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DESIGN CRITIQUE 

TRUE VICTORY 
Wellington's Victory as State-of-the-Art Napoleonics 
by John E. Koontz 

Seldom do I get an article as thoughtfully 
written as this one. Mr. Koontz has obvious
ly done his homework and has a great deal of 
sensitivity for the practical as well as 

. theoretical aspects of designing historica l 
games. I had Frank Davis (designer of Well
ington's Victory) read the piece and he, for 
the most part, agrees with the comments 
therein. RAS 

Wargaming with Napoleonic miniatures is as 
venerable as the comparatively recent dates 
of subject and topic will permit. Boardgames 
for the period are more recent phenomena, 
however, especially at a tactical level. 
Significantly, the earliest Napoleonic board
game was Waterloo (Avalon Hill, 1961). In 
my own opinion, the use of a straightforward 
adaptation of the operational approach of 
the time was not a notable success here. 
Simulations Publications, Inc's operational 
simulations of the battle and campaign begin 
in 1971 with Napoleon at Waterloo, and they 
reached their greatest development with the 
Napoleon's Last Battles Quad (1976) . 
However, also published by Simulations 
Publications in 1971 was Grenadier, the first, 
I believe, of the commercial tactical board
games on the period. It was innovative and 
historically important, but, among other 
shortcomings, it was handicapped by a 
miniatures-derived company level orienta
tion without the necessary attendant restric
tions on combinations. Since then, 1974 has 
seen Game Designers' Workshop's seminal 
Torgau (Seven Years War) with its regi
mental counters, formations represented as 
states assumed by the counters, step reduc
tion, and morale checks, bringing us to 1975 
and Martial Enterprises' La Bataille de la 
Moskowa, which, I suppose was directly 
responsible for the appearance in 1976 of 
SPI's own Terrible Swift Sword (American 
Civil War) and Wellington's Victory, 
together with concomitant widespread recog
nition of the new boardgame genus of the 
early modern period grand tactical wargame . 

V,lith mention of Wellington's Victory, 
designed by Frank Davis, I have reached my 
subject and returned to Waterloo. This 
abru pI and epic end of the N apoJeonic reality 
and commencement of the legend has cap
tured the attention of theorists, historians, 
and armchair commanders ever since, to the 
extent that among the Napoleonic board
games approximately half concern them 
selves with the battle itself or with some 
portion of the campaign. Inevitably, people 
will ask why we need another Waterloo 
game. Certainly the question is commercially 
meaningless; some subjects cannot be over-

done, and, of course, since La Bataiffe the 
grand tactical approach is at least momen
tarily popular in itself. Yet the existence of 
Wellington's Victory can be justified other
wise as well. Of the other Waterloo simula
tions, the most successful have dealt with an 
operational level and the entire Belgian 
front, as in Napoleon's Last Battles or 1815: 
Waterloo (Game Designers' Workshop, 
1976). Wellington's Victory is at once the 
best simulation yet of the actual engagement 
on the Brussels road - once the maneuver
ing had ceased - and t.he best tactical 
Napoleonic boardgame yet designed. 
My intent in the rest of this article is to 
discuss the merits of Weftington's Victory as 
a tactical simulation of Napoleonic warfare 
and of Waterloo, subject to the conditions 
that no practical commercial game product 
ever fills the bill as it true simulation and that 
historians do nOt really know enough to sup
port such a simulation anyway. In passing I 
will touch on several suggestions for tactical 
play, trying to avoid duplicating the excellent 
Player's and Designer's Notes . Following 
this, I will try to indicate where the game's 
order of battle might be improved, based on 
my own research, ending with a few direc
tions for further effort in Napoleonic tactical 
games. 

Before continuing, it may be desirable to give 
a brief description of some of the game's 
more salient features, in order to assist those 
who are unfamiliar with it in reading what 
follows. It is, in many respects, typical of 
early modern grand tactical games at present. 
The counters represent infantry battalions, 
cavalry regiments , batteries of guns, skir
mishing companies, artillery crews, and 
staffs at the brigade level and above. 
Casualties are taken by inverting staff 
counters or by placing chits under other 
units. There is a strong emphasis on com
mand control of movement. Morale con
siderations govern utilization of troops, with 
casualties, rout of neighbors, and cavalry 
charges being the usual causes of morale 
checks. The cavalry charge subsystem is ex
tensive, while to a degree greater even than in 
Torgau, infantry's formation affects its 
capabilities. Skirmishers are important . 

Each combat unit is characterized by a 
strength (in hundreds or in guns), a move
ment value, and an effectiveness (a measure 
of original quality made current by modifica
tions for casualties, formation, and other cir
cumstances) . Each piece has further an iden
tity and a place in the command chain. Melee 
capabilities are based on strength and current 
effectiveness; fire capabilities on strength, 
formation, and original effectiveness; target 
class, on formation and terrain; morale, 

upon current effectiveness. The rationale of 
these last will be taken for granted. 

The accuracy and esthetic appeal of Welling
ton's Victory are greatly en hanced by a fairly 
unique map done in a contour style with five ' 
shade-distinguished levels. The particular 
virtue of this system is that, combined with 
the line of sight rules, it permits units to take 
cover in the folds of the terrain, that is, in t.he 
washes and at the bases of the slopes, in a 
fashion very characteristic of the battle. The 
latter was possible because of the convex 
cross-sections of the slopes. It is difficult to 
see how this situation might have been con
veniently simulated otherwise. Another good 
feature of the terrain analysis is the very sim
ple and elegant classification scheme - into 
hard, soft, and clear terrain - and the simple 
interactions of this scheme with movement, 
formations, stacking, and target classes. This 
has been an area of much irregularity and 
complexity in other attempts . 

An aside on a physical systems question may 
be acceptable here. Two unfortunate 
features of the map design result from their 
size. First, while the Hougomont and La 
Haye Sainte scenarios occupy between them 
an area equal to the area of only a single map 
sheet, the requirements of the full battle 
scenarios scatter them across two and four 
map sheets, respectively. A fifth sheet for 
these scenarios might have been one solu
tion. Second, while the several recording 
tracks and the charts have been helpfully 
placed in the margins and corners, it is 
precisely these areas which the enterprising 
gamer with limited table space will fold 
under, rendering them inaccessible. Fortu
nately, separate combat results tables are 
provided, but the recording tracks and the 
turn sequence synopsis would have to be 
copied. One might add to them a synopsis of 
the morale penalties and the morale checking 
procedure, as well as the die rolls for leader 
casualties . 

The counters for Wellington's Victory are 
quite striking. While the scheme has ap
parently been chosen with an eye toward 
assisting the Anglo-Allied player in identify
ing his various contingents and their proper 
places in the command chain, care has been 
taken to adhere roughly to the historical 
uniform hues, except in the case of the Dutch, 
who are the green of the Nassau troops. The 
Prussians and the French are both shades of 
blue, and, while it is not possible to confuse 
these two and the Dutch, as the original par
ticipants did, this is a marked improvement 
over the "Prussian Green" hawked in some 
quarters. A bonus of the colors and the over
printed formation marking system is that 



battle situations photograph well in color, 
even at a distance . 

