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BETA I~ II-67 

FINAL REPORT 

Foreword 

'I'his is the Final Report on BETA I & II-67, two :::eni•:Jr-
leve 1, interagency, politico-military games C•')nduc:ted ln the 
Pentagon during the period 25 April to 16 May 1967. The first 
volume, a Fact Book, was published prior to the game. A 
second volume, Game Documentation, contained the initial sce­
narios, team messages and scenario projections. This third 
volume includes a revised list of game participants, a tran­
script of the video-film summary and commentary of BETA I & 
II-67, post-Critique comments of the Game Director and several 
game participants, transcripts of the Senior Critique and 
extracts from the Action-level Critique. 

The object of BETA I & II-67 was to examine some of the 
major issues, problems and questions associated with strategic 
weapons deployment; with particular emphasis on anti-ballistic 
missiles. 

In addition to this report, a classified, documentary-type 
film summary of BETA I & II-67 is available upon request. 

813@IU!lT • NOFORN iv 
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BETA I & II-67 

VIDEO TAPE SUMMARY 

(Off-stage voice) 

The following is SECRET -- Not for Foreign Dissemination. 
The material is hypothetical; based on two politico-military 
games conducted in the Pentagon between 25 April and 16 May 
1967. 

(BGen James D. Kemp, USAF, Chief, Joint War Games Agency) 

BETA I & II were 
to ex lore the s 

inter ames intended 

3.3(b)(S,,(<.) 
The BETA I and II worlds were drastically different from 

one another in order to xamine varied psychological and 
olitical im lications. 

'--'------•3.3(b)( S),(<.) 
In each game, one team represented the United States and 

another the Soviet Union. A single Control Group represented 
all other nations, fate, nature, and infl~encing factors. 

Senior participants for BETA I and II included representa­
tives of interested departments, agencies- and commands and 
recognized authorities from the academic community. ' 

Now, I would like to introduce our Game Director, Mr. Sey-· 
mour Weiss, Director for Combined Policy, Office of Politico­
Military Affairs, Department of State. 

- iliiQitB'f + NOFORN A-1 
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(Mr. Seymour Weiss, Department of State, Game Director) 

Control attempted to limit its involvement to action which 
might logically have been taken by other countries and to 
insertion of other influences designed to keep the games 
moving forward. We tried hard not to pre-empt decisions of 
the teams themselves. Nevertheless, several critical in­
jections were made by Control; hopefully, consistent with 
the philosophies and contingency guidance expressed to Con-
trol by the teams. • 

By its second move, BETA I depicted a situation in which 
the United States no 

The game staff will now summarize BETA I and II. 

SUMMARY OF BETA I 

(!Col Walter S. Seadler, USAF, Game Staff Representative)· 

Although the Soviets did not respond formally, in the 
months that followed, intelligence appeared to bear out these 
assumptions. 

8ECPI.El-'i- NOFORN A-2 
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The thaw in East/West relations continued as Soviet leaders 
cooperated in negotiations leading to a settlement in 

By 1970, the Institute of Strategic Studies in London 
appraised the relative US/Soviet position as one "of strat­
egic parit ". While the United States had greater numbers 
of ,~,·~·~•D• the Soviets had 
ol 

S:BOft~ - NOFORN A-3 
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3.3(b)( > ),C'-) 

CASUAL TY PROJECTIONS 

r f_qI?*f ~~1 
~. ·, . . ~ . . . .. 

~~i;itf 1
1

;{ iI:I 
FIGURE 1 

3 . .3(b)( S ), (<.) 
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rotested to Moscow all rail and 
was held u . 

.. 
:., : · •. .. • . ,,_\.;~~.:.~.-, :;~ ·,r~~z-••. ~: ~. , .: , • ~ _. • 
·~ •. ~---. • :::.J-:·•·i~~ '~,;-~1::;-~t'p\11:t~d-sack 

~-. 

-~.. , .#'" ~ 

I 
' ~;-·.1-. 

~~, . .. ~ ~ 

< 
.; 

t : 
t .; 
L·-., 

The United States mol:~~ze~. 
visions were :flown into;.; , . 13 pre-stocked equipment. 

'.JJ-!o American mechanized di­•.;J an~ fitted out with 

the Third US 

were rapped northeast of that city. 

Soviet and T 
~'----------------------/were pinned down. 

3,.3(1:.)( > ), ((,) 
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Meanwhile, .,...__,.,. 
men establish n 
the.,_. ..... ~---~ 

- .3,3(b )( f ),le.) 

The Secretary of State described the proposal as 
impossible to consider under the circums ances .. The Secretary 
of Defense announced plans for civil defense exercises in­
cluding to be started in two weeks. 

Sli:ClY!PP - NOFORN A-6 



Page A-7 sanitized in entirety. 

3.3 (b)(5)(6) 



• SECRET - NOFORN 

The United States, with substantially reduced strategic 
forces, responded in kind. • 

SUMMARY OF BETA II 
(LCol Ransom E. Barber, USA, Game Staff Representative) 

BETA II also opened on 25 April 1972. Unlike the BETA I 
world, attempts in 1967 to forge an agreement regarding arms 
control had been unsuccessful. 

The war in escalated with the United .._......., ____ ....-ii 

States imposing a nava1 quarantine. ..._...,_...., opinion 
generally opposed US war policies but, inL...:.i-~-----~ there 
was r~lief that a US/Soviet rapprochement had been blocked 
by events 

In early 1968, the United States embarked on production 
and deployment of the •. an evidence mounted that 
the Soviet Union was continuing to construct hew, hardened 

Work con-

During the summer of 1968, hard-line elements in the 
Soviet Politburo accelerated development of MIRVs, depressed 
orbit ICBMs, • • 

Communist China came under new leadership with the death 
of Mao. Managers and technicians assumed positions at all 
levels of the hierarchy. The Chinese continued development 
of thermonuclear weapons and missiles. • 

In North America, 

reference. 

In response to the first test of an ICBM-delivered nuclear 
weapon by the Chinese Communists, .____~announced initiation 
of a nuclear weapons program. 

NOFORN A-8 
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,_-----:---------- ...... on 
tot increasing__ demands tor greater influence 

.,.__., He had a clear manda e to embark on a more inde­
foreign policy. 

eche on. 

In early 1970, incontrovertible US intelligence indicated 
that the Soviet Union was committed to achieving strategic 
uclear su eriorit. It also had been confirmed that the 

In the Middle 
being pressed with outside-help. 

Although~ _ _.increased trade with both the Soviet Union 
and Red China, continued its defense treaty with t e 
United States and showed an interest in .acquiring anr--..-----

- SECRET - NOFORN A-9 
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CASUAL TY PROJECTIONS 

.. · ... : 

I 
I I 

I 

I 

I 

FIGURE 3 3.3£b)( f ), {f.) 
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CONCLUSION 

The following material was prepared by the Game Staff after 
the critiques of BETA I & II-67. It is based upon comments of 
participants during and following the game. 

(Col Thomas J. McDonald, USA, Game Staff Representative) 

NOFORN A-15 
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3.3(b)( f 

-~ //;'·:::}/~.~---:.~.\:1.:;· . . .. ~ .,.,_ , 
.. 

•. ,• I Jf 1,. ( • 
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(Commentator #1) 

, · 
-: •.• • I 

.. • ' 

I 
f ?ti tit 

._l, •• 

•'•?i,,t( • ·, ,- .. C , .(_rt • ' +a& I 
·• I 

(Commentator #2) 

. ' 

-'!CMJllh-NOFORN A-17 



SEGRE~ - NOFORN 

3.3(b)l f ), Cc.) 

-SECREf.t-- NOFORN A-18 



-eECRE~- NOFORN 

Mr. Seymour Weiss Department of State, Game Director) 

. As one of the participanta aaid at the Senior Critique; 
"a successful politico-military game generates more questions 
than it answers." By that standard the valuable time, con­
tributed by so many knowledgeable and responsible people in 
the preparation and conduct of BETA, was well spent. 

In addition to raising new questions, the very fact that 
this particular game, designed to assess the implications of 
alternative strategic postures on US national policy, was 
held, is in itself significant. In past crises, we have taken 
for.granted the overwhelming strategic superiority of the 
United States and accepted the fact that this superiority 
provided implicit support for US crisis management. We hav~ 
not had to use games of this kind to look at the implicationG, 
for US and allied interests,of enemy high nuclear threat 
levels. 

With the growth of Soviet strategic power, however, and· 
the initiation of new defensive as well as offensive strat­
egic systems, it behooves us to analyze possible politico­
military effects of a relatively lessened US superiority 
upon our ability to maneuver successfully through the shoals 
of international crises. • 

BETA II was, also, significant in that it was the first· 
attempt in such a game to consider implications of a Chinese 
nuclear threat against the United States. Though more a 
problem of future concern, recent events suggest the need 
for very careful analysis of the implications of this threat 
to US security and of the means at our disposal to neutral­
ize it. 

(Off-stage voice) 

This briefing was prepared with the assistance of the Dis­
play Systems Branch, National Military Command System Support 
Center, the United States Air Force Television Center and the 
United States Navy Photographic Center. 

The written Final Report of BETA I and II-67 includes full 
transcripts of both the Senior and Action-level Critiques, as 
well as post-Critique comments by a number of participants. 

You are reminded that materials discussed in this presenta­
tion are classified SECRET -- Not for Foreign Dissemination. 

, f!r!e!'<El - NOFORN A-19 
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BETA I & II-67 

GAME DIRECTOR'S COMMENTS 

Two key policy issues which were surfaced during the final 
Critique of BETA I and II-67 seem worthy of reiteration in 
this report. These issues went beyond those projected during 
Control group discussions. Both are interesting and seem 
deserving of further consideration. 

The first deals with attempts to strike a posture of str~ngth 
when dealing from a position of weakness. The essential point 
here is that the Blue team, in part to demonstrate its resolve, 
and hopefully to communicate a warnin to Red of its serious 
intent to resist Red transgressions, ~~--::-~~~----'-'--' 

I The Cri ti ue dis-
closed that the 

._ ....... ________ ....._. __ ~~-In part, as a result of the Blue actions, 
the Red players claimed they were influenced in their decision 
to feeling that in view of the incautious 
Blu-e_r_s_p_o_n_s_e ... ,-,__e_....,an_g_e_r_exis ted of a :W-"':-~~---,-.-_,_,,..._..;:.__, ___ _, 

even though this did not seem to be the most rational 
course of action tor Blue to take. 3.3(b)(r),(fl) 

With the usual general caveats about avoiding overly-precise 
generalizations or conclusions from the game play, it is in­
teresting to speculate upon the broader implication that might 
be implicit in this interchange of moves and motives connect~d 
therewith. As mentioned in the Critique, one is at least in­
clined to wonder whether apparent demonstration of resolve to 
escalate in the nuclear field, when attempted by an adversary 
manifestly inferior in its strategic capacity, carries the 
message intended. In one sense it might be argued that Blue 
did convey the message to Red that it, Blue, was prepared to 
go to very great lengths to protect its position. While sur­
prised, and maybe even impressed with Blue's fortitude, the Red 
team, rather than being deterred from pursuing its own ends, 
escalated the play perhaps more rapidly than might otherwise 
have been the case. 

