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Multilayer Wargames: Lessons from 

Gaming Intermediate Force Capabilities
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Recent Use of Wargaming to Support 

Intermediate Force Capabilities (IFC) 

Concept Development & Experimentation (CD&E)

Ongoing Work on M&S-Assisted Wargaming

Tasking to Supreme Allied Command 

Transformation-Operational Experimentation 

Branch (SACT OPEX) and SAS-151

• Wargames and Workshops

 Approach

 Design/Development, Execution, & Analysis

 Top-Level Results from Six Wargames/Three 

Concept Development Workshops

• Draft NATO IFC Concept

 High-Level Overview

 Doctrine Implications

SAS-MSG-180: M&S-Assisted Wargaming

• Integrating Modelling & Simulation Tools 

to Enhance Wargaming

 Detailed Tactical-Level Engagements 

Informing and Informed by Operational 

and Strategic Matrix Game Play

 Quantitative and Qualitative Results

 Proof-of-Principle Event Completed

• Proposed Use to Test/Validate Doctrine: 
AJP-3.13, Allied Joint Doctrine for the 

Deployment and Redeployment of Forces

Briefing Topics
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CD&E Tasking



Strategic game:

• Matrix Game (with modifications)
‐ What do I do?

‐ What I expect to achieve?

‐ Why will I succeed?

Strategic, operational or tactical: How does one choose?

Tactical game:

• Individual entities

• Often physics-based or probability-based

• Detailed Action-Reaction-Counteraction

Operational game:

• How will I do things?
‐ Aggregated movement of forces

‐ Sustainment

‐ Aggregated loss-exchange ratios



• Strategic game

• When a critical 
vignette is 
encountered it 
could be 
resolved through 
another game

• Strategic game

Multilayer wargaming framework
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IFC CD&E Participating Communities of Interest
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Intermediate Force Capabilities Drivers
Maritime Wargame Insights
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Intermediate Force Capabilities Drivers
Maritime Wargame Insights

Key Results/Findings/Conclusions
The presence of IFCs had an impact on tactical and strategic level play: Without IFCs, RED was

able to generally control the situation and maintain the strategic initiative. With IFCs, BLUE addressed

and contained the strategic dilemmas RED wished to create, gained the strategic initiative, and forced

RED to be reactive.

Escalation Control versus Adversary and Proxy: Being in control of escalation allowed RED/ 

PURPLE to set the conditions for if, when, and where they used force with the Proxy (PURPLE) 

undertaking the most aggressive actions. Use of IFCs greatly challenged RED/PURPLE and kinetic 

course of action choices. 

IFCs allowed the Naval Task Force to preserve its power and its freedom of action/maneuver: 

IFCs reduced RED/PURPLE ability to engage as well as the level of damage inflicted on BLUE. IFCs 

also provided the NATO Naval Task Force Commander with increased time and space to make 

decisions, with the time and space to plan ahead, and the time and space to take the initiative.
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Intermediate Force Capabilities Drivers
Land Wargame Insights
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Intermediate Force Capabilities Drivers
Land Wargame Insights

Key Results/Findings/Conclusions
Escalation Mitigation and Control: Without IFCs, RED pressured BLUE/GREEN and decided if,

when, and where they used force. With IFCs, however, BLUE gained the strategic initiative and forced

RED into a reactive mode. IFCs also appeared to take away the pretext/justification for RED/PURPLE to

use force or escalate.

Increased Decision Space and Time: Without IFCs PURPLE was able to build “roadblocks in depth”.

The use of IFCs created an IFC umbrella out from the gate that provided a safe zone for the QRF to 

operate and deploy from effectively. 

Gain/Maintain the Initiative: Without IFCs, friendly forces were either limited to doing nothing or 

reacting to hostile actions with lethal force. With IFCs they were able to take the initiative.

