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Practitioners
Who develops, conducts, 
analyzes, or sponsors 
professional war games?

Scholars
Who studies wargaming, 
methodology, theory, or its 
history?

Both
Who works in practice and also 
contributes to the scholarly 
conversation?

And who is relatively new to professional wargaming?

WHO IS IN THE ROOM?

A quick sense of the experience and interests represented here.



Apprentice
New to professional 
wargaming and not yet 
ready to work 
independently.

Senior
Confident and able to work 
unsupervised; brings 
substantial value to the 
Game Team.

Master
Experienced and able to 
mentor other wargamers; 
recognized as an expert 
within the Game Team.

Grand Master?
A useful trick question…

We use these labels, but wargaming has no accepted professional standard that 
defines the boundaries between them.

HOW EXPERIENCED ARE WE?

These labels are familiar — but what do they actually mean?



THE “WHY”



Experienced practitioners often recognize problems that 
are difficult to reduce to simple rules.

• Professional war games are intended to support learning, decisions, or 
knowledge.

• A game can look successful while still supporting weak or misleading 
conclusions.

• The enduring challenge is how to assess quality without replacing professional 
judgment.

HOW DO WE KNOW A WAR GAME IS A GOOD GAME?



Different scholars illuminate different parts of the same problem.

Weuve et al. 
(2004)

Pathologies and 
Systematic 
Diagnosis

Rubel 
(2006)

Epistemology 
and validity

Downes-Martin 
(2017/2018)

Validity, Utility, 
and Malign 

Games

Bartels 
(2020)

Scaling Expert 
Assessment

Banks 
(2024)

Methodological 
Machineries

How can wargaming produce knowledge we should trust — and 
how can it mislead us?

A LONG-STANDING PROFESSIONAL CONVERSATION



Pathologies identify recognizable failure 
modes and support systematic 

diagnosis of how a war game can go 
wrong.

Wargaming produces 
knowledge, so practitioners 

need a way to distinguish useful 
knowledge from error.

A game may appear valid yet still 
mislead decision makers 

through incentives, pressures, 
conflicts of interest, or self-

deception.

FROM PATHOLOGY TO VALIDITY

Weuve Rubel Downes-Martin
et al

Some of the most important problems are deeper than 
missing documents or obvious design mistakes.

CNA:  Peter P. Perla, 

Michael C. Markowitz, 

Naval War College: 

Robert Rubel, 

Stephen Downes-Martin, 

Michael Martin, 

Paul V. Vebber, 



THE “WHAT”



“one solution would be building a tool that can capture 
some of the knowledge being applied by expert assessors 

to aid less practiced designers.”
Bartels (2020)

CAN EXPERT JUDGMENT BE MADE MORE ACCESSIBLE?

Structured questions 

help direct attention 

while experience is 

still developing.

Explicit diagnostics 

broaden review 

beyond familiar 

patterns and role 

expertise.

The method can help 
externalize and 
communicate 

reasoning that may 
otherwise remain 

tacit.

Apprentice Senior Master



“one solution would be building a tool that can capture 
some of the knowledge being applied by expert assessors 

to aid less practiced designers.”
Bartels (2020)

• Experienced practitioners remain essential, but expert assessment capacity is 
scarce.

• Much of what experts recognize is tacit and difficult to articulate.

• A useful method would help less-experienced practitioners know what questions 
to ask.

CAN EXPERT JUDGMENT BE MADE MORE ACCESSIBLE?









Phases Supported by Gates, Tests, and Rehearsals.

The process doesn’t have to change — only the way in which we 
evaluate progress needs updating.

NWC WARGAMING PROJECT LIFECYCLE



WHERE CAN AI HELP?

A more explicit review asks 
us to…

Compare artifacts across a milestone

Trace relationships and assumptions

Test observations against evidence

Carry unresolved issues forward

AI can assist by…
Searching and comparing bounded sources

Looking for pathological issues, benign 

mistakes, malign intent for outcomes

Applying explicit review questions repeatedly

Surfacing inconsistencies and missing evidence

Formatting observations for practitioner 

curation

AI assists the review.  
The practitioner remains responsible for the judgment.



