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Ted Racier clarifies The Great War in Europe
All of these remarks are taken off Consimworld. All of Ted’s comments are italicized.

>Well my friends and I played it 3 times and I tried it solo once and each time the Germans were wiped out by 1916. Its like they had everyone in the dead pile. So I would be curious how the CP won. But since PoG I havn't thought about trying to learn the CP secret until know. << 
Always hard to answer without actually witnessing your play. In general I find that people who lose as one side all the time in TGWiE are trying minor variations on the same theme each time they play, rather than digging deeper for a really new approach. 

A question on Supply and Advance after Combat: 

The errata for TGWiE bans units from moving into hexes where they would be Out of Supply. What about about Advance after Combat? Can units advance into a hex that is OOS?

> Can units advance after combat into a hex that is OOS? << 
Yes. 

I therefore assume that units that advance into OOS hexes will be eliminated in the following Attrition Phase.  And also: if units advance into OOS and by doing so put enemy units OOS, then all OOS units are eliminated, just like the Dance of Death in PoG. 

Yes and yes.

Section 11 of the rules states that you check supply at the start of the strategic movement phase (i.e. once per turn). But the turn sequence indicates that supply attrition is done twice per turn. which is correct?

This was covered in the errata (which should be at web grognards). Supply is actually checked several times-you check supply basically whenever it applies: for attrition during the attrition phase, at the end of each units movement to make sure it has not ended its move OOS (it may move through a hex OOS), during strategic movement to see if it is eligible for strategic movement etc. 

>Yes, this is a basic rule of any WW1 game, where ever one is defending, then somewhere else you should be attacking to help the defense. << 
Quite true-and why, at least in a strategic sense, I find WWI (Europe) more interesting than WWII (Europe). In the latter generally one side or the other is in the role of attacker or defender. In WWI, both sides are generally in both roles. 

>1. When attacking at odds higher than 5-1 against a space which benefits from a defensive column shift what happens? For example, 6-1 would normally be resolved on 5-1 with a +1 to the die roll. Is a 6-1 against a unit in a city resolved at 5-1, 4-1 or 4-1 with a +1 to the die roll? The way I've been doing it, I would resolve this combat at 5-1, but I recently realized I could be wrong and its pretty important. << 
5-1 

>2. Aces: Is the KIA roll for aces used every time they are used for anything, << 
Yes. 

>7.18 (Gallipoli.) Does the phrase " at least one Allied unit in both invasion beaches" mean << 
a) one unit in either hex. 

b) one unit in each hex. 

We played b), but it was queried and discussed. << 

B. 

>20.7 (Western Front Trench Warfare.) Are HQs combat units? If they are combat units then if they start next to enemy units they cannot use more than half their movement while Western Front Trench Warfare is in effect. 
We played that they were NOT combat unit and so could always use their full movement and get flipped if more than half movement was used. But again this was queried and discussed.<< 

You were correct. 

>20.7 (Western Front Trench Warfare.) As a comment, I wonder why this rule does not apply to the Italian Front. In our game units seemed very mobile on this front despite of the moutainous terrain. I understood that historically it was at least as static as the Western Front. << 
In my experience the Italian Front never moves more than a hex or two until the restrictions on Allied/German units are lifted. But feel free to add this restriction to the IT front. 

I am taking Keegan's WWI book along with me on vacation and hope to get into some solitare play of this game when I get back. I noticed that Grognard has a ton of stuff on this including a comprehensive rulebook for TGWiE and TGWiNE. It says it incorporates all the errata printed in the magazines. Before I print all 60+ pages of this, can anybody tell me if these rules are truly comprehensive? Do they incorporate the errata posted on Grognard? Is the Grognard errata the same as what was printed in the magazines? 

I use it myself. 

Poor play mistakes by me as the Allies in my first play of TGWiE/NE have put me in a difficult position. I have lost the entire British force, HQ included. 

Where do I bring on all those nice looking British divisions waiting to get into the fray? There is no "home city" for the Brits on the map. My HQ is gone so I cannot place new units adjacent to it. 
Do I treat the Channel ports as "home cities" and place my reinforcements there? 

