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Foreword

The Armor Branch provides a unique set of capabilities for today's expeditionary Army. The
combination of mobility, firepower, survivability, tempo, and shock at both the platform and unit level
makes Armor a critical component of the modern combined arms team. These qualities provide armored
organizations the versatility necessary for success amid the uncertainties and complexities of future
operational environments. Similarly, they ensure the means to outmaneuver and defeat an array of
potential threats, including re-emerging ones. These qualities and their continuous evolution across the
range of military operations constitute an underlying theme in the following pages.

Armor in Battle: Special Edition for the Armored Force 75th Anniversary captures the essence of Armor
through accounts of small unit engagements from the interwar years through the Global War on
Terrorism. From the maneuver concepts pioneered by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) in the 1930s
through operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, these pages showcase Armor's ability to operate in the high
intensity environments of World War II and the first Gulf War, its suitability for counterinsurgency
operations in Vietnam and Iraq, and its value in stability and support operations in Occupied Germany
and the Balkans.

This publication uses historical accounts as a professional development tool. Study of the actions
described in the following pages provides insight into the maneuver and command of armored
organizations directly applicable to current and future operational environments. Executing a fast paced
engagement against an aggressive enemy, leading a movement to contact in low visibility conditions,
overcoming supply concerns, and battling a determined foe in an urban environment represent tactical
concerns to which tankers from World War II to the present can relate. Similarly, managing hostile crowd
behavior, preventing complacency during routine checkpoint operations, interacting with a civilian
population, and responding to sudden insurgent attacks are experiences common to Armor soldiers who
served in Occupied Germany, Vietnam, or the Balkans. Leaders can expect to confront many of these
challenges on their next operational deployment.

The special sections devoted to the creation of the Armored Force serve as a reminder of Armor
Branch's roots and identity. From these beginnings emerged a branch noted for its aggressiveness, rapid
action, and versatility-qualities which underscored Armor's role as the combat arm of decision.

D. ScoTrT MCKEAN
BRIGADIER GENERAL, USA
CHIEF OF ARMOR
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Introduction

In 1986 the U.S. Army Armor School published FKSM 17-3-2: Armor in Battle. This manual provided a
collection of articles and accounts focused upon tactical armored engagements. It provided Armor leaders with
a reading set that highlighted actual operations in confusing and sometimes terrifying combat environments.
Armor in Battle supported the professional development of junior leaders, particularly at the battalion and
below levels, exposing them through history to the challenges of tactical command. The combat experiences
included in its pages described the mud, blood, and chaos of the real world in which Armor leaders would
have to function.

This updated edition of Armor in Battle also focuses on small unit armored actions. It opens with the
interwar period and ends in the Global War on Terrorism. The chapters on World War II, The Korean War,
and Vietnam include different perspectives than the content offered in the original edition. For example, the
new chapter on World War II provides insights into armored combat in North Africa, detailed coverage of the
Arracourt tank battles, and several articles focused upon tank-infantry coordination in the Mediterranean and
Pacific theaters. The Korean War chapter addresses the use of tanks in an urban environment and pursuit and
exploitation actions, while the Vietnam chapter covers quick reaction force and relief operations in an austere
operational environment. Other chapters detail the use of light armor as a stability force in postwar Germany,
the insertion of tanks by air into Panama, Operation Desert Storm, and peace enforcement in the Balkans. A
final chapter addresses the use of armor during the war on terror through articles detailing the air deployment,
urban combat, counterinsurgency operations, and the employment of tank units as either motorized or
dismounted forces.

Collectively, these accounts highlight the versatility of armor units. They depict the ability of armored
organizations to perform multiple functions across the range of military operations. However, the different
eras and locations depicted in these pages posed unique challenges to armor leaders. Understanding these past
challenges builds mental mobility—an old horse cavalry term used to describe a commander’s ability to react
quickly and effectively to rapidly changing circumstances on the battlefield.

The tactical experiences included in these pages include insights into most aspects of armor leadership
that can be incorporated into a self-study program or used for structured discussion in a field or classroom
environment. Indeed, this volume constitutes a training tool readily inserted into programs of instruction or
leader professional development activities.

Armor’s versatility and unique combat capabilities should be clear from the articles that follow. Too
often, these qualities have been misunderstood or marginalized by an overemphasis upon the limitations of
armored combat organizations. Yet, the importance attached to combined arms maneuver by today’s Army
necessitates that all team members understand the true capabilities of each team component. Tanks and
armored organizations possess tremendous combat power, mobility, and shock effect that must be understood
to maximize their impact and achieve decisive overmatch in battle. Such comprehension is a must for all
soldiers, regardless of branch, who will lead, train, or plan the deployment of armored organizations. Hence,
this work targets a broad audience that includes Armor personnel in addition to all soldiers, civilians, and
contractors who support combined arms and joint operations.

This work deliberately focuses upon the U.S. Army armor experience. This American orientation does
not diminish international achievements but rather reflects the ready availability of source material. However,
given the rich tapestry of experience that defines U.S. Armor history since the interwar era, this focus upon
American actions necessarily includes a diverse collection of operational environments, mission types, and
opponents from which to extract relevant insights.

This publication also commemorates the 75th anniversary of the establishment of the Armored Force. It
therefore includes several items related to Armor Branch’s formative years. A detailed chronology charts the
path from the first American tank units in World War I to the Armored force in 1940. A set of images tells a
similar story in pictures, and the directive that created the Armored Force is presented in its entirety. Finally,
the work concludes with a listing of Medal of Honor recipients to commemorate the talents and sacrifices of
those who have served in Armor.

FORGE THE THUNDERBOLT!
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Road to Armored Force

Editor: The Armored Force occurred as the result of the series of events described in the following pages. The
first was the development of the tank in World War 1. Subsequent improvements produced faster, more
reliable armored combat vehicles with a broader range of potential employment. New doctrinal and
organizational concepts emerged to shift armored development away from its platform-centric roots toward a
unique capability set. This transition happened gradually in the United States, shaped by the National Defense
Act of 1920, budgetary constraints, and the different missions assigned to the Infantry tank force and the 7th
Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). No consensus existed concerning the correct organization or method of
employment of armored units. Hence, until the late 1930s, U.S. Army mechanization lacked a central focus
and direction. The First Army maneuvers of 1939, the Third Army maneuvers of 1940, and Germany’s
successful mass application of armored formations in Poland and France resolved this uncertainty, generating
widespread acknowledgment of the need for American armored divisions. The creation of the Armored Force
was the direct consequence of this newfound clarity of purpose.

World War I—the Foreign Experience

June 15, 1915: British Lt. Col. Ernest Swinton authors the first discernible requirements for a tank design. The
vehicle was intended to help overcome the trench deadlock on the Western Front.

June 15, 1915: British Lt. Col. Ernest Swinton authors the first discernible requirements for a tank design. The
vehicle was intended to help overcome the trench deadlock on the Western Front.

September 6, 1915: The British build and run the first practical tank design, known as “Little Willie.”

January 12, 1916: The British demonstrate an improved tank model known as “Mother,” which became the
basis for the first production vehicle, the Mark I.

February 21, 1916: The French complete testing of a Schneider tank design and several days later decide to
produce several hundred.

September 15, 1916: The British employ tanks in combat for the first time during the Somme offensive. Mark I
tanks were employed in small numbers with varying degrees of success. They proved vulnerable to German
armor piercing small arms ammunition, artillery, and terrain that mired them. Subsequent British designs
increased the level of armor protection to withstand armor piercing small arms ammunition, marking the onset
of the development race between tank survivability and antitank measures.

October 8, 1916: The British create the Heavy Section of the Machine-gun Corps. Later renamed the Tank
Corps, it provided institutional support and training for the tank force.

April 10, 1917: The French Renault FT light tank successfully completes official trials. The vehicle featured the
characteristics that have become synonymous with subsequent tank designs—main armament in a revolving
turret, driver in hull front, engine in rear hull, and track suspension. It did not carry the heavy armor of the
Schneider and St. Chamond platforms, but it was simpler and cheaper to produce. Through mass
employment, the French intended to overwhelm opposition through numbers, a concept sometimes referred to
as a “bee swarm.”

April 16, 1917: French tanks make their combat debut during the Nivelle Offensive with the commitment of
132 Schneider tanks. The results were mixed with 57 destroyed by various means and 44 succumbing to
mechanical breakdowns. The rest pushed on to their objectives, but poor coordination with supporting infantry
forced them to retreat. German artillery barrages and artillery firing in a direct fire role accounted for many of
the tanks destroyed. Mounted in the forward hull, the gasoline tanks of the early model Schneider tanks tended
to ignite when hit by enemy gunfire. The resultant catastrophic fire often destroyed the vehicle and killed the
crew. Hence, the Schneider tank became nicknamed a "Mobile Crematorium."

April 17, 1917: The British employ tanks for the first time in the Middle East, when eight support the Second
Gaza Offensive. This action marks the first employment of tanks in theaters of operations outside Europe.

May 5, 1917: The French St. Chamond tank enters combat. Heavier, larger, and carrying more weapons than
the competing Schneider design, the St. Chamond suffered from insufficient power and limited mobility on the
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shell-torn terrain of the Western Front. Its role shifted from that of assault to fire support, and encouraged
development of the smaller and lighter Renault FT. The difficulties experienced by the Schneider and St.
Chamond tanks trying to maneuver on the battlefield led the French to attach engineers to tank units equipped
with these platforms. The engineers improved trench and stream crossing points and dug out mired vehicles

May 14, 1917: The Germans test their first tank, the A7V Sturmpanzerwagen. Few were actually fielded, and
the Germans lagged behind the British, French, and Americans in their development of a tank force in World
War I. Indeed, the bulk of German tanks encountered in combat were captured vehicles.

November 20, 1917: The British commit 476 tanks to an offensive at Cambrai, including specialized tanks
intended to facilitate trench crossing, remove barbed wire, bridge obstacles, carry supplies, and facilitate
communications with higher headquarters. Preparations included the coordination of plans for tank
employment with a sophisticated fire support plan, aerial observation, aerial ground attack, and integrated
operations with infantry. On the first day, the offensive breached the German lines along a six-mile frontage.
However, the inability to exploit this success enabled the Germans to mount a counterattack that recaptured
much of the lost ground. The use of specially trained antitank artillery and mobile antiaircraft guns in an
antitank role inflicted significant tank losses and foreshadowed the more sophisticated antitank measures of
World War II.

April 24, 1918: The first tank versus tank battle occurs between British and German platforms at Villers-
Bretonneux.

May 24, 1918: British Tank Corps officer J.F.C. Fuller authors a paper arguing for the creation of a tank force
capable of penetrating enemy lines and striking into the hostile rear area, destroying artillery, headquarters,
and those assets necessary to sustain a coherent defense. He also advocated a much larger tank force that
included a variety of tank types able to perform different combat functions. Better known as “Plan 1919,” the
paper was never fully implemented, but aspects captured the attention of Allied leaders.

May 31, 1918: The French Renault FT enters combat during the Second Battle of the Marne.

August 8, 1918: The British and French employ nearly 600 tanks to the offensive at Amiens, integrating their
operation with infantry, close air support, and artillery. Learning from Cambrai, plans for early exploitation of
a breakthrough included the use of armored cars with cavalry and the employment of the newly fielded light
Whippet tanks. The offensive penetrated six miles into German lines along a twenty-mile frontage, capturing
over 16,000 prisoners. The success of the offensive spurred the German leadership to consider peace
negotiations.

