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DESIGNER’S NOTES
The first problem I had to tackle when creating Whigs & Scalps was finding a way of modelling the campaign theatre. The theatre of operations was extremely large, the terrain incredibly rugged and wild, and the number of men involved in the operations comparatively very low. The first consequence of the distance and the terrain was to make it extremely slow, painful and costly to have conventional armies in the field. On the one hand, armies couldn’t stray too far from a few known trails, not just by fear of getting lost, but mainly because supplies could only be moved using waterways or existing trails. As an example, one should remember that Braddock’s expedition only covered six kilometres a day when not using existing roads.
 On the other hand, small bands of irregular fighters such as militia and Indian warriors had an ideal terrain to conduct their raids deep into enemy territory, striking and retreating before the enemy could fight back: French raids proved so effective that in late 1755 Washington could write that nobody could cross Winchester’s Blue Ridge (in Eastern Virginia) “for the crowds of [refugees] who were flying, as if every moment was death
”.  The problem thus was finding a system that could represent these two aspects of colonial warfare at the same time. Hexagons were naturally out of the question. First, simulating such a large area with hexagons would have required a huge number of them, which would in turn have made it impossible for any decently detailed map to fit within the assignment’s limits. Secondly, most hexagons would have been impassable for conventional troops, meaning that at least ninety percent of them would have been useless. Thirdly, hexagons would have made it tedious and slow to simulate raiding since it would have had to be sufficiently detailed to justify the hexagons uncrossable for regular troops. I thus chose a system using provinces and nodes: the nodes and invasion paths allowed an accurate representation of the few invasion corridors that existed (notably in the Ohio Valley and the Lake Champlain area), while the provinces could be used to simulate irregular warfare that was not dependant on such invasion paths. Another benefit of this system was that it did not encourage the creation of a “front”, a notion utterly irrelevant and anachronistic for this war, where victory was achieved not by disrupting an enemy’s front line but by controlling key positions that guarded supply lines (we will come back to this a bit later when talking about forts)
The second problem was determine what types of units should be modelled. At present, there are only six types: regular forces (French & English), militia, provincials, Indians and ships. Being more accurate, in depicting light infantry, marine companies or artillery trains, would have meant longer Orders of March Sheets and a multiplication of army management. I thus chose to use “regular troops” as a term covering regular infantry, artillery, engineer corps and, for the French, the Marine Companies. That way the term can be seen as designing all European-drilled troops and attached artillery pieces. The distinction between militia and provincials (that are in theory the same) was motivated by the difference in skills between French and British irregulars, the former being experts at woodland warfare while the latter only was of some interest in conventional warfare and garrison duties. The French militia proved time and again its greater coordination and better training, whereas the British provincials fought with more courage than skills when not employed in passive tasks such as garrisoning forts or holding the wings of a battle line. Finally, the term “Indian” was chosen to simulate not only Native American tribal warriors (as the term would suggest), but also British Rangers. The Indians were masters of woodland warfare and were extremely important to the French. They made up the bulk of French forces at Fort Necessity and the Monongahela, and the only battle they didn’t participate in was Fort Carillon in 1758
.  When the British saw how vital light infantry was for raiding and scouting duties, and how few Indians were actually willing to join the war of their side (the Mohawks of the Six Nations were the only major Nation to join the British, and their involvement remained partial), they decided to expand the nucleus Ranger companies already existing in 1755 and hence acquired on the long run units that had (almost) the same skills as the Indians and served the same purpose the latter served for the French. Finally, ships had to be modelled, although in a simpler way, to allow amphibious assaults. Historically their only were three amphibious operations between 1755 and 1760: Loudoun’s attack on Louisbourg, Amherst’s capture of Louisbourg and Wolfe’s capture of Québec. Yet two elements justified the incorporation of navies in this game. The first one obviously is how very important the assaults on Québec and Louisbourg, the two largest fortresses in North America, were to the British invasion plan. The second one is the fact that in the last years of the war some French officers tried to organise a landing of a large number of French regulars in the Southern colonies to open a second front (Bougainville was the main advocate of this idea
). Whether it was a viable option remains unsure, but I felt that it should be possible to model it in this simulation.  
The next problem was modelling each unit’s value and behaviour in different types of engagement: battle, ambush and siege. The difference between all three was vital to make all troop types as useful and complementary as they were historically: had the battle value been the only combat value for each unit, British numbers would mathematically have carried out the day much faster than they did historically; furthermore, the absence of an ambush value would have meant that engagements such as the Monongahela would have been impossible to simulate considering the relatively even numbers (the French were outnumbered and yet managed to trounce the British). To put it in just three words, these three values enable Flaechen & Luecken (“solids & gaps”): because of the distinction made, each side can use his strong points to try to cancel the enemy’s advantages and try to protect his own weaknesses.

