recently,
the global jihad movement led by Al-Qaeda has underestimated the resolve of the
United States, believing that spectacular attacks would cause the superpower to cease
involvement in Middle Eastern affairs. The massive American counter-attack that
followed the September 11 attacks was completely contrary to the predictions of the
group’s leadership.41

The Trinity is Universal
Both Hammes and van Creveld claim that since 4GW involves non-state actors and
irregular fighters, it is “non-Trinitarian” and thus fundamentally different from
“Trinitarian” warfare described by Clausewitz. This claim results from a misreading
of Clausewitz. “Trinitarian” warfare is not merely about nation states. The Trinity of
hostility, uncertainty and purpose are alive and well even in irregular warfare.
Although the three institutions that tend to embody these tendencies are the people,
the military and the government, these institutions are not limited to the forms that
were common in the time of Clausewitz. In any case, states remain major players in
twenty-first century warfare.
When Clausewitz wrote On War, he created the wunderliche Trinity to
describe the three tendencies that characterize war: hostility, which drives the desire
40
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for conflict, uncertainty, which makes war unpredictable and resistant to prescriptive
solutions, and purpose, which attempts to direct the war effort to achieve some useful
end.42 Contrary to the claims of Van Creveld, this Trinity is present in every type of
conflict, regular or irregular, ancient or modern. Indeed, the Trinity can be seen today
in supposedly “non-Trinitarian” forms of warfare. Hostility, for example, is a major
part of the War on Terror, with various terrorist groups such as al-Qaeda stoking
resentment and anger against the West to enlist support and recruit new members.
Uncertainty is particularly pertinent as well, with doubts being raised about the course
of the war in Iraq and Afghanistan, the ability of al-Qaeda and the Taliban to continue
fighting, and the likelihood of further attacks worldwide. Purposes in the war stem
from both religious and secular concerns, as supporters and allies of al-Qaeda are
motivated not just by visions of worldwide jihad, but also political self-determination
and even criminal enterprise.43
Clausewitz further explained that these three tendencies of war generally
corresponded to three institutions: hostility to the people, uncertainty to the military
and purpose to the government. However, he did not insist that these institutions were
the only forms in which these tendencies manifested themselves. For example, the
“military” could be anything ranging from the professional state army of a
superpower to a ragtag irregular guerrilla force, while the “government” is simply a
ruling body that can be running anything from a global empire to a clan or village.
The “people” can represent the population of any society at any point in history. In
other words, the Trinity actually refers to universal forces present in any type of war
throughout human history, rather than the institutions that embodied them in
Clausewitz’s time. Indeed, Clausewitz specifically mentioned the non-state Tartar
tribes, city-states and feudal lords when discussing the Trinity and its associated
institutions. 44 As the Trinity is universal, there cannot be such a thing as “nonTrinitarian” warfare as Van Creveld claims, nor can 4GW theorists claim that war has
entered a new generation by becoming non-Trinitarian.
Compounding this misunderstanding is an exaggeration of the Peace of
Westphalia’s importance. First proposed by van Creveld, Hammes was quick to seize
42
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upon the idea that the treaty had ushered in an era where states had a monopoly on the
use of military force. 45 Having thus established that states and their professional
armies were the only ones allowed to wage war, van Creveld then pointed to the large
number of wars waged by non-state actors since the Second World War as evidence
that “Trinitarian” war was on the decline. The fact that warfare is increasingly fought
by parties other than national governments is not in dispute. What is in dispute is
whether the Peace of Westphalia actually outlawed warfare by non-state actors.
Firstly, the Treaty did not even attempt to establish a state system at all. The primary
purpose of the treaty, other than to settle territorial disputes between the primary
combatants of the Thirty Years’ War, was to break up the Holy Roman Empire into
300 principalities, most of which would not qualify as nation-states by any stretch of
the imagination.46 In effect, the treaty was a “new constitution” for the Empire, not an
attempt to establish a new state system. While the princes were allowed to declare war
and make alliances with outside powers, they could not take any action “against the
Emperor, and the Empire, nor against the Public Peace, and this Treaty, and without
prejudice to the Oath by which everyone is bound to the Emperor and the Empire”,
affirming their subordination to the Holy Roman Empire.47 Secondly, the Treaty did
not actually give states any sort of monopoly to wage war. As van Creveld himself
admits, “cities and coalitions of cities, religious leagues and independent noblemen, to
say nothing of robbers”, continued to fight.48 A more plausible explanation for the
domination of warfare by nation-states after the Thirty Years’ War is the sheer cost of
field professional military forces, which automatically excluded all the smaller
political entities from any serious fighting and forced even large states to consolidate
power in order to continue funding military adventures.49 There is certainly nothing to
suggest that the Peace of Westphalia formally “outlawed” non-state warfare for
almost three centuries.
Van Creveld and Hammes also contend that terrorists are not bound by
“traditional” loyalties of national identity, but by non-national or trans-national
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loyalties such as an ideology or religion.50 This supposedly demonstrates that states
are losing their military legitimacy as would-be fighters abandon national allegiances
in favour of ideological ones, and that conventional warfare will be replaced by 4GW
that is supposedly better suited to the consciousness of the new age. However, from a
historical standpoint, ideological alignment in war has been the norm rather than the
exception. Ideology has been a major part of all wars, conventional or otherwise,
involving nation-states. Despite continuing to look out for their own interests, nations
tend to favour alliances with those who favoured or those who opposed similar
ideologies.51 The history of the twentieth century demonstrates that nations are quite
capable of waging war along ideological lines. The Second World War saw socialist
and democratic governments pitted against Nazism, the enemy of both, with large
trans-national alliances on both sides. 52 The Cold War continued this on an even
larger scale, with the entire world split between the former allies, socialist versus
capitalist. The Second World War had the largest conventional battles in history,
while the Cold War featured unconventional engagements between the superpowers,
all of which involved nation-states. In other words, assertions by 4GW writers that
traditional methods of warfare are effective only with the nation-state framework and
unable to deal with some new ideological dimensions are unfounded.
In his triumphant prediction of the increasing irrelevance of governments, van
Creveld overlooks the fact that states are still important players today. Even in wars
typically hailed as victories of non-state actors over governments, the insurgents
typically enjoyed substantial outside support. The victory of the communists in
Vietnam over the American superpower, for example, would not have been possible
without overwhelming material support provided by the Soviet Union and the
People’s Republic of China, both powerful states. Likewise, the victory of the Afghan
mujahedeen over the Russians depended greatly on outside assistance, including
advanced weapons smuggled in by the United States. The communists in Malaya, in
contrast, failed because they were easily isolated from outside help. The current
insurgencies in Iraq, Afghanistan, and indeed, all over the world, make use of surplus
Cold War weapons manufactured by the superpowers and depend on the support,
whether active or passive, of populations governed by states. Rogue states such as
50
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Iran and even superpowers such as America have traditionally provided money,
weapons, expertise, diplomatic recognition and sanctuaries to the more successful
terrorist groups worldwide, from the Cold War to the current War on Terror. Other
states have actively worked to deny insurgents safe havens, cut off their finances,
undermine their support within the local communities, and assassinate or arrest their
principal leaders. Indeed, states remain key players in the current War on Terror
precisely because their policies and competence can produce conditions that favour or
disadvantage the growth of terrorist groups.53
The continued importance of states in twentieth and twenty-first century
conflicts is reflected in the actions of insurgent groups themselves. Instead of simply
tearing down a supposedly outmoded and ineffectual organization, insurgents today
have sought to emulate and integrate themselves with it. The most contemporary and
successful terrorist groups today, such as Hamas and Hezbollah, are noted for their
ability to provide many of the services that state governments traditionally provide in
an attempt to gain legitimacy for themselves. They have established day care centres,
hospitals, schools, community centres, clubs and welfare programs.54 They have then
formed powerful political parties with the support garnered from these activities.
Rather then destroying the fabric of society, groups like Hamas and Hezbollah have
clearly integrated themselves into it and drawn most of their support from it, building
strong social, political and religious ties with the local community and using violence
to manipulate the political machinery of states in their favour.
Hammes and Van Creveld are right to point out deficiencies in current
military trends, particularly that Defense Transformation is too focused on material
destruction while neglecting the greater strategic picture. Their comments serve to
remind us that political will is an integral part of war. This, however, is nothing new,
and commanders throughout history have always struggled with the need to make
military efforts serve political purposes. Likewise, Clausewitz’s comments on the
Trinity of war can be applied to all wars, including 4GW. States did not monopolize
violence in the past, and they continue to be important players in contemporary war.
By drawing false distinctions, 4GW does not enlighten or advance the study of war in
any significant way, but rather hinders it.
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Misreading Insurgency in History
Both Hammes and van Creveld use numerous historical examples in an attempt to
demonstrate the emergence of 4GW that is both distinct and superior to earlier
generations of warfare. Both Hammes and van Creveld are guilty of reductionism,
plucking examples from the past for examples to support their claims that war has
entered a new generation while dismissing what does not measure up.55 Even a simple
survey of past conflicts will reveal that the generational model of war is inadequate to
describe the complexity of war, and that insurgency is neither as inevitable nor as
recent as both van Creveld and Hammes claim.