Do I use sea movement to place them in the Channel ports? 

>Do I use sea movement to place them in the Channel ports? << 
Unfortunately mu copy of TGWiE is currently stored away where I can't readily get at it, but I believe the above is the correct answer. 

OTHER RESPONSES:

French ports count as British cities for placement purposes.

I found the rules reference. I have been using the combined TGWiE/NE rules found on Grognard but mysteriously, the rule about placement of Brit units was left off. The original rules from the magazine had the rule I needed. 

>I have a question regarding the initial CP setup. Can German units setup on the partial German hexes on the border with Luxembourg?<< 
Yes. 

> Additionally, am I correct in assuming that if the CP controls all of the city hexes in Belgium the HQ unit that appears on stratigic turn A is out of luck? Or, in the alternative, can it appear in a Channel Port like British new units? << 
The HQ starts at Antwerp.

The "Old Hands Note" after Rule 12.11 states that cities exist along with natural terrain, giving Abbeville as an example. I cannot, however, tell from the map whether some or all of the following cities are also in mountain terrain: Mulhouse (seems to be), Belfort, Epinal, Trent, and Trieste. 

Has there been any ruling on this? 

I don't have my maps handy but I'm pretty sure all are mountain except maybe Trent and Trieste (which might be rough--if they are next to mountains, call them mountain). 

As for the strategy questions, I'm very rusty at GWiE, but I'll touch on a few points. Those with more recent experience please chime in. 

>How high do you stack your units in setup? In belgium i put some pretty hefty stacks of Germans and brits. << 
As you should-they will have to unstack pretty quickly as the need to keep the enemy out of your rear kicks in. 

>What should the Russians "settle for" in 1914? A line on the Carpathians? << 
Depends in part on how the West front goes imo-the better the Germans do in the west, the more pressure the Russians need to put in the east. Clearing East Prussia (which shortens the front is also a valuable goal (if you can do it). 

>Should France attack in the south ala plan 17? Maybe if the german setup is week? << 
Some attacks are possible but mostly asap you need to shift forces to deal with a German sweep through Belgium. 

>How should the serbs and montenegrans set up? in the border? << 
In good terrain where possible. Remember holding Belgrade is your first goal. Depending on AH actions a few Serb attacks along the border can be in order-but don't plan on marching on Budapest-your supply is too vulnerable. Once you are in 1915 start pulling back (leaving enough force to make taking Belgrade a pain, or you might be cut off when BU enters.

I am using the very handy composite rules put together by Colin. In it in the 1914 setup, the German "X" units start in the West and "Y" units in the East but in the original rules it is reversed (Y in West, X in East). I saw no errata so I tend to trust the original rules but want to make sure... 

Is it X in the east and Y in the West? 

I don't remember the letters but the larger number of the X/Y divisions start in the east.

Cool - just so people know, the composite rules are correct and the original rules are mistaken. 

Seem to make sense that way for numerous reasons anyway. 

Are there any restrictions concerning the movement of Italian forces on the Italy front map (other than the alpine hex restrictions). Specifically are they allowed to enter AH territory; more specifically Trieste and Trent. 


Italian units cannot move or fight the turn Italy enters the war so the AH always has one turn to react to Italian entry. If Trent and Trieste falls Austria collapses. Italian units may not enter Austria outside the Italian theater however (except through the Balkans). The collapse of Austria is sufficient-unless Russia is out of the war or France is about to be collapse- that the CP should probably simply resign at that point. 
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>I also think the rule allows stacking on the HQ. It is not to exclude that possibility. << 
Yes-the stack can be in OR adjacent to the HQ. 

Question: A Ger. 2-3-4 unit has been left behind in an intact Fortress Lotzen. Russian Army has swept past the area and captured Konigsberg. On a later turn Russians move out of Konigsberg and leave it undefended. Can the Ger. 2-3-4 move the three hexes to Konigsberg and occupy it thus reestablish coastal German supply? I ask this because one player will contend that the German unit is out of supply and therefore can not move at full movement I think he is wrong help??? If Scutari in Mont. is captured by AH player does this collapse Monteg.?????? Thanks 

I have to dig out the rules to be certain-I think fortress supply is for defensive purposes only. And Montenegro doesn't "collapse" exactly, but if Scutari falls its army is hors de combat. 