This is not necessarily intended as an argument in support 
of the logic of either team's actions. In fact, it seems 
probable that in real life both teams would have been much 

-e!!eftn.. - NOFORN 8-1 
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more cautious even though the stakes were high. Be that as 
it may, it does seem that there is an interesting strategic 
policy issue here which should be identified and which is 
worthy of further analysis. 

The pecond ite~ involves the relationship off ] 
\ s In his concluding remarks at the Action-
level Critique, o e participant made a point which probably 
did not come out as sharply in the Senior Critique later in 
the day. To paraphrase those co ad had 
occasion to go back and ook a remarks 
the day after the .._lllf'lll!l~-'!i~...,~~~~~~ e Presi-
dent had emphasize a e pu lie should not conclude 
from that particular crisis that the Soviets would back down 
in all Circumstances. The President noted in particular that, 
in the_ ! Lthe United States d a distinct local 
m ta advan a e d the issue of the 

e conclusion, as it applied o e, was 
tat the u team had perhaps in r~trospect not accepted 

ealistical the effect of ch; :~~.local superiority in 
in relation to ich the Red team enjoyed, 

'----~~e .. a~c~that the issue of had clearly been sig-
nalled as being of vital interes o the Soviet Union. The 
implications of his remarks were that a clearer recognition 
of these facts might have caused Blue to act more prudently. 

This seems a rather significant reaction. The significance, 
perhaps relates to the fact that in the ..arly 1ro Is 1d through 
the current period, US strategy in relation to has ac-
cepted the existence of a Soviet local military super ority, 
but has relied upon a recognition by the Soviets of US willing­
ness to employ its strategic superiority -- as a drastil~ last--. 
resort -- in order to protect the US vital interests in_ .I 
In short, it is interesting to speculate on the signifi ~a~n~t~---• 
relationship which on the face of it may exist between (1) the 
willingness of a nation to assert that it has a vital interest, 
thereby putting its prestige and international position on the 
line, and (ii) the military power which it feels it can bring 
to bear to prevail in the protection of that vital interest. 
While in retrospect this may appear to be perfectly self­
evident, in view of the fact that the strategic balance has 
altered consid=bl since the early days of 1960 when US 
policy toward was first formulated (although not near-
ly as drastical y as portrayed in the BETA Game), one wonders 

3. 3 (.b ) ( ' ), ( '-) 
e iaQfitf!, I'"" - NOFORN B-2 
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3.3(b)( r),(c,) 

whether the efficacy of~s strategic assumptions and 
concepts in relation to ~ remain as valid today as they 
did when formulated. More roadly, as was brought out during 
the Critique, one wonders the extent to which, as a gener­
ality, the assertion of national vital interests is in fact 
a variable function of national power. If this is the case, 
how, if at all, is the changing US-USSR strategic balance af­
fecting both our alleged vital interests and our ability to 
successfully back up our commitments in support of those 
interests? 

=sECREr - NOFORN 

Y UR WEISS ~ 
Director .for Combined Policy 
Office of Politico-Military Affairs 
Department of State 
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GAME PARTICIPANTS' COMMENTS 

The following comments were provided by BETA partici­
pants after the Action-level and Senior Critiques, con­
ducted on 16 May 1967. Texts have been edited only to 
exclude duplicate material summarizing the games. 

* * * * * 

CONTROL TEAM MEMBER: " .. The following general ob­
servations ?!ow from the game play and my analysis of it, 
as detailed in the remainder of this paper: 

In fact 

coul 
duces spots? 

1 "~ ' '" - , :-= 1 
3.3(b (S'l ('-) 

ear wea 

. 3.3(b)(r),(<.) 

The teams tended to make their decisions rather simply, 
looking mainly at one or two factors and often neglecting 
the others. Systematic and full consideration of all 
factors was not the rule. 

In BETA I, there was a fatal miscalculation by both sides 
of the others intent, culminating in a nuclear exchange which 

8B6R!T 21. NOFORN B-4 
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neither side wanted. There was also a difference in atmos­
phere; i.e., feeling of tension for 

In searching for explanations of the unexpected results of 
both games, one factor might be the amount of time available 
to the teams. I could not help but think of the contrast 

sugges arranging 
sea ussion time, perhaps 
whole game. in one full day. 

These considerations point toward more crisis games for 
senior players, with a bit more time devoted to each .... " 

C:"rf~?:!:t:~::~~ ip•,:~~,: I 
3.3 (b)( ; ), (<.) 

eEefUf.P- NOFORN B-5 
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BETA I ends in an irrational cataclysm which neither side 
wanted nor intended. There are two major questions: 

I - :. Ctz~@ ~:§~ ::::::: _::: 3- I • 11 

X 

"SECftE~ - NOFORN B-6 
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On the first question, it sel: ~Qt~;~§~-~-:~- :~r must do something and there was , . 
■ ~ ' ifi : -ni 

6 ! 1 
·\ I s rea y mean t a t ey 

pu sue an va ue on restoring the US image of strength 
and resolve that they were willing to take high risks to do 
it. The team explained this in terms of a better bargaining 
position, but prestige and reliability toward allies, probably 
also, played a role. One implicit factor may have been that 

mbers were accustomed to the real 1 6 world 

about. 

On the second question, regarding the Soviet imputation to 
the United Stat.ilW'-.tillM__.M.16iiMi,.-~l!lilW'-¥ill-'ll,.liWl.-l•llallll...iiiiWi.al_.._ .. 
not exist the 

A strong 

~!!Cft!!T - NOFORN B-7 



minofit; in the Soviet tei argued, on the other hand, that 
theJ. ft was not a signal of US intent to 
att ck he soviet a ion an that;"DY. carefull refrainin 
f strikin Soviet territor the 

wou d have done so already. 

Thus, the assessment of the llS team agreed with that of the 
minority of the Soviet team -- I ' ' ' • ' • * _~- • r ·. . . . l . ' The final out-

l
come is, ~ ??6~~t d~~nstration of how sw~] 

. - j ---'-----'-"""'...__.,____..._..~~---

The E '" ;J of BETA I of vic-
oin wea er side 

terestin was why the United 

the U eam on 
majority 

3.3(b)t r \ (c.) 

* * * * * 

8El8Ftii'L - NOFORN B-8 
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MEMBER: 

team faced another 

* * * * * 
BLUE I TEAM MEMBER: 

that our strength 
These games reaffirmed the 

both militarily 
to me, 

3.3(h)l r ),Cc.) 

Br!CftE~- NOFORN B-9 
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Insofar as the game itself and for future wargaming of 
this type, I believe that more intelligence should be given 
by Control. It became obvious to all of us that many of the 
actions that we took were based on no intelligence. I be­
lieve that some intelligence would have been available to both 
the Blue and Red teams which would have permitted us to take 
quite different actions than some of those which we found we 

at those actions would have averted the 
which ended the exercise. 

* * * . * * 

I believe this point is worth deeper exploration than was 
feasible at the Critique. 

* * * * * 
BLUE II TEAM MEMBER: BETA II proved rather unexpectedly 

stimulating, probably because the participants were well in­
formed and gave the issues serious and enlightened considera­
tion. 

--SECRET- NOFORN B-10 
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There are, undoubtedly, many practical limitations affect­
ing the playing of this sort of game. At the risk of under­
estimating them, may I suggest that longer consideration of 
initial moves would produce a more useful result. Should the 
allocation of two days for the first move, with only two 
moves to the game or should, somehow, circumscribing the 
first moves so that, in effect, the first two moves would be 
equivalent to BETA II's first move, be feasible, then in­
creased familiarity with game procedures and more time to 
formulate positions might be conducive to deeper insights. 

, inde~d, 

Finally, I thought that the introduction of l. . _,..,, into · 
the problem, led to a trivial third phase that pro i!'ed little 
enli htenment on the rave issue of the effect ore 

~"-----

* * * * * 
BLUE II TEAM MEMBER: I do not feel that the discussion at 

either Critique adequately answered the D rector's C@_estion 
as to what effect having or not having,! -

• I believ that the majority 
of my team comfortab e and bold under the_!.);~ l 

On the contrar~l _ .. ,;,,·<.-a':-:-.:~ .... ,... , , :., • . , 
• ~ 

• # 

I 
I 

l ... r,¼ A • ¥rt 1 t> t - osilt :::err 

-SECR.2:T- NOFORN B-11 
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are very high. 

The games, also; impressed me with the fact that, once nu­
clear action was started, even on a low key, it would be very 
difficult to control or to prevent rapid escalation of the 
use of more nuclear weapons. 

-e~CftEY - NOFORN B-12 
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CONTROL DIRECTORATE MEMBER: I believe the team captain 
should be specl?lcally Instructed not to reflect his own 
feelings and interpretations into messages to Control. His 
doing so might result in a tendency to distort consensus. 

At times, Control appeared to abandon all plausibility for 
dramatic impact value, which tends to distract from overall 
"reali.sm" desired during game play. 

* * * * * 

B.!Cftft - NOFORN 
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* * * * * 
CONTROL DIRECTORATE MEMBER: 

based on strategic superiority. 
Red I was playing 
Blue I, however, 

,,; 

:: 

nt that the 

chess 
was playing 

3, 3 l I>){ S) { &.) 
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C;ZtfJ:?!ttt~ As a result, Red I's chess strategy..,;w_a;.;s....;;.....,. ..... ..,.. 
mated, but in the process Blue lost the game of 

To 

. • l 
... 

1· 

:·_{{. 

* 
BLUE I TEAM MEMBER: 

SECPc!'f-.- NOFORN 

* 

the Blue team 
ot life". 

* * 
It was clear that 
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* * * * * 
RED I TEAM MEMBER: The BETA I-67 game was both interesting 

and valuable. The caliber of the team members was very high 
and not the least of the benefits was meeting and working with 
people from other agencies. Following are a few of the spe­
cific points brought out in the debriefing session which may 
not have received enough emphasis: 

The Red I team was constantly surprised by what we con­
sidered desperate moves by Blue I. 

characterized 

While the distinction about the source of the weapons 
by Blue I in their last move may have been artific 
was however an im ortant oint. The Red I team~--•'-~...-__.., 
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RED I TEAM MEMBER: The space treaty does not present any 
legal barrier to the use, by the Soviets, of non-nuclear weapons 
or other measures against ce devices which the the Soviets 
construe as off'ensi ve. -· 

.r 

I • 
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* * * * * 
RED I TEAM OBSERVER: It would be helpful if a map were in­

cluded In the scenario projections any time a geographic point 
or name is used. The scenarios, when read in offices and away 
from the JWGA wall maps, need the map references to complete 
the story. Reference is made to the types of maps included in 
the Defense Intelligence Agency Intelligence Bulletin. 

