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Abstract

Wargames are multi-faceted, multi-player depic-
tions of conflict in which participants’ decisions
influence future events. Wargames are often used
to explore the strategic implications of decision-
making. However, it also encompasses entertain-
ment-oriented simulations, ranging from Chess
to tabletop role-playing games like Dungeons &
Dragons (D&D). On the more open-ended side
of the spectrum of wargames, players use natural
language to convey their moves, and adjudicators
propose outcomes. Language Models (LMs) are
increasingly being considered for how they can
provide insights into real-world, consequential de-
cisions. We conduct a scoping literature review of
a curated selection of 100 recent works on AI in
wargames, from which we construct an ontology
of wargames in terms of the creativity afforded to
either the players or adjudicators. Focusing on the
space of wargames with the most open-endedness
for players and adjudicators, we distill a set of
considerations for when and how to use LMs in
different application areas. We also present a set of
safety considerations, best practices for deploying
LMs in open-ended wargames, and conclude with
a set of high-impact open research challenges.

1 Introduction

A strange game. The only winning move is
not to play. How about a nice game of Chess?

— WOPR from “Wargames” 1983

For thousands of years, the decision to initiate
violent conflict between groups of people has al-
ways been a strictly human affair. And while the
common refrain goes “war never changes,” it is
incomplete without its ending phrase, “only the
weapons are new”.¹ The reality is that Artificial
Intelligence (AI) is radically changing how humans

¹“Practical Warfare”, pg. 7 (London, 1915)

make decisions about war. The use of AI in high-
stakes scenarios means that machine errors will be
measured using the loss of human life instead of a
loss function or a benchmark score.

The adoption of AI as part of real-world deci-
sion-making processes has accelerated over the
past five years, largely thanks to advancements
in research and engineering on Language Models
(LMs) (Kwa et al., 2025). LM-powered AI systems
are increasingly used to help with the analysis and
planning of difficult tasks. The implicit promise of
AI to provide general-purpose human-level intelli-
gence means that these systems are now of signif-
icant interest to national governments, military and
security organizations, and multinational corpora-
tions as a means to automate operations, either to
achieve higher effectiveness or reduce failure rates.

Wargames, however, are not just for war. The
term describes any game that is a multi-faceted
depiction of conflict in which the participants’
decisions influence the future outcomes of events.
As such, “wargames” are conducted to aid strate-
gic decision-making in business, diplomacy, law,
healthcare, cybersecurity, and military. Subject
Matter Experts (SMEs) in these communities seek
to leverage AI in wargames that are language-cen-
tric and thus open-ended, affording a high degree
of creative ideation by players (Hogan and Bren-
nen, 2024). These games historically could only be
conducted as purely human exercises, which were
resource-intensive and difficult to analyze at scale
(Mood, 1954; Perla, 1987; Davis, 2017).

This is in contrast to analytical wargames,
which feature constrained action spaces with lim-
ited possible outcomes, a stark difference when
compared to the messy and uncertain world we live
in. Analytical wargames are therefore limited in
their applicability to scenarios that draw on narra-
tive understanding or social human factors (Geist
et al., 2022). Games with bounded action spaces
and well-defined evaluation criteria are amenable
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to implementation as computational simulations
and for which AI systems such as search, Monte
Carlo Tree Search (MCTS), and Reinforcement
Learning (RL) could be applied effectively.

LMs open up numerous new possibilities with
respect to automating aspects of language-based,
open-ended games. At the same time, these oppor-
tunities pose a serious risk in deployment due
to the greater degree of freedom afforded by the
open-ended nature of these games (Rivera et al.,
2024). Early experiments with LMs used off-
the-shelf models to play an analytical wargame
of scripted events, found it resulted in brittle
reasoning, hallucinations, and rule non-adherence
(Lamparth et al., 2024).

We present a comprehensive scoping litera-
ture review that establishes critical, discussion-
oriented desiderata for deploying AI in complex
wargaming scenarios. This paper fills a significant
gap in the literature by providing researchers with
both a thorough domain analysis and a strategic
roadmap for high-impact research directions. The
key contributions of this paper are:

● A curated reference catalog on open-ended
wargames to guide AI researchers.

● A novel taxonomy to help researchers identify
key features of wargames.

● A domain-specific desiderata for the applica-
tion of LMs in wargaming, outlining key
design principles and challenges.

● A framework of best practices for practition-
ers to mitigate risks and ensure the reliability
of LMs in wargaming applications.

● An examination of the safety considerations
for using LMs in wargames.

● A set of open research questions and clear
directions for future work.

2 Background

For this paper, we will focus our analysis on
serious wargames (Perla, 1985; Coulthart, 2017;
Rubel, 2006; Morgan, 1991). The term serious
game is used to describe games designed for pur-
poses beyond entertainment, such as training, ed-
ucation, analysis, or policy exploration (Wallman,
1995; Smith et al., 2020). Unlike purely recre-
ational games, the primary objective is to generate
insight rather than to optimize win conditions, and
design choices are made to support learning and
analysis (De Rosa and De Gloria, 2021). Serious
wargames are multi-faceted depictions of conflict
with one or more parties in which the partici-

pants’ decisions influence the future outcomes of
events, ultimately allowing for real-world insights.
Wargame exercises are used to explore strategic
choices, elicit expert judgment, or stress-test plans
(US Army War College, 2015). Serious wargames
have the following attributes:

● Ongoing conflict between actors with oppos-
ing interests or needs;

● A synthetic environment that enables agent
choice and feedback;

● Agents make decisions and experience conse-
quences via adjudication or rules;

● Strategic reasoning uses information about
other agents and the environment;

● The outcomes of the game are used to inform
real-world decisions or generate insights.