> In simple terms can units in Fortresses move out of them if left to do so by an opponent. I see nothing in the rules that state that they can not move until releived! Thanks for you help!!! >> 
Unless I'm missing something (always possible) they can move-provided of course they end their move in supply.

Certainly anomalies can appear in regards to the supply rules, but that is true in any system. Tying supply directly to rail lines for example can allow-quite unhistorically-a single unit to put an army group of supply. Even as detailed a system as OCS is not without its odd happenings. 

I simply assume when such an event takes place the issue of supply is being handled at a level below (or above, depending on the game and the situation) the design scale. 

(No, that French stack in a town isn't really tracing supply through half of Germany; it either has enough supplies in the hex to operate or there is a narrow supply path into the hex that doesn't show up at a 10 mile per hex scale.) 

The supply system in TGWiE (like the system in PoG) encourages spreading out the troops to cover the entire front, and that is the most important issue from my pov. 

But no system is for everyone.

>Question about Serb Typhus rule: do unit movement and attack restrictions have impact on CP units as well a Serbs? << 
Yes. 

Well, I tried to avoid discussing it here, as it is as close to a perfect strategy as I've seen in all my years of gaming and once the rabbit is out of the hat it rather spoils the game for those happily playing away blissfully unaware that a 'perfect' strategy exists. And the game IS a bundles of fun until you come up to it... To tell the truth once we've stumbled onto this strategy (I sort of 'lucked' into it as the GE by taking so many losses in a 'conventional' strategy that I could come up to my preferred line and place devastation markers that line kept getting breached before I could properly form it. So I had to keep attacking...) we only played a handful of games with this strategy properly followed through. Inevitable CP success. (Remember conquering France is a CP victory no matter what else happens!) (Well, provided GE is still alive, of course.) We've used strong Allied play (I mean there could be improvements lurking somewhere which we've missed but...): Not stacking the french, keeping the belgians in supply during the first turn and refusing the russians. Í am willing to reconsider if some suggestions for an improved defense/aatack come up but at present: sorry... 

Personally I don't rule out that Mr. Gratz is right, I merely doubt it-given all the people who have played TGWiE if there really is such a fatal flaw I would have expected more people to discover it by now. But my real objection is to the idea that if he is correct, it means the game needs major system changes, rather than a couple of minor balancing tweaks. 

I've sent those as replies to persons interested (excerpts below): 'The game is really good. I liked it a lot until... It unfotunately suffers from being 'broken'. In our opinion, if the CP player concentrates on attacking the french he will attrit him to nothing, fast. Flip-flops aren't needed. This will result in an inevitable CP victory. The Brits are no help because they take long to build up and can't hold the whole line on their own anyway. The Russians are of very limited help: none versus Germany as it can retire to the vistula fortresses if needed which can be held easily (and it will take forever for the HQ to arrive in order to even start a proper attack/siege). AH is a bit more exposed but they can hold for a while on their own and then can be reinforced minimally by the GE. Long before Vienna or Budapest are threatened the war is going to be over through the complete collapse of France. The remedies suggested by Ted (remove the early disadvantages for the french (the minus on attack/defense)) are not enough. Removing the same disadvantage from the russian isn't enough. What MIGHT help is increasing the flow of reserves to the french or jiggling the CRTs. However, these are major design changes affecting play balance dramatically. (It is all to easy to overdo things and thereby make the Entente invincible.) Moreover, the game might end up being susceptible to only one strategy: try to crush France before it crushes you. This would spoil the beauty of the game which has allowed various strategies hitherto. Frankly, I can't be bothered to do the playtesting associated with major changes. I've got enough other gams which wait to be playing.' 'I think if this strategy is stuck with there is very little the Allies can do. It becomes a mere matter of WHEN the CP win instead of if. I am sure this isn't how Ted is envisaging a game to proceed. He is thinking more along the lines of the Germans handing out a good drubbing to the french but then swinging on the defense there (with the help of those devastation markers) and dishing it out to the Czar as he starts to threaten East Prussia/Poland/Galicia more seriously. But why do that? The devastation hexes protect BOTH sides and the main German towns can not be threatened seriously. One way you might want to experiment with is to improve russian offensive capabilities by speeding up their HQs giving them a movement ability of 3. Not using the hobbles during the first couple of turns for the French and Russians is, of course necessary too. But I doubt if this is enough. In any case you've now shoehorned the game into a fairly narrow channel with practical no other strategy for a CP victory possible. It'll get boring after a few games, I predict...' 