World War I—The American Experience

May 21, 1917: The American Military Mission completes a report on British and French tank operations. This
document encouraged General John J. Pershing, commander of the American Expeditionary Forces, to direct
further studies of tank operations, related training measures, and production efforts.

July 19, 1917: General Pershing orders the creation of an American tank board to study British and French
tank operations on the Western Front.

September 1, 1917: The tank board submits its findings in a report that notes the value of the tank to combat
operations and recommends the creation of an American tank arm directly subordinate to the American
Expeditionary Forces commander. The report also advocated the creation of a mixed force of heavy and light
tanks, reflecting the influence of both British and French tank design philosophies.

September 23, 1917: Organizational and personnel requirements for an American tank force are submitted to
the War Department. These requirements include nearly 15,000 soldiers to man combat organizations,
establish a training base, and staff a headquarters.

November 10, 1917: Capt. George S. Patton Jr. directed by American Expeditionary Forces Headquarters to
establish a tank training school for the U.S. First Army in France. He became the first soldier assigned to
tank duty.

November 10, 1917: Following visits to British and French tank production facilities, two Ordnance officers,
recommend the U.S. concentrate production on an American version of the French Renault tank. They also
proposed a joint US-British heavy tank design which featured British armor and weapons with an American
engine for assembly in a French plant. This first international tank program resulted in the Mark VIII, a heavy
tank which entered production too late to see combat in World War L.
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December 22, 1917: Col. Samuel D. Rockenbach appointed chief of the Tank Corps in the American
Expeditionary Forces. By year’s end, the Corps numbered just three officers, including Rockenbach. However,
plans for the new force included a general headquarters, three tank training centers, two army tank
headquarters, and ten brigades. With an authorized strength of 14,287 soldiers, efforts to meet this personnel
strength formally began in January 1918.

February 18, 1918: In the United States, the Tank Service of the National Army is authorized and placed under
the control of the Chief of Engineers.

March 5, 1918: The Tank Service becomes a separate Army branch under its newly appointed director Col. Ira
C. Welborn. His primary responsibilities included organizing, training, and equipping tank units. He oversaw
the establishment and operation of several stateside tank training camps, while managing related recruitment
efforts. Welborn’s command, however, remained separate from the tank force serving under the AEF in
France.

March 22, 1918: The Tank Service in the United States is renamed the Tank Corps. It remained a separate
organization from the AEF Tank Corps.

April 9, 1918: American soldiers begin training for service in heavy tanks under British tutelage in England.
Many of these soldiers became the first members of the U.S. 301st Tank Battalion, which subsequently entered
combat with British and Australian forces.

May 28, 1918: U.S. infantry receives tank support for the first time when French Schneider tanks accompany a
successful attack by the 28th Infantry upon Cantigny. This action also marked the first American offensive of
World War L.

September 12, 1918: The 1st Provisional Tank Brigade (redesignated the 304th Tank Brigade in November),
participates in the St. Mihiel offensive, marking the combat debut of the U.S. Tank Corps. The offensive
succeeded and validated the extensive preparations made by Patton, who commanded the 1st Provisional
Tank Brigade during this offensive.

September 26, 1918: The American-led Meuse-Argonne offensive begins with tank support from the 1st
Provisional Tank Brigade. Lessons learned from St. Mihiel resulted in special measures to push supply and
maintenance assets forward. Tanks initially carried additional external gasoline cans and provision was made
for commonly needed spare parts to be moved forward with the advancing tanks. Nevertheless, the offensive,
conducted against fortified positions amid hilly, wooded terrain made slow progress, and it continued to the
war’s end.

November 8, 1918: General Pershing rejects the Ford M 1918 as a tank suitable for the Tank Corps. The vehicle,
long delayed, had been field tested in France and found unsuited to battlefield conditions. The M 1918 marked
the first American-built tank. Despite Pershing’s rejection, Ford Motor Company had already received a
contract to build over 15,000. By war’s end, however, only fifteen had been built. The contract was cancelled,
and no tank produced in the United States entered combat in World War I. This poor production performance
directly stemmed from the lack of industrial mobilization planning prior to America’s entrance into the war.

November 11, 1918: An armistice is signed ending fighting on the Western Front and marking the end of World
War L.

End of the US Tank Corps

February 19, 1919: Tank School established at Camp George G. Meade, Maryland, after abortive attempt to
consolidate stateside tank training at Camp Benning, Georgia.

March 8, 1919: The War Department reduces Tank Corps size to 300 officers and 5,000 enlisted as part of
postwar downsizing. These new personnel caps were never reached due to rapid demobilization, which began
in France immediately after the armistice.

August 6, 1919: The AEF Tank Corps leadership and staff, led by Brig. Gen. Rockenbach, arrives at Camp
George G. Meade, where it is reorganized into the headquarters of the postwar Tank Corps. It assumed
responsibility for training; materiel development; coordination with the General Staff on tactics, organization,
and policy; and general supervision of the Tank Corps. Rockenbach provided the leadership continuity from
war to peace.
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August 15, 1919: The Tank Corps reorganized to include a general headquarters, the Tank School, two tank
brigades, and sufficient personnel to attach a light tank company to each Regular Army division and a training
cadre to each division in the National Guard and Organized Reserves. This plan remained largely a paper one,
since the Tank Corps lacked the personnel to implement it. Early efforts focused on the formation of the two
tank brigades to constitute the backbone of the Tank School and discharge its training functions. These actions
occurred amid growing uncertainty as to the future of the Tank Corps as an independent branch.

December 31, 1919: Personnel establishment for the Tank Corps further reduced to 154 officers and 2,508 men
as part of ongoing demobilization and downsizing. Rumors circulated of pending plans to subordinate the
Tank Corps to the Infantry, creating uncertainty for the professional futures of those remaining Tank Corps
personnel.

May 1920: The Infantry Journal publishes an article by George S. Patton Jr., entitled “Tanks in Future Wars.”
The article argued that support for the tank suffered from ignorance of its capabilities. Patton offered a view of
future battlefields different from the trenches of the Western Front that required integrated action by tanks and
infantry for success. This article was part of a larger effort by Tank Corps supporters to highlight the
importance of the tank and the need to avoid subordinating its development to an existing combat arm.
However, the general disparagement of J.F.C. Fuller’s ideas and the absence of an alternative American vision
of mechanized warfare undermined the belated effort to articulate a sound argument for continuing the Tank
Corps’ independence.

June 4, 1920: Congress passes the National Defense Act of 1920. This Act established the basic structure and
size of the Army for the interwar period. It authorized the creation of separate chiefs for the Cavalry, Infantry,
Air Service, and Chemical Warfare Service, but it abolished the Tank Corps. Following testimony from Army
leaders, Congress concluded that the tank’s primary role, derived from its World War I experience, lay solely
in infantry support. Therefore, the law assigned tanks and responsibility for the related doctrine, materiel, and
training development to the Infantry.

Tank Development Under the National Defense Act of 1920

June 30, 1920: Publication of Tactics and Techniques of Tanks, a provisional manual for possible use in the
General Service Schools at Fort Leavenworth authored by Capt. Joseph Viner, a former Tank Corps officer
serving with the Cavalry. The manual outlined a variety of missions for tanks beyond infantry support to
include raids, pursuit, advance guard, and rear guard. This manual reflected the view that the battlefield utility
of tanks transcended close support of the rifleman.

1921: General Service Schools’ representatives meet to discuss tactics and organization for the Infantry tank
force. They quickly embraced a much broader mission set for tanks than infantry support. In doing so, they
contradicted official Army tank policy. Consequently, The Adjutant General sent each attendee a notice
warning that the views expressed exceeded the stated purpose of the conference.

July 1921: The Cavalry Journal publishes “Cavalry Tanks,” an article written by Maj. Bradford G. Chynoweth,
an Infantry tank officer, who advocated the use of tanks to perform cavalry roles. This article proved one of
many appearing in service journals that advocated a broader role for tanks beyond infantry support, despite the
Army'’s official tank policy.

February 1923: Rockenbach finalizes requirements for the design of a new medium tank based upon lessons
learned from World War I. Salient characteristics included the ability to reach the battlefield without reliance
upon special transport, a top speed of 12 miles per hour, an armament of one cannon and two machine guns,
the ability to cross a nine-foot-wide trench, armor protection against .50 caliber ammunition, 360-degree field
of fire, and a maximum weight of 15 tons. Several models were built by the Ordnance Department, but none
met the weight restriction.

November 2, 1923: The War Department publishes the Field Service Regulations, United States Army. This manual
outlined a warfighting concept for the Army based upon maneuver rather than the positional warfare of World
War L. These regulations considered tanks largely for the conduct of assaults in terrain or conditions that
limited infantry maneuver. Tanks were not seen as suited to shaping or other types of operations, effectively
limiting their use to circumstances similar to those of the Great War, despite the manual’s overall emphasis
upon maneuver.
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1925: The General Service Schools at Fort Leavenworth publishes The Employment of Tanks in Combat as an
instructional text. In this work, breakthrough tanks preceded the infantry assault to clear obstacles, while a
second wave of tanks accompanied the infantry, providing direct fire support. This concept reflected the
intended use of American tanks in World War I that was never realized before the armistice. In the postwar
years, the Mark VIII served as the breakthrough tank, while M 1917 light tanks constituted the accompanying
tanks.

May 2, 1925: The War Department publishes Training Regulations No. 420-275: Infantry: Tank Combat Practice.
These regulations provided basic principles to govern tank gunnery training.

September 1925: The British army conducts maneuvers, utilizing tanks, armored cars, mechanized artillery, and
motorized infantry. The event reflected Britain’s leadership in mechanization in the 1920s, and it gained
widespread coverage in U.S. Army service journals. This event also introduced the Vickers Medium Tank
Mark I, with significantly improved capabilities over its Great War predecessors that made it suited to a
variety of battlefield environments.

1926: The Cavalry School publishes Armored Cars, a provisional manual for the operation of armored cars by
cavalry organizations. Since the National Defense Act of 1920 gave Infantry exclusive responsibility for tanks,
the Cavalry worked to develop concepts for the tactical employment of armored cars.

1927: The 1st Cavalry Division is assigned an armored car company as an organic asset.

August 27, 1927: The British Experimental Mechanized Force forms to develop doctrinal and organizational
concepts for an armored combined arms unit based upon tanks.

September 20, 1927: The 1st Cavalry Division begins maneuvers near Marfa, Texas. A platoon of M 1917 tanks
participates, using truck carriers to move to and from battle areas, but its slow speed (5-7 miles per hour in
optimal conditions) encouraged interest in a light, fast tank that did not require a special truck carrier.

September 26, 1927: The War Department publishes Training Regulations No. 420-290: Infantry: Tanks—>Moves
and Positions. These regulations governed the movement of tanks to the area of operations, preparations for
combeat, and the related coordination, logistical planning, and staff operations necessary to realize their
maximum effectiveness in battle.