The combat results tables are remarkably 
good, and, though large, the only time con
suming process invqlved in their use is the 
computation of differential troop effec
tiveness for shock combat. The primary 
function of shock combat is the historical 
one of compelling the defenders to give up 
possession of their position. [ts main effect 
on formed troops is not to cause casualties, 
but to seize critical positions (such as the oc
cupied buildings and hedgerows of the 
Waterloo field and, above all, the ridge) and 
to inflict disorder and panic . The major 
casualties are caused by firepower or attacks 
on unformed troops, as was the case 
historically. Another very good feature of 
the combat rules is that attacks are always 
conducted from a single hex to a single hex, 
reflecting the limited range of musketry, the 
difficulty of oblique fire, and the restrictions 
imposed by unit frontages. It is worth noting 
Mr. Davis' statement that his fire combat 
results table is based on B.P. Hughs' 
Firepower, a study of the effectiveness of 
period weapons. 

A major component of the game system is 
the interleaved, assymetric turn sequence, a 
consideration in planning any course of ac
tion. The French, for example, can declare 
cavalry charges only in their Command 
Phase, for execution in their next Shock 
Phase, before which the Allies may use their 
own Formation and Movement Phases to 
react defensively by forming squares, posi
tioning batteries, and setting up their own 
cavalry for opportunity countercharges. 
Some ofthe pieces that they would have liked 
to have used may have routed, though, and 
all movement in the fan-shaped Charge Zone 
projected by a stack of charging cavalry is at 
double cost. These problems reflect the in
timidating effect of a cavalry charge and the 
relatively greater speed of the cavalry's ad
vance. Cavalry itself checks morale before 
ch arging. Thus, increasing casualties 
decrease the likelihood of a successful 
charge, representing the wearing effect of use 
on cavalry's stamina. This mechanism com
bines with the low initial effectiveness ratings 
of certain Allied cavalry units to simulate 
their historical unwillingness to charge. 

The Allies as well as the French must face the 
problem of their opponent being able to res
pond in some degree to their charges, this 
problem resulting only from the interleaving 
of both sides' phases. In fact, the placement 
of the Movement Phases before the opposing 
Shock Phases serves to replace a retreat 
before combat system. The assymetry, 
however, affects the French particularly, 
leaving them vulnerable after their Shock 
Phase during the two mutual Fire Phases 
(Artillery and Infantry) while the Allies may 
move off after their Shock Phase during their 
own Movement Phase, preceding the French 
Shock Phase. This leaves the French, who 
are generally attacking, exposed in the Fire 
Phases, if they fail to rout their opponents or 
reach a covered position. On the other hand, 

the Allies cannot take advantage of their 
Movement Phase to position themselves for 
a cavalry charge, as can the French, since 
they could then be fired at by French artillery 
before their attack was declared. This tends 
to relegate them to a more passive role. 
In summary, the formal placement of the 
Fire Phases in the game turn's middle is mis
leading, since the succession of turns leads to 
an effective sequence of French Movement, 
Allied Shock, Allied Movement, French 
Shock, followed by mutual fire attacks. 
While such a sequence might not suit every 
Napoleonic battle, for Waterloo it does tend 
to do no more than reinforce the traits in
herent in the armies, and, as Mr. Davis 
points out, it is less crippling for the French 
than was the historical situation, in which 
they had to move while in the dark as to the 
disposition of any of Wellington's army ex
cept for his main line of artillery, visible on 
the ridge crest. 
Another point to observe regarding the turn 
sequence is that the French pay for their ac
tive brigades first, so that they must maintain 
an edge in amount of unexpended morale 
points. A tie would be their loss by demoral
ization. 

While the alternating firing of the mutual 
Fire Phases is supposed to prevent concen
tration on a single unit and reduce fire fights 
to nearly simultaneou-s local duels, it is 
unfortunate that the rules read to permit 
players to optimize their fire with a view to 
firing first where they might otherwise not 
get a chance. I recommend that, before play
ing, the players agree to follow some pro
cedure similar to that "suggested" in the 
rules. In the final analysis, though, nothing 
will prevent a side from passing up non
crucial areas to arrive first at the crucial one. 
This area seems to need further develop
ment. 
The rather small movement allowances, 
relative to the physical distances and to the 
gun ranges, coupled with an optional rule 
limiting all movement activity to fifteen 
minutes of real time, are very nice features. 
Not only does the latter speed up play and en
courage planned as opposed to reactive 
movement, but both together make for a 
more historically paced battle, avoiding the 
hyperactivity which can appear in some other 
simulations. There is nothing like a ticking 
clock to produce a good imitation of the fog 
of war. 
One rule ""'ith a bit of a patchy smell requires 
units to fire at the nearest unit with the 
highest effectiveness. Players should realize 
that this represents the overwhelming 
tendency of units firing at visible targets to 
fire at the enemy that threatens them most 
directly, while also making skirmishers near 
more attractive targets effective cover for the 
latter, without having recOurse to a com
plicated rule for the blocking effects of skir
mishers' zones of control. I n La Bataille such 
a rule exists, with the result being as much a 
hindrance as a help to the supposed benefici
aries. A blocking zones rule also leads to use 
of skirmishers as mobile ridges, a use not at 
all historically justified . The function of the 

skirmishing line was to actively distract and 
disrupt an enemy, not to passively seal out 
his fire . In this vein, at Waterloo the French 
artillery was much hampered by the accurate 
fire of the British riflemen. Skirmishers may 
be countered by other skirmishers or by 
cavalry. 

One of the persistent myths to rise out of the 
Peninsular War is that the French had from 
the Revolutionary Wars gone over to a 
system of attacking in columns, while the 
British, recognizing the superior power of 
the old linear formation, adhered to it and 
consequently overthrew the French columns 
on every occasion. The corrollaries of this 
appear to be that the French never reali zed 
what was happening and that other nations 
used either columns or lines that the French 
could usually best, ultimately leading to the 
conclusions that there are major differences 
in national qualities, that armies do not learn 
from experience, and that formal battles 
against the British were different in nat\lfe 
than those against other nations. Plainly , I 
am putting the worst light on this school of 
thought, and, in fact, battles against Well
ington were rather different affairs, though 
the difference was more of degree than of 
kind. There is little room for doubt of Well
ington's tactical genuis, especially in the 
defense. My point here is that Wellington's 
Victory does not seem to be based on the 
simplistic line vs. column school, and that 
players looking for such an approach will 
find that not only is an attack on a line by a 
column ill advised, but that an attack by a 
line is also difficult. There are, in fact, no 
easy solutions. 

The only concessions to the national dif
ferences school in the game appears to be the 
low effectiveness of the French and Prussian 
lines. In point of fact, the British, due to 
their recrUitment, drill, and peninsular 
repu ta ti on, had great confidence in 
themselves when in line. It might have been 
better to give the good ratings only to the 
Peninsular battalions among the British 
units, leaving all other units with reduced ef
fect iveness in line. The apparent national dif
ferences in the effectiveness of cavalry are in
stead reflections of regiments' behavior in 
the historical battle and reflect only green
ness of units or differences in tactical doc
trine employed. 

In general, when an infantry force defeated 
its opponents in melee, what happened was 
that the enemy decided that discretion was 
the better part of valor and decamped before 
any contact was made. Naturally, either side 
might do this, and the aim of the officers was 
to ensure that it was the other side. To this 
end it was necessary to shake the opponent's 
morale, a goal accomplished in Wellington's 
Victory, as in battles of the period simulated, 
by skirmishers, artillery, and cavalry in the 
attack, with infantry fire being added in the 
defense. Hand to hand combat generally oc
cured only with wounded or confused strag
glers or in attacking posts such as woods, 
villages, or breaches in fortifications. On 
these latter occasions, casualties could be 
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quite severe, though even in "hand to hand" 
combat most casualties were from gunfire. If 
an enemy were already engaged in a dis
ordered flight, then it was safe to abandon 
formation and pursue closely, inflicting 
higher casualties. In such a situation both 
sides were mobs, with one having the ascen
dency. In the game disordered troops suffer 
double in melee, while any casualties to 
formed troops in melee are accompanied by 
disorder. 

