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Abstract

This paper presents a modd with a holistic view on the forces governing a “typicd” large-scae
politicomilitary conflict. As such, the modd could be used to highlight various conssquences of
naiond dedson-meking in red-life conflicts such as eg. the USA-Irag conflict the Isragl/Arab
conflict and so on. However, the modd itsdf is desgned in a very smpligic fashion, o tha it
will never provide decisve solutions to aty specific conflicc — ill it gives very generd
guiddines tha may aoply to any internationd security conflict. The modd is currently under
development, and a prototype has been tested on 74 sudents a the Norwegian Defence Steff
College (FSTS). Students report that the modd succeeds in focusing on the haligic view, the
criticd ability to see military and politicdl means as an insgpardble whole, and the importance of
the decison-making group having a common understanding of the Situation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Decisonrmeking in organizationd and managerid contexts is a highly complex task. This haes
long been recognized (Smon, 1956; 1978). Mog redHife Stuations require thet the decison
maker has acquired the skills of his professon through realife experience. This is a far-from
trivid demand, when decisons and their consequences are (widdy) separated in time and pace.
Repeated indances of wha might gopear to be the same problem, in redity differ on important
characteridics, which only contributes to the difficulties people have when it comes to meke
valid and robust inferences.

Thee difficulties ae ds0 present in the typicd militay daff exercise, where a higher-leve
combat/conflict dtuation is smulaied. This kind of exercise requires condderable resources and
takes days or weeks to conduct. Replays to invedigate dternaive outcomes are just too codly.
However, the only “red-life’ operationd experience most military officers will get during their
career, iswhat they get through more-or-lessrealistic exercises.

The man obgade in contemporay deveopment for higher-levd military training seems to be
the dedre to achieve the greatest possble technicd detail and accuracy in the smulations thet
ae to support such training. In practice, the creation of higher-levd smulaions has been
regarded as a problem of integrating/aggregeting as many lower-level (tacticd) smulaions as
possble and in red time. As a consequence, deveopment budgets “explode’, and the red
learning remains with the development team and the application testers.

Minimdig Decison Training (MDT), which will be desribed in this pgper, tekes the opposte



“angle of atack”. With this gpproach, the smulation modd focuses narowly on the problem at
hand, which (for an operationd or drategic commander) is usudly rdaed to the perception and
handling of dynamic dilemmeas, featuring aspects such as time lags, feedback and nontlinearities
Mog, if not dl, of the technicd detal concerning weepon plaforms is just left out of the
gmulaion modd.

2 MDT CONCEPT

A minimdig decison trane (MDT) is a very dmple and pedagogicaly desgned smulaion
supported system for use in the traning of higher-levd commanders (both exising and to-be).
The training focs is to build and rehearse the commeander’s &bility to quickly form a menta image
of a combat/conflict dtuaion, and to intuitivdy comprehend what ae the likdy combined
outcomes of the inherent dynamics governing the dtuation, and the decisons meade to act upon
the gtuation. This ability is required when it comes to meking ragpid decisons of high qudity —
essentid for achieving success in (over-)complex and “dramatic” Stuations.

MDT is amed a putting a commander or the command group in charge of own logigics and
operaions resources in a scenaio. The scenario may contain any implied or explicit mission.
The resources reflect a combined joint operation; typicdly the lower limit of resources will be
less than a hundred units representing land, sea and ar resources, with upper limit being less
than a thousand. The representation need not be redricted to the military organization —
political, psychologicd, economicd, and legd means of exeting influence may dso be
induded.

MDT bdongs to a dass of traning solutions refered to as “Management Hight Smulators’
(MFS) — a term invented a MIT's Soan School of Management (Bakken et d, 1992). Ingtead of
individuds flying a dgmulated arcraft, a management team “flies’ the corporation, cregting
products that “fly in the makeplace’ through making gppropriate drategic, operationd and
tacticd decisons. MDT represents the best of tabletop war games and MFS for its players the
operationd level commander — or moretypica — his associated commeand group.

