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Abstract 

The final plenary and the after action review of a well-designed and executed wargame can 
be used deliberately or inadvertently to reverse or hide the genuine insights of that game. This 
paper, the second in a three part series on malign wargaming, describes how one might use the 
psychology of preference reversal during the final plenary to distort the insights from a 
wargame and how one might use pathologies of small group discussions during the after action 
review to hide the fact that this has been done. The thought experiment of how to design the 
final plenary and after action review deliberately to distort the wargame findings provides best 
practices that inoculate us against these inadvertent or deliberate distortions. Motives for 
distortion include stakeholders supporting their pre-game positions and hiding conclusions that 
contradict them. These motives cannot be ignored since the three known indicators for possible 
intellectual distortion are present among senior military and civilian officials engaged in the 
sponsoring and execution of wargames designed to inform serious national security related 
decisions. 

https://sites.google.com/site/stephendownesmartin/
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Why Examine Malign Wargaming? 

If one defines well-designed and executed wargames that successfully support the national 

security interests of their sponsors as benign, then in contrast a malign game is by definition 

one that encourages the intelligent, rational and honest sponsor towards a decision that does 

not best support or is actively damaging to national security. In addition malign games can also 

help an intelligent, rational but biased sponsor’s effort to reverse or hide the genuine insights 

of a game to promote their program or to avoid embarrassing it. 

One cannot assume that malign wargames do not occur. Three risk factors have been 

identified as present in nearly all cases of scientific fraud.1 The perpetrators “knew, or thought 

they knew, what the answer to the problem they were considering would turn out to be if they 

went to all the trouble of doing the work properly; were under career pressure; and were 

working in a field where individual experiments are not expected to be precisely reproducible” 

(Goodstein 2010, Shermer 2010). One must accept the possibility that all three factors are 

present among the senior stakeholders of any wargame that addresses important national-

security issues, including the wargame designer (Downes-Martin 2014). The first risk factor is 

usually present since research indicates that senior people tend to be overconfident in their 

ability to control events (Gladwell 2009; Chapter 10 in Wills 1994; Langer 1975). They may be 

under career pressure from their organizations and communities to support funded programs 

of record and preferred concepts. Finally the wargames are inherently unreproducible. Senior 

stakeholders are vulnerable to intellectual distortion and are highly motivated, with the best of 

intentions, to nudge the design, execution, analysis and reporting down pathways they 

erroneously believe to be best for national security (Downes-Martin 2013, 2014). This does not 

mean that intellectual distortion takes place, however since it occurs in the wider national 

 
1 The word “fraud” is used by the scientific community when discussing intellectual impropriety by scientists. 

However, deliberate malfeasance is not required for the presence of deliberate intellectual distortion by senior 
people and should not be assumed. A better term for our purposes might be “deliberate intellectual distortion for 
non-cynical purposes”. 
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security world2 it would be naive at best and irresponsible at worst to assume that it does not 

occur within wargaming (Downes-Martin 2014). 

The thought experiment of designing a malign wargame as a “game design game” between 

a red player attempting to produce a malign game and a blue player attempting to produce a 

benign one is useful for two reasons: 

1. It generates wargame design principles that go beyond the lessons learned that follow 

benign wargaming (Downes-Martin 2016, 2017, 2019a, 2019b, ch.16 Longley-Brown 

2019). 

2. These additional principles help inoculate wargaming against deliberate and inadvertent 

manipulation of wargame design by the three witches of wargaming -- well-meaning 

senior stakeholders (Downes-Martin 2014). 

3. Malign gaming provides an experimental method of exploring military decision makers’ 

risk behavior and how it might differ from that of populations subjected to the 

psychology experiments about preference reversal. 

This paper is the second in a three part series. The first (Downes-Martin 2019a) examined 

how the pathologies of small group dynamics could be used to create malign games. This paper 

describes the use of preference reversals to turn a benign game into a malign one. The third 

paper will describe how to exploit Kenneth Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem to manipulate voting 

schemes often used by players, staffs and analysts when they prioritise the gamed alternatives 

during and following games. A skilled malign stakeholder will of course use all the tools. 

For the purpose of this thought experiment, you are the malign stakeholder. 