Throughout human history, wargames have served
as a simplified model of conflict to navigate the
world and make effective decisions (Perla and Mc-
Grady, 2011). Conflict and war have been a focal
topic of games and stories for thousands of years.
Strategy wargames are nearly as old as written his-
tory. Examples of strategy-focused conflict games
can be found across the ancient world, including
the Egyptian Senet, the Greeks’ Polis, Chinese
Go, and India’s Chaturanga, which eventually
became perhaps the most well-known wargame in
the world: Chess. Modern contemporary wargam-
ing evolved from these games to incorporate
additional rule systems or maps, and are designed
to more closely simulate military battles, most
notably Kriegspiel (Von Reisswitz-Kaderzin und
Grabowska and Georg Heinrich Leopold, 1989).
Wargames have become commercially success-
ful entertainment—Risk, Diplomacy, Civilization,
Twilight Struggle, Advanced Squad Leader, Space
Hulk, and even Dungeons & Dragons—all grew
out of a desire by military leaders to model and
simulate the chaotic nature of conflict (Greenberg,
1981; Schuurman, 2021).

2.1 Players vs Adjudicators

Agents in wargames are commonly grouped into
one of two categories: player and adjudicator. A
player is an agent that engages in analysis and
planning, proposes moves during play, and experi-
ences the consequences of those outcomes. The
adjudicator is an agent that determines outcomes
(via rules, computation, or expert judgment) of
players’ moves. In some games, such as Chess or
Civilization, the players are constrained to pre-
defined sets of rules. In other games, such as



Dungeons & Dragons or Model United Nations,
actions are unconstrained, and a player can pro-
pose any move that they can express in natural
language (Martin et al., 2018). Likewise, while ad-
judicators may be constrained to some a priori de-
fined rules and calculations (e.g., game mechanics
defining valid actions and outcomes), they might
also be able to propose any effect or world change
that can be expressed in natural languages (e.g.,
expressing player outcomes using narrative gener-
ation or mental heuristics) (Zhu et al., 2023a). In
some cases, players and adjudicators can negotiate
the effects of moves, with players making the case
for why an effect could or could not occur (Calli-
son-Burch et al., 2022; Zhu et al., 2023b).

2.2 Creative vs Analytical Wargames

The nature of game design forces trade-offs be-
tween realism and simplicity to manage complex-
ity (Wallman, 1995; Wasser et al., 2019; Reddie et
al., 2023). Therefore, game designers make inten-
tional choices about the game’s scope and rules
to focus on the key skills they want to reinforce
or gather data about (, 2004; Walton et al., 2019;
Booth and Reddie, 2024). SMEs often classify
wargames based on the primary skill required
for success. One common way to classify games
is to place them along a spectrum between cre-
ative wargames to analytical wargames (Zegers,
2011; Franken and Thomsett, 2013; Barzashka,
2019; Combe Ii, 2021; De Rosa and De Gloria,
2021).² Creative game types are those that are
open-ended, non-linear, and heavily rely on open-
ended problem solving, while analytical type
games are those that are heavily structured and
rule-based games where analytical skills are more
important (Zegers, 2011).³ In Section  3, we pre-
sent a novel ontology that updates the conceptual
design space of wargames to separate players’ and
adjudicator creativity.

2.3 AI in Wargames

Contemporary research into AI in wargames has
targeted analytical games, where the world state

²In the military domain, these game formats are commonly
referred to as seminar wargames and matrix wargames,
respectively (College, 2015; Ashdown, 2018).

³Note that the use of the term agent creativity is not
consistent with literature on human creativity, as even playing
a highly constrained game like Chess can be regarded as re-
quiring creative problem solving (Colton Simon and Wiggins
Geraint A., 2012).

and the ways it can be changed through moves
are defined by strict rules and a discrete—though
sometimes combinatorially large—game state
space. Common examples include Chess, Go, and
Starcraft. (Silver et al., 2017; Vinyals et al., 2019;
Goodman et al., 2020; Ma et al., 2025) These
games do not present opportunities to incorporate
ambiguity, creativity, or multi-party interactions,
which are central to open-ended games. Computa-
tional support in the form of tightly scoped kinetic
or logistical simulations is much more feasible,
often providing ground-truth game state and tran-
sitions. Therefore, analytical games are amenable
to artificial intelligence game-playing agents using
techniques such as state-space search, MCTS, and
RL (Wan et al., 2023; Black and Darken, 2024).
These AI techniques can be powerful solvers but
at the expense of generalization to novel scenarios
(Balloch et al., 2022).

3 Methodology

We conducted a scoping literature review (Arksey
and O'Malley, 2005; Tricco et al., 2018) across
Google Scholar, arXiv, and Semantic Scholar us-
ing a series of queries based on Boolean logic and
keywords to be filtered out for closer inspection.
These papers were then de-duplicated by arXiv or
DOI, and each paper was screened by title/abstract
before full-text review. Our final set of 100 papers
can be found in Appendix  B We adopted the
definition of “Artificial Intelligence” (AI) as “the
use of computers to carry out tasks that previously
required human intelligence” (Minsky, 1968). This
broad definition is intentional. While much of the
recent excitement in AI for wargaming is driven
by LMs, our survey is not exclusively focused
on LMs. We consider any system that meets this
definition of AI, including symbolic AI, expert
systems, and other machine learning approaches.
This allows us to provide a more comprehensive
overview of the field and its historical context.
Single-move games or LM polling presented as
games were excluded due to a lack of interactivity.
Opinion or editorial pieces without research con-
tent, including any blog posts that lack technical
appendices or methodology, were not included.
Studies were only included if they met all of the
following criteria:

● Publication year 2020-2025 to ensure LM
relevance.



● Includes the use of technologies or methods
that would commonly be understood to be
considered artificial intelligence.

● AIs serving as players or adjudicators, which
includes a breadth of other terminology used,
e.g., AI agent, world model, state generator.

● Full text available online with a preference for
reports from peer-reviewed or authoritative
sources.