Issacs and Senge (1992) argue that microworlds used in a training context will dleviae many, if
not mog, of the so-cdled “bariers to learning” in dynamic environments. There is an gpparent
risk, however, that such tools — amplified as they are, and often to the extreme — could be misused
An example of such misuse could be to support short-Sghted/narrow-minded views and
polices, aisgng (more or less conscioudy) because of inaccurately formulated modes or of
misinterpreted feedback from the modd.

3 PREVIOUS MODELS

Snce Summer 2001, FF and FIL have built and tested two smple prototype modds for military
operations. Thee are implemented a the Norwegian Defence Saff College (FSTS) and used as
an educaiond tool.



Modd 1 is dedgned for individud players, and no extend operator is needed. The modd
samulates a deployment task, and the decisonlevd is drategic to operationd. The whole game
can be played in less than one minute, but the average time would be about two or three
minutes. The player’s misson is to deploy comba units and supplies, and the two deployment
lines have different dynamic behaviors One principle the player will learn from this game is to
concentrate forces to pre-empt the enemy, who then will be deerred from deploying more units.
The player will dso lean the importance of dlocaing and badancing his resources in an
gppropriate manner (drategic logigtics focus).

Modd 2 (Bakken and Gilljam, 2003) is played by two command groups — or two single
commanders — who act as opposng forces The operaion is high-intengty and is smulaed a an
operationd to tecticd levd. The scenario depicts one nation's territorid atack on the other. As
such, it conveys the view of a “classcd” warfare stuation While having the advantage of being
wel known (a least in theory) to most players, this kind of Stuation gopears less rdevant today
then it did 1520 years ago. However, the main emphasis is of course on learning certain basc
concepts, which to a great extent are context-free. Each player, or group of players, will make
three types of decisons every smulaied day: How many Ground Force units to employ a each
combat aea, and how many Cruise Missles and Specid Force units to support ongoing combeat
or to disturb trangportation routes between combat areas. One game will take in the region of 12
hours and requires interaction with a graphica user interface in addition to the modd itsdlf.

4 EXECUTIVE FORCE

“Executive Forcg’ is the latest modd developed by FFl and FIL. The modd presents a holistic
view on the forces governing a typicd large-scde palitico-military conflict. As such, the modd
coud be used to highlignt various consequences of nationd decisorrmeking in  regHlife
conflicts such as eg. the USA-Irag conflict, the Israd/Arab conflicc and so on. However, the
modd itsdf is dedgned in a very amplidic fashion, so tha it will never provide decidve
olutions to any specific conflict — 4ill it gives very generd guiddines that may apply to ay
international security conflict. The modd is Hill under deveoping (this is the fird verdon, and it
has not been revised snce the firg (and only) full scae test), consequently the modd will not be
described in complete detall in this paper.

4.1 Scenario

Country A borders on country B, and the border area has a huge amount of natural resources.
The C-people live in this area but mainly on the A Sde of the border. The two countries are
given two different descriptions of the dtuation (about 2 written pages). Country A has received
hints that the C-people are planning a liberty fight to edtablish their own dae Country A
suspect that B are supporting the CGpeople to get their hands on A’s naturd resources, and that
they dso support the completdly unfounded terror activities in the area. Country B, on the other
hand, observes the Cpeopl€'s justified sruggle againgt the evil oppressors — country A. B fear
that the inhumane conditions of the C-people will result in a dissster with a large number of
refugees, unless something is done.



4.2 A model overview

The schemétic figure below (figure 1) shows an overview of the modd, from A’s point of view.
The modd is symmetricd, and the dructure is dmogt exactly the same for B (it only differs in
the way the two countries are providing the financia income). The interference between the two
countries is merdly the different decisons taken by the other country and the military forces
located in the disputed area (respectively Disp aea A and B). Therefore, when this is added to
the structure of country A (as shown in the figure), the overview is complete (when you bear in
mind the symmetry). The figure shows the modd’s four man dgructures (the sub modds):
Military Force, Intdligence, Finances and Peformance. The figure is just an overview of the
modd, and some parts of the modd will be described in more detail later in the paper.
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Figurel A schematic view of the modd “ Executive Force’

The man pat of the notation in figure 1 should be quite familiar to mos reeders, but we have
added a feature that hopefully will esse the undersanding of this modd. Decisons are marked

by a pole |, folowed by the code for the paticular decison(s), Pol, Mil, eic. The letter on top



indicates the country. The arrows between decison-poles, flows and converters indicate influence
on this particular variable.