Preference Reversal Methods 

A number of well-established and experimentally verified preference reversal effects based 

on how information is presented to decision makers have been observed in the real world and 

then experimentally verified and explored in laboratory settings (ch. 33 Kahneman 2011; 

Tversky & Thaler 1990). You, the malign stakeholder, can adapt and use these to warp game 

 

2 Two words. In the US they are “Fat Leonard”, and in Canada they are “SNC Lavalin”. If this level of deliberate 

corruption occurs, well-intentioned intellectual distortion is a certainty. 
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findings. Two related preference reversal principles are examined in this investigation, the first 

being: 

Probability versus Value: Most people (not everyone, and not always) focus on the probabilities 
of gambles paying off when faced with choosing one of them, and focus on the winning values 
of gambles when faced with buying one or selling one they own (Tversky & Thaler 1990). 

Consider the following gambling example from chapter 7 of (Tversky & Thaler 1990): 

Situation: There exist two gambles or bets, labelled  H (for high probability of 
winning) and L (for low probability of winning), with nearly the same 
expected values: 

H: 8/9 chance of winning $4, 1/9 chance of winning $0 
L: 1/9 chance of winning $40, 8/9 chance of winning $0 

Scenario 1: Which bet would you like to own? 
Most people choose the H bet. Decisions are correlated with probability when 
choosing between bets.  

Scenario 2: If you already own the H bet, what price would you be willing to sell it? 
If you already own the L bet, what price would you be willing to sell it? 
(I.e. what price would you be willing to buy or sell each bet?) 

Most people price the L bet higher than the H bet. Decisions are correlated with 
payoff value when pricing a bet. 

The second preference reversal principle of interest to this thought experiment is: 

Loss versus Gains: Most people (not everyone, and not always) prefer a small sure gain to a 
larger uncertain gain when faced with a choice between gains, but prefer to risk a larger loss to 
avoid the certainty of a smaller loss when faced with a choice between losses. To summarise, 
“the pain of losing is greater than the satisfaction of an equivalent gain” by an approximate two 
to one ratio (Harley 2016). 

Consider the following gambling example adapted from (Kahneman & Tversky 1979) and 
(Tversky & Thaler 1990). In each of the two scenarios, which bet would you prefer? 

Scenario 1: Bet 1: You win $4 (with certainty) 
Bet 2: You have a 1/9 chance of winning $40, 8/9 chance winning $0 

Most people choose Bet 1, they prefer a small certain gain to a larger uncertain gain. 

Scenario 2: Bet 1: You lose $4 (with certainty) 
 Bet 2: You have a 1/9 chance of losing $40, 8/9 of losing $0 

Most people choose Bet 2, they prefer a large uncertain loss to a smaller certain loss. 

Depending on the details of the scenario, one can increase the probability that the unwary 

decision maker makes a selection based on how the situation is presented, either in terms of 

gains or losses. Since outcomes of serious decisions involve uncertainty we can always translate 
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alternatives into gambles (about both monetary and non-monetary gains and losses)3 where 

the decision maker has to choose a preferred gamble. 

Wargames Are About Gambles 

First note that all wargames used to inform national security decision-making must be able 

to distinguish between two or more alternatives, one of which may be the status quo. Ideally 

this is done in such a way that the sponsor can rationally select one of the alternatives as better 

than the others, or even preference rank them all. The (possibly ranked) alternatives along with 

the wargame narrative are then added to other information available to the decision-maker to 

assist in making a decision about the alternatives. This general and abstract description of 

national security wargaming can be best understood by examining a few of the organizational 

purposes4 to which wargames are put, for example:5 

Purpose 
Example 

alternatives: what 
is being gamed 

Narrative based 
evidence 

Example decisions 

Operational plans and 
decisions 

Courses of Action 
(COAs) 

Advantages and 
disadvantages 

Which COA to implement; 
decision to replan 

Concept and technology 
development 

New concepts and 
technologies 

Advantages and 
disadvantages 

Which concept(s) are worth 
further investigation and 
development 

Training 
What is being 
trained 

Who improved and by 
how much 

Who, if any, is promoted or 
moved to where. 

