
General Comments on & Evaluation of A GATHERING OF GALATIANS:

This battle began on 01 July and ended on 13 July. Only twelve turns were played, as I found 
myself  distracted by the promise of a Napoleonic Peninsular project and was, to a degree, 
exhausted by the lack of a decision on this adapted battlefield. I suppose it might be called a 
draw with perhaps a slight advantage in favor of the Galatians, but I’m not absolutely certain.

I am sure that mistakes were made in umpiring this solo contest. I like to think/believe that I did 
more things correctly than incorrectly. 

As the Roman commander, I elected to play an essentially defensive game. While this permitted 
the Galatians to determine the music to which “we” danced, I think, in large part, it proved 
satisfactory. As the Galatian commander, my offensive efforts were frustrated by poor command 
rolls. (Note the disjointed action and slow speed of the Galatian cavalry on the left, and the panic 
of the one warband division in the center.) While I would suggest that my wedge-shaped 
divisions of warbands was historical (better warriors to the front and all that . . . ), I am not quite 
sure that it is playable. I am still working on controlling my impulse to “throw in” with the 
barbarian commander-in-chief. Perhaps a house rule to provide a re-roll if he spends too many 
attacks and winds up on the pointy end?

The limitations of my tabletop became very apparent when the large unit of Galatian cavalry 
was forced to hug the Roman edge of the field when it wrecked havoc on the Latin Legion and 
tried to run over some Roman Triarii. It seems to me that the barbarian horse would have circled 
around and attacked from behind. Perhaps I should have deployed the Romans closer to the 
center of the field? 

I mentioned making mistakes. Given the lack of a definitive result to this and other HC 
scenarios, I wonder if this adopted battle was too large an endeavor to attempt/manage single-
handedly? 

Regarding the “wild fighter” rules: I did not apply these re-rolls when the warband unit was in a 
supporting role. It seemed to me a waste of the special rule. Then again, if a unit contributes to 
melee, perhaps it should be forced to use its special characteristics? 

Regarding the “close ranks” rule for HI: Oddly enough, I found that my Romans did better not 
using this rule than they did on turns when it was used. 

Going back to the issue of size of engagement, I read with some interest the discussion about 
“Creating playable rules for large armies” on TMP [ANCIENTS DISCUSSION; 47 posts as of 
11 July 2013]. I wonder if I should look into Warmaster Ancients? 

As far as an evaluation, well . . . 
Once again, I think the idea was better than the execution. While this is disappointing, it is not 
completely discouraging. I quite like the idea of having an author’s permission to tinker with the 
written rules. (As if we needed permission, right?) I thought the organization of the Roman and 
Allied legions was pretty good. I also liked the variation in the size of the Galatian warbands and 
cavalry units. It’s not everyday that you see a large unit of medium cavalry riding down the 
exposed left flank of an infantry army! If pressured to assign a grade or numeric rating, I would 
have to say that this battle/scenario/wargame was in the range of a C-plus. Probably somewhere 
around  76 points out of a possible 100.