October 1927: First demonstration of the T-1 Light Tank occurs. This vehicle leveraged the latest advances in
automotive technology. It featured a turret mounted 37-mm gun, a springless suspension system, and the use
of an all-purpose chassis to facilitate standardized production. This vehicle marked a shift in American tank
design away from medium tanks toward lighter vehicles, which was reinforced by Infantry interest in a vehicle
capable of keeping pace with infantry operations in open terrain.

1928: The War Department constitutes three armored car squadrons on paper and activates one armored car
troop. This action reflected continued interest in armored car operations, particularly with cavalry
organizations.

March 20, 1928: Brig. Gen. Frank Parker, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, outlines a mechanized development
program to the Army chief of staff that includes fully mechanized formations capable of attacking enemy
flanks and rear areas to assist the advance of traditional ground forces. Parker believed the tank’s combination
of firepower and mobility would restore decisiveness to the battlefield. Hence the Army needed to establish
permanent mechanized organizations with clear roles. Maj. Adna R. Chaffee Jr. served under General Parker
at this time, having been assigned to the G-3 to study mechanization.

July 1, 1928: Establishment of the U.S. Experimental Mechanized Force at Camp Meade. Secretary of War
Dwight Davis directed the creation of this organization after observing the British Experimental Mechanized
Force in England. Impressed with the British initiative, he sought a similar organization in the U.S. Army to
explore a combined arms mechanized unit. The unit included a collection of personnel and material drawn
from across the Army. The resultant motley collection of antiquated vehicles created a mechanic’s nightmare,
but it did provide a unique opportunity to experiment with a new type of unit.

September 20, 1928: The U.S. Experimental Mechanized Force disbands. Analysis of the organization’s
experience followed.

October 1, 1928: The Mechanized Board submits its final report on the Experimental Mechanized Force. This
body convened in May 1928 to study the organization and determine whether it or a similar mechanized force
should become a permanent part of the Army’s force structure. The Mechanized Board recommended the
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establishment of a permanent mechanized force to serve as the Army’s technical and tactical test bed for
further mechanized development. This force was not to be a separate branch, but it was intended to be
independent of the existing combat arms. Board membership included Maj. Chaffee.

1929: Army War College Commandant Maj. Gen. William D. Connor introduces mechanized elements into
all student problems at the War Department’s request.

June 29, 1929: The War Department publishes Training Regulations No. 420-270: Infantry: Tank Marksmanship.
These regulations refined previous gunnery instruction for crews of the M 1917 and Mark VIII tanks then in
use. A more uniform method of training was provided that increased the emphasis given to accuracy,
recording of individual skill development, the duties of training officers, and the derivation of a more scientific
ballistic solution.

October 1929: An armored car company participates in 1st Cavalry Division maneuvers near the Mexican
border. The rapid speed of the vehicle was considered an asset by the Cavalry, despite command and control
issues and the ease with which armored cars were disabled.

March 12, 1930: At the Army War College General Connor completes a study of mechanization, concluding
that cavalry missions constituted the likely future function of mechanized formations. In this timeframe, the
cavalry mission set included offensive and defensive combat actions, reconnaissance, security, pursuit,
exploitation, delay, the raid, the seizure of critical objectives in advance of the main body, and service as a
mobile reserve.

April 17, 1930: Tank School Commandant Col. James K. Parsons proposes a mechanized development
program that includes the establishment of six tank divisions, each one a combined arms formation capable of
sustained, independent operations.

October 1930: Army Chief of Staff General Charles P. Summerall directs the establishment of a permanent
Mechanized Force at Fort Eustis, Virginia. Created as a combined arms organization, the Mechanized Force
served to study tactics, techniques, and test new materiel. Its initial activities focused upon organization,
equipment, and individual training. Col. Daniel Van Voorhis commanded the Mechanized Force, whose
leaders represented a mix of Infantry and Cavalry officers. Maj. Chaffee later joined as the executive officer.
The Mechanized Force included a headquarters company, an armored car troop, an infantry tank company, a
machine gun company, a self-propelled artillery battery, an engineer company, an Ordnance company, and
detachments of Signal, Chemical Warfare Service, and Quartermaster troops. Total strength included 36
officers and 648 men with 167 vehicles of various types, including 23 tanks. The Mechanized Force constituted
a separate organization independent of the existing combat arms. Opposition to the new force soon emerged
from the chiefs of those arms. Against the backdrop of the Great Depression and the resultant drop in military
spending, the chiefs of the combat arms feared that the Mechanized Force would drain personnel and
resources from their branches. The Infantry, in particular, feared the Mechanized Force would divert tanks
from infantry support in the same manner that the Air Corps’ embracement of strategic bombing marginalized
close air support.

The Army’s Bifurcated Mechanization Program: Infantry Tank and Mechanized Cavalry
Development in the 1930s

1931: The War Department publishes Infantry Field Manual, which includes basic guidance for the employment
of tanks with infantry. Concepts reflected refinement of World War I practices, including the use of tanks in
waves to breach enemy defenses and provide fire support to advancing riflemen. At this time the Infantry tank
force included a light tank regiment, a heavy tank regiment, and thirteen individual tank companies. A small
tank force supported training at the Tank School. However, most of these units existed only on paper, and
materiel included World War I vintage M1917s and Mark VIIIs.

May 1, 1931: Army Chief of Staff General Douglas MacArthur issues “General Principle to Govern in
Extending Mechanization and Motorization Throughout the Army.” This document emphasized the
importance of tanks in the execution of both Infantry and Cavalry missions. It established a dual
mechanization policy that remained in effect throughout the 1930s. This broadening of the scope of tank
development reflected the trend of the Mechanized Force to execute missions more akin to cavalry operations
while affirming the importance of the infantry tank force. MacArthur’s guidance noted that “as one of the
principal duties of the tank will be to support infantry, it should be trained with it to develop the most efficient
type of machines and most applicable methods of tank support for infantry units.” To avoid violating the
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letter of the National Defense Act of 1920, tanks assigned to cavalry organizations would be designated
“combat cars.” Further guidance from the War Department encouraged mechanization and motorization
throughout the Army and made each branch responsible for its own program. The collective impact of these
actions effectively nullified Infantry’s exclusive control over tank development, reflecting the evolution of
mechanization from a branch into an Army asset.

September 10, 1931: The War Department publishes Training Regulations 425-90: Cavalry: Armored Car
Marksmanship. This manual provided a uniform method of gunnery training with related standards applicable
to vehicle-mounted .30 and .50 caliber machine guns as well as the Thompson submachine gun, the preferred
weapon for vehicle crews.

October 3, 1931: The War Department issues a directive entitled “Disposition of Mechanized Force,” which
identified the broad objectives and steps to be followed in mechanizing a cavalry regiment and establishing the
7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). It called for the mechanization of a single cavalry regiment to develop the
basic organization and related tactical principles with the intent to expand this force as it evolved. This
directive also included the organization of the 1st Battalion, 68th Field Artillery, to serve as the artillery
component of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) and to develop those principles necessary to ensure the
effective integrated operation with mechanized cavalry.

October 31, 1931: The Mechanized Force disbands. This action had been anticipated for months and reflected
the combined influence of a funding shortfall, the inability to secure additional funds from Congress during the
Great Depression, and the opposition of the branch chiefs, who perceived the Mechanized Force as a resource
threat. Amid the growing budgetary crisis of the Depression era and President Herbert Hoover’s determination
to cut military spending, Army Chief of Staff General Douglas MacArthur had to decide whether to sustain
expensive new technology (the Mechanized Force) or retain as many Regular Army personnel as possible. He
chose personnel over technology.

November 1, 1931: Detachment for Mechanized Cavalry Regiment created from cavalry personnel and armored
cars assigned to the now defunct Mechanized Force. This detachment relocated to Camp Knox, Kentucky,
where it became the nucleus for the first mechanized cavalry regiment to be formed. Camp Knox offered a
variety of terrain types, centralized location, and accessibility via road and rail. It was also one of the largest
military reservations little used other than for summer training.

December 1931: The War Department directs the activation of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) by May
1932. This action reflected the War Department’s intent to expand mechanized cavalry beyond a single
regiment.

1932: The Mark VIII declared obsolete. Due to a lack of tanks, however, the use of this tank in the event of a
national emergency was considered likely.

January 1932: Camp Knox becomes Fort Knox, reflecting an upgrade to the post’s status as a result of the
permanent assignment of the 1st Cavalry Regiment and planned future unit assignments. Construction of
permanent infrastructure followed to provide facilities sufficient to support mechanized cavalry development.
The Tank School relocates to Fort Benning, where it becomes part of the Infantry School. This action
facilitated the Army chief of staff’s guidance for more integrated training between tanks and riflemen.

February 1932: Table of organization for a mechanized cavalry regiment created. Principal components
included a headquarters and headquarters troop, a machine gun troop, a covering squadron of armored cars
and scout cars, and a combat car squadron. This structure marked the start of an evolutionary process that
would continue to refine the regiment’s organization.

1933: The Cavalry School issues “Mechanized Cavalry,” a pamphlet intended to provide doctrinal guidance
for mechanized cavalry development. Based largely upon studies of foreign mechanization, armored car
activities, and the limited U.S. mechanized development to date, it provided general concepts rather than
mature doctrine.

January 1, 1933: 1st Cavalry Regiment leaves Fort Russell in Marfa, Texas, en route for its new permanent
station at Fort Knox. Texas legislators contested this move and delayed it for nearly two years, arguing that
the regiment’s proper place lay near the Mexican border. At issue was the economic loss to Texas represented
by the unit’s departure. The Great Depression only intensified this impact.

Jan 16, 1933: The 1st Cavalry Regiment arrives at Fort Knox. There it underwent reorganization and became
the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized), commanded by Col. Daniel Van Voorhis and assisted by Lt. Col.
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Chalffee as his executive officer. The unit became the first mechanized cavalry organization in the Army’s
force structure, though it initially lacked combat vehicles and required additional personnel.

March 31, 1933: Congress establishes the Civilian Conservation Corps to provide employment in landscaping,
reforestation, and other public works projects. The Army assumed responsibility for recruiting manpower for
these jobs and managing the related work camps scattered across the United States. The Army met its
responsibilities through the mass diversion of personnel and resources from regular military activities. Units
provided small teams of soldiers to manage and lead the scattered work camps. The 1st Cavalry Regiment
(Mechanized), for example, became responsible for running 144 Civilian Conservation Corps camps in the V
Corps Area, which included Kentucky. This responsibility adversely impacted the unit’s efforts to complete its
transition into the Army’s first mechanized cavalry regiment. However, management of scattered camps in
rural areas provided invaluable experience in dispersed operations, particularly in the creation and sustainment
of communication and logistics systems over broad areas.

September 18, 1933: A briefing at the Army War College summarizes a proposed change in the table of
organization for the tank battalion that would add armored cars and a machine gun unit transported in
halftracks. These changes were not implemented. During the same event, Maj. Sereno Brett, a Tank Corps
veteran who continued to serve in the Infantry tank force throughout the interwar years, noted that the “best
solution for the present mechanized means of the U.S. Army is to get the biggest transport we have, load it all
on, and dump it into the middle of the Atlantic Ocean.” Brett’s comment reflected the frustration experienced
by tankers working with an obsolete tank fleet that created a false image of combat power and obstructed the
acquisition of newer, more capable designs.