Education 
What is being 
taught 

Who learned what and 
how well 

Who, if any, is placed where 
based on what they have learned 

Experiential and 
socialization 

What is to be 
shared by the 
experience 

Who learned what and 
what new information 
was generated 

Task force construction; 
Readdress concepts being 
experienced or socialized 

 
3 Note that the effect has been demonstrated for non-monetary outcomes (Kahneman & Tversky 1979). See 

(Kahneman & Tversky 1979, Kahenman 2011, Tversky, Sattath & Slovik 1988, Tversky & Thaler 1990) for examples 
taken from real world policy and laboratory experimentation. 

4 For a recent list of wargame purposes and a discussion of them see page 6 of [Wong, Bae, Bartels & Smith 2019]. 

5 It is possible the game narrative indicates some abstract notion of the status quo is the best decision. For 
example in concept development games it is possible that the narrative implies that none of the new concepts are 
better than the status quo. In planning games this might occur if none of the COAs are considered acceptable, and 
if the status quo of “do nothing” is not acceptable, the decision then is either to replan or accept the least bad 
COA. 
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No matter what the proximate organizational purpose, the final purpose is to succeed in 

deterring or winning war. Based on these observations it makes sense for a benign game to 

structure the information presented for discussion by the final plenary and post-game analysis 

in the form of semantic triples, one triple for each alternative being gamed: 

Alternative, narrative supporting the alternative, narrative opposing the alternative 
or in the more familiar form (NWP 2013) 

Alternative, advantages of the alternative, disadvantages of the alternative. 

Two examples make the abstraction clearer. First, in an operational planning game with three 

COAs the information is usually presented for discussion as: 

COA #1, advantages of COA #1, disadvantages of COA #1 

COA #2, advantages of COA #2, disadvantages of COA #2 

COA #3, advantages of COA #3, disadvantages of COA #3 

Second, in a concept development game the information could be presented for discussion as: 

New concept #1, advantages of new concept #1, disadvantages of new concept #1 

New concept #2, advantages of new concept #2, disadvantages of new Concept #2, etc 

    and the status quo: 

Current concept, pre-game argument why current concept is good enough, 
pre-game argument why current concept is a problem 

These are normally organized and presented in the form of decision matrices similar to that 

shown in Figure H-1.2 in Appendix H of (NWP 2013), where the advantages and disadvantages 

are organized across the commander’s governing factors (for operational planning games) or 

evaluation criteria for more general concept development games. For the purposes of 

discussion during a final plenary meeting, you can convincingly argue that there are too many 

items to discuss in depth at a large meeting. For a simple case of 3 alternatives, 6 criteria (or 

governing factors), 3 advantages and 3 disadvantages per alternative per criteria we would 

have 108 items to discuss. Therefore it is easy to suggest that the for final plenary discussion 

purposes information is organized in the commonly used narrative format (Figure H-1.1 NWP 

2013) : 
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 Advantages Disadvantages  

Alternative A Narrative Narrative 

Alternative B Narrative Narrative 

... ... ... 

Alternative M Narrative Narrative 

Note that this commonly used representation does not contain a likelihood of success for 

each alternative. Although the possibility of failure is not ignored during games, a single game 

cannot be used to generate a probability of success for any alternative. Individual games 

provide insight into failure modes. During operational planning games even the most preferred 

alternative in the best of circumstances is not guaranteed to deliver all the advantages and 

avoid the disadvantages -- i.e. success is not guaranteed. Reality, the enemy, one’s allies or 

other branches of government interfere, and the result of each alternative is uncertain - i.e. 

“war is is a gamble” (Book 1, ch. 1 p.85 Clauswitz).6 So each alternative is in fact a gamble, but 

we are missing the probabilities. How therefore does one think of the alternative / advantages / 

disadvantages triples as gambles? 

A gamble has the form: 

Probability of success, reward for success, cost of failure, purchase price of the gamble 

The probability of success of a wargamed alternative is the subjective probability compared to 

the other alternatives and is derived from the wargame narrative. At best one can rank the 

probabilities. Mission success is the common reward of success for all alternatives, so the 

differences in advantages between each alternative are the differences in reward for success 

for each alternative. One can therefore treat the advantages as the reward for success. Mission 

failure is a common cost of failure for each alternative. Since the disadvantages of an 

implemented alternative are suffered whether or not the mission is a success then the 

differences in the disadvantages are the differences in the costs of executing one alternative 

 

6 Section 20 “Therefore, only the element of chance is needed to make war a gamble, and that element is never 

missing”, and section 21 “Not only its objective but also its subjective nature makes war a gamble”. 
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versus others. Therefore the disadvantages of an alternative correspond to the purchase price 

of the gamble of executing that alternative. These last two points means that presenting 

alternatives as gambles in terms of losses is unlikely to be credible. 