4.2.1 Model decisions and politico-military domains

Perheps the mog appropricie way to begin exploring the modd would be to dat with the
politicomilitary domains represented in “Executive Force® and the range of decisons each
player has to their digposa. There are five domains represented in the modd, and each of these
demands explicit decisons politicd influence, military force, intelligence, psychologica operaions
(psyops) and financid means.

In the modd, the politicd means are quite Smple. Almost as smple as “Either you're with us,
or you're agang us’, but not quite You choose to be either politicaly cooperdtive; which is
equa to folow the lavs st out by the internationd society, or pdliticaly independent; which
means you decide what internationd laws and redrictions you should obey. The politicd
dandpoint is the only mean that is without any financid cos. However, there’s no such thing as
a free lunch, and the decison will be an important factor when cdculaing the financid income
(which will be described later). Bascdly, the internationd society will only approve when you
are following the ground rules, st out by the UN, and don't breek any previous agreements. On
the other hand, being friendly towards your long time enemy, and sharing important resources
with neighbors might not dways be the safest way to kegp your own populaion hegppy. It will
adso redran your posshilies in the other domans snce you ae reguired to follow the
internationa convention.

The decisons to be made in the military domain are more extensve than in the political domain.
The player mugt decide what military maneuvers to conduct, which ectivity levd the forces
should have and condder the use of missles The military maneuvers are conducted with
deployment of military forces from the home base to the disputed area as a percentage of totd
military cgpacity. If the capacity rises (through invesments), more militay personnd  will
automatically be sent to the disputed area The same will hgppen if personnd & the front are log,
because the percentage has been reduced. There is of course a time lag from the decison is made
(this goes for all the decisons) and implemented, due to information flow, but the deployment
itsdf is dso hasded with ddays and the dday is a function of number of personnd in
trangportation and extent of fighting going on.

The force activity tdls the military forces what ther man god is to activey/aggressvely
search for gtuations that need action (pre-emptive), or just defend when atacked. The military
forces will only influence the military infrasructure if the aggressve indructions are the case.
This dso goplies for any loss of military forces, except when missles are used — tha cetanly
will kill a lot of enemies, regardless the indructions. Missles are sent (and effective) as soon as
the decison is made (the only time delay being the information flow).

The players have a fixed amount of resources a ther disposd for the use of intedligence
(surveillance) and psychological operations. The decison is bedcdly to dlocate the resources
between intdligence, friendly psyops (information operations) and aggressive psyops (deiberatdy



conceding the truth). By emphasizing one of these three tasks the others become less effective.
The intdligence will give the player more accurate information about the opponent's military
maneuvers. The more money spent, the less noise will follow the intdligence report. Both the
friendly and aggressive psyops will give you advantages in the public opinion. The friendly psyops
is the less effective of the two, but on the other Sde you don't have to worry the campaign will
backlash, due to expasure of “shady” operations.

The decigon in the financid domain is merdy to consder the need for invetment, i.e, expanson
of the military force (however, dl the decisons in the other domains have implications on the
finencid bdance, 0 one might argue that these decisons dso should be incduded in the
fineandad doman). There are two ways of consuming the financid resources By investments
(ecquigtion of extra military forces) and operational costs. The latter will be active as long as
there is any military forces in (or in deployment to or from) the disouted area, or if missles,
inteligence or psyops is being used. Invesment can give you great advantages in the form of
increesed military capacity, but it is a dangerous indrument. The time of “ddivery” of extra
military forces is very long, and the invesment mus be done way in advance. One should dso
kegp in mind thet both the militay Stuation and your finendd abilities could be dransticaly
changed when reinforcement findly arrives.