4 Ontology of Wargames

The original conception of a spectrum between
creative wargames and analytical wargames con-
flates the roles of player and adjudicator. As we
argue below, considering the analytical versus
creative nature of the players separate from that
of the adjudicator helps us understand the space
of games with respect to AI approaches. While
prior categorization schemes focus on the flexibil-
ity afforded to the player, they elide the unique
challenges inherent when the player’s moves are
language-based. While it would appear that in-
creased flexibility afforded to players, in the form
of language descriptions of moves, must necessar-
ily be met with increased flexibility afforded to the
adjudicator in the form of language descriptions of
outcomes, it need not be the case. The presence of
natural language in wargames is not equal across
all games. Consider Twilight Imperium, where
players negotiate deals in natural language, but the
resulting exchanges (e.g., trade goods, promissory
notes) are recorded in structured terms that are
simple to adjudicate. Consider also games such
as Free Kriegsspiel, in which players’ actions are
limited to the movements of army pieces on a
board. At the same time, the adjudicator has a high
degree of autonomy to dictate—and explain—the
outcomes of each move. These examples demon-
strate that the degree of creativity afforded to the
player and the adjudicator can be considered as
two independent axes, which form the basis of our
proposed ontology.

To remedy this deficiency with the classic an-
alytical to creative spectrum, we add a second
dimension, which characterizes the adjudicator’s

role, as defined in Table 1 and represented visu-
ally in Figure 1. To be in the bottom half of the
space, adjudicator’s responses to the player are
characterized as adjudicator analytical, meaning
the adjudicator’s responses to the player are limited
to prescribed responses. To be on the top half of
the space, the adjudicator’s responses to the player
are characterized as adjudicator creative, meaning
the adjudicator has the agency to create novel
responses. Inherent to this is the ability for the
players to negotiate the outcome with the adjudi-
cator. This negotiation is not a player move per se,
but happens after the move is made as a means to
dynamically alter the mapping from the player’s
move to the response. As seen in Figure 2, recent
work has shifted sharply toward more open-ended
wargames, particularly for player creativity. We

Figure 1: Ontology of AI creativity in wargames with
illustrative example games in each of the four quadrants.

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Year

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Pa
pe

rs

Quadrant
I II III IV

Figure 2: The distribution of selected papers on AI in
wargames by quadrant over time from 2020 to 2025.
Note: At the time of writing, 2025 is incomplete.

Axis Analytical Creative
Player Fixed scripts; narrow menus Novel proposals; free-form argumentation
Adjudicator Deterministic rules/tables Expert narrative judgment; flexible calls

Table 1: Open-endedness axes with categorical levels (Analytical/Creative) for player and adjudicator



attribute this acceleration to the rise of LMs. Al-
though 2025 counts are incomplete, early preprints
under review indicate the upward trajectory con-
tinues.

4.1 Quadrant I: Analytical Player, Analytical
Adjudicator

This quadrant covers rigid, rule-based systems
for both the players and the adjudicators (often
predetermined scoring). Games in this quadrant
include traditional strategy board games such as
Chess, Go, and the original Kriegspiel, as well as
more modern variants such as Stratego, the No
Press variant of Diplomacy, Warhammer 40k, and
Starcraft (Vinyals et al., 2019; Schuurman, 2021;
Bakhtin et al., 2022; Bakhtin et al., 2022; Anthony
et al., 2020). Because players act from prescribed
menus and adjudication reduces to deterministic
scoring, these titles are ideal for high-throughput
simulation. RL, MCTS, and related search-heavy
approaches thrive here, yet the rigid action spaces
leave little room for LM advantages such as narra-
tive reasoning (Anthony et al., 2020; Perolat et al.,
2022; Light et al., 2025; Gao et al., 2024a).

4.2 Quadrant II: Analytical Player, Creative
Adjudicator

This quadrant covers games in which players
are often relatively limited in their action space,
while a human SME adjudicator determines the
outcomes based on their judgment. Our data sug-
gests this configuration is not currently common
for AI in wargames. Games that would fall into
this quadrant include variants of wargames such
as Meckel’s early version of Free Kriegsspiel
(Schuurman, 2021). It also includes a class of
procedural-based human-adjudicated war games
involving high-fidelity military simulations where
established orders and procedures constrain player
actions while human experts decide action
outcomes. Examples include major real-world
wargames such as early US Navy Fleet Problems
and standard Tactical Exercise Without Troops
(TEWT), where the focus is on decisions within
procedural military actions as the field expert adju-
dicator determines the outcomes (Nofi, 2010; John
Armatys and John Bassett, 2022).

Other types of games that fall under this cat-
egory include semi-rigid adjudicated wargames,
where the game is played rigidly and adjudicators
have the possibility of overriding the outcomes,

such as tightly scripted training vignettes where
SME adjudicators improvise consequences (UK
Ministry of Defense, 2017). Outside of military
wargames, certain corporate wargames also fall
into this quadrant; these games share similar em-
phasis on managerial or operational procedures
over a creatively adjudicated and simulated sce-
nario (Cohen and Rhenman, 1961; Hershkovitz,
2019). Generally, wargames in this quadrant tend
to lean more towards serious games with common
shared emphasis on resolving realistic human-ad-
judicated scenarios with established procedures.

4.3 Quadrant III: Creative Player, Analytical
Adjudicator

This quadrant covers games with highly cre-
ative agents alongside tightly fixed adjudication—
expressive, low-procedural-complexity titles that
still rely on rigid scoring, such as Quo Vadis,
Article 27: The UN Security Council Game, and
The Resistance: Avalon (Martinenghi et al., 2024).
It attracts LM research because games like Diplo6
macy blend natural-language negotiation with
deterministic resolution; Cicero shows that coordi-
nated planning plus chat-channel conditioning can
match strong human play (Meta Fundamental AI
Research Diplomacy Team et al., 2022). This was
possible, however, because the negotiations only
occur within a prescribed stage of gameplay and
does not affect adjudication, which can be auto-
mated. The game design of rigid adjudication and
procedural resolution of conflicts means the eval-
uation is relatively straightforward and repeatable,
which helps explain its popularity in AI competi-
tions and benchmarking.