THE “HOW”



FROM THEORY AND PROCESS TO IN-STRIDE REVIEW

1

The practitioner bounds the AI with evidence, milestone 
expectations, role focus, and explicit review standards.

Milestone
Maturity Standard

Analytic Integrity 
Standard

Game Artifacts

Theory

3

Practitioner
Curation

5

Updated 

Team Plan

Carry Forward

4

Game Team
Judgement

Role Focus Sheet

2

AI-Assisted
Review



CDC REVIEW
CDC DEMONSTRATION 



PARALLEL



PARALLEL











DIRECTOR PROMPTS FOR INTEGRATION

You are supporting the Game Director in integrating practitioner-curated role notes into one IPC Game Team Move Record for [Team Name].

Placeholder Check.  The bracketed text above is a practitioner-entered placeholder.  If “[Team Name]” remains unchanged, do not execute 
the rest of this prompt.  Ask the practitioner for the Team Name, then wait for clarification.

Source Boundary.  Use only the role notes, IPC review output, focused analytic integrity review result, IPC packet artifacts, Game Team 

discussion notes explicitly supplied for this integration step, IPC_20_Template_IPC_Game_Team_Move_Record, this prompt, and any review 
support explicitly supplied by the practitioner.  Do not search the internet, rely on outside sources, or invent missing context.

Administrative Disclaimers.  Ignore the training disclaimer labeled “TRAINING DISCLAIMER - IGNORE FOR MILESTONE REVIEW” and 
the disclaimer beginning “The opinions and views expressed are those of the author alone...”  Treat both as administrative metadata, not artifact 

evidence.

Preserve Practitioner Judgment.  Treat the completed Role Notes as practitioner-curated inputs.  Do not restore observations the 
practitioners rejected, independently conduct a new IPC Lifecycle Maturity Review, conduct a new Focused Analytic Integrity Review, change 

role ownership without evidence, or create a new issue merely to make the role notes appear more coherent.

Integration.  Determine whether the Game Director, Analyst, Designer, Developer, and Lead Adjudicator concerns are separate, related, or 

symptoms of a common root issue.  Assert a common root cause only when the supplied evidence demonstrates it.  Related concerns may 

remain separate when their causes, consequences, or closure conditions differ.

Analytic Integrity Signals.  If a role note includes a Potential Analytic Integrity Signal or a curated focused review result, preserve its status 

accurately.  Do not convert a possible signal into a confirmed finding unless the supplied practitioner-curated material already did so.  
Recommend whether the issue should be carried forward, resolved before DRR, or routed to Focused Analytic Integrity Review Selection after 

the IPC decision.

Priority.  Recommend one integrated team issue that most warrants Game Team attention for the IPC Move Record.  Preserve any important 
minority or secondary concern that should remain visible rather than forcing it into the primary issue.

Closure Discipline.  The closure condition must address the selected priority issue and state observable evidence that would demonstrate 
adequate resolution by DRR.  It is not a work plan.  Do not prescribe a particular template, matrix, schedule, workflow, approval mechanism, or 

other implementation approach unless the supplied project materials explicitly require it.  Do not use the priority issue’s closure condition to 

resolve separate integrated issues.

Authority.  Recommend a Team Decision of Proceed, Proceed with Adjustment, or Hold or Reframe.  Do not approve, authorize, certify, 

mandate, or direct the project to proceed.

Template Use.  Complete the structure of IPC_20_Template_IPC_Game_Team_Move_Record.  If required information is missing, identify it 

as missing rather than inventing content.



THE AI RESPONDS TO THE DIRECTOR’S PROMPT





AI-ASSISTED REVIEW PROCESS



THE “WHEN”



Try It This Afternoon
GAME / DEMO — AI assistant in-stride

When & Where

1400–1630
Room 116

Bring
Your laptop
Power supply
Ability to access 
the web

Before You Arrive
A Google account
Access to Google Docs
Access to NotebookLM

Apply the basic review yourself — then use a theory-
informed Review Lens to look deeper.
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