All you do in this modd (except making political decisons) will trouble your financid bdance,
as can be seen in figure 1. Thankfully, there is a way to raise funds as well. Each day a fresh
amount of finances in added to the bdance as a function of the public opinion. And here is the
man asymmelry in the modd: A’s fundrasng is a function of the internationd public opinion,
while B ae dependent of the satifaction of ther own people This might sat off the two
countriesin different directions regarding their god for the campaign.

4.2.2 Performance

So far, we have only discussed the different domains and the means to influence them. It's about
time to condder what the players are supposed to am for, whet ther god should be. Well, to be
correct; the god is up to the players to decide (as will be explained later in the paper). But some
obvious benchmarks would be the public opinion (both internationdl and domedtic), the military
infrastructure ard the financid baance. This should dso incdude the opponent’s gtuation, as
wel as ther own. Although both participants must define ther opponent's falure to be as
important as (or eguivalent with) their own success for the game to be referred as a zerosum
game, it has some zerosum game characterisics Not only can it be a god in itsdf to wesken
the opponent as much as possble — an impared opponent is less likdy to inflict damage on
yoursdf.

Apat from the financid baance (which can be argued to merdly be a mean to obtan other
gods) the performance is, of course, described in the sub-modds as A’s and B’s Performance,
respectively. From figure 1 one can s tha own military infragtructure will be srengthen by own
military forces in the disputed area, and weakened by the opponent’s presence in the same area
The forces must be a a certain levd of activity to have an effect. To achieve any increase in
own infragtructure (or reduction of the opponents), the own forces must be aggressve. However,



be ware of the extra expenses this will lead to — not to mention the reection from the public
opinion!

The public opinion is more complex than the militay accomplidment (jus ask George jr!).
Frdly, it covers both the internationd and the domedtic opinion. Second, it is affected (both
direct and indirect) by mogt of the decisons that ae made by both players. As if that wasn't
complex enough, most of these decisons are combined to give an effect. This means, for instance,
tha a cetan politicd dandpoint can give both weskened and drengthened public opinion,
depending on your militay draegy. To be more spedific: the internationd public opinion will
be pleesed if you announce tha you are fallowing the ground rules, but will be double angry if
you ae launching missles & the same time (this will be described in more detal in the next
chapter). In addition, loss of personnd will obvioudy affect the home opinion in anegative way.

4.3 Challenges for the participants

4.3.1 The core concepts

The modd integrates the influence of dl domans as a whole — this is only practicd if each
domainis*“dripped” of technica detail and complexity. What remains are the core concepts.

The decisons to be made (as thoroughly described eerlier in the paper)

The dilemmeas presented (implicitly rather than explicitly)

The resources involved (which have acquisition and operating costs as described in
connection with the financid domain)

How resources are combined to equip operdtions (e.g., how political and military means
needs to be coordinated in order to achieve a good result, and that it can be more cost-
effective to use abaanced mix of means, rather than maximizing the use of one single
doman)

The effects of gpplying resources on various operationa/drategic “targets’ (the
importance of resigting the temptation of using dl available means towards one single
target, without consdering that the god may change during the campaign)

The overdl god(s) to be achieved (there may be ahierarchy of gods and therefore be
ableto prioritizing between different goas that are mutually attainable, and willing to
adjust the godsif necessary)

Since this judt is a prototype, and changes may occur (both in the modd design and in importance
of concepts), only one core concept will be presented in more depth; the concept of combination
of domains, described on the next page.

The operation types may have different time scades, cost and effect on the dynamics. Although
the impact of each doman (Structure as represented in modd) may look Smple when isolated,
the complexity increeses dramaticaly when integrated. Not to mention the resulting behavior!
So, even if the paticipants are presented with the whole modd (and think it's fairly eesy!), the
potentid for misperception is great. They creste a mentd modd that can be confirmed both by
misnterpreted the schemdic view of the modd and (sdected) actud incidents when playing.



Bakken and Vamraek (in forthcoming SDC-proceedings, 2003) describe this type of misperception
in detal in ancther SDC-paper.