I don't consider that enough attention, in the game 
11.fe, is paid to the inherent dangers posed b "scaven 
nations. Even though the can only become .;-·. . ,_. 

o coun er em. 

or real 
r II 

The potential power postures of Southern Hemisphere nations 
is another area which seems to be quite often neglected; for 
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instance,) Jwith its expanding economy and strategic 
geographical position. It is realized that, in the time 
available, the entire world can't be played but the various 
facets can be considered for different games. 

* * * * * 
RED I TF.AM MEMBER: The Red I team perspective indicated 

that the BETA I game should alert us to the dangers actually• 
inherent in the Berlin situation. 

Bf:.CREP-- NOFORN B-21 
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* * * * * 
BLUE I TEAM MEMBER: It appeared very difficult for the 

seniors to orient to the game scenario 1n the short time during 
which they played. All players, naturally, approached the game, 
each day, from a "real world" environment, which tempers in­
terpretation of the scenario. I suggest a longer period be 
allocated for the first move in such games. Perhaps, by carry­
ing over action play to the morning of a second day and asking 
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I enJoyed the opportunity to participate and I believe that 
I will continue to protit from the experience. 

* * * * * 
BLUE II ALTERNATE TEAM MEMBER: The results ot BETA II imply 

that a "nie-zero sum;: L~ s_olut1on to ccntlict waa achieved 

r&t ~,,r • :::: ; • • ] 
1 

I do not believe that the results impl; that _an£· • , .J 
I e multi­

plicity ol reasons Inaicatini the undesir Biii£y ot, lack ot 
necessity tor, and risks associated with such a move -- given 
the particular situati ot all liklihood, have 
een ottset b aide trom a relative 

necessary. 

The game mechanism could, perhaps, be improved by attempts 
to better simulate each side's decision-making processes, as 
contrasted with better simulations ot the scenarios, which 

888RB!f - NOFORN 
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always profit from improvement, ot course. In particular, the 
following techniques would have made me feel that the decision­
making process was more "real" and_, therefore, more meaningful: 

a. Assigning "roles" ":, members of each side; tor example, 
the President, Joint Ch:Lclfs of Staff, Secretary of State and 
Defense, etc. This might involve establishing role relation­
ships between senior and staff players as well. 

b. Allowing a larger and more flexible utilization of time; 
for example, more total time 1n discussions but broken down into 
smaller segments more closely spaced. 

* * * * * 
BLUE I TEAM MEMBER: The entire BETA exercise provided one 

of the most lriteIIectually stimulating periods I have witnessed. 
It is remarkable that this participation and personal motivation 
could be induced in such a diverse group of players. 

I am recommending that as many action officers as possible, 
in Air Force Plans, take advantage of the TV presentation, when 
it is available, and see for themselves how the best laid mili­
tary plans can go differently than one anticipates. 

* * * * * 
BLUE I TEAM MEMBER: For 

d as to whether ~~~~rt; • 
; 

,; 

I
I ''..I 

. l, 
_·. 

- , ,·· 
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to cause the other side to •• ·""',._-·_:..·; - : • ~ ... , •• :-~•f'•~·.,:!) •·.-.. ··.\ ..... "'-. 
L 

• ,,,;- I .... ., • 

' . . ,· 
·- ~ 
• _,.. # 

':" J 

-~.., . 
. ~ -;-~· ... ~ 

The play of BETA I highlighted several areas of great im­
portance to the united States in the maintenance of its mili­
tary and political posture in Europe. 

. 
<.-:; 

... . ~ 
..... : .♦,1 - • 

i -. :, ., 

* * * * * 
BLUE I TEAM MEMBER: In BETA I, the Blue ~ad as an ob­

jective, the negotiation of a new status for ·- • . and if 
possible, the negotiation of a settlement to the en iret~=-----:-::~~~1 
problem. However, the Blue team was convinced that meanliig?u! 
-~.!!~otiations could not take place until the moves(- • J 
t 3[~ J had been redressed and the United States appeared to 
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J.J (b)( s ),(f.) 



Page B-26 sanitized in entirety. 

3.3 (b)(5)(6) 



~Edft&l.l'...,,.-NOFORN 3..3(&J( t 

l . ·: · . J Given ~he 8xtr8~1:, ·tavoi-'abTer~i~Hve~ casualtiJ 
figures; plus the indications ot US desperation, I teel the 
Soviet pre-emption was quite logical. 

Al.so, on BETA I, casualty figures given to the Soviet team 

: ~r~~= 
1 
b::!~~t o~ ~o:,~ .,~I,u, :· ;~e L:~~~;~:;:~r~~~ ;;~~,~~~~~ .,.ti.rat -- . 

• . • •. ·.6 ~~ '.:,;.~;:!:~.~~-; - • •,. • ' ' -• . ' . ~;~.. ~ . 
. . • • ,... • ..,.!..,.~,-; 

' • ,. ~~I,. ': 

~ '( • "r-~ • 

.. ~r :./~. 
• J •. • .. . ~ ; 

. . 

" 

·.,-"i: ... ._, 

•' 

-~ ~ • 

... ~.:,' _/;~ .. : . . . . 

The following are some discussions that took place during the 
Red II deliberations: 

a. In the 
strategic 
available 

first move, the Red team questioned whether the 
advantage enjoyed by Blue II would restrict op_tions 
to the Kremlin l~· ... '· .,> n."':"' 00

• p;; * 0 r•·'•:•• •.• .. --:- -- -J ... 
"''IH;::.. •~;.Ji;,¥)• .' liSf \ I • • •• ·: •••. - ·.-~-;·,' 8:?:>.·• ... ~ •• · · • ·•· . : t·-"-t,¥-,...,VSI 

• .,_c Q 

i, 
I' 
expect 

•• - •• , _j·-~~~~!~ II did not 
States to , ·. ,. .. . , . 

"' 7 i;"'': ~ .. _;~ ~ t~ ... 

-· -·- _:..&......:.,_..; -- - • 

c. Discussion arose, during the first move, as to which side 
was more prepared to accept casualties; the Soviets, because ot 

SECREi-- NOFORN B-27 
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r. In the third move, the Red II team discussed, 
the est te of US actions. The team felt that the 
Sta ·-, 

~~#~;r • ~ 

• ~r.t~t-"1,/~ • 

!• ,.,.~.:;'p;~~-·~-r.· ~ 
•·. 

: ':. ... 

I 
. . '., .... " ... -. ... , . . ,.. -
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g. Other debates among the Red II 
of timi.ng and the wording of notes. 
out of these discussions f '· "" ':_·:":¥':!'_ 

[ a ":",-: 1¥A FC, Pj,. f'"t:s+E¢.--(_•r} eew .. __ ,U.f • •.'••'I,: .. 

l ' )"' ·\ ,:"~ • . . : . ::· .. ·.-~I~ tr•-~ •• -·~:~·-:··~:- • -~ ;-

L' ◄ ••• C Q t. cn, r·a 4 ,· -, 2/ s 

In their_second move 
Communists f · ·"' __ , · · .. >°""! ...... ,fQ 

r• ... ◄ . N # =a,s 11s ,.Q.1."':~ ~ , ·' . •. ~ 
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players addressed matters 
Some clever ideas fell 

JG . ,...._,.. • - ----:--~r-J . .. 
. ·.. . 

t1 t t?sn&t
1¥:i • , @ I ' .. • : ..... :~ ~ 

· buf reservea judgment-- •• 
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possibility of war by miscalculat n is ver real. In tact 
many Soviets would su est that a , . •,;• . 
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BETA I & II-67 

SEHIOR ~RITIQUE 

The following comments are extracts from the transcript of 
the Senior Critique 01· BETA I o: lI-67: 

* * * * * * 
GENERAL KEMP: Mr. Secretary, Gentlemen, unfortunately we 

just received word that General Wheeler has been called to 
the White House. Unless he makes it late, we'll have to do 
without the Chairman this afternoon. 

I want to welcome you to the Critique of BETA I & II. The 
interest and cooperation that we've had from all of your 
agencies, in preparation for the game, was certainly very much 
appreciated. The high-level of attendance and the high­
spirited play we had during the course of the game should 
give us many interesting,thought-provoking questions to dis­
cuss here this afternoon. Before we start, I want to remind 
you the principle purpose of the game was consultative, to 
'illuminate some of the major issues and problems, and to raise 
questions for us to delve into later. As usual, we hope that 
some new insights have been gained and that better perspectives 
have been suggested to the players. Without anything further, 
I'll turn it over to Colonel McDonald, Chief of the Cold War 
Division, for a few preliminary remarks before we turn it over 
to the Game Director. 

COLONEL McDONALD: Gentlemen, in defense of the initial 
scenarios that provided the springboard for the exercises, I 
think we should say that basically it was an attempt to play 
a politico-military game and to examine subj.ects related to 
the ABM question In a political-military context. From the 
very beginning, we had no idea of playing a technological 
kind of game or doing the sort of thing that one does with 
operations analysis, or with war games, and I think this is 
an important distinction that we finally came fully to grips 
with in about the middle of the second move. In BETA I, the 
United States did not have an and the Soviets did. 
In BETA II, we sought to convey the idea that the United 
States had a strategic advantage, including an effective· . 

While it might have been very nice if we could have 
had similar situations in both the games and only altered one 

3 .J ( b) ( 5 ) ( r, ) 
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or two parameters --
the operations research 
conclusions or specific 
different worlds. 

,_..,lllllliiii.._.,...8 -- we were not playing 
kind of game to arrive at definitive 
answers. So, we played basically two 

The BETA I world and the BETA II world were drastically 
different and we hoped, thereby, to encompass as much periph­
eral material and related subject matter as we could. We 
initially established a situation of parity, excep_t for the 

_in BETA I. We gav~ the United States a very marked stra­
tegic superiority in B~TA II. Howev~r, in the very first . 
Control projection, to keep the game from turning into a war 
game -- (it was beginning to look a little bit that wa.y,with 
the concentration on weapon options, mixes and hardening 
detail) -- Control provided each team with some firm a.ssump-_ 
tions on comparative f~rst strike ca~ualty figures. These 
gave- the US an inferiof strategic situation in BETA I iri.clud;i.ng 
the lack of an and·it gave the United States a definitely . 

-rior situation in BETA II, .. r ' JIF,,, - ' l 

To head off detailed discussion here,of the military deploy­
ments behind those figures, it should be understood that they 
were only intended to represent the view the teams supposedly. 
had of their own and of their opponent's posture. This was 
intended, and I think it was accepted as sort of a shorthand 
way, by the various participants -- however, lacking in realism 
to describe the relative strategic positions. The figures were 
not produced on the basis of a systems analysis although they 
were intended to represent the results of that kind of analysis. -- -- . 