November 2, 1933: The War Department plans to equip fully a regiment of light tanks, a regiment of medium
tanks, and seven light tank companies for attachment to infantry divisions. This plan remained in effect until
1938, but most tank units possessed few of the tanks indicated in their tables of organization and equipment.
National Guard tank companies, for example, possessed only two tanks for much of the decade.

May 1934: The 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) participates in maneuvers with horse cavalry elements at
Fort Riley, Kansas. The maneuver debut of the mechanized cavalry permitted the Cavalry to assess the
relative strengths and limitations of horse and mechanized cavalry units working together and in opposition
during a series of field exercises. The maneuvers also permitted testing of the T-4 and T-5 combat cars and
experimentation with the .50 caliber machine gun in an antitank role. In the wake of these maneuvers, Col.
Bruce Palmer replaced Van Voorhis as commander of the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized).

July 1934: The Mechanized Cavalry Board convenes at Fort Knox. This board studied the May maneuvers
and provided the analytical basis for further development of the organizational and operational concept for a
mechanized cavalry regiment. The Board’s findings included the incorporation of squadron headquarters
detachments to facilitate decentralized maneuver and control of the regiment, enabling the unit to operate as a
collection of independently operating components with separate tasks assigned by the regimental commander.
The Board also recommended the assignment of motorized engineers to facilitate river crossings, a support
squadron to secure objectives, and the inclusion of mortars to suppress hostile antitank positions.

September 1934: New Jersey hosts a command post exercise that includes horse and mechanized cavalry assets.
The event offered insights into the use of horse and mechanized cavalry together and encouraged the possible
use of mechanized cavalry to support air operations, exploiting their effects to seize key objectives until
relieved by other ground forces. However, the exercise only included commanders and staffs. More extensive
field maneuvers in 1935 were cancelled due to lack of funds.

1935: The M2A1 Light Tank enters service. This vehicle featured a turret mounted .50 caliber machine gun.
After receiving ten of these vehicles, the Army opted for a different version with two turrets, each carrying a
machine gun. Designated the M2A2, this vehicle was better known as the Mae West in reference to the
buxom, well known actress of the time. The twin turrets enabled simultaneous target engagement and suited
Infantry tank doctrine. With a 250 horsepower engine, this vehicle attained a maximum speed of 45 miles per
hour on roads. Its suspension and engine reflected the automotive advances of the era, including improved
overall reliability. Further refinement resulted in the M2A3.

1935: The M1 Combat Car enters service with the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). The combat car
designation reflected the language of the National Defense Act of 1920 that directed all tanks be assigned to

the Infantry. Similar to the M2A1 Light Tank, the M1 Combat Car differed primarily through the mounting of
its main machine gun armament in a single turret rather than the twin turrets of the light tank. Improvements
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included easier engine access, increased fuel capacity, and suspension changes that lengthened the hull. These
upgrades resulted in the M1A1 Combat Car that entered service in 1938.

April 5, 1935: The War Department assigns the 1st Battalion, 68th Field Artillery (Mechanized) to Fort Knox.
The unit was attached to the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) for combined training and to determine the
most effective principles for integrated action.

October 15, 1935: The German army forms the first three panzer divisions, armored combined arms
formations.

July 17, 1936: A military uprising against the Spanish Republican government marks the onset of the Spanish
Civil War. This conflict lasted three years and witnessed the employment of tank forces, increased
effectiveness of antitank weapons, and the development of close air support techniques. The war also served as
a testing ground for new weapons developed by the European powers.

August 1936: The Army conducts the Second Army Maneuvers in two phases, one at Fort Knox, the other
near Allegan, Michigan. The maneuvers tested the latest mechanized cavalry developments and the ability of
motorized and mechanized assets to operate together. The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) participated
with the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) and the attached 1st Battalion, 68th Field Artillery Regiment
(Mechanized). Additional maneuver attachments included a motorized field artillery battalion, a motorized
infantry battalion, an aerial observation squadron, and service and supply units. Recommendations from the
maneuvers focused on improving the versatility and self-sufficiency of the mechanized cavalry through the
addition of observation aircraft, engineers, cavalry rifle elements for dismounted operations, a signal unit, and
service and supply components.

August 14, 1936: The War Department approves the mechanization of the 13th Cavalry Regiment, its
permanent transfer to Fort Knox, and its incorporation into the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). This
action marked an evolutionary step for the mechanized cavalry, elevating the development of mechanized
concepts from regiment to brigade level.

September 1936: The 13th Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) arrives at Fort Knox as an organic component of
the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). Commanded by Col. Charles L. Scott, the regiment initially lacked
personnel, vehicles, and basic equipment—deficiencies only gradually corrected amid the Great Depression.

December 1936: Representatives from the Office of the Chief of Cavalry, the Signal Corps, the Ordnance
Department, and the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) meet to discuss maintenance concepts. This
conference resulted in the adoption of an echeloned maintenance organization that identified maintenance
responsibilities from vehicle operators to rear area repair shops. Each successive echelon to the rear bore
responsibility for more comprehensive repairs. Under this plan, vehicles that broke down or became damaged
were either repaired by forward echelons or left for rear echelon recovery and maintenance.

1937: Field tests of the triangular division begin and continue into 1939. The new division design minimized
organic support assets, including tanks, and pooled them in units assigned to corps and army commands for
attachment as necessary. This concept established the foundation for the later General Headquarters separate
tank battalions intended for temporary attachment to infantry formations.

February 1937: The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) temporarily halts training and development activities to
provide disaster relief to Louisville, Kentucky, after the Ohio River flooded, leaving much of the city under
several feet of water.

Summer 1937: Chief of Cavalry Maj. Gen. Leon B. Kromer recommends the expansion of the 7th Cavalry
Brigade (Mechanized) into a division. This action reflected confidence in the unit’s development and a desire
to expand its capabilities. However, no War Department action resulted and no mechanized cavalry division
emerged.

July 1937: The 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) and combat cars from the 13th Cavalry Regiment
(Mechanized) participate in maneuvers on Fort Knox against a National Guard horse cavalry brigade. Both
forces included attached observation aircraft and mechanized artillery. The horse cavalry employed mobile
antitank teams to slow the mechanized cavalry and leveraged its greater cross country mobility to operate in
terrain ill-suited to vehicles. The mechanized cavalry relied upon extensive radio use and decentralized
command and control to coordinate the movement of independently operating combat elements toward
common objectives.
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October 1937: The War Department General Staff G-3 (Operations and Training) begins a general study of
mechanization that concluded in April 1938. The final recommendations included the creation of a separate
mechanized arm. Without additional funding and personnel, such an action could only occur at the expense of
the existing branches, which found little reason to support such a loss. No mechanized arms was created.

November 1937: A mechanized cavalry board convenes to study organizational, doctrinal, and materiel
improvements for the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). The board continued its work until January 1938,
when it presented its recommendations to the Chief of Cavalry, including the formation of a three-regiment
mechanized cavalry division.

1938: Tank units are reorganized to reflect the difficulty of acquiring additional, new platforms and a growing
belief that tanks should be concentrated for maximum effect. Divisional tank companies were abolished in the
Regular Army, though they remained in the National Guard. The remaining tanks were reorganized into the
66th Infantry Regiment (Light), the 67th Infantry Regiment (Medium), and two additional separate light tank
battalions. However, this concentration occurred largely on paper. These units possessed only a portion of
their established strength and were dispersed among different installations.

January 3, 1938: The War Department publishes the three-volume Cavalry Field Manual. This manual provided
detailed doctrinal guidance for the mechanized cavalry based upon the experiences of the 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized) to date. This publication outlined the operation of the mechanized cavalry regiment as a
collection of independently maneuvering columns. Radio based communications were considered vital to
command and coordination and in sustaining a high operational tempo. Therefore, the manual outlined the
structure of command reporting nets within the regiment. The extensive use of radio proved unique in the
Army at the time and encouraged a command style more akin to mission type orders supplemented as
necessary with short, cryptic fragmentary orders or situation updates. In many respects, this manual included
concepts that would serve as the doctrinal foundation for the later Armored Force during its formative period.

March 12, 1938: The 2d Panzer Division participates in the Anschluss, Germany’s annexation of Austria. This
formation’s role received considerable press coverage, and served as a benchmark for the execution of a
tactical march by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized), particularly its movement to and from Fort
Oglethorpe in May.

April 6, 1938: The War Department issues an updated mechanization directive. It identified the Infantry and
Cavalry branches as the leaders of future mechanized development and confirmed the basic roles and
functions for mechanized cavalry outlined in the Cavalry Field Manual. Guidance for infantry tank units
highlighted their support role, including subordination to dismounted formation commanders and use in close
proximity to rifle units. Tank units were also expected to coordinate their action with available artillery,
aircraft, smoke, engineers, and other infantry support weapons to overcome enemy antitank and artillery. This
directive encouraged efforts to integrate the action of tanks with other weapons and capabilities at the small
unit level.

Spring 1938: Chief of Cavalry Maj. Gen. John K. Herr proposes a three-regiment mechanized cavalry division
to the War Department.

May 1938: The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) executes a tactical road march to and from Fort Oglethorpe,
Georgia, to test new materiel and march techniques. The movement involved the use of forward
reconnaissance, flank screens, and radio communications to control and coordinate the actions of all elements.
The brigade’s commander, Brig. Gen. Van Voorhis, observed and directed ground movements from an aircraft
flying above the column. During the return to Fort Knox, air and ground reconnaissance assets provided a
steady flow of information that facilitated planning by the brigade leadership for a mock attack upon the
installation.

September 29, 1938: The Munich Conference averts the start of a European war by satisfying the territorial
demands of Germany at Czechoslovakia’s expense.

October 1938: The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) marches to Fort Riley for maneuvers with and against
horse cavalry. The maneuvers underscored the growing difficulties of integrated action by horse and
mechanized assets, and the relative strengths and limitations of each cavalry type. The same month, the chief
of cavalry submitted a proposal for a smaller mechanized cavalry division based upon War Department
guidance. The combined arms formation reflected the accumulated experience of the 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized), War Department guidance, and awareness of the German panzer division.
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December 1938: The Army directs conversion of an M2A3 Light Tank into a platform carrying a turret
mounted 37mm gun. This change resulted in the M2A4 Light Tank, which entered production in May 1940. It
directly reflected lessons learned from the Spanish Civil War, particularly the need for tanks carrying a heavier
armament than a machine gun.

1939: The Infantry School bases tank instruction on the “Tank Combat Principles (Tentative).” This manual
reflected the final refinement of Infantry tank concepts during the interwar era. Principal ideas included the
employment of tanks in waves to overcome opposition, and an acceptance that tank units might also be used
in pursuit, flanking, counterattack, and countermechanization roles. Command and control measures
continued to emphasize the use of phase lines and time control measures to ensure the coordination of tanks
with infantry, but this manual also encouraged the use of oral orders and increased radio usage—a belated
acknowledgement that such measures better suited the faster pace of tank operations. The manual embodied
the views of Chief of Infantry Maj. Gen. George A. Lynch, a strong supporter of the integrated use of tanks
and infantry.

March 13, 1939: The 3rd Panzer Division enters Prague. This action culminated Germany’s annexation of
Czechoslovakia, despite the terms of the Munich Agreement.

May 12, 1939: Army Chief of Staff General Malin Craig rejects the proposed mechanized cavalry division,
suggesting instead a restudy of mechanization.