However, the limited evaluation creativity that
makes Q-III attractive also limits the generaliz-
ability of AI contributions. While games in this
quadrant often focus on social interactions of the
players, the constrained procedural actions limit
complex or realistic games and with low nuance in
the outcome of those social interactions.

4.4 Quadrant IV: Creative Player, Creative Ad-
judicator

This quadrant covers wargames in which both
players and adjudicators use qualitative expres-
sions in open-ended games. These are often
discussion-based exercises that prioritize strate-
gic creativity and narrative plausibility over
rigid rule-sets. Prominent examples include mod-



ern seminar-style wargames, such as the U.S.
Army’s TRADOC wargames used to explore
future military concepts, and matrix wargames
like the “ISIS Crisis” game, which use a struc-
tured argumentation format to analyze complex,
multi-faceted conflicts (US Army, 2023; Downes-
Martin, 2025). Adjudicated simulations, such as
Model United Nations, where participants engage
in diplomatic role-playing, also fall into this cat-
egory. Furthermore, most tabletop role-playing
games (TTRPGs) involve non-combat, non-die-
based portions of play that are exemplars of Q-IV
wargames. Readers may know games like D&D,
Shadowrun, Paranoia, Call of Cthulhu, and Vam6
pire: The Masquerade as examples of this quad-
rant, where player freedom is high and a Game
Master provides narrative adjudication.⁴

Games that allow creativity for both players
and adjudicators better support classic aims of
wargaming: exploring uncertainty, revealing as-
sumptions, and eliciting expert judgment. Real-
world scenarios involving complex social interac-
tions are hard to formalize and attempts to create
rule sets for players or adjudicators tend to over-
simplify real-world phenomena to the point where
outcomes are hard to make actionable in the
real world. Within the context of playing games
with entirely human players and entirely human
adjudicators, this games in this quadrant are well-
explored; treatises on this matter trace back to the
Free Kriegsspiel movement (Schuurman, 2021)
from the early 1870s. However, despite their prac-
tical utility for simulating complex real-world en-
vironments, few have attempted to automate con-
struction or evaluation processes for Q-IV settings.
Games in this quadrant have, until recently, been
beyond the reach of practical computing. However,
this changes with the availability of highly capable
LMs.

Quadrant IV wargames are particularly well-
suited to leverage the improving capabilities of
AI. LMs are trending toward longer time-horizon
competence, expanding context windows, and en-
hanced retrieval across longer contexts (Kwa et al.,
2025; Zhang et al., 2024a). They also exhibit im-
provements in persuasion and qualified judgment

⁴TTRPGs can be played with varying emphasis on combat
and rules. A rigid form of play, focusing only on combat where
adjudication strictly follows the rules and die rolls, would shift
TTRPGs into Q-I. An extreme variation where players follow
rigid rules but the Game Master ignores die rolls to determine
the outcomes would be in Q-II; this style is exemplified by
video games where a human controls the results.

(Karger et al., 2025; Schoenegger et al., 2025),
indicating a trajectory toward more capable agents
and adjudicators.

However, Q-IV wargames also present unique
safety concerns. Creative players may develop
novel strategies or exploit scenario ambiguities
in ways that push beyond the exercise’s intended
scope. In contrast, creative adjudicators possess
significant latitude when interpreting player ac-
tions and determining the outcome. The open-
ended nature of this generation allows for AI
to introduce bias, inconsistency, or inappropriate
scenario escalation. These risks are compounded
when AI systems assume both roles, due to the
combination of reduced human oversight and ex-
pressive flexibility.

5 Discussion of Application Domains

The motivation for integrating LMs into wargam-
ing is rooted in the need to better navigate
complex, high-stakes decision-making under un-
certainty across diverse domains. LMs offer a
way to enhance these simulations, enabling more
dynamic, nuanced, and scalable explorations of
strategic landscapes, and making the exercises
more repeatable and easier to conduct more often.
The application of LMs in wargaming, however,
varies significantly across domains.

Military wargames serve a variety of purposes
across the tactical, operational, strategic, and
grand strategic levels. At the tactical and oper-
ational levels, LMs are less useful; player experi-
ence and SME evaluation and feedback are often
more important than the outcome of the wargame
itself. At the strategic level, wargames develop,
evaluate, and update operations plans for poten-
tial, future wars. These wargames invite LMs as
both creative players and creative adjudicators to
explore a wide spectrum of player objectives and
decision-making in high-stakes contexts (Black,
2024). This pushes the boundaries of AI alignment
and reliability in high-stakes environments.

Grand strategy wargames merge the threat or
use of military force with statecraft, including
International Relations (IR). IR wargames are cen-
tered on language, signaling, and credibility. The
work in this domain uses seminar-style formats
where LMs can draft diplomatic communications,
maintain narrative coherence, and explore the evo-
lution of political positions through persuasion
(Lin-Greenberg et al., 2022). This is significant
as it highlights the potential of LMs to model



and analyze the nuances of human negotiation and
diplomacy.

For businesses, wargames test corporate strat-
egy against competitive dynamics and market
uncertainties (Schwarz, 2013), with LMs simu-
lating competitors, customers, or regulators to
surface narrative risks that traditional analysis
might miss. In economics and finance, wargames
likewise serve as laboratories for testing theories
in dynamic, multi-agent systems (Qi et al., 2024).

In medicine and public health, wargames sup-
port crisis preparedness and response planning
(Smith et al., 2020), with tabletop exercises testing
emergency plans and inter-agency coordination
while LMs help generate and analyze scenarios to
bolster societal resilience.

While this section provides a high-level synthe-
sis, a more granular analysis of the unique charac-
teristics and applications within each domain is
available in Appendix B.2, while Appendix C lists
implementation considerations to ensure effective
application of LMs in domain-specific wargames.