Gentlemen, the security cl.'\ssification of the d!°scussion 
this afternoon may not exceed rroP SECRET. The game was 
played at the SECRET level~ There are TV cameras recording the 
discussion. Everything that is recorded will, of course, be 
transcribed without attribution and nothing that is said in the 
room will go outside with respect to anybody's opinion or posi­
tion. With that, I'd like to introduce Mr. Seymour Weiss, the 
Director for Combined Policy in the Office of Political-Military 
Affairs of the Department of State, our Game Director. 

MR. WEISS: Thank you very much Colonel McDonald. Gentlemen, 
I'd like to begin our critique this afternoon with very brief 
aummaries of the two games. I think:this will facilitate the 
understanding of those who played on BETA I of what the BETA II 
scenario involved and vice versa; this should help our subse­
quent discussion. 

GEe?rttf NOFORN C-2 
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Before having these briefings, however, I would like to 
make one or two general introductory remarks. In thi·s con­
nection, may I first thank our distinguished group of con­
sultants who participated on Control and on each of the 
teams, Professor Lincoln Bloomfield of MIT, Professor Albert 
Wohlstetter of the University of Chicago, Professor Tom 
Schelling of Harvard, Dr. Joseph Coffey of the Bendix Cor­
poration, Dr. Thomas Wolfe and.Mr. Daniel Weiler of RAND. 
Colonel Robert Ginsburgh of the Chairman's Staff Group, 
participated ~s a member of the Game Directorate and Mr. 
John Ausland, State Department Special Assistant to J-5, 
JCS, served as one of the Team Captain~ In addition, 
Professor Henry Kissinger, Harvard, played a very active 
and constructive role in the game but, unfortunately, he is 
not able to be with us here today; he's in Czechoslovakia 
filling certain commitments that he had previously under­
taken. 

Secondly, as a general comment let me, if I may, say a word 
or two about Control's involvement in the game. Traditionally, 
Control is sort of fair game for all players -- my own partic­
ipation on action teams, in the past, has certainly suggested 
this to me. I would say, however, in defense of the participa­
tion which Control attempted to inject into the game that we 
did, wherever we could, attempt to reserve our involvement and 
to limit the degree of manipulation in advancing the scenario. 
We, of course, did play third countries, a hand of fate, world 
opinion, etc., and though you may not have always recognized 
this to be the case,when you looked at the results of our hand­
iwork, we really attempted to restrain ourselves -- to lean 
over backwards, not to pre-empt play of the ga.rile. Nevertheless, 
I'm sure you'll appreciate that in meshing the wide variety of 
considerations which the teams brought to bear, we had to de­
cide, in certain circumstances, how you would have responded to 
situations where perhaps you gave us only general guidelines, 
or we otherwise had to inject aspects which were designed to 
keep the teams focused on the central consideration, namely the 
effect of the positive strategic balance,rather than permitting 
a drift to other important though relatively less central is­
sues. 

In this connection, for example, when the BETA II game 
seemed to focus more .9.ttention of both the Red and Blue teams 
on the issue of ...., .... -'"~w.ailli..tia for a national'------~~u...""-"' .... ..-.L.!.;.JI 

rather than on the us· USSR confrontation, we took the liberty 
of injecting the a.....- .... ~~~ ..... ~ We feel this was very prof­
itable and we only regret tha ere was not more of an oppor­
tunity to have several moves on that game and to equip you with 
a~ .... ~-- ..... ...w .... ....awhich cquld have played the game rather than 
Control. 3,3{b)l.~){/,) 
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In any event, I must say that we all felt that all ·or the 
seniors took these interjections on our part in the spirit that 
they were intended, that is, as stimulants to the gaming of the 
strategic balance. we, of Control, are very grateful for your 
forebearance. Now, without more delay, I would like to ask for 
our two summary briefings. Cdr Benn, I believe you have the 
first one . 

. Summary of BETA I: See page A-2. 

Summary of BETA II: See page A-8. 

DIRECTOR: Gentlemen, with your permission,I would like to 
identify what we on Control thought were some of the more sig­
nificant issues which were raised in the BETA I game. I hope 
you will address these, but I urge that you by no means limit 
yourself to consideration of the questions that we raise. 
Please raise whatever issues you deem to be of particular sig­
nificance. I do suggest, however, as a means for proceeding 
in an orderly fashion, that we attempt to limit oursel.ves 
initially to the issues which are relevant to BETA! and then 
we will follow this by considering the issues relevant to BETA 
II. Let me then turn to the BETA I game. 

The object of our game was to assess the effect of a given 
strategic balance on the teams' response in a particular po­
litical-military crisis situation and, more sp·ecificall~ to 
assess the effect -- to the extent that this was possible --
of an BETA I, I think, 
raises some interesting ques ons n e oregoing connection. 
First of all, in the face of what was intended to be a highly 
adverse strategic balance the Blue team nevertheless re­
sorted to the use o 

The Red team, 
enjoying the benefit of the aforementione ·favorable strategic 
balance, res onded to the Blue moves in kind -- that is, with 
the use of 

the Red team was prepared to employ 

I think it would be interesting to hear our senior players 
comment with regard to some of the following questions: First 
of all, what im lications can be drawn from the Blue team's 
initial use of •••■ To what extent, for 
example, does it indicate that when faced with a desperate 
situation in which other alternatives seemed most unacceptable 
in this particular game the alternatives which were considered 
by the Blue team as quite feasible would result in the probable 
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political. loss ot Europe in those circumstances, are des­
perate means, including the use ot tactical nuclear weapons, 
more likely to be resorted to? 

Secondly, to what extent did the Blue team concern itselt 

~!;~r!h~ 8 ~~b~~!,~~+s.: ot • 1 rd ~-~n:-e:~e.~~ff ot 1 escalation 

Thirdly, with regard to the Red team, to extent was 
it intluenced in it ess to take ve and 
bold actions its ~:{:-•-.::-. -~, ,,-~,:.,~,,.-. _,.,.-, ,, .. ,., .. _, . 

,r1~:l}!:;~ri~~t&if ;t~liJ,!i~~f \11 it1i~1~\i;1t1lR!~Jf 
• •f. •• •j ••• ;- .N. -~ ' •• ..., ........ ;~ .. • ' . 

' •,V~ ,>J-•, ;;..:.i; ~.J.!•}! r ;", I -;Jt\f••~ • 

·>:)t~~·// ■■111 ;•·:-~~'l':,;f·• ... ~.:.F.f .. • .. ;J'· ,mm1 .. 
tact that Blue had no way ot 

\~t11Pziff!~Wf.i~Ws~rt!!e o~ 
to in Just a moment. There 

•• ' - .... 

.,. 

e an impor an 
questions I'd like to come back 
1s another area somewhat related. 

:• ...... ,.,· 

.. 1ve 
I In a s1mJ.lar vein, Blue thought to 1mp~· s ela.:. 

political bargaining position by employing 

3,J <.bJ l r ,t,) 
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precisely, did it expect to improve 
ts position by this ac? For example, did this imply a 

judgment on Blue's part that Red would not reply in k1.nd; or 
alternatively, if Red were to reply in k1.nd, how did Blue 
feel that its negotiating position would have been improved? 
In any event, it would be interesting to hear some comments 
as to the advantages which the Blue team felt an improved 
negotiating position might have derived tor them in terms 
of the risks which they were prepared to accept. 

In res onse to the actual conti which it raced 
namely, 1..---......., the Red team 
did choose to 
I : ;::C·:l Now, ""'ag-a-%"1n-, -,I!::--'!t,-:-h...,,1-nk._t' ere are interesting 
questions. I wonder tor exam le how Red and Blue la ers 
assessed the 

I think this !~perhaps, sufficient to indicate the wide 
range of questions which the game seemed to us to illustrate. 

I wonder,pow,it we might return to the initial qu~etion -­
namel that which re!?~ve~ ~ound the initial us_: .~~ i ;/ _ ••• -. -:~j 

. _ ] I wonaer it 
we can have some comments on this question? I ~ould just 
suggest that the Captain ot the Blue Action Team might want 
to address himself to this. 

3 .. 3 C.PXl s ),le.) 
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BLUE I: I can obviously speak only for myself which may 
well hive been the case even during the game. I won't suc­
cumb to the temptation to fight this scenario and particularly 
the last move which some of us have grave doubts about; but 
for the sake ot argument, and for the sake ot discussing what 
did happen, I will stick to what happened in the game. 

we understood clearly that the main purpose of this exercise 
was to push a simulated United States team to the wall to see 
what might happen in a world of shrinking options for the 
united States. I guess we gracefully fell into the hole that 
had been dug for us. 

As a result of our estimate of the problem, we took a firm 
stand that reflected, first of all, the very American view ot 
the moral nature of a political coDD11itment and this permeated 
our entire position -- up to the point when we were about to 
abandon it -- I might add. 

Now, the strategy w~ ado~tedt_~ eluding the use of/~-----.c~­
We couldn't preva 
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of the 
game. 

ressing my that President 

I think the United States,in this ga.me,tended to see nego­
tiations as something that only takes place either when the 
enemy is defeated or when we are defeated, rather than as 
another means of achieving political victories,or stalemate, 
or buying time. 

I think we misJudged and underestimated the use of diplomacy 
as part of our strategy and we failed to see that it is not 

3,3 LJ,) ( r ),Cf.) 
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exclusively a function of military power as Nasser, I think, 
proved in 1956 when he noge>tiated "flat-on-his-back" and won 
in a sense. 

DIRECTOR: Thank you very much. I'd like to hear from other 
members of the Blue team. Before we do this Dr. --...----' you might want to just comment briefly on this point. 

RED I: It's quite obvious to everyone that Red held most of 
the good cards in this game. I don't think that, in light of 
this situation ass ed, that the Reds behaved with any 

On the contrary, I would make this 
point -- it was sort of necessary, as we went along, to constrain 
ourselves from really taking more ambitious bites than we ac­
tually did in light of the kind of situation in which we found 
ourselves -- which,if a good simulacrum upon reality, might give 
all of us a good cause for reflection. 

I suppose the basic element, that underlay our position 
throughout, was the feeling that the United States was simply 
not in any position to exercise its strategic options and that 
the costs were so great that the United States was not likely 
to do this. 

Second, the US local position in~-~~.,,,both militarily and 
politically, was so poor tha~ we had major advantages there,so 
that the real problems for us, in a sense, were problems of 
judgment, timing and just how far to push the Americans. There 
were two considerations in this respect, at least, that we 
faced from time to time. One was the feeling -- this was 
partly a .function of the time frame the scenario gave us --
the feel that from s ewhere around 1974 on the United 
States, -~ ·:·~')'•'. ··., - • ·-----.--

8ECRE'f - NOFORN C-9 
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The second consideration was that we had little discussion 
about the irrational element in decision-making. I think we 
all felt that, on a rational calculus, the United States had 
no business behaving in the kind of way that, in fact, she 
did behave in this crisis. We were also aware that she nad 
a great deal ot prestige and position and much at stake and 
that she might act in a somewhat desperate way. I think that 
was one of the considerations that led us to kind ot ease ott 
from time to time. 