August 23, 1939: The First Army maneuvers begin near Plattsburg, New York. The 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized) applied the principles and techniques it had pioneered and mastered throughout the 1930s to
outmaneuver the opposing force. Decentralized command and control, high operational tempo, mobility, and
aggressive maneuver permitted the mechanized cavalry to thrust into the hostile rear area, creating widespread
disruption. The maneuvers demonstrated the ability of the mechanized cavalry to have a decisive battlefield
impact. Afterward, the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) visited the U.S. Military Academy at West Point
and participated in the World Fair in New York City.

September 1, 1939: Germany invades Poland, triggering the start of World War II. By October 6, the last Polish
forces had surrendered and the country had been overrun. Panzer divisions and corps featured prominently in
this lightning campaign, demonstrating the combat power and decisive impact of combined arms, armored
formations with close air support. At the time of the invasion, Poland possessed more battle ready armored
combeat platforms than the U.S. Army. Moreover, the campaign tended to validate the principles demonstrated
by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) in the recently concluded First Army maneuvers. Nevertheless, the
War Department considered the Polish defeat a foregone conclusion and the campaign a special case rather
than the emerging shape of modern warfare. No major changes in the Army’s basic structure ensued.

September 15, 1939: Brig. Gen. Chaffee submits a new proposal for a mechanized cavalry division that includes
related requests for additional personnel and equipment to support the creation of additional mechanized
units. He also sought the assignment of supporting assets (artillery, motorized infantry, engineers, supply,
medical, and maintenance) to Fort Knox to enable combined arms training.

October 1939: The War Department awards the American Car and Foundry Company a contract to produce
329 M2A4 light tanks. This contract marked the first major production order since the end of World War I.

Earlier financial constraints resulted in only small numbers of newer models being built after the Great War
ended.

October 3, 1939: Chief of Cavalry Maj. Gen. John K. Herr submits a proposal for a mechanized cavalry
division. Though different in composition from that recommended by Chaffee, this proposal, too, advocates a
combined arms formation with all component elements to be stationed and trained at Fort Knox.

The Armored Force

December 1939: Infantry tank units begin to concentrate at Fort Benning to form the Provisional Tank Brigade.
This organization included much of the Regular Army’s infantry tank force. The Provisional Brigade was
intended to test the viability of a large concentration of infantry tanks during the Third Army maneuvers. The
brigade spent ten weeks training to operate as a cohesive unit before participating in the IV Corps maneuvers
also held at Fort Benning. The Provisional Tank Brigade marked the first attempt by the Infantry to employ
tanks en mass since World War I. It suffered from the absence of a pre-existing brigade structure that
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possessed the requisite staff, communications, supply, and maintenance support. Nevertheless, basic
operational principles were derived from the tentative manual developed for the Infantry tank force.

March 1940: Chaffee arranges for the 6th Infantry to be motorized and attached to the 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized) for training and participation in the Third Army maneuvers planned for May 1940.

May 9, 1940: The Third Army maneuvers of 1940 begin. They constituted one of the largest peacetime training
events held in the United States since World War 1. They also served to test new concepts and organizations,
including the viability of creating an improvised mechanized division in the field and the Provisional Tank
Brigade. During one phase of the maneuvers, the Provisional Tank Brigade and the 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized) merged on short notice to form the Provisional Mechanized Force, which then proceeded to
conduct a series of operations. Its combined mass of nearly 400 tanks proved difficult to stop, but it lacked the
proper equipment, personnel, and vehicles normally associated with permanent formations to ensure effective
command, communications, supply, and maintenance support. Maneuver analysis encouraged the creation of
permanent mechanized divisions rather than their improvised constitution in combat.

May 10, 1940: Germany invades Holland, Belgium, Luxembourg, and France. Central to these operations is
the thrust by German armored divisions and corps through the Ardennes Forest, across the Meuse River, and
on to the English Channel. These ongoing combat operations occur simultaneous with the Third Army
maneuvers, underscoring the latter’s importance in preparing the U.S. Army for war.

May 20, 1940: German armored spearheads reach the English Channel, trapping British, French, and Belgian
forces.

May 25, 1940: Assistant Chief of Staff G-3 Brig. Gen. Frank M. Andrews convenes a meeting of officers from
the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) and the Provisional Tank Brigade in a Louisiana schoolhouse following
the conclusion of the Third Army maneuvers. This meeting generated a consensus among those present to
concentrate responsibility for mechanized development in a single organization. This recommendation gained
the immediate support of Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall.

May 26, 1940: The evacuation of British and allied soldiers trapped by German armored thrusts to the English
Channel begins on the beaches around Dunkirk.

June 5, 1940: After the British evacuation and fall of Dunkirk, German offensive operations resume into
central and southern France, starting from the Somme River. The French reorganized their forces, employed
combined arms teams, and adopted a flexible defense in depth, but these measures failed to prevent the rapid
and widespread advance of German panzer formations.

June 10, 1940: The War Department convenes a mechanization conference in Washington, D.C., to address
the creation of a new mechanized force and the related formation of mechanized divisions. The participants
included War Department General Staff representatives, the branch chiefs, and senior Infantry and Cavalry
mechanization leaders. The resulting plan called for the reorganization of existing tank and mechanized
cavalry units into two armored divisions, one stationed at Fort Knox and the other at Fort Benning.
Organizational and doctrinal concepts pioneered and developed by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized)
were to govern both formations.

June 14, 1940: The Germans capture Paris. In World War I, Paris never fell. Its loss in 1940 without a fight
suggested the imminent collapse of French resistance.

June 22, 1940: France surrenders to Germany. This event had a traumatic effect upon the U.S. Army, which
had relied upon French doctrine and routinely sent officers to attend French military schools. Upon their
return to the U.S., these leaders served as instructors, further disseminating French concepts. French armored
doctrine and organizational principles exerted a shaping influence upon the American tank force. The French
defeat coupled with the success of German combined arms armored formations spurred the War Department
to abandon now discredited French concepts and generate a capability similar to that represented by the
German panzer division, building upon the principles developed by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized).
War Department discussions centered upon how best to implement the mechanized development plan
determined on June 10.

July 10, 1940: The War Department directs the establishment of the Armored Force. Mechanized cavalry
personnel provided the cadre for the 2d Armored Division, created at Fort Benning, while Infantry tank
personnel formed the nucleus for the 1st Armored Division at Fort Knox. Other tank units merged to form the
separate 70th Tank Battalion, which became the first of many battalions intended for temporary attachment to
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infantry divisions as needed. In this manner, the decisive maneuver sought by the mechanized cavalry and the
infantry support emphasis of the tank force were incorporated into the new organization. However, the
dominance of 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) concepts was reflected in the selection of Fort Knox as the
location of the Armored Force headquarters, the appointment of Maj. Gen. Chaffee as the first chief of the
Armored Force, and the prevalence of mechanized cavalry principles in early Armored Force doctrine. Hence,
the armored divisions developed from the outset as combined arms formations intended for rapid operations
into the enemy’s rear area. The panzer division served as their standard of comparison and shaped their initial
composition.
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Establishment of the Armored Force

Editor: On July 10, 1940, the War Department directed the creation of the Armored Force. The specific
guidance issued to establish this new organization is presented in its entirety in the following pages. Note that
the Armored Force was depicted as a service test. This nomenclature permitted the Army to create this
organization on its own authority without an act of Congress. As a service test, the Armored Force could
rapidly begin building the armored capability desired by the Army. The new organization possessed many of
the same powers associated with the existing combat arms, but it was not an official branch. Consequently, the
Army could and did alter the structure and responsibilities of the Armored Force throughout World War II.
Only in 1950 with passage of the Army Organization Act did the Armor Branch acquire the legal foundation
and permanency of the other combat arms.

The enclosure included with the following document describes the original organization and personnel
composition of the armored division. This new formation reflected the availability of resources in July 1940
and a deliberate attempt to model it upon the German panzer division, which had played a prominent role in
the Polish and French campaigns.
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ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ARMORED FORCE

WAR DEPARTMENT
The Adjutant General's Office
Washington

AG 320.2 (7-5-40)
M (Ret) M-C
July 10, 1940

SUBJECT: Organization of Armored Force

TO: Commanding Generals of all Armies, Corps Areas, and Panama Canal Department; Chiefs
of Arms and Services; and Commanding Officers of Exempted Stations.

1. For the purposes of service test, an Armored Force is created. The Armored Force will include all
armored corps and divisions, and all GHQ Reserve tank units.

2. The I Armored Corps will consist of a Corps headquarters and Headquarters Company and the 1st and
2d Armored Divisions (see paragraph 7). Brigadier General Adna R. Chaffee, United States Army, is
designated as the Chief of the Armored Force and the Commander of the I Armored Corps.

3. The duties of the Chief of the Armored Force include the development of tactical and training doctrine
for all units of the Armored Force, and research and advisory functions pertaining to development and
procurement of all special transportation, armament and equipment used primarily by armored units. As the
Chief of the Armored Force, his relationship to all armored elements of the I Armored Corps and GHQ
Reserve tank units, except the Field Artillery, Engineer, Signal, Ordnance, Quartermaster and Medical Corps
elements, will be essentially those of a chief of a combatant arm, as prescribed in Army Regulations 70-5, April
30, 1927, as modified in this directive.

4. The following active units of the Regular Army will be utilized in the initial organization of the
Armored Force.

All Cavalry elements of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mecz)
Separate Combat Car Squadron, Fort Riley, Kansas
2d Battalion, 68th Infantry (L Tks)

66th Infantry (L Tks)

67th Infantry (M Tks)

6th Infantry

7th Signal Troop (Mecz)

47th Engineer Troop (Mecz)

68th Field Artillery (Mecz)

17th & 19th Ordnance Companies (Hv Maint)

30th Quartermaster Company (L Maint)

4th Medical Troop (Mecz)

5. The I Armored Corps, consisting of the 1st and 2d Armored Divisions, will be organized with
permanent stations as follows:

Hg. & Hqg. Co., I Armored Corps Fort Knox, Kentucky
1st Armored Division Fort Knox, Kentucky
2d Armored Division Fort Benning, Georgia

6. a. Tentative tables of organization for units in the Armored Corps are being prepared and will be issued
in photostatic form. These tables will govern the initial organization of the I Armored Corps.
Recommendations for both peace and war tables for all components of the I Armored Corps and GHQ
Reserve tank units will be submitted to this office, by the Chief of the Armored Force, by November 1, 1940.

b. Pending the receipt of tentative tables, the units of the I Armored Corps will be organized as
Indicated in Inclosure No. 1.