The Process of Manipulating a Benign Wargame 

You are now in a position of representing wargame results as a decision matrix or a set of 

equivalent gambles. Which you choose will depend on your objectives and the details of the 

wargame narrative. You want to ensure the final plenary ranks your preferred alternative as 

high as possible up the 

list of alternatives. 

Being the last pieces of 

information flowing 

out of the game, this 

ranked list will be 

what the sponsor 

receives at the end-of-

game briefing and will 

fix in his mind. Any 

wargame analysis 

report delivered 

weeks to months later 

is likely to be ignored 

on the grounds that 

the sponsor already has received the wargame briefing and thus knows the answer. In any case 

the sponsor most likely has moved on to other problems. The preference ranking delivered in 

the outbrief becomes the de facto game result and the de juro result from the analysis is likely 

to go unread. 

You can carefully use preference reversal techniques during the final plenary to hide or 

reverse insights produced by the benign game, and then design the after action review to 

bolster the credibility of the game and thus divert attention away from challenging the 
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conclusions of the final plenary. You will use the final plenary planning meeting, the final 

plenary, the immediate outbrief to the sponsor, and the after action review to subvert the 

game in your prefered direction. 

The final plenary is a facilitated discussion between players from all player cells to go 

deeper into questions about the sponsor’s objectives. It is best practice for wargame 

departments to hold a planning meeting to identify questions to ask at the final plenary, how to 

present those questions, and how they will facilitate the final plenary. You will be present 

during the game, observing the adjudication cell, each end-of-day planning meeting by the 

wargame department and each end-of-day player plenary (if held). This allows you to assess 

how each alternative is faring during the game, how the narrative produced by the game 

supports or damages your preferred alternative compared to the others, observe who in the 

game prefers which alternatives, and note the preferences held by each of the communities 

represented by players, wargame team members and other actors involved in the game. You 

also assess the likely relative probabilities of success the players and other stakeholders present 

are attributing to each alternative. This provides you insight into how to craft the process and 

guide the discussion in the final plenary and in the outbrief to the sponsor to increase the 

likelihood that the sponsor believes your conclusions rather than any analysis report that might 

be produced weeks to months later. Your success is not guaranteed, by is made more likely by 

this careful observation to guide your use of the preference reversal effects. 

Applying Preference Reversals to Wargame Gambles 

You assess the weight of support building for and against each alternative during the game. 

Consider a pair of alternatives A and B where you prefer B. You have assessed their advantages 

and disadvantages relative to each other. There are four possible relationships (ignoring “ties” 

for simplicity): 

 Disadvantages: B better than 
A 

Disadvantages: B worse than A  

Advantages: B better than A Case I Case II 

Advantages: B worse than A Case III Case IV 
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You then make proposals during the final plenary planning meeting for how the information 

presented to the final plenary should be organized and how the final plenary should be run 

depending on which case you are facing. Some options follow: 

Case 1: Your preferred alternative B has better advantages than A and better disadvantages 

(i.e. less damaging) than A.7 If your observations during the game indicate that the plenary are 

either ignoring the probabilities of success for each alternative, or believe that B has a higher 

probability of success than A, you need do nothing since the plenary will most likely prefer B to 

A. However, if your observations during the game indicate that the plenary believes B has a 

much lower probability of success than A then propose the discussion question: 

“Which of these would you least like to give up if you could do them both?” 

which is equivalent to bet pricing. This will focus the plenary onto the advantages of the low 

probability B alternative and the disadvantages of the high probability A alternative and will 

most likely result in the plenary preferring B. 

 Case II: Your preferred alternative B has better advantages than A but worse disadvantages 

(i.e. more damaging) than A. Use bet pricing to divert attention away from the disadvantages: 

“Which of these would you least like to give up if you could do them both?” 