War is not Generational
Hammes presents modern warfare as generational, moving from first generation
massed manpower warfare, to second generation massed firepower warfare, to third
generation manoeuvre warfare. He then considers insurgency the natural next stage in
the progression. However, warfare cannot be so easily classified in terms of
generations.
Even a brief inspection of the history of warfare throws up some serious
problems with the generational model that Hammes uses. Both manoeuvre and
firepower have been desirable components of the successful army since the Thirty
Years’ War and possibly earlier. The simple categorization of “first generation
warfare” as a contest of mobilizing ever larger formations of manpower ignores
important innovations in other areas that Hammes ascribes only to later generations.
For example, the Swedish Army of Gustavus Adolphus in the seventeenth century
contained elements of both firepower and manoeuvre. 56 Gustavus himself is often
hailed as the father of modern combined arms warfare, emphasizing aggressive
cavalry tactics, lighter and more mobile field artillery, more manoeuvrable infantry
formations, extended firing lines, and close cooperation between the various units of
the army. Likewise, Napoleon and his predecessors of the First Republic owed their
success not merely to their large conscripted armies, but to the use of independent
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mobile army corps and massed artillery fire to create a breakthrough, sometimes
described as “the French secret weapon of the Napoleonic Wars”.57 According to the
generational model, however, the seventeenth century was “first generation warfare”:
massed linear tactics relying on manpower, with combined arms and manoeuvre
being a part of “third generation warfare”. 58 Similarly, the First World War is
characterized as “second generation warfare”, with a reliance on massed firepower.
This is only partially true. While static defences and artillery barrages were common
on the Western front, the Eastern front was never completely closed off by barbed
wire, allowing the Germans to execute vast encirclements of their Russian foes, the
essence of “third generation” manoeuvre warfare. The deadlock on the Western Front
can be attributed more to the restrictions of the local geography than to the demands
of 2GW. Indeed, the war on the Western Front opened with the largest manoeuvre
operation yet attempted when the Germans, following the Schlieffen Plan, attempted
to use their superior strategic mobility to create a breakthrough along the Atlantic
coast while maintaining a defensive posture inland, enveloping and destroying the
entire French field army in the west before shifting to fight the Russians in the east.
Hammes characterizes “third generation warfare”, based on manoeuvre, as
beginning with the German army in the Second World War. “Blitzkrieg”, however,
was never an official concept in German military doctrine of the time, but was rather
a retroactive label applied after the amazing victories won by the Germans in the early
part of the war.59 Indeed, the term may have originated on the cover of the September
1939 issue of the Times, which portrayed General von Brauchitch and the title
“Blitzkrieger”.60 Instead, what Hammes takes as a radical new form of warfare was
merely a continuation of concepts that had originated in the late nineteenth century, a
war of movement (Bewegunskrieg) as opposed to a war of fixed positions
(Stellungskrieg). 61 This was developed not because Germany was more open to
military innovations than Britain or France, but because her geostrategic position
guaranteed a two-front war. Germany needed to rapidly defeat France in the west
before concentrating on stopping the slow but relentless Russian forces in the east.
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Guderian himself, who pioneered the use of the tank in his book, saw it mainly as a
means of achieving the breakthrough that had eluded the German High Command in
the First World War. What the tank did in the Second World War, the Germans came
close to doing in 1918 with their “infiltration” tactics, which stressed rapid artillery
barrages followed by storm troop attacks designed to create and then penetrate gaps in
the enemy lines rather than assault them directly. In the first half of 1918 the Germans
overran the Allied defences and nearly achieved a decisive breakthrough. The 1918
offensives failed mainly because the supporting infantry were unable to keep up with
the storm troops. Although the German High Command only managed to rectify the
mistakes by adopting the tank during the inter-war period, the concept of “blitzkrieg”
is actually the culmination of German military thought dating back to at least the last
nineteenth century. The German High Command was not, as Hammes claims, being
receptive to a developing new “generation” of warfare, but was instead following the
old military cliché of trying to refight the last war.62
By tying military development to changes in society, Hammes clearly implies
that military success results from observing the characteristics of the current era and
from there predicting the next generation of warfare. This is a simplistic view that
dismisses the complexity of warfare by limiting each “age” to a specific set of
characteristics and thus a specific form of warfare. Thus Hammes asks whether
insurgencies are mere “aberrations” or indications of a new generation of warfare.63
Hammes attempts to explain the persistence of older generations of war by stating that
some groups or governments may not possess the capability to move on to a newer
generation of warfare and thus stagnate at that level; however, this still implies a
linear development in warfare.64 Hammes is still saying that only a single generation
of warfare can exist at a time, except when a more advanced generation is beating an
older one to death.65 History cannot be explained in simple linear patterns of growth
and decline, nor can the characteristics of any age be so easily defined. It is interesting
that Hammes requires a group to be “ready” to receive a new generation of war when
many insurgent groups cannot even wage 1GW but are somehow capable of advanced
4GW warfare at the same time. For example, in Somalia the tribal drums of a pre62
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modern society signalled the arrival of United States Army rangers in helicopters. The
2001 Afghanistan campaign involved sophisticated cruise missiles and special
operations teams working closely with indigenous horse cavalry from the last century.
Iraq has seen modern urban insurgency of the Algerian mould accompanied by
suicide bombings attempting to re-establish a pre-modern form of political Islam.66
The generational approach fails to appreciate the complexity of warfare. It is ironic
that Hammes criticizes the advocates of Defense Transformation and NetworkCentric Warfare for being narrow-minded when he uses the concept of “ages” and
“generations” of warfare in exactly the same manner.67
Even if it were possible to apply the generational model to warfare, the
modern insurgency that Hammes proposes is not necessarily the most logical next
step based on the development of the first three generations. If warfare moved from
massed manpower in 1GW to overwhelming firepower in 2GW and from there to
3GW combined-arms manoeuvre operations, network-centric warfare, with its focus
on small, sophisticated and highly mobile forces networked together by information
technology, moving rapidly to surround and destroy a larger and more unwieldy
opponent, should be next in the progression.68 It makes use of the same information
age technology that Hammes identifies as key to the success of 4GW, while seeking
to penetrate ever deeper into the enemy’s rear.69 Indeed, Hammes seems to ignore the
fact that the very first incarnation of 4GW theorists predicted that terrorists were
going to be intelligent, technologically advanced, highly independent and able to first
infiltrate and then collapse a society from within, sowing mass panic. 70 In effect,
4GW fighters should more logically be improved “storm troopers” than ragged
insurgents.
Perhaps the reason why Hammes’ conception of 4GW seems so abrupt
compared to the earlier three generations he describes is because the comparison he
presents is a false one. The characteristics of the first three generations, manpower,
firepower and manoeuvre, describes tactics used in regular warfare, while 4GW
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describes a strategy of irregular warfare or insurgency. This is an “apples and
oranges” comparison that conveniently serves Hammes’ argument for the superiority
of 4GW.71 The previous three generations of war are thus inaccurately presented as
narrowly focused on military matters, while insurgency is elevated by transcending
this limitation to encompass the political, social and economic spheres as well.
However, tactics are naturally subservient to grand strategy and confined primarily to
the military sphere. It is thus not surprising that “firepower” compares poorly when
matched up against “insurgency” as a concept. A more equal comparison might be
between conventional and unconventional warfare, in which case the disparity is not
as great. As mentioned previously, conventional warfare waged by nation-states has
proven quite capable of encompassing the other spheres as well. The term “total war”
as applied to both World Wars was derived precisely from this success. Even the
network-centric warfare that Hammes criticizes recognizes the need to integrate all
elements of power to pursue strategic goals. Hammes champions this integration as
the key characteristic of 4GW, when in fact it has been the key to victory in all wars.
The challenge is not so much recognizing this tenet, but in how one goes about
integrating the various elements, each of which operates in its own distinct way.72
Unfortunately, neither Hammes nor van Creveld specifies how exactly this should be
done. Indeed, van Creveld himself criticizes Hammes for “chewing old cuds” and not
developing a viable solution to this age-old conundrum.73