The advantages of formation were several; 
primarily, massed formations were necessary 

. to produce major effects with musket armed 
infantry. Other factors were the greater ease 
of management of ordered bodies and the 
psychological effect of shoulder to shoulder 
groups on the enemy and on the men them
selves. These go not exhaust the list. By the 
Napoleonic Wars all nations employed 
primarily three classes of formations for in
fantry; lines for firepower; columns, for 
mobility; and squares, for defense against 
cavalry. The denser columns and squares 
were vulnerable as targets for guns and 
musketry, but were too well suited to their 
tasks to be abandoned. The basic formation 
was the column, from which line and square 
could be quickly formed. Lines were well 
suited for defense and for attacking a steady 
enemy standing in line, but were unsuited for 
the actual advance. This unsuitability was 
founded on the fact that in motion a line fell 
apart, bunching and curving, and on the 
notorious observation that the men ceased to 
advance when they began to fire. For the lat· 
ter there was little to be done, but for the 
former the solution was to advance in col
umn as quickly as possible, halt just out of 
musket range of a firm opposition, deploy 
into line, and advance as far as possible 
before beginnning to fire. 
At Waterloo, as elsewhere, the problem was 
that deployment was very difficult under fire 
or in bad terrain. Under fire, in fact, it was 
usually impossible. Wellington generally sta
tioned his main line of resistance under 
cover, keeping only skirmishers in advance, 
and distributing his artillery in support. The 
French, as a consequence, would blunder on
to his lines undeployed. The results have 
given rise to the line vs. column legend. It is 
significant that they are generally recorded as 
having been in the process of deploying when 
the British line advanced slowly to get in 
range, no less at Waterloo than in the Penin
sula. 
In Wellington's Victory, of course, the at
tacker always knows where the defender is, 
but his disadvantages are still numerous. The 
attacker is generally French or Prussian, 
meaning that when he deploys into the line 
his effectiveness sinks, tempting him to re
main in column. Moreover, the ridges being 
contested often have fronts exposed to 
powerful artillery fire, sometimes in enfilade, 
and their tops are lined with sunken roads 
whose passage produces a disorder which is 
fatal in the face of opposition. Other com· 
plicating factors are the reduced movement 
allowances of lines and the assymetry of the 
turn sequence. 

A good deal of the Allied armies are militia 
or landwehr. Historically these are held to 
account for \-Vellington's defensive posture 
at Waterloo and may also account for the 
slowness of the Prussian attacks. In game 
terms this is reflected in militia's relativelv 
high firepower but low effectiveness. l~ 
melee, implicit in any advance, they are 
worthless; in a defensive firing line they are 
nearly as good as regular infantry, provided 
the latter cannot close with them. 

One of the major advances of the Well
ington's Victory system is in the treatment, 
under the head of skirmishers, of the general 
area of battlefield detachments at that 
period. I count this as being an improvement 
separate from the change in the function of 
skirmishers mentioned earlier. A striking 
feature of the Allied dispositions at Waterloo 
and Quatre Bras (as well as of other armies 
elsewhere) is the assignment of various com· 
panies to the defense (or attack) of certain 
strong points. Related to this, of course, is 
the whole method of forming the skirmishing 
line oy detaching from battalions their light 
companies. Some battalions in the various 
armies were designed to be employed solely 
as sources for skirmishers, for example, the 
British Rifles, the Dutch Jaegers, and the 
Prussian Fusiliers. The employment of the 
British and French light regiments is less 
clearcut, but the French, especially, from the 
irregular distribution of these regiments and 
remarks in memoires, seem to have made no 
real distinction in employ men t. 

The Wellington's Victory system's major ad· 
vance is in the creation of a scheme in which 
some battalions may break down completely, 
while others may detach only one company, 
and in which it is possible as well as desirable 
to create by detachment a series of garrisons 
for strong points and of parties for storming 
them, along with a line of skirmishers. This is 
done with some distortion as to who, how 
many, and for what purpose, with the excuse 
certainly of simplicity . It should be noted 
that for the first two roles skirmishers should 
be stacked as much as possible, while for 
skirmishing they should be spread thinly. If 
skirmishers are not closely supported by 
other forces, they can experience consider
able attrition. Their use should not long pre
cede a follow-up, since otherwise they and 
their effect will evaporate. 

The French seem most troubled by shortages 
of skirmishers. This is in part historical. Wel
lington strove in Peninsula for a numerical 
superiority on the skirmishing line, and there 
is no reason to suppose that he felt different
ly in 1815. In fact, even in the Revolutionary 
Wars the French claimed to have had fewer 
skirmishers than the Austrians, who em
ployed specialist formations. However, in 
game terms the shortage is due partly to the 
ability of the Allied army to employ as skir
mishers his many elite quality British regi
ments . In practice, Wellington detached 
Guards companies only as garrisons. For 
similar reasons, I favor the optional rule 
which restricts Highland regiments to one 
detachment. The sources of French skir-

mishers and detachments in the battle are not 
wholly clear, but Weller indicates that in 
D'Erlon's Corps, at least, whole battalion:; 
were broken down into open formation lines 
for skirmishing. There was only one light 
regiment in this Corps. Possibly the proper 
solution to the problem in future designs 
would be to distinguish levels of quality of 
detachments and define permissible fields of 
use for those of various classes of regiments. 
This would require more elaborate rules and 
a more complex counter mix, however, and 
perhaps it was for these reasons that a some
what ad hoc approach has prevailed in Wel- ' 
lington's Victory. 

The consequences of the characteristics of in
fantry in Wellington's Victory, and histori
cally at Waterloo, along with the suitability 
of the terrain for Wellington's defensive tac
tics, are that the chances of success of a pure 
infantry attack on a main position held in 
strength are slim. It is too difficult to make 
attacking infantry alone formidable against 
defending infantry, especially when the latter 
has artillery and cavalry in support. Because 
of this, a successful attack must also be made 
by a combination of the arms. A combina
tion of artillery and cavalry, for example, is 
very dangerous to infantry, since each of 
these is good against the defense against the 
other, as reflected in the rules and combat 
results table. 

The crucial observation for a player to make 
is that each of the arms has strengths and 
weaknesses which make it vulnerable to 
another or, especially, to a combination of 
the others, while it is itself, in turn, effective 
against still another arm. Some statements of 
good tactics, such as the desirability of sup
porting infantry or artillery by the close 
presence of cavalry, imply combinations ex
plici tly. Others, such as the utility of cavalry 
against routed infantry, do not . But in such 
cases it should be realized that something 
must first rout the infantry, for example, ar
tillery fire against the squares that the 
presence of cavalry had forced it to form. 