Since most people focus on the reward for success (i.e. the advantages) when pricing bets the 

final plenary is more likely to choose alternative B. Alternatively you could use loss aversion in 

the form of gains or losses depending on the relative probabilities of A or B being successful 

being sufficiently different. 

Case III: This is the reverse of Case II, your preferred alternative B has worse advantages 

than A but better disadvantages (i.e. less damaging) than A. If you assess from your 

observations during the game that the plenary believes B has a much higher probability of 

success than A, then use loss aversion in terms of losses (i.e. the disadvantages). Loss aversion 

means the plenary will prefer the high probability of small disadvantages to the uncertain 

 
7 If all the advantages of one alternative are better than those of a second and if all the disadvantages of the 

second are worse than those of the first then the first has to be better than the second. The first is said to 
dominate the second. 
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probability of much worse disadvantages. Emphasize that A has a lower chance of success and 

comes with much worse disadvantages. The plenary is more likely to prefer B to A. 

On the other hand if you assess from your observations during the game that the plenary 

believes B has a much lower probability of success than A, then use loss aversion in terms of 

gains (i.e. the advantages). The plenary is more likely to prefer B to A. 

Case IV: This is the reverse of Case I since A dominates B. If you assess from your 

observations during the game that the plenary believes B has a much higher probability of 

success than A, then use loss aversion in the form of gains. Most of the plenary will prefer the 

high probability of a small gain to the uncertainty of a large gain, and will prefer B to A. 

On the other hand if you assess from your observations during the game that the plenary 

believes B has a much lower probability of success than A, then use loss aversion in the form of 

losses. Most of the plenary will prefer to risk a larger loss than accept the certainty of a smaller 

loss (i.e. the disadvantages). 

Remember to Apply the Pathologies of Group Dynamics 

During the meeting to plan the final plenary, the final plenary, and the after action review 

you use the full range of malign practices that manipulate small group pathologies (Downes-

Martin 2016, 2019a, 2019b) to increase the likelihood of successfully promoting your agenda. 

Do so during the final plenary planning meeting to have the preferred information structure 

and final plenary process accepted, during the final plenary to enhance the likelihood that the 

preference reversal techniques work without being noticed, and during the after action review 

to enhance the credibility of the game and hence of the reversed findings. Furthermore, using 

group discussions will allow you to claim “wisdom of crowds” to bolster the credibility of the 

process and thus the malign results. 

Finally push for an executive briefing to the game sponsor as soon as possible, preferably on 

the last day of the game, to exploit the vividness criterion (p. 116 Heuer 1999) and thus 

inoculate the sponsor against the later game report that might contradict your carefully crafted 

malign conclusions. 
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Ethics 

You believe you know what is the alternative that best supports national security. It is thus 

your ethical duty to ensure this alternative is as high as possible in the preference ranking of 

alternatives. Although you believe that it is possible to be wrong, you along with most people 

also believe this is not so for the decision you are making at the time you make it. You also 

recognize the research that shows “preferences are constructed in the process of making a 

choice or judgement” and that those preferences depend on what process is used to elicit them 

(Tversky & Thaler 2990). Your ethical duty is to explain this to your boss and colleagues, and if 

they deliberately choose to ignore the research and its implications then it is your ethical duty 

to game the system to get the best possible result for national security. After all, it is not your 

ethical duty to promote an alternative you believe is not best for national security. 

Wargaming is a social activity creating an artificial history. It is therefore the ethical duty of 

anyone engaged in any aspect of wargaming, including the sponsors and their staffs to be 

familiar with, and if possible expert in, aspects of the social sciences, specifically the psychology 

of group dynamics, voting and social choice, decision and negotiation analysis and game theory, 

all of which play a part in the construction and manipulation of game design, execution, 

analysis, reporting and socializing results. 

Caveats 

Most of the research on preference reversal has been carried out on civilians, and what 

research has been done on military decision makers’ unsurprisingly indicates a risk seeking 

approach in both gain and loss framing (Haerem, Kuvaas, Bakken & Karlsen 2011). This raises 

the hypothesis that pricing of gambles and selection between gambles is more effective at 

eliciting preference reversal among military decision makers than gains versus loss. Some 

research indicates that the risk seeking behavior is adaptive partially as a deception mechanism 

against enemy forces (Johnson, Wrangham & Rosen 2002). However, many wargames have 

civilian as well as military players, and so the gains versus loss mechanism may still be worth 

using in those games. Furthermore, wargames may provide an experimental method for 

exploring the risk profiles of military officers in general, either as an add-on to games with other 
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objectives or as games whose sole purpose is such experimentation, thus adding a third reason 

for exploring the design and implementation of malign games. 