6 Safety Considerations

The results of wargames often directly inform or-
ganizational policy, discussions, and institutional
decision-making, including in sensitive policy
and defensive contexts (UK Ministry of Defence,
2023). Because the design and interpretation of
wargames usually assume human players and ad-
judicators with meaningfully different behavior
patterns than LMs, the incorporation of LMs in
wargaming necessitates reevaluation of traditional
wargaming methodology and interpretation when
LMs are involved (Downes-Martin, 2013). The
following is a non-exhaustive list of safety consid-
erations:

● Escalation dynamics: LMs show escalatory
tendencies in diplomatic and military con-
texts (Rivera et al., 2024), requiring mitiga-
tion techniques (Elbaum and Panter, 2025) for
wargaming applications.

● Unfaithful reasoning: LMs exhibit un-
faithful Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning
(Turpin et al., 2023; Lanham et al., 2023),
potentially misattributing decision factors in
wargaming contexts.

● Implicit bias: Pre-training noise creates sys-
tematic errors (Taubenfeld et al., 2024)
leading to implicit world state preferences
(Mazeika et al., 2025), causing blind spots in
adversarial modeling.

● Long context incoherence: LMs struggle to
maintain cohesion over long contexts (Liu
et al., 2024). Effective wargaming requires
strategic continuity and long horizon simula-
tions may challenge the effective attention
(Modarressi et al., 2025).

● Prompt sensitivity: The behavior of LMs
can be heavily influenced by the system
prompt, e.g., including “helpful assistant” or
“skeptical critic” can significantly change the
LM’s behavior and can be exploited to gener-
ated desired outcomes undermine the insights
gained from the game.

● Sycophancy: Post-training creates emergent
sycophancy (Sharma et al., 2024a), which
may mask strategic vulnerabilities and incor-
rectly validate operator assumptions in red-
team exercises. Because post-training encour-
ages helpfulness, harmlessness, and honesty
(Askell et al., 2021) the way the LM is
rewarded during training can affect its ability
to adopt personas that do not have these qual-
ities, such as in the case of an adversary.

7 Open Research Areas

We highlight priorities in open research questions
for integration of LM wargaming agents:

● Evaluation Methods: There are no standard
evaluation methods or protocols that measure
agent ability over long tasks, interleaving
human interactions (Reddie et al., 2018;
Downes-Martin, 2025; Reddie et al., 2023).
Additionally, because using LMs as judges
introduces systematic errors (Li et al., 2024),
it is difficult to construct benchmarks without
expensive SME trials (Wei et al., 2025).

● Long-horizon planning and world models:
Player agents require sophisticated planning
algorithms to generate and evaluate alterna-
tive long-horizon strategies matching realistic
teammates and adversaries. World models
predicting move effects enable principled
plan rollouts. While common in reinforce-
ment learning, integration with LM’s exter-
nalized reasoning remains poorly understood.

● Robustness to distributional shifts: Brittle
wargaming agent behavior in out-of-distribu-
tion (OOD) scenarios can cause failures in
novel environments (Balloch et al., 2023; Zol-
licoffer et al., 2025). OOD detection methods
(Liang et al., 2018) require validation in



multi-agent transformer settings with latent
distributional shifts (Smith et al., 2024).

● Persona modeling: Reliable elicitation and
maintenance of coherent hierarchical per-
sonas without behavioral leakage between
levels remains challenging. Activation steer-
ing shows promise (Chalnev et al., 2024;
Chen et al., 2025) but remains brittle and un-
predictable (Tan et al., 2024; Hao et al., 2025).

● Faithful Interpretability: Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) often proves unfaithful (Turpin et al.,
2023), and current interpretability methods
cannot recover explanations for tactical deci-
sions in multi-agent wargaming involving de-
ception and opponent modeling. Sparse auto-
encoders (Huben et al., 2024) and activation
patching (Ravindran, 2025) offer possible
ways forward. When it comes to personas,
we may wish to know what training sources
have influenced the personas and whether
the LM’s concept of disparate personas are
appropriately disentangled.

● Human-AI (HAI) vs. AI-AI (A2A). AI in
wargames can function either collaboratively
or competitively with humans (HAI) or solely
against other AI systems (A2A). These roles
highlight different AI capabilities; HAI em-
phasizes human parity and cooperation, while
A2A reduces the emphasis on human-like be-
haviors. Certain quadrant-role pairings, such
as Q-IV/HAI, are notably underexplored,
and existing literature frequently overlooks
explicit differentiation. Negotiation-focused
and creatively adaptive agents predominantly
align with HAI roles, emphasizing imitation
or integration of human diplomatic behav-
iors. Typically, a single AI agent interacts
within groups of human players, particularly
in negotiation-centric board games. These in-
teractions commonly occur in random online
matches featuring text-based communication,
often without human participants being ex-
plicitly informed about AI involvement (Meta
Fundamental AI Research Diplomacy Team
et al., 2022). Evaluation commonly prioritizes
human-like diplomatic interaction and perfor-
mance relative to human standards. However,
the importance of A2A contexts grows with
the increasing deployment of agentic AI in
organizational and enterprise environments.
Conflicts involving multiple autonomous
agents inherently differ from human-involved

dynamics. While existing studies explore co-
operative tasks or model coordination, work
on competitive diplomatic interactions among
AI agents is underexplored. Consequently,
human-likeness, a standard benchmark in
HAI, may not adequately transfer to A2A set-
tings characterized by distinct equilibria and
strategic considerations.

8 Related Works

In this section we contextualize our paper with
respect to other surveys of LMs in games: agent
architecture (Hu et al., 2025), modeling (Gao et al.,
2024b), simulation (Ma et al., 2024), and general
game applications (Xu et al., 2024). There are also
survey papers on strategic reasoning (Zhang et al.,
2024b), game theory (Sun et al., 2025), and bench-
marking social reasoning and persuasion (Yao et
al., 2025; Park et al., 2024; Feng et al., 2025).

These surveys focus on games with well-de-
fined rules and clear win conditions. In contrast,
our work focuses on the sub-domain of open-
ended, language-based wargames characterized by
their qualitative nature, ambiguous rules, and the
importance of narrative and argumentation. To
our knowledge, this is the first scoping literature
review and comprehensive research agenda for the
use of AI in this class of wargame.