Now, the obvious question is -- is this the behavior ot 
Americans or is this good simulated Soviet behavior? I find 
it rather difficult to give a good answer to this question. 
I think that it's perhaps one of the most important questions 
that arise out ot games like this and it underscores what, 
for me, is a lacuna in our knowledge. How does this Soviet 
decision-making process work and how, in circumstances like 
this,are the Soviets apt to respond? Every once in awhile, 
we had to ask ourselves, once we had made a decision, "Is 
that a Soviet decision or is that an American decision?" 

That is the thing that is left with me after this game 
and I think, in my previous game experience, is probably the 
most important thing that has come through -- this necessity 
tor us to somehow or other find a better way to get a handle 
on, not only the machinery of Soviet decision-making, but the 
spirit of it as well. 

DIRECTOR: Thank you. I must say one of the interesting 
facts that impressed itself upon me, which seems to have 
emerged from the game and from this immediate excha.n&!L_h_e_r_e____,_~ 
is this. The Blue team's 

3.J(b)(~), Cc.) 
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In fact, in this game, the ultimate consequences of the 
Blue action was apparently to persuade the Reds that they 
ought to exercise their strategic option somewhat sooner than 
might otherwise have been the case. I wonder if we can hear 
from other members of the Blue team on this aspect? I know 
that you had a number of interesting observations during the 
time I sat in your group. I wonder if you'd like to comment? 

BLUE I: Well, I might discount some of the comments that 
were made by our Chairman because I'm not sure that we went 
through all of the thought-process with which he credited us. 
{IAUGHTER} I must say that I didn't attend the first meeting. 
In looking at the scenario for the second, I almost didn't 
attend that either {IAUGHTER} because I think we found our­
selves in a situation where we had a loss. The question was 
"what kind of loss?" 

As far as my own thinking was concerned, I just had to refer 
back to the mission that had been given us. I the scenario 
it's v~ry simply stated by the President that 

.__......,_._.........:...::-_ ... -....._.,.-,,,....,i. ........ -.....-.-----='--;~-~=----~~· ... J IAUGHTER}. 
pu us, rom e po n of view of domestic psychology, in an 
almost impossible position with the type of reaction that you 
get from the United States public when some element of the US 
forces are in jeopardy. I think a combination of the two fac­
tors, the position in which the limited commitment the US 
force found itself on the Elbe, coupled with the fact that, if 
we were to restore Berlin, we had to make a very dramatic move 

n the context of the scenario led me to ro ose that we use - -

D!RECTOR: Would you care to comment on the extent to which 
your group explicitly focused on the probabilities of escala­
tion and the extent to which this figured in yourdecision­
making process? Perhaps your associates might want to Join 
you. 

BLUE I: • l 

• I 
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DIRECTOR: , did you want to comment on this? -------
BLUE I: --------~ said, he didn't know whether the de­

cision, the Red team took, was an American or Soviet decision. 
I think on our side, I don't know whether it's an American de­
cision or a Blue decision. I have a hunch that if the 90-minute 
period we had, had been either 30 minutes longer, or 15 minutes 
shorter, we might have done something very differently. (LAUGH­
TER} I was almost persuaded by----.,........-.-- to accept the 
diplomatic wisdom and prudence of a military man to take our 
losses and spend 10 years recovering the position, that had 
slipped away from us, by patience. In the last five minutes, 
having committed myself to the interest in som kind of nuclear 
activity, I went along with the,,.,roposal that, 

....._ ____ ......., ______ . _____ .~ I think that, r the group 
dynamics of the meeting had gone differently, we might have done 
very differently. 

I'd 1 ke to em hasize what ______ ._ said; "we did thi.s 
with the~------~~ibecause we couldn 1t think of anything 
else to do tha was active and military". We ~re onfronted 
with the choice between accepting the loss of . , and doing 
nothing -- what..-.-----~ referred to as negotia ng from 
weakness, (I would have said there was nothing to negotiate} -­
expecting that's all the Red team would go for whi~e wondering 
whether anything could be reconstructed out orE:: Z> wondering 
what we would look like all around the world and su fering an 
enormous diplomatic and spiritual loss. Between that and doing 
something, we asked, "What can we do that isn't ridiculous?" 
What we ended up, perhaps, doing was one of the several pos­
sibilities, all or which were ridiculous. 

In judgin~hether we were smart in thinking, 
t·z:t:·:,.::::;z~ posed the risk of wider escalation, so that the 
Red team shoul have "chickened out~ and yet not too much risk 
could be wise to take; th re is no wa of tellin that from the 
game. Either the use of~ ....... ----~----:---- -
I" ::.:1;;; =;;· '!::tJ and was a stake, or it doesn't lead to genera 
thermonuclear war and, in retrospect, it doesn't look risky. 
If we want to end up saying; "it might have led to nuclear war, 
but didn't", it remains arguable. I think it's clear that what 
we did, with Blue and Red, if not Americans and Russians, could 
lead to something perfectly awful, which it did. Where the 
greatest blunder was made, I'm not sure. I suspect it was taking 

L .. •:; :: Jbefore the game opened. (LAU..ilHTER) . The GDR or the 
Russians surely wouldn't have taken[ ___ Jas they did, if they 
had known that, four weeks later, they were going to have to 
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q oge er, e 
ue eam an e Red team blundered 

into a rather dreadful war and I think we should recognize the 
fact that,togethe~ we've compounded an awful lot of mistakes. 

Now,the question of whether our strategic inferiority led 
to the difficulty -- I should have thought that our strategic 
inferiority would have saved us from this enormous Red team 
act of misjudgment. They;..-Miii~-'iliilllii_.Wll~Wl!._l\lli-,""'_.iiil•lilililllillll11 

DIRECTOR: Thank you . 

great deal. 
single point. 

------

, I think, to color our thinking a 
ssed perhaps more than any other 

DIRECTOR: Let me comment on that ...--...----· It somewhat 
surprised Control as well. I think it should be quite clear 

., SBORE'l' - NOFORN C-13 



that this was an action which the Red team itself chose. They 
exclusively chose to inject their forces in the path of an 
anticipated Blue advance. One wonders whether that sort of 
action was related, at least in part, to a feeling of confi­
dence that they had such an enormous strategic advantage that 
they could take very grave risks,feeling that the Blue team 
would have to back down. I just wanted to make it very clear 
that it was not a Control injection. I wonder if we can now 
ask the members of the Red team if they would like to comment 
on a number of these points? 

RED I: I'd like to conunent on the point that was made by 

•iCRil'f - NOFORN C-14 
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DIRECTOR: Mr. 
that? ------ , would you like to comment on 

RED I: I'd like to make just three very brief comments. 
One of them directly relating to •s comment. First 
of all, I'd like to say that, as _a_R_e_d __ t_e_am-member, I think 
one of the things that impressed me, looking back at the game, 
is that I w 

I 

The second point I'd like to mention·is that of the rationale 
for the minority position on the last decision, as to pre-empt 
or not. In the first place, I did.not feel that it was neces­
sary because Blue had chosen to react without attacking the 
Soviet Union itself and without bringing its own territory 
directly into play. This not an real 

The third comment I'd like to just toss on the table is one 
of self-criticism for the Red team. I don't believe we ever 
came up with -- the fact is that we didn't really discuss very 
much -- what our answer might have been to one of the alterna­
tive Blue strategies which I heard referred to in passing as 

3.3(b)tr ),(,) 
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something that perhaps you discussed. This was the idea ot 
cutting your losses drawin back at the line not attem ting 
to ti tit out in -~ 

' . 
which we in Red would not have had the resources o eep pace 
with and match. 

Obviously, any game can't be played in allot the various 
alternative ways, but it would have been interesting, I think, 
to see how that kind of situation would have developed. Sim­
ilarly, we had set as one ot our ob ectives on keeping the 
United States from building up its 

ly provide 
tective way of helping to bring tha art~cular objective 
around. 

DIRECTOR: Thank you very much _____ , Dr. ----· 
RED I: I'd like to make two comments) one which is partly 

_______ •s point, and one which is a question 
Were our actio motivated by 

Now, can't 
that the 

agree with 

as in our me 

.._ ____ ~ ....... u 

ot 

on the tact 
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where we drew it; when they used •-~--:---:--:""7""'--~:--=--:-:--~-._1 
I canit defend that particular po but it seemed like,it 
it wasn't at that point, it would have been a little bit be­
yond that. We might as well do it! 

DIRECTOR: Thank you very much tor those interesting com­
ments. I wonder it we could ask tor a clarification on one 
point. The Blue team members have commented, _____ , I 
think, specifically, that the moves or the o tlons which 
seemed opened to Blue wee under 
best ot circumstances ·------

you saw it? 

BLUE I: Well, I don't know that I'm in a good position to 
comment on this because I tended to be in the minority all the 
way through. (LAUGHTER). 

BLUE I: We adopted all your positions. (LAUGlfl'ER). 

BLUE I: Except tor one. First., I was a "dove" and then I 
was a "hawk" in the sense that I was ver dubious about goin __ _ 

Actuall us a scenario that said that 
oti_.~~+--~---~-------'!'"":"~-.:.i~....., ___ _,,__....:___.:.-, 
essentially; chances would have been very we 
developed it correctly., that we could have used this to bring 
the alliance back together., possibly including the French. 
Anyway., there were a few diplomatic possibilities. 

In phase one, our di lomatic osition was awfull~ s~acked 
&inst us but theJ 

tact, this is the way it turned 
out. 

In phase two., we had no diplomatic position ot any kind; 
we were much worse ott than we were at the beginning -- even 
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w:tth that scenario. There wet half way action 
Now, I under­

stand from the Red side that you had made the decision that 
if we did that, you would have1,-.-....... .;.-.----=~ We lose even with 
that decision which I don't t nk was a good Russian decision 
anyway. (LAUGHTER) We were going to do it,using the hot-line 
and everything else to announce our limited objectives, any­
way. In the second phase, we were really on the run and the 
war was over unless we did something to try to redress the 
balance and play on the Soviet reluctance to go that last 
stage, particularly if we could have hoped that somehow we 
would have redressed the balance a little~-:o-~"'"'""':"'-~--_.._~ 

In the end, I do think the Re decision to pre-
emp , anyway, was one that likely wouldn't be made in the Kremlin. 
But,once committed on this track, then I think we never had 
a negotiating position,unless we had been willing really to 
go further than we did. Just using the tactical nuclear weap­
ons to try to get into Berlin was not enough. 