Note that “preference reversal” does not mean reversing a preference the decision maker 

has already made. It means that given two alternatives with similar expectations one can elicit 

from the decision maker, with greater than 50% probability success, an initial preference 

decision chosen by the person presenting the information if that person carefully crafts how 

the information is presented. Whether you believe you are immune to this effect (and most 

people do believe this, and most people are wrong) the fact remains the effect exists and 

people are affected by preference reversal. 

The successful application of preference reversals relies on having deep knowledge 

immediately at the end of game play of how the game went and how players and others view 

the alternatives. Whether this happens deliberately depends on the motivation and energy of 

the malign stakeholder. However, the thought experiment certainly introduces the possibility 

that the wargame can be inadvertently warped in random directions by well-intentioned 

attempts to streamline the final plenary. 

What is to be Done? 

1. Wargaming has a purpose. Just “playing the game” is not a good enough objective. 

Understand the sponsor’s objective, and the objective of the sponsor’s boss.  

2. Wargaming is a social activity, therefore you must be familiar with the social science 

relevant to groups engaged in play and conflict. This includes the psychology of small group 

dynamics, preference reversals, prospect theory, decision analysis, negotiation analysis, 

game theory, and voting theory. 

3. Ensure alternatives are always described in terms of advantages and disadvantages 

4. Ensure subjective likelihoods of success for each alternative are discussed and ordinally 

ranked. Do not attempt to use numbers or “high” through “low” text scales. 

5. If using the probability versus value gamble representation ensure that both selection and 

pricing are used followed by a request for an explanation of each decision. 

6. Use pre-game surveys to collect participant (players and other stakeholders) demographics 

and map out in advance which participants have biases for and against which alternatives. 

 



Preference Reversal Effects and Wargaming 

Stephen Downes-Martin  13 

Citations 

Clausewitz, Carl von. “On War”, ed. Michael Howard & Peter Paret, trans. Michael Howard & 

Peter Paret, Princeton University Press 1984 

Downes-Martin, S. 2013. “Adjudication: The Diabolus in Machina of War Gaming”, Naval War 

College Review, Vol 66, No. 3, pp 67 – 80, digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-

review/vol66/iss3/6/ 

Downes-Martin, S 2014. “Your Boss, Players and Sponsor: The Three Witches of Wargaming”, 

Naval War College Review Vol 67, No 1, pp 31-40, digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-

review/vol67/iss1/5/ 

Downes-Martin, S. 2016. “Wargaming to Deceive the Sponsor: Why and How?” Connections UK 

Wargaming Conference, London UK Sep, 

www.professionalwargaming.co.uk/WargamingToDeceivePaper.pdf 

Downes-Martin, S. 2017. “Validity and Utility of Wargaming”, Working Group 2 report MORS 

Wargaming Special Meeting, Washington DC Oct, 

paxsims.wordpress.com/2017/12/09/mors-validity-and-utility-of-wargaming/ 

Downes-Martin, S. 2019a. “Malign Wargaming I: Group Dynamics in Wargames and How to 

Exploit Them”, Connections North Wargaming Conference, McGill University Feb. 

paxsims.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/group-dynamics-in-wargames-sdm-20190216.pdf 

Downes-Martin, S. 2019b. “Exploit Small Group Dynamics During Analysis to Support the 

Decision You Want”, Keynote speech to the 13th NATO Operations Research and Analysis 

(OR&A) Conference, Ottawa Canada, Oct. 

www.sto.nato.int/publications/STO%20Meeting%20Proceedings/STO-MP-SAS-OCS-ORA-

2019/$MP-SAS-OCS-ORA-2019-KN-04.pdf 

Gladwell, M. 2009. “Cocksure: Banks, Battles, and the Psychology of Overconfidence,” New 

Yorker, Jul. www.newyorker.com/magazine/2009/07/27/cocksure 

Goodstein, D. 2010. “On Fact and Fraud: Cautionary Tales from the Front Lines of Science”, 