I remain unconvinced-the numbers, imo, don't add up. At the start there are 85 GE Infantry divisions in the West vs. 80 Allied divisions. On turns A-C there are 26 German infantry divisions (assuming ALL go to the West) vs. 31 for the Allies in the West. There are 22 German RPs (total) vs. 24 Western Allied RPs (18 French). The Germans will have 10 HQs in th West if they send NO additional ones east, the Allies 9 (not counting the Belgians) but the Allies are generally on the defensive, getting the advantages of terrain and fortifications. It is true the Germans have 25 divisions with an attack factor of 4, but the Allies get 21 with a defense strength of 4 to 6. The Allies have 12 divisions with a DF of only 2, but then the Germans have 30 divisions with an AF of only 1 or 2. 

Not that such a strategy couldn't work, but the only time I've seen it personally (when Jim Falling used it on me) it depended both on turn flips (or rather the threat of a flip back to the West) but also involved my running away with the Russians (expecting an eastern strategy) so that there was virtually no pressure on the CP outside the Western front. And I've seen a great many games where the German offensive ran out of steam after the first 4 turns (and those with the French Plan XVII shifts). 

Still, the game is obviously broken for Herbert and his game group, so I'll try in the next few weeks to come up with some fixes for him and those who share his views. 

Rob has correctly identified what is an essential counterstrategy to the attrite France battle winner for the CP: As Russia you must ignore GE. (Well you can't completely as he still has to be screened but the big stacks have to go against AH.) It is pointless to attack GE in the east. It can give up everything, hole up in the Elbe fortresses and it will take the Russkies how long to get even to where they can start a siege? And without those fortresses no attack on Berlin can even be contemplated. No, going for Berlin is pointless. On the other hand AH is a weak target. Concentrate against him (except, of course, during the first turn when you should hole up in your fortresses in order to keep YOUR losses down) and AH will feel the pressure mount. But then what is the point? All GE needs to do to keep him in the game is to send enough divisions to hold Vienna. And it will take Russia a long time going against AH to get in the vicinity. By that time France will be close to collapse if not already collapsed and GE can easily spare those few divisions. Moreover, if I remember correctly, even the fall of AH will not make a difference to GE! It will continue to fight and still win if France falls! 

The situation in the west is a bit more complex than comparing mere numbers of division siuggest. Most of the GE line will be held by a single division. 4 factor strength. Attacking it with two stacks of 3 french units ea. will only give 4:1 odds. Not good. Going in with big (6 unit) stacks will leave them exposed to thr fury of German counterattack, might still lead to a loss on the attack and will leave the rest of the line that much weaker as well as cutting down on the number of attacks in total you CAN make. But there is little other choice as attacking at 4:1 is playing the GEs game: you exchange units basically 1:1 in your phase. He'll get something like 2:1 in his his phase (more later on as your stacks get weaker/thinner). Secondly, what is he usually exchanging? In a normal situation where the french are 3 high they have 3x234 or perhaps - rarely 344+123+234 - the Germans will kill 2 unis and lose one. This will either be 2x234 or 123+234. GE will lose 123 - at best. Over a period of time the french will get worse fairly quickly while the GE will scarcely note that anything has changed as they are only losing 123. (The single defensive value 4 units will be replaced through the replacement procedure.) Hoping for the brits is a slim hope: It takes time 'til they arrive and then they are caught on the horns of a dilemma: concentrate in order to attack or spread out to relieve the French? In the first instance they will only indirectly help the poloi and in the second Ge will not be threatened. (Much depends IMO on how far the disintegration process for the french has already set- in.) Flip-flop: who needs it? Agreed it is a nice threat to have and takes the stzeam out of some attacks near turn end as well as forcing a few suiciadal 'break the line'-attacks on the other front but on the whole the above strategy works well enough without it. 