• DIRECTOR: Those were interesting remarks. I wonder it we 
can get Just a little further one of the 

oints that you mad 

' .. 
3.3(b)( S"),(e,) -:~~ _, _._ ~ ~ 
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BLUE I: As you said earlier, that even without the ABM 
superiority, we would have made the same decisions. 

RED I: It was not because or the actual change or balance 
that would have been effected but what it would have seemed, 
in that case, to suggest as to Blue's intent. The fact that 
Blue was willin to take the 

3.3(b)( ,),(c.) 
DIRECTOR: Gentlemen, as much as I would like to permit this 

part o? the conversation to continue, we really ought to turn 
to BETA II. 

BWE I: 
anybody ever 
to the other 
to you." 

Let me ask you one question about the game. Did 
consider making these contingency plans available 
side? e.g., "Ir you do this to me, I'll do that 

DIRECTOR: Not as far as Control was concerned. There was, 
I think at one point, a suggestive leakage but it didn't mate­
rialize. 

RED I: May I say about a minute and a half worth? 

I think there were a couple or significant points on our 
side that have not been mentioned. First and foremost on 
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The reasons being,principally,that attack 
on Russian territory and that this would redress the principal 
element of our strategic superiority -- so,we had practically 
no argument on our actions. I don't quite understand how a 
"hot-line" would change that decision much either. 

There are a couple of things that I think were left off. 
The first instance we felt that in the ori al situation in 
the scenario, the l.lllfll.!~llillt.M....,.. l:IC:D!!a••·· '1a& a tremen­
dous step torwar for us; world opinion within he communist 
world was behind us as it had not been tor a long time. The 
second thing that consolidated world o inion ains _the 
United States was when they fired the ... ~~- A ma-
jority of us felt, I think, that ther was an element of 
d_esperation there, that had to be watched,. on the side of the 
United States. The biggest debate, I believe we had 
determining what was the threshold whereby we would,...,, ___ _ 
We agreed, ter a lot ot· discussion but without un 

eement, -~~-~--.-. 

DIRECTOR: Thank you. 

BLUE I: May I make one more comment on this? 

DIRECTOR: I'm going to have to ask that this be the last 
comment, however, on this game. 

I think that it's important to recognize,the dif­
ers on these teams were motivated uite differentl. 

SECRET - NOFORN 
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Wherea~you had one team who. would assess this as being signif­
icant and ot very supreme importance, the other tended, in a 
way, to downgrade it completely. The other comment,! think, that 
comes out ot the game and is very important,is the whole ques­
tion of communication between teams. I think a lot ot what 
happened,really would have been avoided, and the whole situa-
tion would have been resolved to both sides favor or a better 
solution than we had, it communication between the two sides 
had been improved. 

DIRECTOR: Thank you very much. I •m sure we share a common 
frustration ot not being able to go on further. There are 
certainly a number of very interesting areas we haven't touched 
on in the BETA I game. Let me, however, dive into the BETA II 
game and raise what, perhaps, was the central message that came 
across to Control and ask for some reactions to ~t. 

I 
I ~N:-•-·~- ~.....-.-~ '~ 

t 
' f 

' 
l 

~ 

.. ' ) " .. ~ ';;_,_ ' .. • ., ... 1 

: • . -~' -~ .. , ,-

.. . ' .. : . . .. -~\ . 
l.,i◄-SS../ .. f6'o:.,.-.- ......... cll/oi9.-.a®-lft-➔-•-... \-tt---< .... t ....... tt.__ ........... , ... ,c.,.,_~---:...._.-~ .......... • .... •~•,._•.._, -...:...:,._.:'.~"-; _};~._i:7f•~•-J::£..•!3.':lti:.:~u.:. -· -·• __ 
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BLUE II: I think when we actually got up against it, we had 
time to consider it more carefully than we had in the second 

second move we were la in essential! a 

lot more careful! d 
move. 

DIRECTOR: Dr. ? --------
BLUE II: At least on that round. 

DIRECTOR: Do you want to conunent further on that line? 

DIRECTOR: In fact, there was a fairly extensive discussion 
in your group with a suggestion that a pre-emptive attack be 
made. Was there not? 

BLUE II: There was. There was complete disarray within the 
group on what to do. I think we had one vote for each. We had 
six players and six different arguments. 

DIRECTOR: I don't know whether anybody who played on that 
game would like to speak on the motivatio~ which suggested that 

3.3(b)( ,),(4) 
...z8B8Hff - NOFORN C-22 



-BEClWY - NOFORN 3.3(b)(S), (<,) 

a pre-emptive attack should be made. I'm sorry that 
isn't here. I know that he participated in this discussion. 

BLUE II: He was fierce! 

BLUE II: They had the misfortune to have a politician on 
the team and I think that I reacted with a typical politician's 
reluctance to change the course ot events. There was one part 
in the scenario ot BE'l'A II that did not impress me. I think 
the Russians are not bad politicians. ?-w contact with them 
has impressed me that they have a pretty good understanding ot 
human nature. In other words,in 1972, we were behind them, 
technically b 1 4 we t catch u. This 
would impe1 

' 

•. 

l _· 

f 

I, ._«·ea.-~-: .""f..---:C'"I.::..-."' : .. , t+•·. 
r 
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I don't know why this point 
and ot course., I don't know 
this point ot view after the 

they would quit at th1.s moment. 
ot view was never given a play., 
what the action group did do to 
senior group retired. 
little hawkish here, and I think that this 
reason • 

and I were a 
was tor good 

. BLUE II: Each time we do something we get more committed 
and,theretore.,are willing to stand more risk. The argument in 
the game wasn't: "Should we limit_how tar we are going to go 
it eveorthing up to that point is wisuccesstul'l" The argument 
was: "How tar do we go in the first step?" Mr. ~------•s 
first step was really., in effect., more peaceful than anybody 
else proposed. He was going to send a m~ssage. The question 
was., what do we do with it at the next point? me ot us 
argued that we should go with it ste -b -ste. 

DIRECTOR: Let me just carry this one step turther but in a 
somewhat opposite direction and along the long line ot Mr. 
_________ , s comment. Control pretty heavil loaded the 
deck so that the Blue team would have been/ -; :. ·-, -;; 
I
• . . **¥ .... thf+.' . • ..... • ...,< ,. ,, .. ·"' 
i ·:..~';;~---~_;~,: ... ~ 

i ~ , ; 
I • 

I .,. ... _ ...... ~ ... ··< .. _ ._. . . +.i"',::1::·/'· , ••. j, fr·"' "; ~ ., ··•,'.-- -·_ ... 
os: s +;$.; , • .,-g·,. .,;, .. > • • .- ·~ ;;· J Do you reel that., 
under the c rcums ances that existed., you would have opted tor 

3.3(b)( t),(<.) • 
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or o you think you were 
determined that you would not repea that particular approach 
to the solution of that problem? I know there was some dis-
cussion in your team on this, Mr. _______ . 

BLUE II: There was nod in the senior team of the 
posslblllty or._-.~-----:~--=~""'"'":-=--":--~~ There was a brief dis-
cussion at the i ven us 
conventi 

BLUE II: You posed two questions; i.e., there might have 
been a conventional response, but it wouldn't have as far 
as fighting the whole war with1.- ...... .._.....,..i..-.i .. ~~--....J 

DIRECTOR: I recognize that distinctly, Mr. 

CONTROL: I must say the teams really outstripped the ex-
pectations of Control because y felt that, if we did 
give them a~~~---'----~~~lj9in this case they'd use 
it and that's the reason we made clear that it was not avail­
able. I think that it's apparent to everyone that the games 
can only test a very little bit, but there are many choices of 
context that you could select which would be relevant and I 
think the game is successful if we just end up with more ques­
tions than we started with. I suspect that this game is al­
ready marked by its success just in this w~. 

3.3(b)( S),(<.) 
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Two alternatives that were examined in BETA II were,namely; 
how would we behave where our troo s were at risk and could 

..... __ we expected some. There was a difference in behav or; • 
I'm still not clear as to just why there wasn't a difference 
in behavior in those two circumstances. Surely we can conclude 
nothing about all of these others. 

BLUE II: I don't remember seeing those contingencies! 

DIRECTOR: I regret that we're not going to be able to 
satisfy the curiosity which, I think,all of us around the table 
have for these very interesting questions which 
raised. I'm reluctant to keep this distinguishe_d_g_r_o_u_p_a_ny __ 
longer, because we're beyond our allotted period of time. 

I would simply make one final conunent before turning this 
back to General Kemp. This was the first attempt that we've 
~ade, in these politico-military games, to assess the strategic 
inter-relationships. In itself, this may have some consider­
able relevance. This is to say, in past periods the over­
whelming US strategic superiority has been taken for granted. 
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We didn't have to have games, presumably, in order to see where 
they would come out. With the growth of the Soviet strategic 
forces, the current high-level of their offensive missile de­
ployment, and their initiation of an.___ I would say that it 
clearly behooves us to analyze the possible political-military 
effects of a relatively lessened US superiority. 

In the same v 

GENERAL KEMP: Thank you. 
of notes of caution. One of 

serious enough 

leave with a couple 
uite obvious. There 

I think we all under­
at situation. 

We have not explored many of the problems that the Director 
mentioned at the start of the meeting. We will attempt, in the 
Joint War Games Agency, to highlight the problems which we have 
missed, as well as those that we have discussed here. We will 
give a great deal of study to them and present them in the 
Final Report and, also, in the film summaries that will be made. 
We expect these to be ready for viewing the latter part of June 
or July. We'll invite senior officials from your agencies to 
see these summaries, sometime in that time period. 

In the absence of General Wheeler, I'd like to express my 
appreciation to Mr. Weiss for the action as Game Director, to 
all of the participants in the game, and particularly to the 
consultants that came in from out of town and, finally, to the 
three CINCs and their staffs_ (CINCNORAD, CINCSAC and CINCLANT) 
who participated throughout the game. Thank you very much, 
gentlemen. 
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BETA I & II-67 

ACTION-LEVEL CRITIQUE 

The following coDDnents are extracts from the transcript of 
the Action-level Critique of BETA I & II-67. 

* * * * * * * 
DIRECTOR: I wonder if we can turn to the uestion of the 

initial use of 
I 

wonder if we may have some connnents on this ques on ust to 
kick it off? Perhaps the Captain of the Blue action-level 
team would like to give us the insights that he gained? 

BLUE I: This is a form of Divine retribution for me be­
cause I've always managed to stay off teams and run Control 
Groups, thus doing everything I could to make life agonizing 
for American teams to see how tar they could be pushed and 
how much we could make them sweat. Fo ears I've tried in 

to force the teams over the 

~~---~---------~,,,..-.-~-~,.J I think • 
what you really want s a moo of self-criticism, particularly 
since our team was rather sharply divided. I don't know wheth­
er this can be said during the Senior Critique this afternoon, 
but I'm certainly going to say it this morning. (IAUGHTER). 
The Blue team wasn't divided vertically; it was divided hori­
zontally. Maybe you can advise me how to handle that state­
ment this afternoon. 