Irregular Warfare is not New
Contrary to what Hammes claims, irregular warfare is as old as warfare itself. Rather
than being a new development, insurgency has existed and developed in parallel to
conventional warfare for millennia. While irregular or low-intensity warfare may be
more prominent today, there is nothing new or revolutionary about it to warrant its
mention as a new generation of war. Hammes artificially creates a distinction between
modern insurgency and those of the past where one does not exist.
In his book Hammes claims that insurgency is roughly 70 years old and credits
Mao Zedong with its development. However, even a cursory review of history reveals
71
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that insurgency has always been a part of war and that its fundamentals were
developed well before Mao Zedong adapted them for his own purposes. Written
around two and a half millennia ago, Sun Tzu’s Art of War recommends many
principles that Mao later incorporated into his theory of guerrilla warfare, such as
attacking an enemy’s weakness while avoiding his strengths. The German tribes in the
first century A.D. waged a protracted guerrilla campaign against the legions, which
resulted in a Roman withdrawal.74 The Americans used guerrilla warfare against the
British during the Revolutionary War with great success. The Spanish during the
Napoleonic wars coined the term “guerrilla” (small war) when they fought the French,
who called them insurgé (insurgents), and managed to kill or tie down hundreds of
thousands of French troops. Using guerrilla tactics, the Latin American countries
under Bolivar successfully evicted the Spanish themselves a few years later.75 Van
Creveld considers Clausewitz an outdated theorist of conventional war, yet the great
Prussian commented on the effectiveness of irregular warfare during his time,
recognizing it as an integral part of warfare and giving a series of lectures on the
subject.76 He even urged insurrection against Napoleon after Prussia’s defeat in 1806.
His contemporary, Jomini, another recognized authority on regular warfare, was also
appreciative of guerrilla warfare, recommending it as a useful method of harassing the
enemy’s forces, threatening his supply lines and sapping his morale.77
During the colonial period, Charles Callwell made the important observation
that insurgency was a common recourse when a country’s regular armed forces were
defeated in the field. 78 The Confederate States of America briefly considered
insurgency after defeat in the Civil War. The Boers in South Africa resorted to
guerrilla tactics after the defeat of their main armies and the British responded with
concentration camps, barbed wire and mobile columns of mounted infantry. The
United States put down a serious insurrection in the Philippines after the SpanishAmerican War. “Small wars” made up the bulk of conflicts fought in the latter half of
the nineteenth century. If irregular, intra-state warfare appears to have been more
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common than regular warfare between 1945 and 1991, the same could be said of the
period between 1845 and 1891.79 French guerrilla warfare during the Franco-Prussian
War tied down large numbers of German troops and prolonged the war for several
months. In the First World War, T. E. Lawrence successfully mobilized resistance
against the Ottoman Empire and consistently outfought Turkish troops in the Middle
East. Guerrilla tactics were common in the Second World War; indeed, van Creveld
considers the Yugoslav resistance under Tito particularly effective.80
Responding to such criticism, Hammes distinguishes Mao, and by extension
modern insurgents, with being the first to promote insurgency as a “war-winning”
technique, whereas insurgents operating in previous eras only resorted to guerrilla
warfare after their field armies were defeated or in support of these same field
armies.81 Again this distinction is artificial. The main reason for Mao resorting to an
indirect strategy was the Chinese Communists’ military weakness compared to Jiang
Jieshi’s Nationalists, making a conventional military confrontation hopeless and a
foregone conclusion. In essence, the Communists had already been “defeated”
conventionally, forcing them to adopt guerrilla warfare. In a similar fashion, the
overwhelming preponderance of American conventional military might today has
already “defeated” all would-be challengers, forcing them to pursue other avenues of
resistance. 82 Mao Zedong also clearly intended guerrilla warfare to weaken the
Nationalist army and buy time for the Communists to mass their regular forces, thus
the famous three stages of People’s War specifies the need for a conventional third
phase. Mao is, in fact, quite clear in his writings that guerrilla warfare and
conventional warfare are complementary, with the conventional forces being favoured
because only they are capable of making a decision.83 Following the Second World
War, the Chinese Communists engaged their opponents in numerous large-scale
engagements over territory with heavy weaponry such as tanks, aircraft and artillery,
and won more through conventional military skill than guerrilla tactics.84 Similarly,
the Vietnamese Communists won their victory over South Vietnam with a
79
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conventional military campaign that culminated in tanks storming the presidential
compound. Why Hammes would deny that these are clear cases of irregular warfare
supporting the regular effort is mystifying.85 As Clausewitz and others have written,
all wars depend on political will, and all that Mao and his Vietnamese successors
accomplished was to prove this maxim true.
Hammes further claims that modern insurgents display new characteristics that
distinguish them from their predecessors. However, closer examination reveals that
these principles were already known well before they were supposedly developed by
4GW insurgents. For example, although Hammes claims that Mao was the first to
identify the political component as the most important to guerrillas, T. E. Lawrence
remarked at the beginning of the twentieth century that guerrilla warfare was twothirds political and only one third military.86 Hammes claims that insurgents adopt
short-term coalitions without a single leader or central authority to combat
governments, such as against the Americans in Iraq, yet ad-hoc opposition in response
to a powerful invader is perfectly ordinary occurrence both in regular and irregular
warfare.87 In their colonial wars, both the British in India and the French in Algeria
were confronted by loose coalitions of tribes, clans and other small groups. 88 The
Second World War saw mutually incompatible governments forming an alliance
against Nazism, while the Japanese invasion likewise drove the Chinese Communist
and Nationalist camps together. Hammes claims that modern insurgents target key
enemy decision-makers, yet the Irish Republican Army did the same in the late
nineteenth century. In fact, insurgents have always targeted key authority figures such
as government officials and businessmen on the opposing side in order to inflict
maximum political and economic damage.89 Hammes claims that modern insurgents
produce disproportionate effects using mass media and other non-military methods,
yet this technique was also pioneered in the 1880s as “propaganda of the deed”.90 The
media has long been exploited as a means to influence governments. The SpanishAmerican War of 1898 was triggered in part by “yellow journalism”, while the Boers
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relied on the liberal press in the United Kingdom to forward their cause.91 Hammes
considers the non-violent methods of the first Intifada revolutionary, yet non-violent
methods were employed in India since 1900, of which Gandhi’s campaign was the
most notable, including attempts to provoke government troops into killing peaceful
protestors.92 While insurgents and their terrorist brethren are arguably more effective
today than in the past, nothing that Hammes mentions about them is inherently “new”
or unprecedented.
The examples Hammes has chosen to illustrate the “development” of modern
insurgency also present problems. It is important to keep the effectiveness of these
insurgent movements in perspective. Supplied by the Soviet Union and captured
Japanese arsenals, the Chinese Communists faced a deeply corrupt Nationalist army
of suspect loyalty and leadership with very poor morale and fighting effectiveness,
hardly representative of even 1GW armies, let alone 3GW. Facing competent, wellled American units in the Korean War, this former revolutionary army suffered heavy
losses.
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Although they successfully outlasted the mighty United States, the