7. Upon completion of constitution, activation, redesignation, disbandment or transfer of units, or transfer
of personnel and equipment, as directed hereinafter, the initial organization of the Armored Force will be as
follows:

17



ARMOR IN BATTLE

a. I Armored Corps.
(1) Hq. & Hq. Co., I Armored Corps, Fort Knox, Kentucky.
(2) (a) 1st Armored Division Fort Knox, Kentucky:
Hgqg. & Hq. Co.,1st Armored Division
1st Reconnaissance Battalion (Armd)
1st Armored Brigade:
Hg. & Hqg. Co., 1st Armor Brigade
1st Armored Regiment (L)
13th Armored Regiment (L)
69th Armored Regiment (M)
68th Field Artillery (Armd)
16th Engineer Battalion (Armd)
6th Infantry (Armd)
27th Field Artillery Battalion (Armd)
47th Signal Company (Armd)
19th Ordnance Company (M Maint) (Armd)
13th Quartermaster Battalion (Armd)
47th medical Battalion (Armd)
(b) 2d Armored Division, Fort Benning, Georgia:
Hgq. & Hqg. Co., 2d Armored Division
2d Reconnaissance Battalion (Armd)
2d Armored Brigade:
Hgqg. Co., 2d Armored Brigade
66th Armored Regiment (L)
68th Armored Regiment (L)
67th Armored Regiment (M)
14th Field Artillery (Armd)
17th Engineer Battalion (Armd)
41st Infantry (Armd)
78th Field Artillery Battalion (Armd)
48th Signal Company (Armd)
17th Ordinance Company (Armd)
14th Quartermaster Battalion (Armd)
48th Medical Battlian (Armd)
b. GHQ Reserve Tank Battalion.
70th Tank Battalion (M), Fort George G. Meade, Maryland.

8. The following constitution, activation, redesignation, disbandment or transfer of units, or transfer of
personnel and equipment in connect with the organization of the armored force will be effective as of July 15,
1940, unless otherwise indicated.

a. The Headquarters and Headquarters Troop, 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) is redesignated as the
Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 1st Armored Division.

b. Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 2d Armored Division is constituted on the active list,
with permanent station at Fort Benning, Georgia.

c. The 7th Reconnaissance and Support Squadron (Mechanized) is redesignated as the 1st
Reconnaissance Battalion (Armored).
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d. The 2d Reconnaissance Battalion (Armored) is constitution on the active list with permanent station
at Fort Benning, Georgia.

e. The Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 1st Armored Brigade, is constituted on the active list
with permanent station at Fort Knox, Kentucky.

f. The Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 2d Armord Brigade, is constituted on the active list
with permanent station at Fort Benning, Georgia.

g. The 1st Cavalry (Mechanized) is redesignated as the 1st Armored Regiment (Light)
h. The 13th Cavalry (Mechanized) is redesignated as the 13th Armored Regiment (Light).
i. (1) The 67th Infantry (Medium Tanks) is redesignated as the 67th Armored Regiment (Medium).

(2) The 69th Armored Regiment (Medium) is constituted on the active list at Fort Knox, Kentucky.
The personnel and equipment of the 3d Battalion, 67th Armored Regiment (Medium), will be transferred
thereto from Fort Benning, Georgia.

(3) The 70th Tank Battalion (Medium) is constituted on the active list and assigned to the GHQ
Reserve with station at Fort George G. Meade, Maryland. The personnel and equipment of the 1st Battalion,
67th Armored Regiment (Medium), Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, will be transferred thereto.

(4) The Band, 67th Armored Regiment (Medium), will be transferred from Fort George G. Meade,
Maryland, to Fort Benning, Georgia, on or about August 10, 1940.

j. (1) The 66th Infantry (Light Tanks) is redesignated as the 66th Armored Regiment (Light), with
station at Fort Benning, Georgia.

(2) The 1st Battalion, 66th Armored Regiment (Light), Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, less
twenty (20) light tanks, will be transferred to Fort Benning, Georgia, on or about August 10, 1940, for
permanent station; the twenty (20) light tanks, together with their armament and equipment, will be
transferred to the 70th Tank Battalion (Medium), Fort George G. Meade, Maryland. Upon arrival at Fort
Benning, Georgia, the personnel and equipment of the 1st Battalion, 66th Armored Regiment (Light), will be
transferred to the 68th Armored Regiment (Light), Fort Benning, Georgia.

k. (1) The 68th Infantry (Light Tanks) is redesignated as the 68th Armored Regiment (Light), with
station at Fort Benning, Georgia

(2) The 2d Battalion, 68th Armored Regiment (Light) (less tanks), Fort Lewis, Washington, will be
transferred to Fort Benning, Georgia, for permanent station.

(3) The light tanks in possession of the 2d Battalion, 68th Armored Regiment (Light), together with
their armament and equipment, will be prepared for rail shipment before the departure of the unit from Fort
Lewis, Washington, and will be shipped to the 1st Armored Division at Fort Knox, Kentucky.

1. (1) The 6th Infantry (Rifle) is redesignated as the 6th Infantry (Armored), with station at Fort Knox,
Kentucky.

(2) The 41st Infantry (Rifle) is redesignated as the 41st Infantry (Armored), on the active list, with
permanent station at Fort Benning, Georgia.

(3) The 6th Infantry (Armored) (less 2d Battalion and Band) Jefferson Barracks, Missouri, will be
transferred to Fort Knox, Kentucky, for permanent station.

(4) On or about August 10, 1940, the 2d Battalion, 6th Infantry (Armored) (less personnel and
equipment), will be transferred to Fort Knox, Kentucky; the 2d Battalion, Jefferson Barracks, Missouri, will be
transferred to the 41st Infantry (Armored), Fort Benning, Georgia.

(5) The Band, 6th Infantry (Armored), Jefferson Barracks, Missouri, will be transferred to Fort
Knox, Kentucky, on or about August 10, 1940 for permanent station.

m. (1) The 68th Field Artillery (Mechanized) is redesignated as the 68th Field Artillery (Armored).

(2) The personnel and equipment of two batteries, 68th Field Artillery (Armored), to be designated
by the Chief of the Armored Force, will be transferred to Fort Benning, Georgia, to form the nucleus of the
14th Field Artillery (Armored).

n. The 27th Field Artillery (155-mm How., truck-drawn) is redesignated as the 27th Field Artillery
Battalion (Armored), and is placed on the active list with permanent station at Fort Knox, Kentucky.
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0. The 14th Field Artillery (75-mm Gun, horse-drawn) is redesignated as the 14th Field Artillery
(Armored) on the active list, with permanent station at Fort Benning, Georgia.

p. The 78th Field Attillery (75-mm Gun, truck-drawn) is redesignated as the 78th Field Artillery
Battalion (Armored) on the active list, with permanent station at Fort Benning, Georgia.

q. The 7th Signal Troop (Mechanized) is redesignated as the 47th Signal Company (Armored).

r. The 48th Signal Company (Armored) is constituted on the active list, with permanent station at Fort
Benning, Georgia.
s. (1) The 16th Engineer Regiment (General Service) is withdrawn from allotment to the Panama
Canal Department and redesignated as the 16th Engineer Battalion (Armored).
(2) The 16th Engineer Battalion (Armored) is activated with permanent station at Fort Knox,
Kentucky.
(3) The 47th Engineer Troop (Mechanized), Fort Knox, Kentucky, will be disbanded and its
personnel and equipment transferred to the 16th Engineer Battalion (Armored), Fort Knox, Kentucky.
(4) The 39th Engineer Regiment (General Service) is constituted as an inactive unit and is allotted to
the Panama Canal Department.
t. (1) The 17th Engineer Battalion (Heavy Pontoon) is withdrawn from the allotment to Second Corps
Area, and is redesignated as the 17th Engineer Battalion (Armored) on the active list, with permanent station
at Fort Benning, Georgia.
(2) The 86th Engineer Battalion (Heavy Pontoon) is constituted on the inactive list and is allotted to
the Second Corps Area.

(3) The 86th Engineer Battalion (Separate) is redesignated as the 100th Engineer
Battalion (Separate).

(4) The 12th Engineer Squadron will be disbanded.

u. The 19th Ordnance Company (Heavy Maintenance) is redesignated as the 19th Ordnance Company
(Heavy Maintenance) (Armored).

v. The 17th Ordnance Company (Heavy Maintenance) is redesignated as the 17th Ordnance Company
(Heavy Maintenance) (Armored).

w. (1) The 13th Quartermaster Battalion (Armored) is constituted on the active list with permanent
station at Fort Knox, Kentucky.

(2) The 30th Quartermaster Company (Light Maintenance), Fort Knox, Kentucky, will be
disbanded and its personnel and equipment transferred to the 13th Quartermaster Battalion (Armored), Fort
Knox, Kentucky.

x. The 14th Quartermaster Battalion (Armored) is constituted on the active list with permanent station
at Fort Knox, Kentucky.

y. The 4th Medical Troop (Mechanized) is redesignated as the 47th Medical Battalion (Armored).

z. The 48th Medical Battalion (Armored) is constituted on the active list with permanent station at Fort
Benning, Georgia.

aa.The Separate Combat Car Squadron, Fort Riley, Kansas, will be transferred to Fort Knox, Kentucky;
upon arrival at Fort Knox, Kentucky, it will be disbanded and its personnel and equipment transferred to the
1st Armored Division.

9. a. Instructions relative to the source, composition and movement of cadres are being issued separately.

b. Cadres for units other than those referred to in 9a. above will be furnished by appropriate units
within the I Armored Corps, as directed by the Chief of the Armored Force.

10. The necessary instructions for the movement of units and individuals, and the shipment of materiel in
accordance with the above directive, will be issued by the Corps Area or exempted station commander under
whose jurisdiction the units or individuals are now serving.

11. In the initial organization of the I Armored Corps, in addition to the shipment of materiel prescribed in
this directive, Corps Area and exempted station commanders are authorized to direct such additional transfer
of materiel, now in the hands of units listed in paragraph 4, as may be requested by the Chief of the
Armored Force.
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12. Movement of personnel will be effected in the most economical manner, as directed by the Corps Area
and exempted station commanders concerned.

13. Commanders directing travel and shipment of materiel are authorized to obligate the following
procurement authorities to the extent necessary to accomplish the provisions for this directive.

Travel of the Army

FD 1437 P 1-0620, P 50-0623, P80-0600, P 82-0600, A 0410-01 (For travel of officers and enlisted men,
including authorized commutation of rations for enlisted men en route; and for travel of dependents of officers
and of enlisted men of the first three grades).

Army Transportation — Motor “C”

QM 1620 P 32-0236, P 35-1280, A0525-01 (For gasoline and oil and necessary repairs to motor vehicles
en route).

Army Transportation — Rail

QM 1620 A0525-01 “D” For packing and crating and shipping organizational equipment, impedimenta and
authorized allowances of baggage of officers and enlisted men of the first four grades; and for tolls and
ferriages en route).

Applicable Purpose Numbers
Pay:
P 54-0110 Wages of personnel employed for packing and crating, in connection with organization
movements.
Services, nonpersonal.:
P54-1378 Packing and crating, in connection with organization movements.
Supplies, procurement of-
P 54-0284 Packing and crating, in connection with organization movements.
Transportation:
P 54-0700 Impedimenta and public animals, in connection with organization movements.

P 54-0701 Baggage of military and civilian personnel, and horses of officers when moved with
organizations.

P 54-0702 Tolls and ferriages, including vehicle drivers and passengers, in connection with overland
organizations movements.

Barracks and Quarters
QM 1620 P 2-0230, P 11-1111, A 0535-01 (For purchase of fuel and rental of camp sites en route when
impracticable to camp overnight at Army reservations).

14. Corps Area and exempted station commanders will report ot this office upon completion of each
movement, the cost thereof by purpose number under each procurement authority.

15. Corps Area and exempted station commanders will notify this office by radio as to movements of units
and cadres to include date of departure, estimated date of arrival, strength and composition of each serial.