Princeton Univ. Press, 2010 

Harley, A. 2016. “Prospect Theory and Loss Aversion: How Users Make Decisions”, NN/g Nielsen 

Norman Group June 19. www.nngroup.com/articles/prospect-theory/ 

Haeren. T., Kuvaas, B., Bakken, B. & Karlsen, T. 2011. “Do Military Decision Makers Behave as 

Predicted by Prospect Theory?” Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 24: 482-497, 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/bdm.704 

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol66/iss3/6/
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol66/iss3/6/
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol67/iss1/5/
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol67/iss1/5/
http://www.professionalwargaming.co.uk/WargamingToDeceivePaper.pdf
https://paxsims.wordpress.com/2017/12/09/mors-validity-and-utility-of-wargaming/
https://paxsims.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/group-dynamics-in-wargames-sdm-20190216.pdf
https://www.sto.nato.int/publications/STO%20Meeting%20Proceedings/STO-MP-SAS-OCS-ORA-2019/$MP-SAS-OCS-ORA-2019-KN-04.pdf
https://www.sto.nato.int/publications/STO%20Meeting%20Proceedings/STO-MP-SAS-OCS-ORA-2019/$MP-SAS-OCS-ORA-2019-KN-04.pdf
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2009/07/27/cocksure
https://www.nngroup.com/articles/prospect-theory/


Preference Reversal Effects and Wargaming 

Stephen Downes-Martin  14 

Heuer, R. 1999. “Psychology of Intelligence Analysis”, CIA, https://www.cia.gov/library/center-

for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-monographs/psychology-of-

intelligence-analysis/art13.html 

Johnson, D., Wrangham, R. & Rosen, S. 2002. “Is Military Incompetence Adaptive? An Empirical 

Test with Risk-Taking Behaviour in Modern Warfare,” Evolution and Human Behavior, 23, 

pp. 245 – 264,  

Kahneman, D., Tversky, A. 1979. “Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk”, 

Econometrica, Vol.47, No. 2, March, pp. 263-292 

Kahneman, D. 2011. “Thinking Fast and Slow”, Farrar Straus and Giroux. 

Langer, E. 1975. “The Illusion of Control”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 32, no. 2 

(August), pp. 311–28. 

pdfs.semanticscholar.org/136e/9cf6b5a4d17dbe8400fa5d7f4bf3ad01f6ac.pdf 

Longley-Brown, G. 2019. “Successful Professional Wargames: A Practitioner's Handbook”, 

History of Wargaming Project, 2019. 

www.wargaming.co/professional/details/professionalhandbook.htm 

NWP. 2013. “Navy Planning”, NWP 5-01 Dec (this publication is undergoing revision and new 

version will be issued soon), archive.org/details/501Dec2013NWPPromulgated/mode/2up 

Puppet Mastery. Website at: sites.google.com/site/stephendownesmartin/puppet-mastery 

Shermer, M. 2010 “When Scientists Sin,” Scientific American 303, no. 1 (July), p. 34, 

www.scientificamerican.com/ 

Tversky, A., Sattath, S. Slovik, P. 1988. “Contingent Weighting in Judgment andChoice”, 

Psychological Review, Vol. 95, No. 3, pp. 371-384. 

Tversky, A. & Thaler, R. 1990. “Anomalies: Preference Reversals”, Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 4 (2): 201-211. www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.4.2.201) 

Wills, G. 1994. “Certain Trumpets: The Nature of Leadership”, Simon & Schuster 

Wong, Y., Bae, S., Bartels, E. & Smith B. 2019. “Next-Generation Wargaming for the U.S. Marine 

Corps”, RAND. www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2227.html 

https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-monographs/psychology-of-intelligence-analysis/art13.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-monographs/psychology-of-intelligence-analysis/art13.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-monographs/psychology-of-intelligence-analysis/art13.html
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/136e/9cf6b5a4d17dbe8400fa5d7f4bf3ad01f6ac.pdf
http://www.wargaming.co/professional/details/professionalhandbook.htm
https://archive.org/details/501Dec2013NWPPromulgated/mode/2up
http://sites.google.com/site/stephendownesmartin/puppet-mastery
http://www.scientificamerican.com/
http://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.4.2.201
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2227.html