Vietnamese were lavishly supplied by their Soviet backers, protected from direct
American retaliation by China and only succeeded in achieving their aims after more
than a decade of constant fighting, a wrecked economy and an atrocious cost in lives.
The Sandinistas succeeded against an ineffectual and deeply unpopular government
that commanded almost no public support and was overwhelmed more by a popular
uprising than a concerted insurgent campaign.94 American intervention in both Iraq
and Afghanistan was marred by lack of commitment and poor strategic choices,
including the decision not to allocate sufficient troops for peacekeeping operations.
The success of the insurgents was due as much to the mistakes of their enemies as to
any innovative or effective strategy on their part.
Van Creveld claims that the decline in inter-state warfare is due to its
increasing irrelevance. This is accurate only up to a point. Contrary to the picture of
shrinking militaries that he paints, the Cold War between the two superpowers built
up enormous stockpiles of weapons, much of which now supplies insurgencies with
their cheap, mass-produced but effective arsenals. These stockpiles became redundant
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only after the collapse of the Soviet Union less than 20 years ago, due more to the
temporary peace that ensued than anything modern insurgents have done or are
capable of doing. Contrary to the picture of terrorists being capable of defeating
regular forces at will, most insurgent activity has been confined to the third world,
places where the instruments of state power are weak or non-existent and where the
more capable forces of the developed world are at a disadvantage in terms of culture,
politics language and geography. So far, insurgency has been far less effective in
places where the state is strong, namely the developed world. Contrary to the idea of
terrorists being able to launch attacks on first world countries, even the most powerful
terrorist groups such as Al-Qaeda have yet to prove that they are capable of repeating
the September 11 attacks.95 The major example of terrorism in the first world, the
Northern Ireland campaign, ended in a government victory, a fact that van Creveld
himself admits.96
Van Creveld’s argument for the inherent superiority of insurgents is not
convincing. It is not automatically a given that insurgents are the political and military
equivalent of children. As the second Intifada and the Northern Ireland campaign
demonstrate, insurgents can easily be labelled as criminals and mass murderers.
Indeed, the label “terrorist” carries intensely negative connotations, requiring the use
of euphemisms such as “freedom fighter” in order to describe irregular allies. Rather,
the moral high ground is won by the side that is better able to manipulate public
opinion, a contest where governments are not automatically at a disadvantage.

The theories of Hammes and van Creveld cannot withstand even a cursory
examination of the history of warfare in general and insurgency in particular. War is
not generational in nature, nor does it follow the pattern that Hammes so meticulously
lay out. Insurgency is not new, and 4GW improperly distinguishes it as a new form of
warfare when in fact many of its principles and weaknesses are already well-known.
The theory of 4GW is thus both inaccurate and irrelevant.
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Conclusion
Hammes and van Creveld ignore important continuities in military thought and their
theories suffer from bad history. They make false distinctions between insurgency and
regular warfare with their claims that the former is more “political” and “nonTrinitarian” compared to the latter. They also make the claim that the nation-state is
losing its monopoly over warfare. A review of theorists such as Clausewitz and of
military history in general will reveal that none of these claims is true, and that
existing military theory can easily accommodate modern insurgency. A further review
of the history of warfare and insurgency’s place in it reveals that war does not evolve
through generations, and that insurgency is much older and more complex than is
claimed. By drawing distinctions where none exist and imposing a theory of warfare
which does not fit the facts, 4GW is a flawed and unnecessary lens with which to
examine recent trends in warfare. It is not as revolutionary as it claims to be, and
should be abandoned. Insurgency is an old problem, not a radically new one. Its
principles are already understood and accommodated within general military theory,
and there exists a significant body of practical experience on dealing with it. Military
thinkers would learn more about insurgency by studying Clausewitz and insurgency
in history than they will by sticking to an empty theory. A proper understanding of
insurgency is necessary if we are to deal with it properly, but 4GW cannot give us that
understanding.

26

Bibliography

Antulio J. Echevarria II, Clausewitz and Contemporary War (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2007)

———, “Clausewitz and the Nature of the War on Terror”, Clausewitz in the TwentyFirst Century (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 196–218

———, Fourth-Generation War and Other Myths (Pennsylvania: Strategic Studies
Institute, U.S. Army War College, 2005)

Carl von Clausewitz, On War (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1989),
translated by Michael Howard and Peter Paret

C. E. Callwell, Small Wars: Their Principles and Practice (Wakefield: EP Publishing,
1976)

Collin Gray, Another Bloody Century: Future Warfare (London: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 2005)

David Chandler, Napoleon (London: Wiedenfeld and Nicolson, 1973)

David S. Sorenson, “The Mythology of Fourth-Generation Warfare: A Response to
Hammes”, Global Insurgency and the Future of Armed Conflict: Debating FourthGeneration Warfare, Terry Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp (Eds.) (New York:
Routledge, 2008), pp. 95–100

Eliot A. Cohen, “History and the Hyperpower”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 83, No. 4
(July/August 2004), pp. 49–63

Giulio Douhet, The Command of the Air (New York: Arno Press, 1972)

27

Heinz Guderian, Achtung—Panzer!: The Development of Armored Forces, Their
Tactics and Operational Potential (London: Arms and Armor, 1992), translated by
Christopher Duffy

James J. Wirtz, “Politics with Guns: A Response to T. X. Hammes’ War Evolves into
the Fourth Generation”, Global Insurgency and the Future of Armed Conflict:
Debating Fourth-Generation Warfare, Terry Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp
(Eds.) (New York: Routledge, 2008), pp. 47–53

James S. Corum, The Luftwaffe: Creating the Operational Air War 1918-1940
(Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 1997)

John Ferris, “Generations at War?”, Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 26, No. 2
(August 2005), pp. 250–253