A point of interest here is that there is not 
sufficient cavalry to assign enough to each 
place that needs it. (This shows up well in the 
French situation in the La Haye Sainte 
scenario .) Thus, it follows that each concen· 
tration of cavalry will be engaged in several 
tasks . This points in turn to a method of at· 
tack against a combined force. Such a force 
should have some member of the team local
ly overloaded, so that its neutralization may 
be exploited. To force such a situation, as 
well as to protect against it, a system of im
mediate reserves is useful. In such a fashion a 
single local cavalry force might be drawn into 
an opportunity charge, opening the way for a 
further attack, which could, in turn, be 
prevented by a reserve. It may be worth men
tioning that the Allied cavalry brigades, be
ing composed generally of three regiments, 
could employ one of these as a reserve force, 
ifa commander is available to supervise it. 

In Wellington's Victory it is impossible for 
formed troops to move unless they are in the 
near proximity of their brigade commanders 



or stacked either with officers of their own 
national army or of their superior units. 
They may fire without supervision, which 
was historically not easily controlled, or they 
may attack, if an opportunity presents itself; 
but they may not move or change formation. 
This reflects the conventions of command 
control in the period. There are instances on 
both sides of high level commanders impos
ing their own choices on battalion com
manders . Because of this approach, the ap
palling situation in (two player) La Bataille in 
which several turns ' passage might find 
whole Corps intermixed, with no two bat
talions of a regiment together, is unlikely in 
Wellington's Victory. 

In the attack, brigades should be stacked 
with their commander to preserve morale 
and facilitate movement. This will simulate 
de/aclo the "heavy columns" that the Allies 
observed so consistently in French practice in 
1815 in the various battles. In the defense, 
brigades of infantry should be extended into 
line under cover. A too widely spread alloca
tion of a brigade will result in a strained com
mand situation which an opponent can ex
ploit handily. (As an example of such a situa
tion, notice the initial deployment of the 
Nassau brigade near La Haye.) The practice 
in this period (and all others) of maneu vering 
basic units by their combinations is thus 
necessary in the game for facsimiles of the 
real reasons. 

My final consideration of the Wellington's 
Victory system will be of the goals or victory 
conditions. It is notable in Napoleonic war
fare that the decisive victories were gained, 
not by forcing of positions, but by destruc
tion of enemy armies. Thus, at Wagram or 
Borodino untenability of a position might 
force an enemy to withdraw, but, if their 
army remained in being, the victory was 
empty, unless other considerations forced a 
capitulation, as after Wagram. If their 
morale collapsed as at Austerlitz or Jena
Auerstadt, and especially if they were pur
sued vigorously, as in the latter case, victory 
was complete. To cause such a collapse it was 
necessary either to subject them to a great 
shock while they were off balance, as at 
Marengo, Austerlitz , or Salamanca, or to 
wear them thin over a long day of battle to a 
point where a final blow destroyed them, as 
at Leipzig or Ligny. 

In such a case, a very thrifty approach is 
necessary, with the side last retaining a 
reserve generally winning. This is exactly 
w hat Wellington's Victory requires to win. 
Each army expends certain non-renewable 
resources in combat: artillery ammunition; 
full strength, effective battalions and com
manders ; skirmishers; and, above all, 
Morale Points. An army loses Morale Points 
for casualties; for units, while they remain 
routed (if a casualty is caused in a routed 
unit, a double loss is incurred); for loss of 
certain critical positions (with possession 
leading to a corresponding gain); and for use 
0/ its component brigades. Unemployed 
reserves are not paid for. 

Victory comes from seizing or retaining cer
tain critical positions while husbanding one's 
resources better than one's opponent has. 
The poor offensive quality of the Allied 
army, coupled with their superior position, 
make a more dramatic termination less likely 
than a victory by attrition. 

I believe that if there is an area in which Wel
lington's Victory fails to be historical, it is in 
the order of battle. Some of the inaccuracies 
result from system considerations; others 
result from the nature of the sources used. 
One major problem results from reasonable 
assumptions about French artillery, which 
prove false in the light of exact information. 

System limitations, as well as a paucity of in
formation, have resulted in game artillery 
crews of c. 100 men. Historically they actual
ly had from 150 to 200, . including drivers, 
with British batteries having, perhaps, rather 
more. However, since a hit on a crew results 
in its reduction to a skirmishing company, 
which is in effect a less capable crew, each 
cr~w actually has twO steps for all practical 
purposes . 

A less reasonable limitation concerns the 
placement of a ceiling of 900 on battalion 
sizes . Several English battalions were larger. 
I can well understand, though, why the 
designer quailed at adding doubly extended 
lines, stacking rules exceptions, and the like, 
to benefit only three units. It should be 
observed here that with 100 foot hexes, the 
number of men in many battalions causes 
lines to exceed the hex width, resulting in the 
extended line rule. 

A trivial omission is that of the engineering 
troops. Too valuable to be risked in a fire 
fight , it is difficult to see what they could do 
in the context of Wellington's Victory, ex
cept to remove the two abatises. 

Among the works in the Bibliography of 
Wettington '5 Victory (the inclusion of a 
bibliography is a laudable feature in itself), 
the most likely sources for the order of battle 
or Siborne and Houssaye . There are a num
ber of defects in these sources. Siborne has 
several errors in unit numbers that look 
peculiarly like the results of bad handwriting 
on someone's part. His book has the only 
battalion level figures bet",'een the two, but 
these are for the Anglo-Allied Army alone. 
Following British practice of the time, he has 
omitted officers, sergeants, and musicians 
from the totals wherever he could. However, 
he has combined such figures for the British, 
King's German Legion, Hanoverians, and 
Prussians with complete totals for the Dutch, 
minor German states, and French, whose ar
mies followed a different policy. His state for 
the French cavalry has several contradic
tions, and his information on the Prussian 
artillery and cavalry seems far from the 
mark. Finally, since neither of the sources 
provides battalion level figures for the 
French or Prussians, interpolation must be 
relied on, with the additional problem that 
the numbers of battalions are not known cor
rectly. 

Fortunately, better sources are available. In 
what follows, the British are taken from Wel
lington's Despatches; the Dutch, etc., from 
De Bas; the French, from Couderc de St. 
Chamant, De Bas, and Regnault; the Prus
sians, from Lettow-Verbeck, De Bas, v. 
Plotho, and a list by Ray Johnson . The lat
ter's figures disagree with those of the other 
sources, but as the difference is not too great, 
and his figures are at the regimental level, 
they have been used. Casualties on the 15th 
through the 17th have been deducted without 
mention where they are known by battalion, 
also for the French at Quatre Bras, where 
guessing is feasible. In other cases, the 
casualties are explicitly mentioned for assign
ment by the user. Such deductions should 
not reduce effectiveness. The pattern in 
French and Prussian casualties seems to be 
that within one Division one brigade suffers 
most, with one regiment bearing the brunt of 
the. brigade's casualties. Captured guns have 
been deducted without mention . No attempt 
has been made to represent straggling's ef
fects or those of the alledgedly severe Prus
sian problems with desertion in certain of the 
Rhenish units . 

The French artillery has been given as com
posed of 6 and 12 pounders, consistent with 
the detailed situation in Couderc de St. Cha
mant. The equipment of the artillery of the 
Guard and Reserve is uncertain and is the 
product of some guesswork. 