No, unfortunately, nothing I've read so far here, makes me change my assessment. Any more suggestions? 

Whereas I remain unconvinced. And this is the sort of the statement that leaves me unconvinced: 

>Attacking it with two stacks of 3 french units ea. will only give 4:1 odds. Not good. << 
Really? Attacking with 5 3s and a 1 will give a 50% chance of destroying a 3-4-4 for no loss, or a 3-4-4 for a 1-2-3. Apparently the idea is that the French trade 3s when they attack, but the Germans only 1s. It is this sort of assumption that starts to make the entire structure look rickety. 

Some more numbers. The Allies through turn C have 373 defense factors (not including forts) to the Germans 315 infantry attack factors. They have 284 infantry attack factors to the German 387 defense factors. But that is assuming EVERY German division goes to the western front. 

The Allies get to decide where to stand and fight, so they will more often be in good terrain, and the Germans are limited to bringing in units near HQs while the French are more flexible (fighting in France). (And the Allies get 7 rps on turn A, the Germans none until turn B. And again we are assuming every German RP gets spent in the West.) 

Certainly an attrition strategy seems possible with those numbers, but certain? 

But again, I'm less concerned with Herbert's conclusion that he has found an unbeatable strategy (I remain skeptical, but I don't deny the possibility) than his claim that this requires major system changes to fix, which speaking as a designer, I in turn say with absolute confidence is nonsense. And when I have the time I intend to prove THAT case by offering some simple chrome balance options (for those who feel the need). 

A little question. It says in combat you take strength losses. How do you do this? Lets say you have a 2 strength and another 2 strength unit and you have to take off 3 points. How do you do this? Or if you have to take off 1 point? Also, where do you take them off? Defense, or Attack? 

Combat losses in TGWiE are in STEPS, not strength points. (Basically 1 step equals one unit.) 

I can't really help with the Beginner rules-those were put in by XTR, and I never used them myself. For neutral country entry you could still draw the chits and simply ignore all other chits.

MARK HERMAN: I am going break this game out again and give it a go. If I am getting the drift of the discussion it looks like the Germans are exploiting the rules to trade poor units to absorb losses to preserve offensive potential. One simple rule (if this is the case) is to force the attacker to take the first loss from a unit with the highest attack strength (if tie owning players choice). The defender gets to choose any unit to take losses from (good old cannon fodder mentality). My extensive experience with the game (although its been a while) does not correlate with the "need" for extensive modifications. 

Historically, the German failure to take France was a near run thing. Although the failure was based on pre-war logistic and fatigue assumptions that did not hold up in actual conflict. Even given this, it came close which I think the game captures reasonably well. Forcing the attacker to bleed offensive potential would abstractly capture these elements. 

>One simple rule (if this is the case) is to force the attacker to take the first loss from a unit with the highest attack strength (if tie owning players choice).<< 
Not a bad idea, but you could run into trouble applying it to the Germans on the eastern front (or in TGWiNE). Perhaps with some exceptions (doesn't apply to German attacks vs. Russians, Romanians, Serbs, and Italians or any combats in the Near East?).

MARK HERMAN: Ted, Actually the idea comes from the basic intent of 10.6 whereby the offensively stronger Commonwealth units or tanks must take losses if used. Another thought is if an HQ is not used in an attack and/or if the defender uses an HQ in defense (and is in supply), the first step loss taken must be the unit with the strongest attack strength. This should control the rules impact on the Eastern front. 

Mark-by all means give it a try. 

I'm going to continue to work on some ideas for balance that don't touch the combat system, since I'm inherently cautious about dealing with core design systems so long after doing the design. 