4.3.2 Combination of domains

In “Executive Forcg” there are saverd domains that combines in a way that the resulting
behavior of the modd differs from wha one would intuitivdly expect. The sum of the results
from two different decisons, made under the same conditions, may not egqua the result from the
two decisons combined. This is explicit implemented in the modd. Two combinations of
military and politicd domain will be discussed in this chepter: the players politicadl decisons
and the relaion between the political and military decison of each player.

Table 1, bdow, indicaes the resulting behavior of different combinations of your omn and the
opponent’s political decison (as you might remember, the two feesble politicd standpoints are
cooperative and independent), where N and | are the immediate impact in respectively your own
naiond and internationd public opinion (which will leed to change in the public opinion). The
direction of change is given with one or more (dronger) plusses and minuses (O if Status quo).
The table shows that both our own naiond and internationd support is dightly strengthened
when both players are paliticaly cooperative (cdl number 1).

Opponent’s political ssandpoint
Cooperative I ndependent
Own political Cooperdive 1 N* " 3 NI
standpoint Independent 2 N™ I 4 NO I~
Table 1 Change in national (N) and international (1) public opinion at different

combinations of own and opponent’ s political standpoints

What would then be the incentives to move from this favorable podtion (for both players)? If
you choose to be independent, thus move to cdl 2, your nationd popularity will be strengthened
more rgpid than before. This is a result of your country benefiting in negotigions with your
“nai vé' neighbors. Obvioudy, your internationd support will decreese as long as this standpoint
gands firm. This could Hill be a wise thing to do if your god is domestic success or you want to
decrease the opponent’ s domestic support — as he obvioudy will end up in cdl number 3.

Given the mechanian described above, your opponent would now be located in cdl number 3.
In this cdl (when you are cooperdive and the opponent is independent) the nationd public opinion
will not thank you for beng soft with a opponent who's politicd dandpoint are known as
anything but cooperative. The international society, however, is happy as long as you cooperdte.
Your opponent could decide to day in this podtion (3) or change his paliticd gandpoint, hence
move to cdl 4 (you would then move from 2 to 4). By doing tha, his dedining nationd support
would hdt dnce he is ganding up paliticdly, but his intemaiond dtuation will go from far to
horrific as a result of the fact tha neither one of you are very concerned about the internationa
lav. Whether this is a good move or not depends on his gods, but your Stuation will surdy
worsen both domestic andinternationally — and that might be a good enough resson for him!



To summarize the mechanism for going from cdl number 1 to 4: Paticipant A discovers that he
is better off braking any bonds with B, and a few days ater he will have achieved wha he
aimed for (despite some loss of internationd support). After a while it is obvious to B that he
has placed him sdf in the wors possble pogtion, and is forced to take on an independent
dandpoint. Both players have gone from dowly ganing both naiond and international support
to respectivdy datus quo and repidly dedining. The obsarvat reeder should have recognized
the prisoner’s dilemma (Binmore 1992) by now. Although this isn't a “red” Prisoner’s Dilemma,
it has many of the same dements (you don't know what decison the cother participant is going to
make, there is a short-time reward for “sabbing” your opponent and multilatera cooperation is
the long-term win-win outcome, but is ungtable on the short term).

The combindtion between the paliticad and military decison of each player is another important
relaion in “Executive Foree’, but it is much smpler than the combination of politicd Standpoints
(s described above). If political cooperation and military activity (use of use of missles, psyops
or other military force) are combined, the player is punished by the internationd public opinion.
They see this combindtion as an indication of your double agenda — you decare your will to
cooperate, but fal to cary it through. The more military active you are, the longer is the fdl on
the Gdlup.

5 PRACTICAL EXPERIMENT

5.1 Data collection

During one day in January 2003, a totd of 74 students (officers) a the Norwegian Defence Steff
College (FSTS) paticipated in a traning program with the modd “Executive Forceg’ as the
primary “object of study”. In the morning — prior to the playing of the modd — a brief of the
game scenaio and rules were given to dl officers in a plenary sesson (45 minutes). In the
aternoon, a de-brief was given (30 min). The de-brief induded a mediated discusson of “lessons
learned’, as wdl as an opportunity for the best peforming teem to present ther plan and
experiences. The description of the game and the scenario was handed out dong with the pre-
brief. As can be sen in the abdract of the scenario (described above), there are obvious
possbilities for misundersandings between the two teams as a rexult of the two descriptions
different viewpoint — even though the facts are exactly the samein both descriptions.