John Keegan, The Mask of Command (New York: Penguin, 1987)

Lawrence Freedman, “War Evolves into the Fourth Generation: A Comment on
Thomas X. Hammes”, Global Insurgency and the Future of Armed Conflict: Debating
Fourth-Generation Warfare, Terry Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp (Eds.) (New
York: Routledge, 2008), pp. 78–86

Mao Zedong, On Guerrilla Warfare (New York: Anchor Press, 1978), translated by
Samuel B. Griffith II

Martin van Creveld, “It Will Continue to Conquer and Spread”, Global Insurgency
and the Future of Armed Conflict: Debating Fourth-Generation Warfare, Terry
Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp (Eds.) (New York: Routledge, 2008), pp. 54–57

———, The Changing Face of War: Lessons of Combat, from the Marne to Iraq
(New York: Ballantine Books, 2006)

———, The Transformation of War (New York: Free Press, 1991)
28

———,

“Through

a

Glass,

Darkly”,

http://www.d-n-

i.net/creveld/through_a_glass_darkly.htm

Michael Evans, “Elegant Irrelevance Revisited: A Critique of Fourth Generation
Warfare”, Global Insurgency and the Future of Armed Conflict: Debating FourthGeneration Warfare, Terry Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp (Eds.) (New York:
Routledge, 2008), pp. 67–74

Robert B. Asprey, War in the Shadows: The Guerilla in History (New York: W.
Morrow, 1994)

Rod Thornton, “Fourth Generation: A ‘New’ Form of ‘Warfare’?”, Global Insurgency
and the Future of Armed Conflict: Debating Fourth-Generation Warfare, Terry
Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp (Eds.) (New York: Routledge, 2008), pp. 87–94

Rohan Gunaratna, Inside Al Qaeda: Global Network of Terror (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2002)

Rupert Smith, The Utility of Force (London: Penguin, 2005)

T. E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom: A Triumph (London: Cape, 1940)

Thomas Pakenham, The Boer War (London: Macdonald, 1982)

Thomas X. Hammes, “Insurgency: War Evolves into the Fourth Generation”,
Strategic

Forum,

No.

214,

January

2005,

http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Strforum/SF214/SF214.pdf

———, “Response”, Global Insurgency and the Future of Armed Conflict: Debating
Fourth-Generation Warfare, Terry Terriff, Aaron Karp and Regina Karp, eds. (New
York: Routledge, 2008), pp 78–86

29

———, “The Evolution of War: The Fourth Generation”, Marine Corps Gazette, Vol.
78, No. 9, September 1994, pp 35–44

———, The Sling and the Stone: On War in the 21st Century (Minnesota: Zenith
Press, 2004), p. 9

Treaty of Westphalia, http://avalon.law.yale.edu/17th_century/westphal.asp

William S. Lind, Colonel Keith Nightengale (USA), Captain John F. Schmitt (USMC),
Colonel Joseph W. Sutton (USA), and Lieutenant Colonel Gary I. Wilson (USMCR),
“The Changing Face of War: Into the Fourth Generation”, Marine Corps Gazette
(October 1989), pp. 22–26

30

RSIS Working Paper Series
1.

Vietnam-China Relations Since The End of The Cold War
Ang Cheng Guan

(1998)

2.

Multilateral Security Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific Region: Prospects and Possibilities
Desmond Ball

(1999)

3.

Reordering Asia: “Cooperative Security” or Concert of Powers?
Amitav Acharya

(1999)

4.

The South China Sea Dispute re-visited
Ang Cheng Guan

(1999)

5.

Continuity and Change In Malaysian Politics: Assessing the Buildup to the 1999-2000
General Elections
Joseph Liow Chin Yong

(1999)

6.

‘Humanitarian Intervention in Kosovo’ as Justified, Executed and Mediated by NATO:
Strategic Lessons for Singapore
Kumar Ramakrishna

(2000)

7.

Taiwan’s Future: Mongolia or Tibet?
Chien-peng (C.P.) Chung

(2001)

8.

Asia-Pacific Diplomacies: Reading Discontinuity in Late-Modern Diplomatic Practice
Tan See Seng

(2001)

9.

Framing “South Asia”: Whose Imagined Region?
Sinderpal Singh

(2001)

10.

Explaining Indonesia's Relations with Singapore During the New Order Period: The Case
of Regime Maintenance and Foreign Policy
Terence Lee Chek Liang

(2001)

11.

Human Security: Discourse, Statecraft, Emancipation
Tan See Seng

(2001)

12.

Globalization and its Implications for Southeast Asian Security: A Vietnamese Perspective
Nguyen Phuong Binh

(2001)

13.

Framework for Autonomy in Southeast Asia’s Plural Societies
Miriam Coronel Ferrer

(2001)

14.

Burma: Protracted Conflict, Governance and Non-Traditional Security Issues
Ananda Rajah

(2001)

15.

Natural Resources Management and Environmental Security in Southeast Asia: Case Study
of Clean Water Supplies in Singapore
Kog Yue Choong

(2001)

16.

Crisis and Transformation: ASEAN in the New Era
Etel Solingen

(2001)

17.

Human Security: East Versus West?
Amitav Acharya

(2001)

18.

Asian Developing Countries and the Next Round of WTO Negotiations
Barry Desker

(2001)

19.

Multilateralism, Neo-liberalism and Security in Asia: The Role of the Asia Pacific
Economic Co-operation Forum
Ian Taylor

(2001)

20.

Humanitarian Intervention and Peacekeeping as Issues for Asia-Pacific Security
Derek McDougall

(2001)

21.

Comprehensive Security: The South Asian Case
S.D. Muni

(2002)

22.

The Evolution of China’s Maritime Combat Doctrines and Models: 1949-2001
You Ji

(2002)

23.

The Concept of Security Before and After September 11
a. The Contested Concept of Security
Steve Smith
b. Security and Security Studies After September 11: Some Preliminary Reflections
Amitav Acharya

(2002)

24.

Democratisation In South Korea And Taiwan: The Effect Of Social Division On InterKorean and Cross-Strait Relations
Chien-peng (C.P.) Chung

(2002)

25.

Understanding Financial Globalisation
Andrew Walter

(2002)

26.

911, American Praetorian Unilateralism and the Impact on State-Society Relations in
Southeast Asia
Kumar Ramakrishna

(2002)

27.

Great Power Politics in Contemporary East Asia: Negotiating Multipolarity or Hegemony?
Tan See Seng

(2002)

28.

What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of “America”
Tan See Seng

(2002)

29.

International Responses to Terrorism: The Limits and Possibilities of Legal Control of
Terrorism by Regional Arrangement with Particular Reference to ASEAN
Ong Yen Nee

(2002)

30.

Reconceptualizing the PLA Navy in Post – Mao China: Functions, Warfare, Arms, and
Organization
Nan Li

(2002)

31.

Attempting Developmental Regionalism Through AFTA: The Domestics Politics –
Domestic Capital Nexus
Helen E S Nesadurai

(2002)

32.

11 September and China: Opportunities, Challenges, and Warfighting
Nan Li

(2002)

33.

Islam and Society in Southeast Asia after September 11
Barry Desker

(2002)

34.

Hegemonic Constraints: The Implications of September 11 For American Power
Evelyn Goh

(2002)

35.

Not Yet All Aboard…But Already All At Sea Over Container Security Initiative
Irvin Lim

(2002)

36.

Financial Liberalization and Prudential Regulation in East Asia: Still Perverse?
Andrew Walter

(2002)

37.