I believe that Napoleonic battles are best 
simulated at the battalion level. Regiments 
were primarily adminis trative divisions, 
while company maneuvers had no visibility 
outside the battalion. It is essentially worth
less to go through the mechanics of maneu· 
vering companies when a special marker or 
reversible counter would serve as well. De
tachments seem adequately handled as a 
special case. At the Divisional and Corps 
level the mechanics would be simpler, but, in 
fact, if we are interested in the battle alone, 
then it is highly unsatisfactory to convert the 
details of activities at a lower level, the level 
at which the battle is in fact being fought, in
to an affair of a chance die roll. Napoleonic 
warfare is not well enough understood to 
make facile generalizations at a level where 
the battle is the major concern. The brigade 
level is an interesting possibility, but a risky 
one. The British reference to formless French 
heavy columns shows that they did not 
understand French practice. The singularity 
of D'Erlon's formation shows that the 
French themselves were experimenting. 
Perhaps there was as yet no common practice 
even within a single army, or perhaps the 
details are simply not known today. Certain
ly Wellington's Victory is an interesting con
text for experimentation. 

In the environment of a game, shortness and 
simplicity determine playability, except for 
tou r name n t d i rec tors and fana tic s. 
However, it is difficult to design a small, yet 
accurate portrayal of a Napoleonic battle. 
Waterloo features a very small field and 
smallish armies, yet examine Wellington's 

7 
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Victory! Furthermore, portions of battles 
like Waterloo are hard to isolate from each 
other, due to the small battlefields of the day. 
All of the Wellington's Victory scenarios 
have for this reason, a problem with distor
tion at their "edges." If grand tactical level 
games are ever to become simple evening or 
even weekend entertainments, designers will 
have to rediscover the smaller engagements. 
They can certainly afford to give Waterloo a 
rest for a while. 

A Revised Order of Battle 
Anglo-Allied Army 

Prince of Orange 
111 Cooke 

Sandham 1-5 -3/6-2-0 
Kuhlmann KGL Hrs 1-5 -6/6-3-0 

11 III Maitland 
2/1 Gd 8-6-4 
3/1 Gd 8-6-4 

211 / 1 8yng 
212 Gd 11 -6-4* 
2/3 Gd 11-6-4* 

J/I Allen 
Lloyd 1-5-3/4-2-0* 

Cleeve KGL 1-5-3/6-2-0 
S/J/I C. Halkelt 

33 6-4-4* 
2169 6-4-4* 
2173 5-4-4 
2130 6-4-4 

213 / 1 Omptcda KGL 
III 5-5-4-
2LI 4-5-4 

5 5-4-4-
8 5-4-4* 

11311 Kielmanscggc HlIno>erian 
Bremen 5-4-4 
Verden 6-4-4-
l /York 6-4-4" 

Luneberg Lt 6-5-4 
Grubenhagen U 

Jager 
2 Nell Perponcher 

Byleveld Hrs 
Slievcnaar 

112 Nell 8yllindl 
7 

27./g 
5 MI 
7 MI 
8 MI 

212 Nell Weimar Nassau 
112 Nass U 
212 Nass Lt 

7-5-4* 
3-5-4 

1-5-6/4·3·0* 
1-5-312-3-0* 

6-4-4 
5-5-4* 
2-2·3* 
6-2-3 
5-2-3 

9-5-4* 
9-5-4* 

312 Nass Lt Lw 9-2-3* 
For Quarre-Bras deduCi 1 sp. from 2 Nass Lt. 

1/28 ON 9-4 -4~ 

2128 ON 7-4-4* 
Jg/28 ON 2-5-4* 

3 Nell Chasse 
Lux 

Krahmer Hr., 
113 Nell Dilmers 

2 
35 Jg 
4MI 
6 M! 

17 MI 
19MI 

1-5-3/8-3-0 
1-5-6/8-3-0 

5-4-4 
6-5-4 
5-2-3 
5-2-3 
5-2-3 
5-2-3 

2IJ NeilD ' Aubreme 
3 

12 
13 

361g 
3 MI 

10MI 

II Hill 
2111 Clinton 

Bolton 
Sympher KGL Hrs 

112/11 On Plat KGL 

2 
3 
4 

3/ 2111 Adllm 
1/52 Ll 
1!71 Lt 
2/95 Ri 
3/95 Ri 

JIlIII H. Halkclt Hanoverian 
Bremervorde Gw 

21York Osnabruck Lw 
3/York Quackenbl'Uck Lw 

Salzgilter L w 
(4111) 

Rettberg Hanoverian 
4/4/11 Milchell 

3/14 
1123 fu 

51 Ll 

R Wellington 
SIR Piclon 

Rodgers 
Braun Hanoverian 

8/5/R Kempt 
1/28 
1/32 

1179HI 
1195 Ri 

9/ S/R Pack 
3/ 1 

1142 HI 
2/44 

1/92 HI 
S/S/R Vincke Hanoverian 

Hameln Lw 
Giffhorn Lw 

Hildesheim 
Peine Lw 

(6/R) 
Sinclair 

lO / 6/R Llimbert 
1/4 

1127 
1/40 

4/ 6/R Resl Hanoverian* 
Verden Lw 

Luneberg Lw 
Osterode Lw 
Munden Lw 

Bw/R Rrunswick (Depleted) 
Moll 

Heimann Hrs 
liBw/R Bultler 

Adv Gd 
Guard 

III 
2Ll 
3Ll 

2IRw/R \'. Spechl 
6-4-4 1 6-4-4 

4-4-4 2 5-4-4* 

7-4-4* 3 6-4-4 

6-5-4 (Cv/Bw/R) 
6-2-3 Hu 6-4-6" 

6-2-3 Uhlans 2-4-6-

NIISSllu/R V. Kruse 
III Nass 10-4-4' 

1-5-3/6-2-0 211 Nass 9-4-4* 

1-5-6/6-3 -0 3/ 1 Nas> Lw 9-2-3* 
Cv/R U:<bridge 

5-4-4" Bull Hrs How 1-6-6/6-2-0 

5-4-4- Webber-Smi th Hrs 1-6-6/6-3-0 

6-4-4' 
Gardiner H rs 1-6-6/6-3·0 

5-4-4' 
Whinyate Hrs 1-6-6/5-3-0-

Ramsay Hrs 1-6-6/6-2-0 

12-5-4* Mercer Hrs J-6-6/6-2-0 

9 -5-4~ 
l/Cv/R Somerset 

7 -5-4~ 
I LGd 3-6-6* 

2 -5-4~ 
2 LGd 2-6-6 
RHGd 2-6-6 

7 -1-~_ '-- I Dr Gd 6-6-6 

7-2-3* 2IC\'/R Ponsonby 

6-2-3* 
1 Dr 4-5-6 

7-2-3* 
2 Dr 4-5-6 
6 Dr 5-5-6' 

1-5-3/ 6-2-0 3/Cv/R Dornberg 
1 LDr KGL 5-5-6' 

6-4-4 2 LDr KGL 5-5-6" 

7-5-4* 23 LDr 3-5-6' 

6-5-4 Cumberland Hu 5-2-6 
Hanoverian 

4/Cy/R VlIndeleur 
11 LDr 4-5-6 

1-5-3/6-2-0 
12 LDr 4-5-6 

1-5-3/6-2-0 
16 LDr 4-5-6 

5/Cv/R Granl 

5-4-4 
7 Hu 4-5-6 

5-4-4 
15 Hu 5-5-6* 

4- 5-4~ 
13 LOr 5-5-6* 

4-5-4* 
6/ Cv/R Vh'ian 

10 Hu 6-5-6' 

5-4-4* 
18 Hu 4-5-6 

3-5-4-
I Hu KGL 6-5-6-

5-4-4' 
?/Cv/R Arentschildt 

4-5-4 
3 Hu KGL 7-5-6' 