The Engagement Table was created using appendix 01. As Fred Anderson
 puts forward, the killed to wounded ratio was 1:3, and the proportion of wounded that would subsequently unable to fight was also at approximately 1:3, thus meaning that about half an army’s casualties were permanently lost after an engagement
. Verifying numbers for each engagement proved extremely slow and difficult since most books only give approximate numbers or use one side’s estimation regarding the enemy’s casualties. The most useful book in this matter was Peter MacLeod’s because of his third party point of view (he describes the conflict from a Native American point of view). By constantly providing the references for the primary sources he used, he allows a detailed crosschecking of the numbers he puts forward through the use of original figures and later academic studies. The CRT also had to render the fact that even strategically important battles (Ft Carillon or the Plains of Abraham) saw proportionally similar casualties figures for both sides. Looking at the battle of Fort Carillon (Ticonderoga to Anglo-Americans), which was a major defeat for the British, casualty rates were similar on both sides, the difference coming from the size of initial armies. 

I also chose to use limited intelligence for two main reasons. First to limit battles, second to simulate how difficult it historically was to gather information. During the whole duration of the war in North America, only three real pitched battles took place: the battles of Ticonderoga in 1758
, Québec in 1759 and Sainte-Foy in 1760
. Even more important, all three engagements proved fairly indecisive and only moral made a difference. It has to be brought to the reader’s attention that had commanders showed more combative spirit and had better intelligence to exploit, the French would have been crushed at Ticonderoga by a second Anglo-American assault, and the British would have been trounced by French reinforcements at the battle of the Plains of Abraham.. In most instances commanders relied on very hazy numbers provided by scouts and had to spend most of a campaigning season finding and reaching the enemy. The British in particular had very little to work with and often stumbled into French traps. Lake George is an example of how limited intelligence was and consequently how limited each season’s objective had to be: at first the French ambushed an unsuspecting Anglo-American Force, but later the same day tried storming a fort they thought (because of flawed intelligence reports) to be nothing more than a few cabins. Again, perfect intelligence would have advantaged the British, which is why I chose to use generic markers and rely on the EOM sheet to handle all army details. The better part of creating armies and assigning orders is thus having to guess and find out where the enemy is and where he will strike, to be able to act accordingly. 
The economic aspect of my simulation has been deliberately kept simple, with a single D10 roll on the Income Table to abstractly represent a wide array of operations, from obtaining royal subsidies to having colonial assemblies vote funds. Lack of funds historically was one of the main problems both sides had to contend with, as the French were cut off from Versailles while the British had to wrestle every penny out of the coffers of the colonies. Despite all my efforts, I was unable to find workable estimates of the cost of the French & Indian war and I chose to adapt the numbers used by the designer of Struggle for the New World. I did have to rework French upkeep and supply costs to simulate the fact that French soldiers fought most of the war eating smaller rations (famine took a heavy toll during the war, as local crops weren’t sizable enough to feed the additional mouths of the Regular soldiers, and corn cargos from France couldn’t reach  The positive aspect of this is that it is doubtful that given our time assignment anything more complicated could have been used. 
Handling fort garrisons proved very tricky. Outside of the more densely populated areas of North America (namely the Eastern Coast and the Saint Lawrence valley), forts, far more than armies, were the main mean both of asserting territorial claims and projecting forces. The forts served as supply dumps, embassies to the Native Nations, rallying points for Native Warriors… The destruction of Fort Oswego by the French is a good example of how capturing a fort could thwart the enemy’s whole war effort by seizing very large amounts of valuable supplies as among other things, Montcalm seized “a great quantity of stores which we suppose amount to nine thousand barrels of provisions, a considerable number of brass and iron cannon and mortars […] 
.” After experimenting a system of garrisons acting as small armies (i.e. containing separate units of Regulars, M&P and Indians) guarding fortresses of variable strength, which proved too cumbersome and time consuming, I chose to merge the fortress per se and the garrison into one common entity. That way upkeep costs could be calculated far more easily using a simplified EOM sheet. 

Finally, attrition was extremely high during the conflict, for both armies on the march and troops wintering in forts or outside friendly colonies. The material cost of financing major operations was a heavy burden and usually meant that a limited number of troops could be raised and used efficiently by both sides. Attrition marks thus indicate exactly how difficult it is to move armies between two nods: the cost is giving in pounds to simulate the extra horses, carts, canoes… that had to be bought for such expeditions. 
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