Indonesia and The Washington Consensus
Premjith Sadasivan

(2002)

38.

The Political Economy of FDI Location: Why Don’t Political Checks and Balances and
Treaty Constraints Matter?
Andrew Walter

(2002)

39.

The Securitization of Transnational Crime in ASEAN
Ralf Emmers

(2002)

40.

Liquidity Support and The Financial Crisis: The Indonesian Experience
J Soedradjad Djiwandono

(2002)

41.

A UK Perspective on Defence Equipment Acquisition
David Kirkpatrick

(2003)

42.

Regionalisation of Peace in Asia: Experiences and Prospects of ASEAN, ARF and UN
Partnership
Mely C. Anthony

(2003)

43.

The WTO In 2003: Structural Shifts, State-Of-Play And Prospects For The Doha Round
Razeen Sally

(2003)

44.

Seeking Security In The Dragon’s Shadow: China and Southeast Asia In The Emerging
Asian Order
Amitav Acharya

(2003)

45.

Deconstructing Political Islam In Malaysia: UMNO’S Response To PAS’ Religio-Political
Dialectic
Joseph Liow

(2003)

46.

The War On Terror And The Future of Indonesian Democracy
Tatik S. Hafidz

(2003)

47.

Examining The Role of Foreign Assistance in Security Sector Reforms: The Indonesian
Case
Eduardo Lachica

(2003)

48.

Sovereignty and The Politics of Identity in International Relations
Adrian Kuah

(2003)

49.

Deconstructing Jihad; Southeast Asia Contexts
Patricia Martinez

(2003)

50.

The Correlates of Nationalism in Beijing Public Opinion
Alastair Iain Johnston

(2003)

51.

In Search of Suitable Positions’ in the Asia Pacific: Negotiating the US-China Relationship
and Regional Security
Evelyn Goh

(2003)

52.

American Unilaterism, Foreign Economic Policy and the ‘Securitisation’ of Globalisation
Richard Higgott

(2003)

53.

Fireball on the Water: Naval Force Protection-Projection, Coast Guarding, Customs Border
Security & Multilateral Cooperation in Rolling Back the Global Waves of Terror from the
Sea
Irvin Lim

(2003)

54.

Revisiting Responses To Power Preponderance: Going Beyond The BalancingBandwagoning Dichotomy
Chong Ja Ian

(2003)

55.

Pre-emption and Prevention: An Ethical and Legal Critique of the Bush Doctrine and
Anticipatory Use of Force In Defence of the State
Malcolm Brailey

(2003)

56.

The Indo-Chinese Enlargement of ASEAN: Implications for Regional Economic
Integration
Helen E S Nesadurai

(2003)

57.

The Advent of a New Way of War: Theory and Practice of Effects Based Operation
Joshua Ho

(2003)

58.

Critical Mass: Weighing in on Force Transformation & Speed Kills Post-Operation Iraqi
Freedom
Irvin Lim

(2004)

59.

Force Modernisation Trends in Southeast Asia
Andrew Tan

(2004)

60.

Testing Alternative Responses to Power Preponderance: Buffering, Binding, Bonding and
Beleaguering in the Real World
Chong Ja Ian

(2004)

61.

Outlook on the Indonesian Parliamentary Election 2004
Irman G. Lanti

(2004)

62.

Globalization and Non-Traditional Security Issues: A Study of Human and Drug
Trafficking in East Asia
Ralf Emmers

(2004)

63.

Outlook for Malaysia’s 11th General Election
Joseph Liow

(2004)

64.

Not Many Jobs Take a Whole Army: Special Operations Forces and The Revolution in
Military Affairs.
Malcolm Brailey

(2004)

65.

Technological Globalisation and Regional Security in East Asia
J.D. Kenneth Boutin

(2004)

66.

UAVs/UCAVS – Missions, Challenges, and Strategic Implications for Small and Medium
Powers
Manjeet Singh Pardesi

(2004)

67.

Singapore’s Reaction to Rising China: Deep Engagement and Strategic Adjustment
Evelyn Goh

(2004)

68.

The Shifting Of Maritime Power And The Implications For Maritime Security In East Asia
Joshua Ho

(2004)

69.

China In The Mekong River Basin: The Regional Security Implications of Resource
Development On The Lancang Jiang
Evelyn Goh

(2004)

70.

Examining the Defence Industrialization-Economic Growth Relationship: The Case of
Singapore
Adrian Kuah and Bernard Loo

(2004)

71.

“Constructing” The Jemaah Islamiyah Terrorist: A Preliminary Inquiry
Kumar Ramakrishna

(2004)

72.

Malaysia and The United States: Rejecting Dominance, Embracing Engagement
Helen E S Nesadurai

(2004)

73.

The Indonesian Military as a Professional Organization: Criteria and Ramifications for
Reform
John Bradford

(2005)

74.

Martime Terrorism in Southeast Asia: A Risk Assessment
Catherine Zara Raymond

(2005)

75.

Southeast Asian Maritime Security In The Age Of Terror: Threats, Opportunity, And
Charting The Course Forward
John Bradford

(2005)

76.

Deducing India’s Grand Strategy of Regional Hegemony from Historical and Conceptual
Perspectives
Manjeet Singh Pardesi

(2005)

77.

Towards Better Peace Processes: A Comparative Study of Attempts to Broker Peace with
MNLF and GAM
S P Harish

(2005)

78.

Multilateralism, Sovereignty and Normative Change in World Politics
Amitav Acharya

(2005)

79.

The State and Religious Institutions in Muslim Societies
Riaz Hassan

(2005)

80.

On Being Religious: Patterns of Religious Commitment in Muslim Societies
Riaz Hassan

(2005)

81.

The Security of Regional Sea Lanes
Joshua Ho

(2005)

82.

Civil-Military Relationship and Reform in the Defence Industry
Arthur S Ding

(2005)

83.

How Bargaining Alters Outcomes: Bilateral Trade Negotiations and Bargaining Strategies
Deborah Elms

(2005)

84.

Great Powers and Southeast Asian Regional Security Strategies: Omni-enmeshment,
Balancing and Hierarchical Order
Evelyn Goh

(2005)

85.

Global Jihad, Sectarianism and The Madrassahs in Pakistan
Ali Riaz

(2005)

86.

Autobiography, Politics and Ideology in Sayyid Qutb’s Reading of the Qur’an
Umej Bhatia

(2005)

87.

Maritime Disputes in the South China Sea: Strategic and Diplomatic Status Quo
Ralf Emmers

(2005)

88.

China’s Political Commissars and Commanders: Trends & Dynamics
Srikanth Kondapalli

(2005)

89.

Piracy in Southeast Asia New Trends, Issues and Responses
Catherine Zara Raymond

(2005)

90.

Geopolitics, Grand Strategy and the Bush Doctrine
Simon Dalby

(2005)

91.

Local Elections and Democracy in Indonesia: The Case of the Riau Archipelago
Nankyung Choi

(2005)

92.

The Impact of RMA on Conventional Deterrence: A Theoretical Analysis
Manjeet Singh Pardesi

(2005)

93.

Africa and the Challenge of Globalisation
Jeffrey Herbst

(2005)

94.

The East Asian Experience: The Poverty of 'Picking Winners
Barry Desker and Deborah Elms

(2005)

95.

Bandung And The Political Economy Of North-South Relations: Sowing The Seeds For
Revisioning International Society
Helen E S Nesadurai

(2005)

96.

Re-conceptualising the Military-Industrial Complex: A General Systems Theory Approach
Adrian Kuah

(2005)

97.