Ne Cv/R Collaerl 

7-2-3* 
Petter Hrs 1-5-6/4-3-0 

7-2-3* 
Gel' Hrs 1-5-6/4-3-0 

7-2-3' 
liNe Cv/R Trip 

7-2-3-
I Ca 4-4-6 
2 Ca 4-4-6 

1-5-3/6-2-0 
3 Ca 4-4-6 

2INe Cy/R Ghigny 

7-4-4 
4 LDr 6-3-6 

8-4-4* 
8 Hu 4-3 -6 

8-4-4* 
3/Ne Cv/R Merlen 

5LDr 3-3-6* 

7-2-3* 
6 Hu 6-3-6 

7 - 2 - 3~ 
(Arlillery/R) 

7-2-3-
Beane Hrs 1-6-6/6 -3-0 

7 - 2-3~ 
Ross Hrs 1-6-6/6-2-0 

1-5-3/8-3-0 
1-5-6/8-3-0 Prussian Army 

Army of the Rhine: 
7-5-4- B1ucker, Muffling 
5-5-4 
7-5-4- 111 Steinmetz 
6-5-4 Nr. 7 1 - 5 - 6/ 8-3 -0~ 

7-5-4* Nr. 7 1-5-3/8-3-0* 
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1112 8-4-4* IV Bulow 
Two regiments of 31CvlIV at Mt. 51. Guibert. 

2112 8-4-4' (Artille~y/IV ) 
13/IV Hacke 

3/12 Fu 8-5-4' Nr. 3 1-5-3/8-1-0 

Jg/ 12 1-5-4-
Nr. 21 Lw 1-5-3/8-3-0* Nr. 5 1-5-3/8-1-0 

1124 8-4-4-
1110 8-4-4* NT. 13 1-5-3/8-1-0 

' 2124 8-4-4-
2110 8-4-4- Nr. I I 

3/10 Fu 8-5-4· 
1-5-3/8-3-0 

3124 Fu 8-5-4- Jg/IO 1-5-4* 
Nr. I I Hrs 1-5-6/8-3-0 

Jg124 1-5-4* 
111 V,,'Lw 9-2-3* 

1/2 NLw 7-2-3* 

2IIWLw 8-2-3* 
212 NLw 7-2-3* 
312 NLw 7-2-3* French Army 

3/1 WLw 8-2-3* 
Jg/WLw 2-5-4' 

[/3 NLw t-ll-3 - Armee du Nord Napoleon, Ney 

dellS;1 Schu [zen 4-5-4* 
2/3 NLw 8-2-3- I D'Erlon 

4 Hu 5-5-6* 
3/3 NLw 8-2-3-

6 Uhlans 5-4-6* 
det/2 5Lw Cv 2-2-6' 

111 Quiot* 

For Ligny deduct 24 sp from III infanlry. 
14/1V Ryssel 

20/6 \ -5-3/8-3-0-

I/C,,/1 Treskow 
Nr. 13 Lw 1-5-3/8-3-0* 

111/1 X (Depleled)* 

r. 2 Hrs 1-5-6/8 -3-0* 
1111 8-4-4-

1/ 54 5-4-4 

3 Uhlans 5-4-6-
2111 7-4-4-

2/54 5-4-4 

2 Dr 5-5-6-
(3/ 11 Fu 7-5-4 at Mt. 51. 

1/ 55 6-4-4' 

5 Dr 6-5-6" 
Guibert)* 

2155 6-4-4* 

For Ligny deduct 5 sp from 1 lev cavalry. 
Jg/II 1-5-4* 

211/1 Bourgeois 

III PLw 9-2-3* 
1128 4-4-4* 

211 PLw' 8-2-3* 
2128 4-4-4' 

II Pirch (3/1 PLw 8-2-3 at Mi. 51. 
1/105 5-4-4 

5/11 Tippelskirchen Guibert)* 
21105 5-4-4 

NLIO 1-5-6/8-3-0' 112 PLw 8-2-3* 
211 Donzelot 

112 9-4-4' 212 PLw 8-2-3* 
10/6 1-5-3/8-3-0-

212 8-4-4* 312 PLw 8-2-3' 
11211 Schmitz 

312 Fu 9-5-4* del/2 5Lw Cv 2-2-6' 
1/13 Lt 6-5-4 

Jgl2 3-5-4* IS/IV Losthin 
2113 Lt 6-5-4 

For Ligny deduct 4 sp from 2nd regiment. Nr.14 1-5-3/8-3-0' 
3/13 Lt 6-5-4~ 

1125 8-4-4' 1/18 8-4-4' 
1/17 6-4-4 

2125 7-4-4- 2/18 8-4-4" 
2117 5-4-4* 

3125 Fu 8-5-4' 3118 Fu 8-5-4' 
2/211 Aulard 

Jg125 1-5-4* 1/3 SLw 7-2-3* 
1119 5-4-4' 

For Ligny deduct 8 sp from 25th regimenr. 2/3 SLw 6-2-3 
2119 5-4-4' 

1/5 WLw 8-2-3* 3/3 SLw 6-2-3 
1/51 6-4-4 

2/5 WLw 8-2-3* 114SLw 6-2-3 
2151 6"4-4 

3/5 WLw 7-2-3* 2/4 SLw 6-2-3 
3/1 Marcognet 

Jg/S WLw 1-5-4* 3/4 SLw 6-2-3 
19/6 1-5-3/8-3-0 

For Ligny deduct 6 sp from 5th WL IV. dell3 SLw Cv 2-2-6* 
113/1 Nogues 

Field Jg Company 1-5-4* I6 / 1V Hiller 
1121 5-4-4 

delill Hu 2-5-6* Nr. 2 1-5-3/8-3-0 
2121 5-4-4 

6/11 Kraft 1/15 8-4-4* 
1/46 5-4-4 

Nr.5 1-5-3/8-3"0* 2/15 8-4-4* 
2/46 4-4-4* 

119 9-4-4' 3115 Fu 8-5-4* 
2/3/1 Grenier 

219 8-4-4* Jg/15 1-5-4* 
1125 5-4-4 

3/9 Fu 8-5-4* JIl 5Lw 6-2-3 
2125 5-4-4 

Jg/9 1-5-4- 2/ 1 5Lw 6-2-3 
1/45 5-4-4 

For Ligny deduct 4 sp from 9rh regiment. 3/ 1 5Lw 6-2-3 
2145 5-4-4 

1126 7-4-4* 1I25Lw 6-2-3 
4/1 Durutte 

2126 6-4-4 212 5Lw 6-2-3 
9/6 1-5-3/8-3-0* 

3/26 Fu 6-5-4 312 5Lw 5-2-3' 
1/411 Pegot 

" 
Jg126 1-5-4* del/3 5Lw Cv 2-2-6* 

118 5-4-4 

For Ligny deduct 4 sp from 26 regiment. C\'/IV Pr_ William 
218 5-4-4 

111 ELw 9-2-3* lICv/lV Schwerin* 
J129 6-4-4' 

211 ELw 8-2-3* Nr. I Hrs 1-5-6/8 -3-0 
2129 6-4-4" 

3/ 1 ELw 8-2-3* 6 Hu 7-5-6' 
111 Jacquinot 

For Ligny deduCl 7 spfrom 1st ELw. (10 Hu 6-5-6 at Mt. 51. 
2/1 H rs 1-5-6/6-3-0' 

delli l Hu 2-5-6' Guibert)* 
11111 Bruno 

I Uhlans 6-4-6* 
3 Ch 4-4-6 

Cv/ll Jurgass 2IC,'/IV \\,' atzdorf* 
7 Hu 4-4-6* 

lICv/II Thumell (Depleted)* NT . 12 Hrs 1-5-6/6-3-0 
21111 Gobrecht 

Nr. 6 Hrs 1-5-6/8-3-0* (del/NT . 12 Hrs 1-5-612-3-0 at 
3 La 4-4-6* 

J Dr 5-5-6' Mt. St.GUibert)* 
4 La 3-4-6 

6 Dr 3-5-6' 8 Hu 4-5-6* II Reille 
(del/6 Dr 2-5-6* at Philipe- 3/C,'/IV S)'dow* 5111 Bachelu 

ville) I NLw Cv 4-2-6' 18/6 1-5-3/8-3-0· 
2 Uhlans 4-4-6- 2 NLw CV 4-2-6* 115/11 Husson 