9 Conclusions

Wargaming is a cognitive tool for subject matter
experts to explore the implications of strategic
decision-making. It is not just a tool for militaries;
it can be applied to many domains, including
entertainment. To better understand the space of
games, we present a novel ontology that considers
the creative range of moves afforded to players and
adjudicators. Wargames that address open-ended
problem spaces and/or social dynamics are played
with natural language descriptions of moves. Lan-
guage models can be useful tools in conducting
creative, language-based games. How LMs are
used in wargames can be domain-specific. Addi-
tionally there are reasons why LMs can, without
careful consideration of how they are employed,
raise safety concerns with respect to how they af-
fect human decision-making and inferences drawn
from the wargaming exercises. Finally, we address
the broader goals of artificial intelligence and pre-
sent open research questions on the capabilities of
AI in wargames.
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A Impact Statement

This research provides a novel taxonomy for
categorizing and evaluating AI applications in
wargaming, directly supporting organizations
seeking to leverage LMs for strategic analysis.
The safety considerations and mitigation strategies
we outline are essential for preventing potential
failures when AI systems inform real-world policy
decisions through wargaming exercises. The do-
main-specific guidance offers immediate practical
value for practitioners, while the open research
questions establish technical priorities for advanc-
ing LM strategic reasoning capabilities.
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B.2 Domains in Wargames

This section synthesizes key design principles
for developing and evaluating LM-driven agents
in open-ended wargames. Drawing from our com-
prehensive survey, we distill a set of core method-
ological considerations—such as turn structure,
evidence requirements, human facilitation, and
adjudication protocols—that influence the validity
and analytical utility of language-based strategic
simulations (Downes-Martin et al., 2017). We
then contextualize these principles within specific
domains to provide actionable guidance for re-
searchers.

B.2.1 Military and National Security
AI offers militaries and national security estab-
lishments several new training and planning
methodologies. Multiple defense organizations are
actively exploring how to use AI to provide expe-
riential learning and establish strategic advantage
through superior decision-making and judgment
(Black and Darken, 2024).

Because wargames offer humans a simplified
mental model that allows them to abstract away

particulars and navigate decision-making and an-
alyze the results (College, 1966; US Army War
College, 2015), they have been used in education
and training, particularly in military contexts (Col-
lege, 2015; Deutschland Bundeswehr, 2017; UK
Ministry of Defense, 2017; UK Ministry of De-
fense, 2017; Lorusso, 2024; Forces, 2022a; Forces,
2022b; US Army, 2023; NATO, 2023; Armed
Forces, 2024).

We have observed how both military SMEs and
academic researchers are currently investigating
how LMs can be used to help AI act as players
and adjudicators in open-ended wargames (Black,
2024; Griffin and Zhu, 2024). This news comes
at a time when the safety-critical nature of these
systems is of high importance and is receiving con-
siderable attention. However, there is not currently
a resource to help bridge the understanding gap
between AI researchers and SMEs for this domain.
We believe that non-military scientists and acade-
mics have a major role to play in the effectiveness
and alignment of AI systems, particularly those in
safety-critical settings.

Finally, we have identified several examples
of opportunities to infuse LMs into new and ex-
isting wargaming activities. At the tactical level,
wargames primarily serve as individual, small-
unit, and command and staff training experiences.
While LMs are unlikely to take to the battlefield
as an opposing force, LM wargaming software
could be connected with existing battle command
systems to increase staff engagement during field
training exercises. At the operational level, staff
wargaming activities (i.e., to evaluate plans) could
be greatly enhanced with an LM agent playing
the role of the opposing forces commander, LM
agent adjudicators, and LM agents that play out
branches and sequels from decision points that the
human players do not explore themselves. This
LM-powered exploration of branches and sequels
offers significant value for planners at the strategic
level, enabling the rapid exploration of possibili-
ties to identify the probable. Stepping up from the
strategic level to grand strategic, the use of LM
agents to explore plans and policy outcomes could
provide significant advantages to decision-makers
compared to allies, adversaries, and other parties
that perhaps do not have similar capabilities.

B.2.1.1 Cybersecurity
While cybersecurity is a distinct domain from
military and national security, it is inherently
adversarial. Cybersecurity wargames are easily



separated into technical, operational, and policy
issues (Samuelson, 2018). Technical wargames
test the knowledge and skills of a limited number
of hands-on-keyboard operators against some type
of problem, such as solving a technical problem
or searching for vulnerabilities in a system. At
this level, LMs provide value as AI teammates or
adversaries, or as adjudicators for inputs beyond
on-network or on-system computer commands.
Operational wargames serve two audiences: tech-
nical teams and organizations, and non-technical
organizations that include or work with technical
teams and organizations. Technical teams use op-
erational wargames as an extension of technical
wargames, but with a larger group of players,
longer time horizons, higher-level stakes, organi-
zational context and impact, etc. Given the larger
team size and the potential integration of skilled
team members who are not on keyboard, LMs
can extend the on-network narrative to include,
for example, security and threat analysts, by gen-
erating digital content to represent or react to
on-net activity. Non-technical organizations use
operational cybersecurity wargames for business
purposes such as testing, training, and evaluating
operating procedures and incident response plans.
These wargames face limitations from the chal-
lenges of generating meaningful wargame content
at scale for all players. Organizations either
must dedicate significant resources to developing
wargame content or purchase a wargame from a
vendor (potentially the same vendor selling cyber-
security products to your organization) (Benjamin
Schechter, 2020). While LMs are useful tools for
generating cohesive content across various formats
and for different target audiences, such as system
logs for technical analysts, blog posts for threat
intelligence analysts, government advisories for
organizational leaders, etc., they provide signifi-
cant value by processing disparate player activities
and computer networks and systems information
for adjudication. Policy cybersecurity wargames
present a particular challenge. Policymakers do
not need to understand technical details, but the
wargame must still be technically accurate, which
forces either other players or facilitators to trans-
late technical information, or requires the wargame
to accurately abstract the details away without
losing technical fidelity. LMs can maintain both
an accurate representation of the technical state of
the wargame and process plain language back and
forth between players and the gaming platform.