Food Security and the Threat From Within: Rice Policy Reforms in the Philippines
Bruce Tolentino

(2006)

98.

Non-Traditional Security Issues: Securitisation of Transnational Crime in Asia
James Laki

(2006)

99.

Securitizing/Desecuritizing the Filipinos’ ‘Outward Migration Issue’in the Philippines’
Relations with Other Asian Governments
José N. Franco, Jr.

(2006)

100.

Securitization Of Illegal Migration of Bangladeshis To India
Josy Joseph

(2006)

101.

Environmental Management and Conflict in Southeast Asia – Land Reclamation and its
Political Impact
Kog Yue-Choong

(2006)

102.

Securitizing border-crossing: The case of marginalized stateless minorities in the ThaiBurma Borderlands
Mika Toyota

(2006)

103.

The Incidence of Corruption in India: Is the Neglect of Governance Endangering Human
Security in South Asia?
Shabnam Mallick and Rajarshi Sen

(2006)

104.

The LTTE’s Online Network and its Implications for Regional Security
Shyam Tekwani

(2006)

105.

The Korean War June-October 1950: Inchon and Stalin In The “Trigger Vs Justification”
Debate
Tan Kwoh Jack

(2006)

106.

International Regime Building in Southeast Asia: ASEAN Cooperation against the Illicit
Trafficking and Abuse of Drugs
Ralf Emmers

(2006)

107.

Changing Conflict Identities: The case of the Southern Thailand Discord
S P Harish

(2006)

108.

Myanmar and the Argument for Engagement: A Clash of Contending Moralities?
Christopher B Roberts

(2006)

109.

TEMPORAL DOMINANCE
Military Transformation and the Time Dimension of Strategy
Edwin Seah

(2006)

110.

Globalization and Military-Industrial Transformation in South Asia: An Historical
Perspective
Emrys Chew

(2006)

111.

UNCLOS and its Limitations as the Foundation for a Regional Maritime Security Regime
Sam Bateman

(2006)

112.

Freedom and Control Networks in Military Environments
Paul T Mitchell

(2006)

113.

Rewriting Indonesian History The Future in Indonesia’s Past
Kwa Chong Guan

(2006)

114.

Twelver Shi’ite Islam: Conceptual and Practical Aspects
Christoph Marcinkowski

(2006)

115.

Islam, State and Modernity : Muslim Political Discourse in Late 19th and Early 20th century
India
Iqbal Singh Sevea

(2006)

116.

‘Voice of the Malayan Revolution’: The Communist Party of Malaya’s Struggle for Hearts
and Minds in the ‘Second Malayan Emergency’
(1969-1975)
Ong Wei Chong

(2006)

117.

“From Counter-Society to Counter-State: Jemaah Islamiyah According to PUPJI”
Elena Pavlova

(2006)

118.

The Terrorist Threat to Singapore’s Land Transportation Infrastructure: A Preliminary
Enquiry
Adam Dolnik

(2006)

119.

The Many Faces of Political Islam
Mohammed Ayoob

(2006)

120.

Facets of Shi’ite Islam in Contemporary Southeast Asia (I): Thailand and Indonesia
Christoph Marcinkowski

(2006)

121.

Facets of Shi’ite Islam in Contemporary Southeast Asia (II): Malaysia and Singapore
Christoph Marcinkowski

(2006)

122.

Towards a History of Malaysian Ulama
Mohamed Nawab

(2007)

123.

Islam and Violence in Malaysia
Ahmad Fauzi Abdul Hamid

(2007)

124.

Between Greater Iran and Shi’ite Crescent: Some Thoughts on the Nature of Iran’s
Ambitions in the Middle East
Christoph Marcinkowski

(2007)

125.

Thinking Ahead: Shi’ite Islam in Iraq and its Seminaries (hawzah ‘ilmiyyah)
Christoph Marcinkowski

(2007)

126.

The China Syndrome: Chinese Military Modernization and the Rearming of Southeast Asia
Richard A. Bitzinger

(2007)

127.

Contested Capitalism: Financial Politics and Implications for China
Richard Carney

(2007)

128.

Sentinels of Afghan Democracy: The Afghan National Army
Samuel Chan

(2007)

129.

The De-escalation of the Spratly Dispute in Sino-Southeast Asian Relations
Ralf Emmers

(2007)

130.

War, Peace or Neutrality:An Overview of Islamic Polity’s Basis of Inter-State Relations
Muhammad Haniff Hassan

(2007)

131.

Mission Not So Impossible: The AMM and the Transition from Conflict to Peace in Aceh,
2005–2006
Kirsten E. Schulze

(2007)

132.

Comprehensive Security and Resilience in Southeast Asia: ASEAN’s Approach to
Terrorism and Sea Piracy
Ralf Emmers

(2007)

133.

The Ulama in Pakistani Politics
Mohamed Nawab

(2007)

134.

China’s Proactive Engagement in Asia: Economics, Politics and Interactions
Li Mingjiang

(2007)

135.

The PLA’s Role in China’s Regional Security Strategy
Qi Dapeng

(2007)

136.

War As They Knew It: Revolutionary War and Counterinsurgency in Southeast Asia
Ong Wei Chong

(2007)

137.

Indonesia’s Direct Local Elections: Background and Institutional Framework
Nankyung Choi

(2007)

138.

Contextualizing Political Islam for Minority Muslims
Muhammad Haniff bin Hassan

(2007)

139.

Ngruki Revisited: Modernity and Its Discontents at the Pondok Pesantren al-Mukmin of
Ngruki, Surakarta
Farish A. Noor

(2007)

140.

Globalization: Implications of and for the Modern / Post-modern Navies of the Asia Pacific
Geoffrey Till

(2007)

141.

Comprehensive Maritime Domain Awareness: An Idea Whose Time Has Come?
Irvin Lim Fang Jau

(2007)

142.

Sulawesi: Aspirations of Local Muslims
Rohaiza Ahmad Asi

(2007)

143.

Islamic Militancy, Sharia, and Democratic Consolidation in Post-Suharto Indonesia
Noorhaidi Hasan

(2007)

144.

Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon: The Indian Ocean and The Maritime Balance of Power
in Historical Perspective
Emrys Chew

(2007)

145.

New Security Dimensions in the Asia Pacific
Barry Desker

(2007)

146.

Japan’s Economic Diplomacy towards East Asia: Fragmented Realism and Naïve
Liberalism
Hidetaka Yoshimatsu

(2007)

147.

U.S. Primacy, Eurasia’s New Strategic Landscape,and the Emerging Asian Order
Alexander L. Vuving

(2007)

148.

The Asian Financial Crisis and ASEAN’s Concept of Security
Yongwook RYU

(2008)

149.

Security in the South China Sea: China’s Balancing Act and New Regional Dynamics
Li Mingjiang

(2008)

150.

The Defence Industry in the Post-Transformational World: Implications for the United
States and Singapore
Richard A Bitzinger

(2008)

151.

The Islamic Opposition in Malaysia:New Trajectories and Directions
Mohamed Fauz Abdul Hamid

(2008)

152.

Thinking the Unthinkable: The Modernization and Reform of Islamic Higher Education in
Indonesia
Farish A Noor

(2008)

153.

Outlook for Malaysia’s 12th General Elections
Mohamed Nawab Mohamed Osman, Shahirah Mahmood and Joseph Chinyong Liow

(2008)

154.

The use of SOLAS Ship Security Alert Systems
Thomas Timlen

(2008)

155.