> 4. No need to set up Aust. units in Italy. If Italy enters they can set up but not move for one turn. That gives AH player a chance to move units there<< 
By the end of 1914 you should start feeding Austrians onto the Italian map (in case Italy is the first chit drawn in 1915); you'll need about 20 divisions to lock down the Italian front, more than you can get in place in a single turn. 

>#1. What turns are best when changing the inititive and really attriting the Russians with a double turn? 
I am open to suggestions! << 

That depends too much on the situation on the board. The best time is when a. you'll have sufficuent forces in the east to take adavantage of it and b. the Russians have weak sections of the line-especially on the flanks, where a double-turn promises a significant breakthrough. In general, if the Germans can either hold or take back East Prussia, it becomes strong launch pad for strikes into the Russian rear. 

>How many divisions do you need to defend Austria-Hungary on the Italian map? Are the Strategic Turn C units enough? << 
I use 21. This may seem excessive, but with my set up I can lock the Italian front down so that there is no chance of Italy taking Austria out without Allied help (at which point Germans start showing up as well). 

The following rules are intended to balance the design for those who feel it favors the Central Powers. Use any or all as desired. 

1. Ignore the French combat shifts on turns 1 and 2. 

2. Entrench the British, French and Belgians on the same turns and at the same rate as the Germans. 

3. After October 1914, the movement allowances on the Western and Italian fronts are no longer doubled. Exceptions: Stosstroop, US units, and Allied tank units, and any unit stacked with an Allied tank unit, that do not begin their move adjacent to an enemy unit, and cavalry units that at no point in their move are adjacent to an enemy unit, move double their MA on those fronts. 

4. New Units: French units entering on the West map may enter on any friendly map edge hex in France as if entering in a city. 

5. French collapse cannot take place while the Russians currently control any fort or city hex in Germany. 

6. After switching the Initiative (from west to east or vice versa) the CP player may not switch again for at least 3 Strategic Turns (2 intervening Strategic Turns). So if he switched from West to East on Turn C, he could not switch back before Turn F. Exception: on any Strategic Turn after Turn B that the Russians control any fort or city hex in Germany, and the CP Initiative is in the West, it must be switched to the Eastern Map. On any such turn that the CP Initiative is in the East, it may not be switched to the Western Front. 

7. The Germans lose 1 Resource Point per Strategic Turn for every town hex in Germany controlled by the Russians, and 2 RP per turn for every city hex in Germany controlled by the Russians. 

>It doesn't make sense that you could place a HQ on a City and then say place a HQ or other unit next to it and so on. << 
And you can't. HQs cannot be used to place units the turn they themselves are placed. 

I've played TGWiE with just me and another player to the very end in just two (admittedly long) days of gaming; 4 days should be plenty of time. 

>The Austrian front has stabilized somewhat since the Soviets have supply difficulties<< 
That's okay, I've been known to refer to the WWII Red Army as the Tsarist forces. 

>One rules question regarding NEW UNITS. You can place "one stack per HQ outside of your home country". What about inside your home country?<< 
Yes. 

>I think the "Herbert G." gambit can work, although I never doubted that it might,<< 
Nor I. The issue, as you note, is the odds of it working. 

>BR 3, BE 7, FR 58, GE 33, RU 12, AH 12, SR 0. If you back-add-in repls, total FR losses are 88, GE on both fronts is 79...after 8 complete turns. The Germans are not able to out-fight the French for the most part...but, and this may be the kicker, as both sides take humongous losses, the GE have more new units, repls and flexibility. >> 
Ah, but you have to add in the British (and often the Allies can salvage some Belgians as well). 

>Can you use ultimate supply sources as supply terminals, in other words, can the French trace 4 hexes directly off a supply map edge?<< 
Yes. 

>When placing "one stack per HQ, same or adj. hex" during New Units, if you place in an adj. hex that is empty of existing HQs, may the stack include a reinforcement HQ? In other words, can HQs themselves be placed via this rule? << 
Yes, but that HQ could not be used to place a stack in the same turn (no chain reaction). 