2ICv/Il Sohr 1 PLw Cv 3-2-6* 1/2Lt 6-5-4' 

3 Hu 6-5-6* 2 PLw Cv 3-2-6* 212 Lt 6-5-4' 

5 Hu 6-5-6* I 5Lw Cv 4-2-6* 312 Lt 6-5-4* 
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2/5/ 11 Campy 

6111 Bonaparte 

1/6/ 11 Bauduin 

2/6/11 So~'e 

9111 Foy 

1/9/11 Gauthier 

2/9111 Jamin 

2111 Pire 

112111 Hubert 

2!2I1I Watl1ie7, 

VI Lobau 
19/VI Simmer 

1/ 19/ VI Bellair 

2I19/VI M. Jamin 

20/VI Jeannin 

1I20/VI Bony 

2I20/VI Tromelin 

4/ 2 Lt 
1161 
2161 

1172 
2/72 

1/108 
2/108 
3/108 

212 

1/3 
2/3 

III Lt 
2/1 Lt 
3/ ) Lt 

III 
2/1 
3/1 
1/2 
212 
312 

1/6 

]/92 
2192 
1/93 
2193 

1/100 
2/100 
3/100 
1/4 Lt 
214 Lt 
3/4 Lt 

2/ 4 Hrs 

I eh 
6 eh 

5 La 
6 La 

1/ 8 

115 
2/5 

III! 
2111 
3111 

1127 
2127 
1/84 
2/84 

2/8 

1/ 5 Lt 
2i5Lt 

1/ 10 
2/10 

(1/47 

(2147 

5·5-4' 
2·4-4' 
2-4-4'" 

4-4-4' 
4-4-4' 
2-4-4' 
2-4-4' 
1-4-4* 

1-5-3/8-3-0* 

6-4-4* 
6-4-4'-
5-5-4 
6-5-4* 
6-5-4* 

4-4-4* 
4-4-4' 
3-4-4' 
6-4-4' 
5-4-4 
5-4-4* 

1-5-3/ 8-3-0' 

5-4-4 
5-4-4 
5-4-4· 
5-4-4* 

3-4-4* 
2-4-4* 
2-4-4* 
3-5-4' 
3-5-4' 
3-5-4* 

1-5-61 6-3-0' 

4-4-6* 
5-4-6* 

2-4-6' 
1-4-6* 

1-5-3/8-3-0* 

5-4-4 
5-4-4 
4-4-4' 
4-4-4* 
4-4·4* 

4--4-4* 
4-4-4* 
5-4-4 
4-4-4* 

1-5-3 / 8-3-0' 

5-5-4* 
5-5-4· 
7-4-4· 
7-4-4* 

5-4-4 (in the 
Vendee)· 
5-4-4 (in the 
Vendee)' 

IG Drouot* 
1I1/ iG Friant 

2/JlIG Rogue1" 

1/ 107 

2/ 107 

OG 
III Gr 
2fl Gr 
112 Gr 
212 Gr 

OG 
113 Gr 
213 Or 
1/ 4 Or 

4-4-4' 
4-4-4* 

1-6-3 / 8·1·0' 
5-6-4* 
5-6-4 
6-6-4 
5-6-4 

1-6-3/ 8-1-0' 
6-6-4 
6-6-4' 
5-6-4 

For Ligny deducl4 spfrom 1110 infantry. 
l ! 2!IG Morand 

212/1G Michel 

OG 
1/1 Ch 
21 1 Ch 
112 Ch 
212 eh 

00 
1/ 3 eh 
2/ 3 eh 
1/ 4 Ch 
2/4 Ch 

1-6-3/ 8-1-0' 
7-6-4' 
6-6-4' 
6-6-4 
6-6-4* 

1-6-3/8-1-0' 
6-6-4 
5-6-4 
6-6-4' 
5-6-4* t 

For Ligny deduct 3 sp from 2110 infantry. 
3/ 1G Duhesme* 
1I3/ 1G Chartrand· 

2/3/lG Guye* 

OG 1-6-3 /8- 3-0* 
III Ti 
2/1 Ti 

111 Vo 
2f1 Vo 

OG 
113 Ti 
2/ 3 Ti 
1/ 3 Vo 
2/3 VO 

6-5-4· 
5-5-4 
6-5-4* 
6-5-4* 

1-6-3/ 8-3-0" 
5-5-4· 
5-5-4· 
5-5-4 
5-5-4 

For Ligny deduct 8 sp from 3110 infantry, 
LC/IG Lefebvre 
lILC/IG Colbert 

00 1-6-6/6-3-0· 
La 9-5"6 

2!LC/IG Lallemand 
00 1-6-6/6-3-0· 
Ch 12-5-6 

HC/IG Guyoj 
Ge 1-6-6* 

l / HC/IG Dubois* 
OG 
Or 

2/HC/ IG Lelort (Depleted)· 
00 
Dr 

1-6-6/6-3-0· 
8·6-6 

1-6-6/6-3 -0* 
8·6-6 

For Ligny deduct 5 spfrom HellO cavalry. 

I1Ie Kellermann 
Il/ilic L'Herilier 

l / ll/llle Picquet 

2Ill / lllc Guiton 

12/ IIIc D'Hurbal 

1/12/IJIc Blancard 

3/2 Hrs 1-5-6/6-3-0* 

2 Dr 6-5-6" 
7 Dr 5·5-6* 

8 Cu 3-5-6' 
II Cu 2-5-6 

2/2 Hrs 1··5-6/6-3-0' 

I Ca 
2 Ca 

4-5-6· 
4-5-6* 

2I12/ lIIc Donop 

IVc Milhaud 
13/IVc Wathier 

Jl13/IVe Dubois 

2/13/IV c Trners 

14/1Vc Delor! 

1/ 14/ 1Vc Farine 

2I14/IVc Vial 

2 Cu 
3 Cu 

5/ 1 Hrs 

3-5-6' 
5-5-6' 

1 - 5-6/6-3 -0~ 

I Cu 5-5-6' 
4 Cu 3-5-6* 

7 Cu 2-5-6· 
12 Cu 2-5-6* 

4/ 3 Hrs 1-5-6/6-3-0' 

5 Cu 5-5-6' 
6 Cu 3-5-6* 

9 Cu 4-5-6 
to Cu 4-5-6' 

For Ligny deduct 3 sp Jrom IVc cavalry. 