B.2.2 International Relations
International Relations (IR) wargaming centers on
language, signaling, and credibility rather than
material force, and is used for communication,
negotiation, and diplomacy. Open-ended, argu-
ment-driven formats (seminar, matrix) capture
how positions evolve through persuasion, norm
invocation, and threat–promise exchanges across
multiple stakeholders (e.g., national states, non-
government or industrial organizations) (Mans et
al., 2010; Schechter et al., 2021; Lin-Greenberg
et al., 2022). When LMs participate, their value
is in maintaining coherent narratives over long
horizons, proposing plausible options under con-
tested facts, helping surface implicit assumptions
in briefs and communiqués, processing scenarios,
and aiding with adjudication on non-analytical
rubrics and procedures. In a similar manner to
how wargames are used extensively by the officer
corps of a military, wargames are commonplace
among IR professionals. Wargames present an op-
portunity for experiential learning for diplomatic
training. Wargames are used both to support train-
ing and development, and to analyze and gain
a deeper understanding of diplomatic crises that
were previously unseen or extremely infrequent
(i.e., nuclear crises). (Hersman et al., 2020; Lin-
Greenberg et al., 2022; Reddie and Goldblum,
2023; Worman et al., 2023)

Compared with military applications, diplo-
matic games emphasize incomplete and asymmet-
ric information, face-saving, issue linkage (secu-
rity tied to trade, technology, or climate), and a
shift away from material forces towards abstracted
interests. Facilitation and adjudication must ac-
count for audience costs, domestic politics, and
path dependence across rounds. LMs can assist by
drafting position papers, back-channel messages,
or press releases in different registers, while
humans retain control of red lines, escalation lad-
ders, and legitimacy constraints. Practical design
choices that matter include: clear turn structure
(front-channel vs. back-channel), explicit rules for
information sharing and leaks, and rubrics that
reward consistency and coalition-building rather
than only “wins.” Artifact capture (transcripts,
proposals, dissent notes) is crucial for after-
action learning. Reproducibility improves when
scenarios, prompts, and adjudication criteria are
shared alongside model/version information. IR
professionals in particular benefit from wargam-
ing because of its creative and non-analytical



structure. With subjective rubrics and emphasis
on cooperation and social interactions, innovative
players and adjudications are nearly necessary and
alleviate human cost from traditional executions
of diplomatic wargames with human players and
computers, whether it is through fully autonomous
or human-aided.

B.2.3 Social Games
While wargames may contain elements of social
reasoning or deception, they differ fundamentally
from social deduction games in that deception
is not the objective but a component of broader
strategic reasoning. Wargames require agents to
pursue defined goals through planning and deci-
sion-making within a structured conflict environ-
ment. In contrast, social deduction games are cen-
tered around identity discovery and psychological
misdirection, making them categorically distinct.
This distinction is critical for evaluating LMs in
open-ended scenarios, as social deduction games
test their ability to navigate dynamic, multi-agent
interactions involving trust and deception (Chi et
al., 2024).

Psychological misdirection is prolific in war-
fare, however, and history is rife with examples of
cunning tacticians using it with great success. As
the Chinese military strategist Sun Tzu famously
wrote, “All warfare is based on deception,” exem-
plified by tactics like the Trojan Horse, the Empty
Fort Strategy, and Hannibal’s crossing of the Alps
to outmaneuver Roman forces through strategic
diversions. For this literature review, social deduc-
tion games represent a complementary effort to
wargames, as their focus on harnessing psycholog-
ical misdirection in game scenarios can enhance
LMs’ performance in real-life contexts where
information may be unreliable, mislabeled, or in-
tentionally deceptive (Maggio and Santiago, 2024;
Lamparth et al., 2024). By studying LMs in these
settings, researchers can improve their adaptability
to ambiguous, deception-heavy scenarios critical
to both wargaming and broader AI applications.

B.2.4 Economics and Business
In business and organizational contexts, wargam-
ing draws on competitive strategy and scenario
planning to stress-test hypotheses under adversar-
ial dynamics, market shifts, and policy shocks
(Hamel and Prahalad, 1994; Bradfield et al., 2005;
Schwarz et al., 2019). Seminar-style sessions often
combine narrative role-play (competitor, regulator,
customer) with structured turns where teams pro-

pose moves (pricing, product launch, alliances)
and facilitators adjudicate based on feasibility
and consistency (Kurtz, 2003; Hershkovitz, 2019;
Coyne and Horn, 2009). Unlike fully quantitative
simulators, these games emphasize qualitative rea-
soning, internal alignment, and the articulation
of assumptions (Scherpereel, 2005a; Schwarz,
2013). When LMs participate, their value is speed
and breadth in ideation (enumerating strategic op-
tions), drafting memos in given styles, and probing
counterfactuals (“what would a rational competi-
tor do if…”) (Chussil, 2007). Because ungrounded
extrapolations are a risk, prompts should enforce
evidence requirements—claims cite assumptions,
external signals, or benchmarks (Scherpereel,
2005b; Wheaton et al., 2020). Adjudication blends
simple quantitative checks (unit economics, capac-
ity) with narrative plausibility; human facilitators
keep realism and ethics in scope (Oliver Schwarz,
2011). Empirical studies show these simulations
reshape decision framing and yield measurable
training gains (Scherpereel, 2005a; Scherpereel,
2003). For organizational adoption, reproducibil-
ity and governance are key: keep minimal artifacts
(scenario text, prompts, seeds, facilitation script),
log model/version and tool use (e.g., RAG, calcu-
lators), and separate confidential data from public
scaffolds (Resende et al., 2018). Evaluation rubrics
emphasize clarity of reasoning, sensitivity analy-
sis, and decision traceability.