Reduced Undesired Outcomes: With IFCs, NATO and Host Nation reduced CIVCAS and ability of 

RED/PURPLE to exploit as part of their Information Operations Campaign.
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Wargaming Information Environment (IE)
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Joint Wargame and 
IFC Concept Development Workshop



13

NATO UNCLASSIFIED RELEASABLE TO STO PARNTERS

Joint Wargame and 
IFC Concept Development Workshop

Key Results/Findings/Conclusions
Cost of Doing Nothing:Without IFCs, BLUE was frustrated and unable to mount an effective response

to RED actions. The lack of options had a somewhat paralyzing effect on their decision-making. Trying

to avoid escalation, BLUE mostly chose passive actions unless they were directly threatened. With IFC,

BLUE had options other than “heroic restraint”. With advanced IFCs, BLUE became proactive, creative

(including formulation of integrated lethal and non-lethal TTPs), and able to seize the initiative.

Mobility/Counter-Mobility: Without IFCs, BLUE faced challenges on key lines of communication, 

some from RED/PURPLE actions and some from civilians (including civilians acting on behalf of 

RED). IFCs proved extremely valuable particularly in regaining mobility.

IFC and the Strategic Initiative: Once NATO forces were able to shift the initiative in their favor at 

the tactical level through the employment of IFCs, it was reflected in the strategic narrative. 

Must Be Prepared for Adversary Use of IFC: The adversary made effective use of IFC to pursue 

their objectives and frustrate BLUE’s.
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IFC Concept Ends, Ways, & Means
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SAS-MSG-180 M&S-Assisted Wargaming

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

 Improve ability to support evaluation and 
assessment of capability effectiveness across 
Domains, across the continuum, and across levels 
(tactical through strategic)

 Develop and enhance M&S tools to facilitate 
wargaming through data layering, visualization, 
and adjudication support tools as well as potential 
use of constructive simulation – supporting sidebar 
analyses, addressing additional cases, etc. –
whose results can be incorporated into wargames

 Ensure wargaming spans friendly (NATO, Host 
Nation, and Partners) and adversary (plus proxy) 
actions and outcomes across the tactical, 
operational, and strategic levels; across multiple 
Domains; and across the Competition Continuum



• Use of M&S (constructive sims, 
computer-assisted wargames)

‐ Better fidelity

‐ Better representation of 
time flow

‐ But, for the integration to 
work must stay limited in 
scope

‐ Linkages weakened by 
complexity

M&S – Wargaming Integration: Exploratory Team

Power competition 
(Strategic Game)

Operational Vignette 
(Command PE)



• A complex competition scenario 
(from a competition to a crisis)

• Maritime and land concerns

‐ Two distinct limited vignettes

• Computer assisted and tabletop 
tactical wargame

• Closely connected with strategic 
mobility and deterrence 

M&S – Wargaming Integration: Present Work SAS-MSG-180

Power competition 
(Strategic Game)
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Future Work (Aspirational): 
strategic planning and multilayer wargames
Large scale military operations (multiple divisions, aerial, naval task 
groups across large geographical area) – from a crisis to a conflict

For Instance:

• Key importance of sustainment and troop movement for credibility

‐ Countering troop and supply movement using hybrid tactics

‐ Protecting ports and other critical infrastructure

• Countering A2AD

‐ Time, force structure requirements

• Demining operations

‐ Time, force structure, risks

Force 
deployment

Combat 
operations
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Current SAS-MSG-180 Participation
MEMBER/PARTNER NATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS
 CANADA (Lead Nation/Chair)

 UNITED STATES (Vice Chair)

 BELGIUM

 CZECHIA

 ESTONIA

 GERMANY

 NETHERLANDS

 SPAIN

 UNITED KINGDOM

 Partner Nations: SWEDEN and AUSTRALIA (IRELAND/SWITZERLAND just approved) 

 Strategic Commands: SACT and SHAPE

 MULTIPLE CENTRES OF EXCELLENCE (CoEs)
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AJP-3.13, Allied Joint Doctrine for the 
Deployment and Redeployment of Forces

RATIONALE FOR SELECTING AJP-3.13 AS AN IDEAL USE CASE

 Excellent alignment with previous wargaming that addressed mobility/ 

countermobility, ports/harbours, lines of communications, etc.

 Key issue in recent NATO wargames

 Fits with AJP-3.13 Timeline

 Strong interest from SAS-MSG-180 team, NAAG JNLWCG (in particular the 

Concepts & Doctrine Support Sub-Group), and a possible new initiative on 

Protection of Critical Infrastructure (including Remote Infrastructure) in the 

Defence Against Terrorism Progamme of Work (DAT PoW)