16. Such delay in the exectution of the above directive is authorized as is deemed best in the interest of the
service. However, except in the case of the 2d Battalion and Band, 6th Infantry (Armored), the 1st Battalion,
66th Armored Regiment (Light), and Band, 67th Armored Regiment (Medium), every effort will be made to
complete the changes directed herein by July 31, 1940.

17. Direct communication between Corps Area, exempted Station, and unit commanders is authorized in
matters relating to movements directed herein.

18. The provisions of AR 210-50 will govern in the adjustment or disposition of company (troops, battery)
funds, company fund property, and Post Exchange stock in all cases of physical transfer of enlisted personnel.
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19. Pending addition allotment of grades and ratings to units of the Armored Force, the present total
allotments to units listed in paragraph 4, by arms and services will not be exceeded.

20. The transfer of the enlisted personnel involved herein will be made without loss of grades and ratings.

21. Grades and specialist’s ratings allotted to Infantry and Cavalry units of the I Armored Corps and GHQ
Reserve tank battalion are withdrawn from the control of the Chief of Infantry and the Chief of Cavalry,
respectively, and will be administered by the Chief of the Armored Force. The Chief of the Armored Force
will insure parity in grades and specialist’s ratings in similar units within the Force.

22. Subject to provisions of paragraph 21, the 9,511 enlisted men provided for the Armored Force in the
augmentation of the army to 375,000 will be allotted to arms and services and follows:

Infantry 4079
Cavalry 1249
Field Artillery 2217
Engineers 680
Signal Corps 171
Quarter Master Corps 416
Ordinance 65
Medical Department 598
Air Corps 20
Finance Department 16
TOTAL 9511

23. The Chief of Cavalry and the Chief of Infantry will provide officer personnel for the Headquarters, I
Armored Corps.

24. Initially, the Chief of Cavalry will provide officer personnel for the following units of the Armored
Force:

Headquarters Company, I Armored Corps
Hgqg. & Hg. Co., 1st Armor Division

Hgqg. & Hqg. Co., 1st Armor Brigade

1st Armored Regiment (Light)

13th Armored Regiment (Light)

1st Reconnaissance Battalion

2d Reconnaissance Battalion

25. Initially, the Chief of Infantry will provide officer personnel for the following units of the armored force:

Headquarters Company, I Armored Corps
Hgqg. & Hqg. Co., 2d Armor Division

Hgqg. & Hqg. Co., 2d Armor Brigade

66th Armored Regiment (Light)

67th Armored Regiment (Medium)

68th Armored Regiment (Light)

69th Armored Regiment (Medium)

6th Infantry (Armored)

41st Infantry (Armored)

70th Tank Battalion (Medium)

26. In so far as practicable the Chief of Cavalry and the Chief of Infantry will assign to units of the I
Armored Corps commissioned personnel with experience with tank and mechanized units.

27. Cavalry and Infantry officers assigned to the 1st and 2d Armored Divisions will be directed to report to
the respective division commanders for duty, and not to duty with any particular arm.

28. Until further orders, the personnel of Infantry and Cavalry units in the Armored Force will continue to
wear the insignia of the parent organizations. Small, distinctive shoulder patches for the various units of the
Armored Force may be prescribed by the Chief of the Armored Forces, subject to War Department approval.
Special markings for armored and motor vehicles are authorized under the same provisions.

29. The Quartermaster General will submit recommendations for distinctive insignia for the following units
of the Armored Forces:
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Headquarters Company, Armored Corps
Headquarters Companies, Armored Divisions
Headquarters Companies, Armored Brigades
Reconnaissance Battalions

Armored Regiments

GHQ Tank Battalions

30. For the time being, the tank sections of the Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia, will be used for
instruction of officers and enlisted men of the Armored Force. At such time as the Chief of the Armored
Forces deems it necessary, he is authorized to establish a suitable school at Fort Knox, Kentucky, and to
request the transfer from Fort Benning, Georgia, of equipment and personnel used exclusively in tank
instruction.

31. The Chief of the Air Corps will submit recommendations for two specifically organized observations
squadrons for operation with the armored divisions.

32. a. Until further orders, all units of the I Armored Corps, and all GHQ Reserve tank battalions are
exempted from corps area control except for routine supply, discipline and court-martial jurisdiction as
provided in AR170-10, except as indicated in b, below.

b. The 6th Infantry (Armored), and 1st Battalion, 66th Infantry (Armored), pass to the exempted status
upon their arrival at the new stations. The 70th Tank Battalion (Medium) passes to the exempted status on
August 10, 1940.

33. a. Tactical gasoline and Quartermaster and Ordnance motor maintenance funds will be allotted to
armored units through the Chief of the Armored Force, based upon 300 hours of training annually. Special
field exercise funds and special training funds will be allotted to the Chief of the Armored Force.

b. The Chief of the Armored Force is authorized to order travel necessary for the accomplishment of his
mission within the limits of available funds.

c. The Chief of the Armored Force will submit estimates for funds for the Armored Force activities
during the Fiscal Year 1942, similar to those submitted by the Chiefs of Arms for all Special Service Schools.
A similar estimate will be submitted to cover appropriations for Special Field Exercises.

34. The Chief of the Armored Force will maintain liaison with the technical committees of the Supply Arms
and Services through an officer of his staff to be stationed in Washington D.C.

35. For the present, no staff or headquarters personnel will be allotted to the Chief of the Armored Force.
The staff and administrative functions of his office will be performed by the staff and headquarters personnel of
the I Armored Corps.

By order of the Secretary of War:

[Signature of Emory S. Adams]
Major General,
The Adjutant General.
1 Incl.
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ORGANIZATION

Armored Division

T/0O Strengths:--

Division Headquarters
Division Hq. Company
Signal Company
Reconnaissance Battalion

Armd. Brigade Hq. & Hq. Co.

Armored Regiment (Light)
Armored Regiment (Light)
Armored Regiment (Medium)
Field Artillery Regiment
Engineer Battalion
Infantry Regiment

Field Artillery Battalion
Ordnance Company
Quartermaster Battalion
Medical Battalion
Attached Medical
Attached Chaplain

TOTAL 2 DIVISIONS
CORPS HQ. & HQ. CO.
AGGREGRATE, ARMORED CORPS

*Total allotted strength to I Armored Corps

Incl. No. 1

Off.

18
7
4

29
9

91

91

64

37

20

63

28
8
9

20

26
6

530

1060 Oft.
40 Off.

18,658 Enl. Men
131 Enl. Men

1100 Off.

*18,789 Enl. Men

17,486 Enl. Men

Division Headquarters 18 Officers — 68 Enl. Men

Div. Comdr. & Aides

Gen. Staff. Section
Signal Section
Avn. Sec.

Engr. Sec

A.G. Section
Inspector’s Sec.
Ordnance Section
J.A.G. Section
Finance Section
Chaplain’s Section
QM Section
Division Surgeon
Artillery Section
Postal Section

3/1
6/12
1/2
1/2
*1/6
2/11
1/2
1/2
1/2
1/8
*1/2
*1/5
*1/7
1/1
0/5

* Officers not included in total
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Division Headquarters Company
Company Headquarters

Mil. Police Platoon
Mil. Police Section
Motorcycle Section

Mess & Orderly Section

Transportation Platoon
Plat. Hq. & Maint. Section
Motorcycle Section
Transportation Section

7 Officers — 133 Enl. Men

2/15

2/50
1/32
1/18

1719

2/49
1/8
0/13
1/28

Signal Company (Armored)

Headquarters Platoon
Co. Admin. Section
Sup. & Transp. Section
Radio Maintenance Section

Operations Section
Mesg. Cen. & Mesgr. Sec.
Radio Section
Wire Section

4 Officers — 186 Enl. Men

2/67
1/16
1/39
0/12

2/119
1/66
1/37
0/16

Reconnaissance Battalion (Armored)
Battalion Headquarters

Reconnaissance Company
Reconnaissance Company
Company Headquarters
Headquarters Section
Motor Maint. Section
Motorcycle Platoon
Reconnaissance Platoon
Reconnaissance Platoon
Reconnaissance Platoon
Reconnaissance Platoon

Rifle Company
Armored Company (Light)

29 Officers — 554 Enl. Men

4/19
7/149
7/149
2/39
2/29
0/10
1/34
1/19
1/19
1/19
1/19

5/145 (Same as rifle company of Infantry regiment)

6/92 (Same as company of light armored regiment)

Armored Brigade Headquarters and Headquarters Company

Brigade Headquarters

Headquarters Company
Company Headquarters
Communication Platoon
Transportation Platoon

9 Off. — 87 Enl. Men

5/0

4/87
1/17
1/23
1/47
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Armored Regiment (Light)
Headquarters

Headquarters Company
Service Company

Machine Gun Company
Reconnaissance Company
Battalion
Battalion
Battalion
Battalion Headquarters
Armored Company
Armored Company
Armored Company
Company Headquarters
Platoon
Platoon
Platoon
Platoon

82 Scout Cars
136 Light Tanks

7/28

5/126
4/95

6/183
6/115
21/286
21/286
21/286

91 Officers — 1405 Enlisted Men

(T/O 2-32)

(T/O 2-32)
(T/O 2-33)

(T/O 2-38)
(T/O 2-27)

3/10
6/92
6/92
6/92

2/44
1/12
1/12
1/12
1/12

Armored Regiment (Medium) 64 Officers — 1047 Enlisted Men

Headquarters

Headquarters Company
Company Headquarters
Staff Platoon
Transportation Platoon

Armored Battalion

Armored Battalion
Headquarters
Headquarters Company
Company Headquarters
Staff Platoon
Maintenance Platoon
Transportation Platoon
Armored Company
Armored Company
Armored Company
Headquarters Platoon
Headquarters Section
Maintenance Section
Armored Platoon
Armored Platoon
Armored Platoon

9 Scout Cars
110 Tanks (Medium)
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9/28
1/63

27/478
27/478

6/0

1/6
0/42
0/15

3/94

6/128
6/128
6/128

1/10
0/37
1/24
1/23

3/50

1/26
1/26
1/26

2/37
1/13
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F.A. Regiment, 75mm How. (Armored) 37 Officers — 822 Enl. Men

Headquarters
Headquarters Battery
Battery
Battery
Battery
Battery
Battery Headquarters
1st Platoon
1st Section
2nd Section
2nd Platoon
3rd Section
4th Section
3rd Platoon
5th Section
6th Section
Antitank Section
4th Platoon
Ammunition Section
Maintenance Section

9/28

6/169
5/137
5/137
5/137
5/137

(T/O 6-122)
2/32
1/23
1/14
0/9
1/21
1/12
0/9
1/33
1/12
0/9
1/12
0/28
0/9
0/19

Engineer Battalion (Armored) 20 Officers — 463 Enlisted Men

Battalion Headquarters
Battalion Hgrs. Company
Headquarters Platoon
Company Headquarters
Supply Section
Administrative Section
Operations Section
Motor Section
Reconnaissance Platoon
7Engineer Company
Engineer Company
Engineer Company
Company Headquarters
Reconnaissance Section
Administrative Section
Transportation Section
Engineer Platoon
Engineer Platoon

6/0
2/100

4/121
4/121
4/121

1/63

1737

2/35

1/43
1/43

1/22
0/4
0/6
0/23
0/8

1/4
1/14
0/17
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Infantry Regiment (Armored) 63 Officers — 1526 Enlisted Men