As communicated to the students, the purpose of the game was to make participants aware of the
gpecid conditions that a twodded game may induce, with focus on illudrating the differences
between a datic and a dynamic decison world. This indudes among others: to experience the
dynamics that aises between the actors the importance of knowing the “battlefidd” and
undersand the dtudion; and experience the kind of problems that an impefect Stuaiond
comprehension may lead to.
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The paticipating officers ranked (@dmost excdusvely) from Mgor to LtCol, and had therefore
condderable professond experience from the Norwegian Armed Forces. All three sarvices —
Army, Navy and Air Force were represented in dmost equa proportions. Being Norwegian
officers (with a couple of exceptions) at this levd, it is unlikely that any of them had experience
from “sharp” operaions, however.

Immediady followving the de-brief, the officers were indructed to individudly complete a
questionnaire. There were 34 quedions, with answers to be marked on a dx-point “Strongly
dissgree — drongly agree’ scde. The survey was anonymous, even though team number, rank
and savice would have to be indicated. The questions encompassed dl kinds of agpects
somehow relaed to the “agppropriateness’ of using “Executive Forcg’ as an exercise and training
ingrument. The answers we condder here, are those rdated to how wel the modd represents
the principles of crisgs management (derived from maneuver principles used in FSTS).

The dudents were didributed to eight teams thus there were 910 officers per team. No
ingructions or redrictions were given on to how to organize teams. Observations of teams under
play indicte however that few teams sought to divide tasks between them — uaadly, 4l
members on a team would take the perspective of operationa commander. School ingructors
and managers dso sporadicaly observed the teams while playing — which is common.

A team would play the modd for one day. Fird one game before lunch, then a second dfter
lunch. Before each game the teams wrote down the god(s) for ther campagn. As mentioned
before, this was dl up to the teams to decide (based on the background of the scenario), and any
changes in these gods should be accounted for after the game. In the firs game the decisons of
dl domains except the financid doman were avaldble to the players. The subsequent game was
played with the posshility of invesing in extra militay forces as wdl as making informd
decisons. These decisons could be verbd or written in the form of thregts, negotiation or other;
only the imagination sts the limits The modd was re-initidized between games, 0 that results
on one game would not have impact on following games There was no drict time limit on
playing. However, the teams eventudly managed to make decisons in very short time udng less
than ten minutes to plan and decide for the three-day decison period.

5.2 Analysis and results

The data collected cover, among others, officers individud ratings (N=59 respondents) of how
well they bdieved the modd “Executive Force’ represented certain principles of crigs
management. The actud question was worded as an assation: “The following factors or
principles had sgnificant impact on operationd outcome” [followed by list of factors]
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Principle Scale

Understanding the opponent's intention(s)
Conceding own intention
Unpredictable/unexpected behavior 1=Srongly disagree
Rapid implementation of plan 2

Coherence of palitica and military means 3
Rapid thinking 4
Holistic perspective S
To co-operate if the opponent chooses to co-operate 6=
Long-term perspective

10 Common understanding of the Situation

Table 2 Factors (principles) in questionnaire.

Srongly agree

O[N] O~ WIN| | T+

Answers were marked on the provided 6-point “Strongly disagree —strongly agreg” scde, one
scde for eech principle. For each principle, we take a rating of more than 35 (the “criticd
point”) to indicate that the principle in question is beieved by the player to have a strong impeact
on outcome of operations. It should be emphaszed that no direct mention of “principles of crisis
management” was made in the questionnaire.

# Principle Rating (std dev)
1 Understanding the opponent's intention(s) 42 (1.2
2 Concedling own intention 44 (1.1
3 Unpredictable/unexpected behavior 42 (1.2
4 Rapid implementation of plan 45 (1.0)
5 Coherence of paliticd and military means 45 (1.2
6 Rapid thinking 43(12)
7 Holigtic perspective 45 (1.0)
8 To co-operate if the opponent chooses to co-operate 3714
9 Longterm perspective 45 (1.0)
10 | Common understanding of the situation 4.7 (1.0)
Table 3 Principles and their ratings.