Wargames also model economic systems di-
rectly. Titles like Civilization IV require resource
allocation, city management, and balancing short-
term needs against long-term growth. Decisions
operationalize core concepts—opportunity cost,
inflation, deficit spending—while interactions
among human and AI players produce emergent
market behavior. Finance is likewise strategic:
firms compete for share, policymakers set mon-
etary regimes, and traders act under limited
information. In-game markets, trade routes, and
investment choices mirror commodity dominance
and bilateral contracts. Deploying AI agents as
firms, governments, or traders enables study of
collusion, innovation, shocks, and equilibria under
controlled yet dynamic conditions.

Concretely, resource scarcity and specialization
drive negotiation and trade (comparative advan-
tage, transaction costs). Budget constraints and
inflation impose discipline on expansion, surfac-
ing scaling frictions and the need for hedging.
Investment in infrastructure illustrates opportunity



cost and delayed returns: capital committed to
growth trades off with readiness elsewhere. Set-
tlers of Catan provides a compact testbed for these
dynamics under uncertainty: dice and develop-
ment cards force risk management and adaptation;
multi-party negotiation (offers, counteroffers, ac-
ceptance/refusal) elicits strategic communication
and deception. Evaluating reinforcement-learning
agents in such settings goes beyond win rate to
include diversity of behavior, skill expression, and
rare or emergent strategies (Alabdulkarim et al.,
2021), which are useful for playtesting, balancing,
and policy analysis.

Taken together, economics- and business-ori-
ented wargames provide an experimental platform
for testing assumptions, measuring policy inter-
ventions, and examining second-order effects,
while LM assistance supports scale and repro-
ducibility. Clear evidence requirements and arti-
fact capture (transcripts, proposals, dissent notes)
make results auditable and comparable across
runs.

B.2.5 Medicine and Public Health
Wargaming is not limited to military and geopolit-
ical conflicts. It has also been used to great effect
in the fields of medicine and public health to pre-
pare for and respond to health crises. A prominent
example is the “Dark Winter” exercise, a 2001
simulation of a smallpox attack on the United
States, which highlighted critical deficiencies in
the nation’s preparedness for a bioterrorist attack.

Following the precedent of “Dark Winter”, nu-
merous other wargames and simulation exercises
have been conducted to address a variety of public
health challenges. These exercises, often referred
to as tabletop exercises (TTXs) or drills, are cru-
cial tools for testing emergency plans, training
personnel, and improving coordination between
different agencies. For instance, “Event 201” sim-
ulated a global pandemic to identify and address
the economic and societal challenges it would
pose. These simulations have proven invaluable in
preparing for real-world events like the COVID-19
pandemic, allowing policymakers and healthcare
professionals to rehearse their responses in a con-
trolled environment (Smith et al., 2020).

C Detailed Recommendations

Task-specific baselines comparison. Establish-
ing control conditions using deterministic agents
or human SME players or adjudicators enables

qualitative and quantitative measurements of LM
agent performance in various conditions, and can
help detect systematic biases or failure modes
unique to LM reasoning (Yin et al., 2025). Exist-
ing human baselines in relevant task spaces (e.g.
creative writing, strategic deception) are largely
neither transparent nor rigorous enough to pro-
vide meaningful comparisons (Wei et al., 2025).
High-stakes wargames therefore should prioritize
bespoke evaluations with scenario-relevant met-
rics and adequate analysis to identify capability
gaps and boundary conditions before operational
use (Lin-Greenberg, 2022; Caballero and Jenkins,
2025; Chu et al., 2025; Tang et al., 2025).

Robustness testing. To measure LM reliability,
running inference across paraphrased inputs, syn-
onym substitutes, and varied prompt structures
may surface inconsistent strategic reasoning (Shri-
vastava et al., 2024; Nalbandyan et al., 2025). Test-
ing both surface-level, syntactic robustness and
semantic equivalence can largely be automated
through use of auxiliary and smaller LMs, and
integrated into deployed workflows to inform user
confidence in outputs.

Calibration assessment. Models with well-
calibrated confidence help avoid overreliance on
flawed strategic assessments and under-reliance
on sound reasoning, providing an important audit-
ing mechanism for understanding LM decisions;
measurements of LM calibration allow external
stakeholders of wargames to understand system-
atic flaws in LM decision-making. Additionally,
requiring LMs to quantify uncertainty is likely
to improve agent performance and make human
review of key actions more efficient, particularly in
high-stakes situations (Liu et al., 2025; Downes-
Martin, 2020; Freeman, 2024).

Validation robustness. LMs reliably detect
evaluation contexts and may perform differently
when aware they are being tested (Needham et
al., 2025; Abdelnabi and Salem, 2025), potentially
masking real-world failure modes or displaying
deceptive reasoning during assessment. Multiple
model architectures should be tested on identical
scenarios to identify points of high uncertainty
and common failure modes, while evaluation
awareness should be monitored through motivated
questioning (“Do you believe you are being eval-
uated?”) and passive CoT analysis to improve
performance. For instance, cross-model critique,
while underperforming external feedback (Gou et
al., 2024), outperforms self-correction in multi-



agent settings (Saleh et al., 2025). Episodes
with evaluation awareness should be reevaluated,
and significant consensus breakdowns may signal
events requiring human oversight.

Human stakeholder training. LMs’ non-intu-
itive failure modes do not align with the expecta-
tion of stakeholders, who are likely to ascribe
moral intent to LM output and unlikely to question
plain statements (Sharma et al., 2024b). Oper-
ators need technical understanding of when to
trust, how to improve, and where to audit LM out-
puts. Key stakeholders, including decision-makers
relying on LM-enabled wargames, should concep-
tually understand LM behavioral markers and be
provided with confidence assessments of wargame
conclusions (Ehsan and Riedl, 2020). Parameter-
efficient fine-tuning. Techniques such as adapters
and LoRA, combined with in-context learning
(ICL), enable model tailoring for a wargaming
context without costly retraining. Lightweight
adapters stabilize role-specific behavior (e.g., ad-
judicator versus player), while prompt-only ICL
provides scenario-specific styling and constraints.
Both approaches reduce operational overhead and
improve reproducibility.
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