Now, without fighting the scenario or fighting Control, I 
guess the only technical question about the game, before I 

e,e aw further co::: •;i ":ould tbs soviet team have . · · I to make a fourth 
move, so to speak,; : 0 hav ng Contrcil make it tor them?" 
I'm not sure that question is worth too much ;•s;:uolon, we 
should assume that the Soviet team would have i 
otherwise there's nothing to discuss -- Blue wou haven. 
Assuming that Red would havei ·1 then, let me 
address myself briefly, and others can connnent, as to what 
happened in fact. 
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The United the 

Why the Red team didn't follow their own doctrine in h s 
matter, I'll never know. 

DIRECTOR: Yes, you will! (LAUGHTER). 

BLUE I: Given this general move, which we had and which 
was the basis for our positions, we took a very firm stand on 
the~-------awhich reflected three things: First, a very 
American sense o the moral nature of our political commit­
ments and, I think, this is as important as the strategic ex­
change ratio in the American view of things. Secondly, con­
fidence, as I've just explained, that the Soviets would remain 
de erred from an calculation of or deliberate launching of, 

the Soviet Union and the 
were wron about that. 

·l 

' I think, in rea e r a ey were ryfngJ to- • 
play a rather low posture strategy, once they grabbed what 
they set out to grab, but we wouldn't get down to low posture 
with them. 

I don't think we were wrong because, rationally, the So­
viets took a completely different view of the situation. I 

3.3(b)( O,(f.) 
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think our strategy failed because both sides mis- erceived or 
sunderstood the nature of the articular moves 

it 
were, that I quarreled moment ago. 

So far as the States 
t referred~-'""l""--"""""""~!"""'""""'---~•,._llll'll..,....,..~_;;,..;;.;;;:...:.,;;;~...., 

then went back and read 

3.3(b)( S),( f.') 
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DIRECTOR: Thank you very much for your very provocative 
comments. I'm sure they will stimulate a number of thoughts 
but I think we ought to give the other team a crack back at 
you. Go ahead, Red I. 

RED I: I should observe at the beginning that, since I 
wasn't on hand for the last move, I'm going to have to call on 
whoever was Captain of our team, during that period, to fill 
you in on why Red I went to the automatic pre-emptive strategic 
attack. 

Let mesa to the 
the 

Isn't that correct? 

Underlining the selection of our strategy, we were really 
very much su ris d that the Unit~~ S~ates didn't adop the 
strategy of._______________ ~--~~ We 

3!:Gft!Jf - NOFORN C-31 
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RED I: To begin with, there was a difference ot opinion, -as 
you noticed from our Red moves. There were those who felt 
that we did not have to use pre-emptive action at this stage 

h 

SECREi- - NOFORN C-32 
3.3(b)( r),C c.) 



i 

I 
j 

SECRE1'- NOFORN 3.3(b)(;),(c.) 

DIRECTOR: I think that's interesting. Could you amplify 
on just one point? You said that you thought the Red team had 
a general feeling of' confidence f'rom its ABM protection, as 

protection 
you were 

portrayed in the scenario. Did-you discuss that 
as distinct from the overall strategic advantage 
given? 

{_Th __ ., .... ~ .... • p.;.,'..,.oi..;.n-:t;..,.,;..m;..ia..':id..l..le ........ b·1y~tiililh~e~S-e..r.~--~-Mil:i.:.; .... ·~·:....w .... a.:.:.s....i:..,\-h-a~t-w"'"'"e ...... w""'~-u-l-d--needles s1tEfople ~ -
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expose ourselves to a possible failure. Our original proposal 
was for a much wider demonstration and, of course, on that 
basis you had a great deal more to lose than you had to gain. 
We felt we could stage the demonstration with Warsaw Pact ob­
servers in a number of ways so that we wouldn't expose our­
selves to any particular risk and still gain the benefits of 
the political exploitative method. 

DIRECTOR: One of my colleagues has a comment. 

DIRECTORATE: That was al:efdy ip SQQRi4etH:t1A0, _10 YC1_S!" 
j pg t.§e M rf0~nce between al•----llfllllll!!!lfll __ :; ... -al!II--.------~--'• 1.: ; ; ; ;; My impression, an4! rim not going to argue the 
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point because it is somewhat debatabl 

This did not have any apparent effect on 
e son to retaliate. I find it a bit difficult 

to reconcile thi.s, in consideration of the emphasis whi.ch the 
~am has suggested was given to the effectiveness of their 

simultaneously, but I 
we could just have an 
question? 

ec e 
means somewhat later. 

m sorry, 
wasn a e to sit in on 
don't know how you felt. I wonder if 
exchange on the significance of that 

( BLU~ Ii fis is referring to the question of the att&ck on 

RED I: I know; but I'm relatin~ that to an attack from.] 
as opposed to the_; ; tt :, .: = _ 1 ;;:;;; = _ 
those two cases. 

BLUE I: I think the issue probably is whether the strategic 
calculatlons.;/AAlii•"-'~~""'i--1""-~"-"alil..lii~_.._. ..... .._.MiiliAMilii~._ .. 

S ~Qilftn - NOFORN 
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moves would 

think, se 

DIRECTOR: I think that's an important point. Do you want 
to comment on this? 

DIRECTORATE: I reall think that the strategic 
has o 

RED I: I think we also felt that it. ~~[i difficult tr 
ri•:tguish a pre-emptive attack from e-~§ZZ: ; 

BLUE I: We were going to phone you! (LAUGHTER). 

DIRECTOR: Mr . , did you want to comment on this? -----
BLUE I: I would like to comment on another point to bring 

out another debate which really lay underneath our difference 
in views within the Blue group. First of all, I think the 
strategic inferiority permeated our whole thinking. We clearly 
understood that we were in an inferior position and, at least 
through the first two moves, our principal objective was to try 
to get ourselves into a better bargaining position. 

The strategy of diplomacy really predominated in our first 
two moves. During the first move, there was one member, and 
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move. 

BLUE I: This wasn't very fully developed but, I think, 
o oint envisa ed two ossibilities. On hat this 

better negotiating pos 

S!eft!l'f- • NOFORN C-37 
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that point, it seemed a 
were in at the end of 
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~ove II. We felt that both sides would want to call a halt 
and there would be just as much pressure on the Soviets, to 
aall a halt, as there would be on us. What we didn't envision 
was the Red response that actually occurred. 

DIRECTOR: Col ? -----
BLUE I: I think it's important that not only were we feel­

ing Inferior in our strategic posture but it was a basic under­
lying assumption that, once in this inferior position, we would 
not be able to catch up. There was nothing to be gained by 
procrastination. 

DIRECTOR: You mean within the emergency period as distin­
guished from the longer term. 

BLUE I: No, I mean in the longer term. We saw no advantage 
in having a war two years later. 

DIRECTOR: That's interesting because we perceived it exactly 
t~e opposite. 

im of 

RED I: I think we underestimated the Blue moves every time. 

BLUE I: Incidentally, on that point, one 
noted on the Blue team was that there wasn't 
vantage to R d . ~ ·'"'''"' *:' {'* •--

therefore 

of the things we 
marked ad---- .... - ,_.,.....,._. 

DIRECTORATE: I think it should be brought out that there's 
quite a difference between BETA I and BETA II in this respect . 

SiCR!f - NOFORN C-38 . 3.3(b)(f),(c.) 
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The sudden discovery, in both cases, that the 
better than it appeared was dictated by the fact....,~~ 
noticed it in two scenarios in BETA I and BETA II. In one 
case, only Red had it and in the other case both had it. In 
neither case is it effective at all. It is a little hard to 

;
ee~ :hen. how lou were going to test the consequences ot the L;_ 45 

- 3 The assumption was therefore, made 1n 
ot games and boffi scenarios that the . --,but 

it meant something quite difte ent in ~ I. It was ncrl. 
really terribl effective and 

RED I: We tended to take the higher ends of the uncer­
tainties as the possible outcome. 

DIRECTOR: I think the point that the Red player Just made 
is very significant. As I understand it, you said you were 
surprised by the aggressiveness ot the Blue move at ea stage 
of the Now artl, this was intended by Blue. 

I'm not sure a s necessarily the cone us on o 
but it's certainly one ot the implications. 

alluded to 

<,RED I: ---1_ not onll!' think that 

B~eft& - NOFORN C-39 
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DIRECTORATE: I think this is a related comment. It seemed 
to me that, from both the course of play and specifically from 
what has been said each side tended to t 
the im ession that • 

BLUE I: don't think it quite worked 
two ver different arenas b 

iii0RB'f •- NOFORN c-4o 
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States thought it had, in terms ot the consensus that the Blue 
t~am reached. I tried to suggest, be re that I'm not con­
vinced or that self in retros ect. 

DIR!CTOR: I wish we had more time to examine that question 
and other Issues but, perhaps, that can come up in our after­
noon session. I do want to exercise my prerogative as Director 
to make Just one last comment on BETA I then switch our at­
tention to BETA II. This goes back to something a Blue I 
member said, in his initial comments, which struck me rather 
forcefully, having been rather rectl involved as I was 
in helping to pull together the 

I hope you'll make your point again, during the Senior 
Critique, and if ybu do, I'll promise to make mine again, 
because this afternoon ~e'll have some or the Seniors who 
were deeply involved in the _game and to whom...I. ~a. reporting 
at the time we were ,, 

I 

B!eft!? s. NOFORN 
• • • 
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DIRECTOR: Perhaps, 
BETA II, c uld we have 

, 3.3(b)(S'),l<-) 

for a point of departure in 
comment on the reasons wh B 

DIRECTORATE: On Control, we heard summaries or the 
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DIRECTOR: Let me come back to you in one second. There 
was a related comment from the other side of the room. 

BLUE II: I was on the third move and, in some sense, 
are inse arable. I think I can sa 

. ' 
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DIRECTOR: 

BLUE II: Well, before we could answer that question, we'd 
have to go down the list of other US interests. 

DIRECTOR: You didn't discuss this with your group though? 

of course, in 

DIRECTOR: Would anybody else like to comment on this? 

DIRECTOR: I wonder if members of the team would Just 
s eculate a bit about the next move. As I recall it, your ,, 

'"SECft:8'11:s-NOFORN c-44 3.3(b)( i"), (C.) 
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I'm not sure the 
question that was originally 

: BLUE II: I'd like to take a crack at that to get things a little bit in balance from what's been said so far, if 
you'll pardon my saying so. For one, I don't think the Blue 
team ever ver seriousl 

DIRECTOR: Do you want to comment on that? 

DIRECTORATE: The last comment, really, is relative only 
to whether Blue ondered the move the s not whether 
the made it. 

I'd be interested in a comment thou hon this fact: 

--sgcRgi;._, NOFORN c-45 
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DIRECTOR: That's a good question. Do you want to take a 
crack at that? 