>There was a GE HQ with a special rule, limiting it to one front, but I cannot find the rule anymore. << 
The 11th I believe. 

>The German 11th HQ is a 2-3...I assume it yields two shifts, as does the Russian GD HQ 2-2. << 
Yes. 

 >>My reference to 7:1s was in light of your report that the french were stacking single units. If they are three high: so much the better. The odds are you'll certainly be killing at a 3:1 ratio now. Switching back to the east: that's the ticket. No need to be doctrinaire about how to win. If you have tons of objectives in France but seem unlikely to get more there pick them up elsewhere. An 'attrition France' strategy isn't meant to be followed pointlessly to extinction merely being a sure-fire way to victory whatever its final form or shape. << 

Well I consider this a shift in your position-your argument, as I read it, was always that France was doomed vs. this strategy (no matter what the Allies did), not that France could be rendered ineffective long enough for the CP to win elsewhere. At which point matters become even more speculative. 

>One question...HQs alone in a hex are vulnerable to movement, but I assume not to combat, since you cannot attack an empty hex. So even if the GE have OHL in the west, a FR HQ alone, one hex behind the line, is invulnerable to combat, wheras one stacked in a fort or with units could conceivably be attacked and destroyed. << 
Correct. A minor mechanical quirk, I realize. 

>Isn't there a rule against sending Germans to the Italian front until 1917 or something like that? (The same with non-Italians for the Entente?) >> 
Without digging in my closet, that is my recall as well. The AH have to hold the IT front alone (21 units can lock down that front so as to prevent any chance of collapse; using less involves taking risks.) 

[The last entry in rule 3.7 states: Italian Theater: Prior to the start of 1917, only Italian and Austro-Hungarian units may operate on this map. ]

Gamer A: There are two supply lines...unit to local source is one, then local source to ultimate source is two. That second line may not be restricted by Alpine. But I'll look when I get home to be sure. And/or, it may be the case that if you grab a town as in that example, you can trace "the long way around" through various unoccupied hexes, so there may still be some vulnerability. 

Gamer B:  I looked up that rule, and while it isn't 100% clear I'd say it is a safe bet that both "legs" of the supply line have the same restrictions. So the town-to-ultimate line could not cross an Alpine hex in AH, ever, if you are IT, but still I think you could probably trace a circuitous route from a remote town, since AH will have just the 21 units guarding the two main 5-hex sectors. 


Ted’s reply:  Peter-correct. BTW the purpose was basically to represent Austrian troops below the division level scale of the game. 

General Question: As a rule are chits limited to use by Front and or map? ie mine and flamthrower chits. Can the CP player use them in the east or as in our case the Italian Front( by AH forces)? 


Some chits are limited to a certain front, but only if stated in the rules for that chit or for a chit type. 


Also, with the way "move-fire" works across the East and West maps, seems like a natural for 4 player, partnership play. 
Actually works best with two as there is no down time. 

I have always been perplexed by the ability of a player to concentrate many (or all) HQs at a point in the front for an attack. Perhaps it's because of the label, but I've always felt uncomfortable about this as a gaming tactic, even though on some level I completely understand that this really is a representation of the artillery and suppy assets available to be concentrated for various purposes. 
Well I think you answered your own question-the HQs are an abstract representation of resources for attack and defense. (But using HQs rather than abstract resource points adds some "local color.") 

In both my opinion and my experience the Russian player can put considerable pressure on the CP in 1914, AND protect against a double-turn. Back when I played GWiE I did it all the time. As for the CP cutting off the entire Russian army-sorry, imo that should never happen given correct Russian play. 

Note the counterintuitive part of this is that AH combat strength is weaker than RU, perhaps weaker by a lot, but this matters little. 
No, it matters quite a lot. This isn't the western front where high movement allowances mean nothing but a continuous double line will suffice to defend against a double turn. 

What I do believe is that due to higher movement there is an appreciation about turn flip in west but not so much in east, but it is still deadly. 
And what I believe is that once a Russian player appreciates this, he can deal with it-without halting effective offensive action (until the inevitable CP buildup in the east makes a strategic defensive the proper thing to do). 