3/111 Domon 
4/2 Hr> 

1/3/ 111 Dommanget 

2/ 3 / 111 Vinol 

4Ch 
9Ch 

1-5-6/4-3-0 

3-4-6* 
4--4-6 

12 Ch 3-4-6· 
For Ligny deduct 3 sp from 31ll! cavalry. 
5/1c Subervie 

1/5/1e Colbert 

2IS/le Merlin 

3/1 Hrs 

1 La 
2 La 

11 Ch 

1-5-6/6-3-0· 

4-4-6 
4-4-6 

4-4-6 
For Ligny deduct I spfrom 51!C mvafry. 

Corps and Reserve Artillery 

KEY 

11 / 6 in I 1-5-3/8-1-0* 
7/2 in II 1-5-3/8-1-0* 

4/ 8 in VI 
10 Line 

[0 Line Hrs 
[OYO 

1-5-3/8-1-0· 
4xl-5-3/S- 1-0* 
1-5-6/6-3-0· 
1-6-3/8-1-0* 

I. Infantry fronts (column side) only are given, the 
backs being easily derivable. 

2. T he mark '.' indicates an alteration of any 
nature. Unmarked deletions comprise 2/Cv/ 1 
brigade of the Prussian army and 3/3 of 1/6/ 11 
brigade of the French army. 

3. Abbreviations are as for Wellington's Victory, 
with the addition of OG (Old Guard) and YO 
(Voung Guard) , Information is presented, in 
general. in the ordinary Wellington's Victory 
format. 
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OPERA TlONAL ANAL YSIS 

WURZBURG 
Stacking the Odds for the Novice 
by Jack Bludis 

There is a problem in recruiting and teaching 
new players : they tend to get depressed 
when they are (inevitab lyl trounced in the 
first full game that they play. Mr. Bludis at
tempts to provide a soluti on to this situation 
by suggesting the use of what he considers 
an ideally unbalanced scenario from the 
most popular of the Modern Battles games. 
Now what do we do for the "expert" who 
loses his first game to his student? - RAS 

The folio game Wurzburg (Modern Battles 
Quad) has been rated steadily as one of SPI's 
most widely enjoyed games. It is reasonably 
complex, and it can be played in part of an 
evening. With four scenarios, it is a game 
that can be played again and again and en
joyed by beginner and aficionado alike . 
Because of the overwhelrriing advantages of 
the Russian Player in "Siege of Wurz
burg" scenario, it can be used by an ex
perienced player to introduce war gaming to 
a beginner, and the beginner will have a 
better than average chance to win. 
lt's a "hang on" type of game. That is, if the 
American player can maintain a t least one 
unit in Wurzburg with a line of supply by the 
eighth move, the American is the winner. But 
as the game note says, "The Americans have 
their hands full with this one." It's an ac
curate statement, and it is therefore sug
gested . that the better player take the 
American side in this scenario. 
The U .S. player will probably find that his 
best defense is to establish a line from 
Waldbuttelbrunn in the west to Rottendorf 
east of Wurzburg, taking full advantage of 
the special "Shift-four," 2-3- 12 city defense 
units and filling the spaces between with the 
other units. It is best to hold this line for as 
long as possible, being careful not to get 
backed up against rivers with odds that favor 
the Russian player. That in itself is a tall 
order, but with skill the American Player can 
hold onto the north bank of the Main for as 
long as three moves - as long as five moves 
if he is particularly skillful or particularly 
fortunate - but he must know that the north 
bank has to eventually be given up and his 
strong line of resistance set up in the hexes 
just south of the river. The American Player 
must try for as long as he can to prevent the 
Russians from turning either flank. 
Initially, the artillery units should be placed 
just north of Wurzburg and used almost ex
clusively on defense. In subsequent turns, 
they should be moved to the rough hexes 
south of the city. The pieces themselves 
should be used almost exclusively for defen
sive purposes - since this is where their 
strength lies . Also, it is very important for 
the American player to remember to use his 
ground support points. In them, perhaps, 

lies his only chance of victory . The special 
helicopter unit should be used to plug gaps in 
the line or for sheer diversion. Sometimes 
Russian units can be slowed down solelv bv 
this versatile but expendable unit. -
It is the Russian Player who has the over
whelming advantage in this game, however. 
Russian forces enter the game with six 3-2-12 
units, which should be massed with artillery 
behind them. Used together, they are almost 
invincible before any American defense . 
These units can blast a hole in the American 
defense and surrround the American front 
line, but they musl not permit themselves to 
be surrounded in the operation. The best use 
of these units is by direct frontal attack or 
along the Main River to the west. Unlike the 
American artillery, the Soviet artillery 
should be used almost exclusively on offense. 
The ]-2- 12 units should be used to envelop. 
If the stronger units are used for a direct 
frontal attack, the 1-2-12's should be used six 
along the Main to the east and six along the 
Main the west in an attempt to surround the 
Americans . If the 3-2-12'5 are used along the 
Main in the west, the weaker units should be 
massed together in an effort to envelop the 
Americans from the east. 
[n the early moves, the Americans must figh t 
for every hex to allow the reinforcements 
time to take their positions. The Americans 
must continue to blast up the central road, 
keeping it free of Soviet units which may cut 
off the American line of supply. He must 
also never give up his "shift-four" locations 
unless a Soviet victory is certain . The smart 
Soviet player will know that a time will come 
when he should ignore these units, but it's 
surprising' how often a player who should 
know better will use troops to try to crush 
them which would better be used by pressing 
on to Wurzburg or enveloping the American 
flanks. Conversely, the American player 
should recognize when the enemy has given 
up on these units and bring them back into 
playas soon as possible. They can often be 
used in a surprise move that pins the enemy 
against a river or helps surround him with the 
help of other units . 

The Active CRT table should be used by the 
Russians, not in any special turn, but 
whenever it seems most appropriate - for 
example when he has several American units 
"caught" on the north bank of the main, or 
even within a hex of it. The Active table 
should be used by the Americans particularly 
on the last turn of the game to blast their way 
back into Wurzburg and to achieve victory 
that may not otherwise be possible. Another 
time it might be used by the American is 
when he has several Soviet power units sur
rounded, and he has some of his rare 
superiority with Ground Support Points. 

This can be a frustrating scenario for the 
American when the players are of equal abili
ty. It can be a good training scenario for a 
new player . The American rarely achieves 
victory, but when he does, it is particularly 
satisfying. 

One way to even the odds is to cut the game 
turns from eigh t to seven or even six accord
ing to the relat ive skill of the players, but 
that's a whole new ball game. 

True Victor),' 
{continued from page IO} 
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Moscow Campaign 
[continued from page 25} 

In real life, the Germans had a good shot at 
it. In fact, the only thing that stopped the 
Germans was the weather - not the Rus
sians. The game victory conditions require 
that the German achieve a 3-1 ratio for a 
marginal victory. Any thing below 3-1 will be 
a Soviet victory. A German decisive victory 
requires a 6-1 ratio, and at times the German 
achieves this. In all cases, the German must 
maintain low attrition of his own forces and 
cause enormous Soviet losses. He must pro
tect his armor and attack with infantry. 

The Germans could have taken Moscow and 
some 40 miles east of it. It would be up to the 
Russians to surrender or fight. If the Soviets 
fought, Moscow would probably be retaken 
unless the German had been supplied from 
the air (it was not covered in the game) . 
Whether the Russians would have sur
rendered after the Germans had taken 
Moscow will always be a "what if." 
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