The andyss shows (see Table 3) that dl principles except number 8 rated in the range 4.24.7,
with sandard deviations ranging from 1.0 to 1.2. Principle 8 raed 3.7 with sandard deviation
14. This is however, dill aove the criticd leve, and the dightly higher standard deviation indicates
that this principd hed the mos divergent underdanding. Overdl, the reaively low <andard
deviations suggest that the officers are in srong agreement, and shows in essence that “Executive
Force’ to alarge degree fulfils the ambition of representing principles of criss management.

The participants were dso asked to rate their degree of satisfaction with the mode. The score on
the gaement "The Saff College should use this kind of game for training” was 4.0, with
dandard deviagion 1.3. This could indicate that participants were convinced of the game's
ussfulness as a pedagogic indrument. The result is even more interesting knowing that the
ratings for realism were beow the criticd point (28, sandard deviation 1.1) — beared in mind
that realism never was an objective for this modd.
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER MODEL DEVELOPMENT

6.1 Experiment and testing

So far, prototypes of three smulation modds for operationd and drategic learning have been
tested with great success a the Norwegian Defence Staff College, and are due for further testing
a other military educationd organizations as wel as opeaiond commands The pilot users
(steff, ingtructors and students) report a high degree of satisfaction with the models as exercise
environments. In a pod-exercise survey paticipants indicated that ten out of ten suggested
principles of criss management were believed to have substantia impact on operationd outcome.

The experiments showed that the combinatory effect of the different domains did play a centrd
role in the outcome of the conflict. Even if the students were well aware of these effects, they
were not able to move the focus from their own “world’ to the “world’ that incorporated the
opponents. When their politicdl decisons suddenly gave a different result then earlier in the
game, they tended to blame “drange mahemaics in the modd” or “cdculaion errors’ rather
than their own neglect of their opponents.

Degpite the ovewhdming complexity — is the answer to the “Executive Forcg’ conflict actudly
quite ample? Is there a “non-technicd” decision that could have lessened the tensons between
the parties? None of the 8 groups in the FSTS-experiment tried to figure out how the opponent
saw the conflict. No meetings were arranged to discuss the different views on how the conflict
was initited in the firs place. Everybody automaticaly assumed thet their interpretation was
the only correct one. And when both sSdes assumed that their cause was the only judifidble, a
peaceful solution was not essy to reach.

6.2 Further work

The introduction a “conflict-indicator” to “Executive Force® has been discussed. The indicator
would affect the outcome of politicd means a high degree of conflict will demand different
decisons than a Stuation of no conflict (this is only implicit in today’s verson of the modd).
The politicd means will again change the naure of the indicator — in a way that evauation of
forthcoming decisons will change. This is a mechaniam that would certainly add more dynamic
complexity, and one question mugt surdy be asked before adding any complexity: have we
dready reached the limit of the sudents' &bility for dynamic complexity?

A third player could bring more life into the modd and cregte interesting Stugtions This would
add even more dynamic complexity to the modd, and the (two other) players have to consder
additiond uncertainty: What are the gods of the third player? What did he do — and why? Is he
taking Sde — and for who? The third player could be UN, the Cpeople, a “God’ that can make

thing happen, etc.

FH and FIL hes developed a more military focused modd within the same minimdistic concept
& ‘“Executive Foreg’, which conddes a oonflicc beyond a diplometicdly solution
(“Commander's Quest”). To couple these two modes together with a suitable scenario should
be intereting, and not very difficult. The change in the different dynamic aspects and scenarios
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can then be of a greater magnitude than would be possible within one sngle modd.

“Anacondd’ and “Strategos’ are two forthcoming modds from FFl and FIL. The firg purdy
focusng on logigic opeaions on a high levd of command, and “Straegos’ smulating
investments and transformation in the military defence structure in a 20 year perspective.
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