Thai-Chinese Relations:Security and Strategic Partnership
Chulacheeb Chinwanno

(2008)

156.

Sovereignty In ASEAN and The Problem of Maritime Cooperation in the South China Sea
JN Mak

(2008)

157.

Sino-U.S. Competition in Strategic Arms
Arthur S. Ding

(2008)

158.

Roots of Radical Sunni Traditionalism
Karim Douglas Crow

(2008)

159.

Interpreting Islam On Plural Society
Muhammad Haniff Hassan

(2008)

160.

Towards a Middle Way Islam in Southeast Asia: Contributions of the Gülen Movement
Mohamed Nawab Mohamed Osman

(2008)

161.

Spoilers, Partners and Pawns: Military Organizational Behaviour and Civil-Military
Relations in Indonesia
Evan A. Laksmana

(2008)

162.

The Securitization of Human Trafficking in Indonesia
Rizal Sukma

(2008)

163.

The Hindu Rights Action Force (HINDRAF) of Malaysia: Communitarianism Across
Borders?
Farish A. Noor

(2008)

164.

A Merlion at the Edge of an Afrasian Sea: Singapore’s Strategic Involvement in the Indian
Ocean
Emrys Chew

(2008)

165.

Soft Power in Chinese Discourse: Popularity and Prospect
Li Mingjiang

(2008)

166.

Singapore’s Sovereign Wealth Funds: The Politcal Risk of Overseas Investments
Friedrich Wu

(2008)

167.

The Internet in Indonesia: Development and Impact of Radical Websites
Jennifer Yang Hui

(2008)

168.

Beibu Gulf: Emerging Sub-regional Integration between China and ASEAN
Gu Xiaosong and Li Mingjiang

(2009)

169.

Islamic Law In Contemporary Malaysia: Prospects and Problems
Ahmad Fauzi Abdul Hamid

(2009)

170.

“Indonesia’s Salafist Sufis”
Julia Day Howell

(2009)

171.

Reviving the Caliphate in the Nusantara: Hizbut Tahrir Indonesia’s Mobilization Strategy
and Its Impact in Indonesia
Mohamed Nawab Mohamed Osman

(2009)

172.

Islamizing Formal Education: Integrated Islamic School and a New Trend in Formal
Education Institution in Indonesia
Noorhaidi Hasan

(2009)

173.

The Implementation of Vietnam-China Land Border Treaty: Bilateral and Regional
Implications
Do Thi Thuy

(2009)

174.

The Tablighi Jama’at Movement in the Southern Provinces of Thailand Today: Networks
and Modalities
Farish A. Noor

(2009)

175.

The Spread of the Tablighi Jama’at Across Western, Central and Eastern Java and the role
of the Indian Muslim Diaspora
Farish A. Noor

(2009)

176.

Significance of Abu Dujana and Zarkasih’s Verdict
Nurfarahislinda Binte Mohamed Ismail, V. Arianti and Jennifer Yang Hui

(2009)

177.

The Perils of Consensus: How ASEAN’s Meta-Regime Undermines Economic and
Environmental Cooperation
Vinod K. Aggarwal and Jonathan T. Chow

(2009)

178.

The Capacities of Coast Guards to deal with Maritime Challenges in Southeast Asia
Prabhakaran Paleri

(2009)

179.

China and Asian Regionalism: Pragmatism Hinders Leadership
Li Mingjiang

(2009)

180.

Livelihood Strategies Amongst Indigenous Peoples in the Central Cardamom Protected
Forest, Cambodia
Long Sarou

(2009)

181.

Human Trafficking in Cambodia: Reintegration of the Cambodian illegal migrants from
Vietnam and Thailand
Neth Naro

(2009)

182.

The Philippines as an Archipelagic and Maritime Nation: Interests, Challenges, and
Perspectives
Mary Ann Palma

(2009)

183.

The Changing Power Distribution in the South China Sea: Implications for Conflict
Management and Avoidance
Ralf Emmers

(2009)

184.

Islamist Party, Electoral Politics and Da‘wa Mobilization among Youth: The Prosperous
Justice Party (PKS) in Indonesia
Noorhaidi Hasan

(2009)

185.

U.S. Foreign Policy and Southeast Asia: From Manifest Destiny to Shared Destiny
Emrys Chew

(2009)

186.

Different Lenses on the Future: U.S. and Singaporean Approaches to Strategic Planning
Justin Zorn

(2009)

187.

Converging Peril : Climate Change and Conflict in the Southern Philippines
J. Jackson Ewing

(2009)

188.

Informal Caucuses within the WTO: Singapore in the “Invisibles Group”
Barry Desker

(2009)

189.

The ASEAN Regional Forum and Preventive Diplomacy: A Failure in Practice
Ralf Emmers and See Seng Tan

(2009)

190.

How Geography Makes Democracy Work
Richard W. Carney

(2009)

191.

The Arrival and Spread of the Tablighi Jama’at In West Papua (Irian Jaya), Indonesia
Farish A. Noor

(2010)

192.

The Korean Peninsula in China’s Grand Strategy: China’s Role in dealing with North
Korea’s Nuclear Quandary
Chung Chong Wook

(2010)

193.

Asian Regionalism and US Policy: The Case for Creative Adaptation
Donald K. Emmerson

(2010)

194.

Jemaah Islamiyah:Of Kin and Kind
Sulastri Osman

(2010)

195.

The Role of the Five Power Defence Arrangements in the Southeast Asian Security
Architecture
Ralf Emmers

(2010)

196.

The Domestic Political Origins of Global Financial Standards: Agrarian Influence and the
Creation of U.S. Securities Regulations
Richard W. Carney

(2010)

197.

Indian Naval Effectiveness for National Growth
Ashok Sawhney

(2010)

198.

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) regime in East Asian waters: Military and intelligencegathering activities, Marine Scientific Research (MSR) and hydrographic surveys in an
EEZ
Yang Fang

(2010)

199.

Do Stated Goals Matter? Regional Institutions in East Asia and the Dynamic of Unstated
Goals
Deepak Nair

(2010)

200.

China’s Soft Power in South Asia
Parama Sinha Palit

(2010)

201.

Reform of the International Financial Architecture: How can Asia have a greater impact in
the G20?
Pradumna R. Rana

(2010)

202.

“Muscular” versus “Liberal” Secularism and the Religious Fundamentalist Challenge in
Singapore
Kumar Ramakrishna

(2010)

203.

Future of U.S. Power: Is China Going to Eclipse the United States? Two Possible Scenarios
to 2040
Tuomo Kuosa

(2010)

204.

Swords to Ploughshares: China’s Defence-Conversion Policy
Lee Dongmin

(2010)

205.

Asia Rising and the Maritime Decline of the West: A Review of the Issues
Geoffrey Till

(2010)

206.

From Empire to the War on Terror: The 1915 Indian Sepoy Mutiny in Singapore as a case
study of the impact of profiling of religious and ethnic minorities.
Farish A. Noor

(2010)

207.

Enabling Security for the 21st Century: Intelligence & Strategic Foresight and Warning
Helene Lavoix

(2010)

208.

The Asian and Global Financial Crises: Consequences for East Asian Regionalism
Ralf Emmers and John Ravenhill

(2010)

209.

Japan’s New Security Imperative: The Function of Globalization
Bhubhindar Singh and Philip Shetler-Jones

(2010)

210.

India’s Emerging Land Warfare Doctrines and Capabilities
Colonel Harinder Singh

(2010)

211.

A Response to Fourth Generation Warfare
Amos Khan

(2010)