BLUE II: I can't talk in detail about what someone else 
has said. 

DIRECTOR: Well, I think you can put the general question 
though, Individually, without speaking for others. Do you 
eel that ou would have been inhibited in thats uation 

I think, 
in the simplest terms, is the essence of the question. 

~~ECftff - NOFORN c-46 
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DIRECTORATE: 

DIRECTORATE: 

CONTROL: I'd like to ask the Blue team a few questions. 
In your contingency move, Move II, what casualties did you 
really assess the United States would have? 

BLUE II: I think this is the answer to both your question 
and the previous question. It's re 
Move II and Move III 

c-47 
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BLUE II: That's quite right, 

RED II: I was fascinated at the extent to which the 
teams had been thinking differently. 

and that is: 

DIRECTOR: May I ask for some fairly brief responses? 
We're beginning to run over our allotted time and I don't 
want to keep you all too much longer, although there are 
many other interesting questions. 

RED II: I think 
in the wa 

sseM:'f' - NOFORN 

the difference 

on the other hand, thought that 

c-48 
3.3(b)( r), C,) 



'869Pt!!'f • NOFORN 
JS 3.3(b)(~),(<.,) 

DIRECTOR: That's interesting. We have time tor one more 
brief question. 

DIRECTORATE: At the risk or flogging our already stag­
gering horse, may I ask a related question and, perhaps, 
we can even answer it by a show r hands which is the 

uickest and least sub ective? 

hands? 

BLUE II: I don't think there's anybody. (LAUGHTER) 

DIRECTORATE: How many would not have changed their 
opinion ot the undesirability or a pre-emptive attack even 
if you had a better ABM system? 

BLUE II: I don't think the ABM system has the slightest 
effect on our decision. 

Some ot you, tor reasons ot the positions 
othesis or an 

McNamara puts in the 

JS 3.3(b)( r),(<-) 
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BLUE II: No. Give me a number! 

DIRECTORATE: That's it it's on the order of either 
nothing!-------~--_,_ ___ ....... _ ........ "":""""~:----::---,,._J 

Now, suppose they were your expectation in one c se; 
and in the other case it was 
~~:-:-:=~--:-::;~~:---::::-:::-::=~~;-:-:;-:::--r~N~o~w~,~w~o~u~l:.d that have any 
effect, at all, on your decision .._ ____ _ 

DIRECTOR: I see different shakings of heads. 

BLUE II: I personally would still have made a 
-"--=-.,..;.;;;,i 

DIRECTOR: We're going to be in a position to further 
explore some of these questions this afternoon with the 
Seniors. I hope a good number of these same questions 
will come up for additional discussion. It is perfectly 
obvious that we can only scratch the surface in the time 
available to us this morning. 

I would like to make one final comment, though, before 
turning·this meeting back to General Kemp. I think there 
was, maybe, some significance to be drawn from the fact that 
this is the first game, as far as I am aware in which we 
have attem ted to ame the affect of 

In the same vein, I think this was the first 
to cqnsider the 1m lications 

..eeexz1·- NOFORN C-5O 
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In any event, I'm sure all 
o us could submit variables to both games, to those that 
Control played around with, and perhaps we can have additional 
games to examine some of these. Now, let me tum this meet­
ing back to General Kemp. 

GENERAL KEMP: First, gentlemen, at the risk of runnin 
into the problem of definitions, I'd like 

and express his appreciation, as well as my own, 
for the participation of those people who might not be here 
this afternoon. 

I'd like, also, to say that, obviously, we're going to 
end up this afternoon with a great number of unanswered 
and undiscussed questions. Along those lines, I hope that 
our review of the game and the final video presentation, 
plus the Final Report, will consider many of these items 
and I'd like. to urge again that all of you take a look at 
our video presentation; probably in late June or sometime 
in July. Tom, do you have anything else to add? 

COLONEL McDONALD: Just a reminder that those pieces of 
paper In front of you are intended for your use in writing 
down the other thoughts that remain in your mind right now. 
I believe we'll put them into the Final Report. 

DIRECTOR: Thank you all very much. 

GENERAL KEMP: Thank you, gentlemen . 

.., 8i!!Oll!iW , · NOFORN C-51 
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BETA I & II - 67 

The BETA - 67 games were prepared and conducted under the 
supervision of Colonel Thomas J. McDonald, USA, Chief, Cold 
War Division, Joint War Games Agency, Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, with extensive assistance from many 
personnel of the participating agencies and commands. The 
Project Officer was Lt Col Lyle E. Mann, USAF, Member, 
Politico-Military Branch, CWD. 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

The following individuals participated in BETA I & II - 67: 

Game Directorate 

Mr. Seymour Weiss, Director for Combined Policy, 
Director Office of Politico-Military 

Affairs, Department of State 

Dr. Joseph I. Coffey National Security Studies Manager 
Bendix Aerospace Systems Division 

Dr. Albert J. Wohlstetter Department of Political Science 
University of Chicago 

Mr. Daniel M. Weiler The RAND Corporation 

Col Rober~ N. Gins burgh Chairman's Staff Group, Office 
of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff 

Team Captains 

Mr. John c. Ausland 

Dr. Lincoln P. Bloomfield 

Dr. Henry R. Kissinger 

Dr. Thomas w. Wolfe 

= 8 8NFi Dii!TI A J 

State Department Advisor and 
Special Assistant tb J-5 

Center for International Studies 
Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology 

Center for International Affairs 
Harvard University 

The RAND Corporation 
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BETA I & II - 67 

SENIOR PARTICIPANTS 

MGen R. B. Allison, USAF. • • • • • • • • • • JCS (CSSG) 

Honorable Joseph W. Barr • • • • • • • .... Treasury 

LGen Marshall s. Carter, USA. • • • • • • • • NSA 

USIA • • • • • • . . . . . . Mr. Richard T. Davies 

LGen John J, Pavis, USA • • • • • • . . • • . ACDA 

MGen Russell E. Dougherty, USAF .. • • • • . . OASD/ISA 

MGen w. T. Fa1rbourn, us~c. • • • • • • • • . JCS (J-5) 

Mr. Daniel J. Fink. • • • • . . . . . . • • . DDR&E 

. ACDA Mr. Adrian s. Fisher. 

~- Raymond L. Garthoff 

• • • . . . • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • State 

General Wallace M. Greene, Jr., USMC .. • • . USMC 

Dr. Morton H. Halperin .. . . . . • • 

General Bruce K. Holloway, USAF 

General Harold K. Johnson, USA. 

• • • 

• • • 

• • .. OASD/ISA 

USAF • • • • 

• • • . USA 

Mr. Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr. . . . • • • • • . . White House 

• 
Mr. Jeffrey C. Kitchen. . . 
Ambassador Foy D. Kohler .. 

LGen H.J. Lemley, Jr., USA 

. . • • • • • • • State 

• • • • • • • • . State 

• • • • • • • • • USA 

VAdm Vernon L .. Lowrance,. USN . 

General John P. McConnell, USAF 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

. DIA 

. USAF 
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RAdm W. M. McCormick, USN·~ . 

MGen John B. McPherson, USAF 

. . . . •- . . . . 

. . . . . . . . 
Dr. Vincent V. McRae . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, USN .. . . . . 
General Joseph J. Nazarro, USAF ...... . 

Mr. John R. Petty ............. . 

General Raymond J. Reeves, USAF ...... . 

Admiral Horacio Rivero, USN ........ . 

Mr. Hewson A. Ryan .......... . • • 

Professor Thomas C. Schelling ..... . 

Dr. Herbert Scoville, Jr .. . . . . . . . . . 
Dr. Ivan Selin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Mr. Walter J. Stoessel . ,. . . . . . . . . . . 

JCS (SAAC) 

JCS (J-3) 

White House 

CINCLANT 

CINCSAC 

Treasury 

CINCNORAD 

USN 

USIA 

Harvard Univ. 

ACDA 

Q_ASD/SA 

State 

VAdm Rufus L. Taylor, USN .......... CIA 

.VAdm Waldemar F. A. Wendt, USN 

General Earle G. Wheeler, USA 

. . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . 

D-3 

USN 

JCS 



COIJPIDENIIAL 

.BETA I & II - 67 

ACTION-LEVEL PARTICIPANTS 

Mr. Robert w. Bean ... . . . . . . . . . . . Treasury 

BGen J. S. Billups, Jr., USA 

• Col David W. Borchert, USAF 

Capt H. T. Cruser, III, USN 

Mr. Daniel I. Davidson ... 

LCol John B. Desmond, USA 

Dr. Ronald L. Easley .... 

. CINCNORAD 

. CINCSAC 

. CINCIANT 

State 

. . JCS ( J-3) 

Capt August W. Elliott, Jr., USN .. 

. . . . . DDR&E 

....... JCS (CSG) 

Mr. Harold A. Feiveson .... 

Col Thomas L. Fisher, II, USAF. 

Col Robert W. Fye, USA .... 

. . . . . . . . ACDA 

. ........ OASD/ISA 

. ....... JCS (J-5) 

Mr. Sidney M. Graybeal. . . . . . .... ACDA 

Capt C.H. Griffiths, USN ............ USN 

Mr. Joseph w. Hanson ............... USIA 
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Mr. Jerome Kahan ..... . . . . . . . . . . 
Capt Sanford L. Knotts, USN 

Mr. James F. Leonard'. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Mr. Charles S. Lerch ........ . 

Col Haakon Lindjord, USA .......... . 

Capt J. O. Mayo, USN . . . 
BGen Everett A. McDonald, USAF . . . . . . . . 

. . . ACDA 

. . . JCS ( CSSG) 

. . . State 

. . . DDR&E 

. . . OASD/ISA 

. . . State 

... USAF 

Mr. Harland B. Moulton. . . . . . . . . .. ACDA 

LCol John W. Parchen, USMC ............. USMC 

Col Marcus L. Parsons ............... JCS (J-5) 

Mr. Robert G. Pelikan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Treasury 

Col Burr J. Randall, JR., USA ........... JCS _(SAAC) 

Mr. Marlin W. Remick . . . . . . . . . . • • . USIA 

Col Ira B. Richards, Jr., USA . . . . . . . . . . . ACDA 

Mr. Kenneth E. Roberts ..... . . . . . . . . OASD/ISA 

Col William F. Scott, USAF ... . . . . . . . . . . USAF 

Mr. Albert L. Seligmann . . . . . . . . . . . . . . State 

Mr. Leon Sloss .. . . . . . . . 
Col D. K. Stevens, USA. 

Col Harold A. Strack, USAF .. 

LCol Gordon Sumner, Jr., USA. 
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Mr. Vladimir Toumanoff 

Mr. Hugh W. Wolff ... 
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GAME STAFF ORGANIZATION 

{COLD WAR DIVISION, JWGA) 

Game Staff Representative 
Control 
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