Headquarters

Headquarters Company
Company Headquarters
Intel. & Rec. Platoon
Communication Platoon

Platoon Headquarters
Regimental Section
Battalion Section
Battalion Section

Service Company

Company Headquarters

Regimental Hq. Platoon
Staff Section
Supply Section

Transportation Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Battalion Section
Battalion Section
Hgqg. Co. & AT Co. Section
Maintenance Section

Antitank Company
Company Headquarters
Antitank Platoon
Antitank Platoon
Antitank Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Antitank Section
Antitank Section
Section Headquarters
Squad
Squad

Infantry Battalion

Infantry Battalion
Battalion Headquarters
Headquarters Detachment
Headquarters Section
Message Center Section
Intelligence Section

Ammunition & Pioneer Section

Section Headquarters
Squad
Squad
Heavy Weapons Company
Company Headquarters
Cal. 30, MG Platoon
Cal. 30, MG Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Section

28

4/28
3/112

5/89

5/109

23/594
23/594

1/18
1/36
1758

2/12
1/20

2/57

2/22
1/29
1/29
1/29

3/0
0/28

5/131

1/2

0/32
0/12
0/12

1/12
0/8

1/9
0/13
0/13
0/5
1/17

1/5
0/12
0/12

0/4
0/6
0/2
0/16

1/19
1/38
1/38

0/2
0/5
0/5

0/2
0/7
0/7

1/4
0/17



Section
Section Headquarters
Squad
Squad
Cal. 50 MG Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Squad
Squad
81mm Mortar Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Squad
Squad
Infantry Company
Infantry Company
Infantry Company
Company Headquarters
Weapons Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
60mm Mortar Section
Section Headquarters
Squad
Squad
Light Machine Gun Section
Section Headquarters
Squad
Squad
Rifle Platoon
Rifle Platoon
Rifle Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Automatic Rifle Squad
Rifle Squad
Rifle Squad
Rifle Squad

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ARMORED FORCE

5/145
5/145
5/145

1/18

1/18

1/17
1/26

1/34
1/34
1/34

0/17

1/2
0/8
0/8

1/2
0/8
0/8

1/2
0/13

0/11

1/5
0/5
0/8
0/8
0/8

0/1
0/8
0/8

0/3
0/5
0/5

0/3
0/4
0/4
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Field Artillery Battalion (Armored) 28 Officers — 659 Enlisted Men
Headquarters and Headquarters Battery 7/88

Battalion Headquarters 4/0
Headquarters Battery 3/88
Battery Headquarters 3/4
Operations Platoon 0/28
Fire Direction & Command Post Section 0/14
Reconnaissance, Liaison & Obsn. Section 0/14
Communications Platoon 0/42
Wire Section 0/27
Radio Section 0/15
Maintenance Section 0/14
Service Battery 3/88
Battery Headquarters 1/9
Service Platoon 1/28
Battalion Supply Section 0/9
Battalion Motor Maint. Section 1/19
Ammunition Train 1/39
Ammunition Section 1/13
Ammunition Section 0/13
Ammunition Section 0/13
Battery Maintenance Section 0/12
105mm How. Battery 4/120
105mm How. Battery 4/120
105mm How. Battery 4/120
Battery Headquarters 2/41
1st Platoon 1/25
1st Section 1/14
2nd Section 0/11
2d Platoon 1/32
3d Section 1/11
4th Section 0/11
5th Section (AT) (2 — 37mm guns) 0/10
3d Platoon 0/22
Ammunition Section 0/9
Maintenance Section 0/13
75mm Gun (Antitank) Battery (8 guns) 6/123
Battery Headquarters 2/9
Maintenance Section 0/14
Platoon 1/25
Platoon 1/25
Platoon 1/25
Platoon 1/25
Section 1/13
Section 1/12

Ordnance Company (Heavy Maintenance) Armored 8 Officers — 194 Enl. Men

Headquarters Section 3/35

Service Section 1/42

Artillery & Automotive Sec. 3/100

Armament Section 1/17
See T/0O 9-9 (War)
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Quartermaster Battalion (Armored)
Headquarters

Headquarters Company
Company Headquarters
Service Platoon
Truck Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Truck Section
Truck Section
Light Maintenance Company

(T/0 10-27 W) 4/165

9 Officers — 251 Enlisted Men

3/11

2/75
1715
1/23
1737
1/5
0/16
0/16

Medical Battalion (Armored) 20 Officers — 289 Enlisted Men

Battalion Headquarters

Headquarters Detachment
Detachment Headquarters
Battalion Hg. Section
Supply Section
Maintenance Section

Collecting Company
Company Headquarters
Collecting Platoon
Collecting Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Ambulance Section
Litter Bearer Section
Clearing Company
Company Headquarters
Clearing Platoon
Clearing Platoon
Platoon Headquarters
Technical Section
Ward Section
Transportation Section

4/0

2/36
1/7
0/12
0/11
1/6

3/125
1/17
1/54
1/54
1/5
0/27
0/22
11/128
1/14
5/57
5/57
1/2
3/18
1/20
0/17

Attached Medical and Chaplains

Armored Regiment (Light)
Armored Regiment (Light)
Armored Regiment (Medium)
Artillery Regiment

Artillery Battalion

Engineer Battalion

Infantry Regiment

Division Headquarters

4/40 1/0
4/40 1/0
4/40 1/0
3/25 1/0
3/25

2/20

6/50 1/0
. 1/0

26 Officers 6 Officers
240 Enlisted Men
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Creating an Armored Force in Pictures

Editor: These pages illustrate through photographs the development of the Armored Force. They show the
evolution in materiel that paralleled the emergence of new doctrinal and organizational concepts. These
images collectively tell the story of the World War I tank corps, the Infantry tank force, the 7th Cavalry
Brigade (Mechanized), and the early days of the Armored Force.

World War I

French tank column moving toward the front.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

American Expeditionary Forces Tank Corps officer.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Tank maintenance at the Tank Corps School in France in 1918.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Repairing a Renault FT light tank. Note the puncture hole in the rear side armor.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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Renault FT of the 327th Tank Battalion in September 1918
with the driver’s compartment clearly visible.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

Preparing American tanks for rail transport.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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An American Renault FT light tank climbing over a trench.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

A close-up view of a Renault FT light tank in American use on the Western Front.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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An American tank park near the front. Note the use of camouflage to help prevent discovery from the air.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

A tank assembly area in September 1918.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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A Renault FT light tank of the 326th Tank Battalion during training September 1918. The playing card
unit identification is plainly visible.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

The inherent dangers of the battlefield remained even for armored vehicles. This Renault light tank has
been completely destroyed, most likely from an artillery round. Armor protection designed to defeat small
arms could not prevent larger caliber weapons from penetrating the vehicle and potentially triggering
ammunition and gasoline fires.

(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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The Ford M1918 was the first tank built by the United States. It proved ill-suited for the Western Front,
and none entered combat.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

The many uses of tanks. Here an M1917 is being used to collect money to repay war debt.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Army Tank Development 1920s-1930s

Tank School Headquarters at Camp Meade in the 1920s.
(Virginia Military Institute)

Tank School classroom instruction at Camp Meade in the 1920s.
(Virginia Military Institute)
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Mark VIII heavy tanks and M1917 light tanks practice attacking trenches in the 1920s.
(Virginia Military Institute)

Light tanks of the 66th Infantry lead attack upon hostile machine gun positions
during exercise at Camp Meade in the 1920s.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Light tank being loaded on a tank transporter in the 1920s.
(Virginia Military Institute)

Light tank that has rolled over at Camp Meade.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Recovering a light tank that has rolled over onto its side at Camp Meade.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

Experimental configuration of light tank with armament replaced with a radio in the early 1920s.
(Virginia Military Institute)
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Tanks and infantry training together at Fort Benning in the 1920s.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

Mark VIII tanks during field training in July 1928.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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T-1 Medium Tank in 1927. This vehicle marked one of several efforts to build tanks more powerful,
faster, and survivable than World War I vehicles, but the inability to field a platform within an
acceptable weight range encouraged a shift in tank design emphasis to light tanks.

(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

The T'1 Light Tank in 1929, one of several prototype vehicles produced in the interwar years.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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M1917 light tanks of the Mechanized Force charge over Revolutionary War trenches originally
constructed by the British at Yorktown, Virginia, in 1781.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Kentucky National Guard light tanks training at Camp Knox in 1931.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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A light tank being transported by truck at Fort George G. Meade in 1933.

These tanks were routinely carried by rail or trucks to minimize the time spent running on their own
tracks to reduce the risk of mechanical breakdown. Their short range also encouraged minimization of
travel under their own power.

(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

The ultimate fate of the World War I era American-built light tanks—a scrap yard in 1942.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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48

Mark VIII tanks of the 67th Infantry (Heavy Tanks) await destruction at Fort George G. Meade in
1940. Although declared obsolete, these vehicles remained in service
to support a potential national emergency.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

A Christie T3 Medium tank in 1932. J. Walter Christie designed a number of innovative tank designs in
the interwar years that attained speeds of 40 miles per hour, did not depend upon a special carrier for
movement to and from the battlefield, and could travel either on their tracks or road wheels. However,

despite Army experimentation with Christie’s designs, none were accepted for production.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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A column of Christie tanks of the 67th Infantry Regiment in 1935, traveling on their road wheels.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

With a crew of four, carrying three machine guns, and capable of 45 miles per hour on a level road
surface, the M2A1 light tank constituted a major advance in American tank design, particularly in its
track and suspension. It entered service in 1935.

(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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The M2A2 Light Tank also entered service in 1935. Its distinctive twin turret system reflected Infantry
interest in the ability to engage more than one target simultaneously while attacking.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

The M2A3 Light Tank entered service in 1938. Principal differences with the A2 included greater
distance between turrets, more space between the bogies, and a redesigned rear hull to facilitate access to
the engine for maintenance.

(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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The M2A4 Light Tank marked the last development of the M2 series. The principal change occurred in
the main armament which shifted to a single 37mm gun in one turret. This upgrade in firepower
reflected the influence of the Spanish Civil War upon American tank design.

(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

An M2A2 of the 35th Infantry Division at Fort Riley, Kansas, in 1937.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Camouflaging a light tank during Mississippi field maneuvers in 1938.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

M2A2 Light Tank crosses a hurdle at speed to become airborne. This image captures the major
improvements in reliability and robustness of American tank suspensions in the 1930s.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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An M2A3 Light Tank of the 66th Infantry (Tank) demonstrates its fording ability in November 1939.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Light tanks crossing a stream under simulated artillery fire to support an infantry attack at Fort
Benning, Georgia, in 1939.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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Mechanized Cavalry Development in the 1930s

The Ist Cavalry Regiment arrives at Fort Knox in 1933,
where it became the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized).
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

M1 Combat Cars of the Ist Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized).
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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A T5 Combat Car with a thrown track while being tested during the May 1934 Cavalry maneuvers at
Fort Riley, Kansas.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

T1 Christie Combat Car of the Ist Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) in 1934.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Inspection of Headquarters Troop, Ist Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized)
after the conclusion of the 1934 Fort Riley maneuvers.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Early halftracks of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) in 1936.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

56



CREATING AN ARMORED FORCE IN PICTURES

M1 Armored Car of the Ist Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized).
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

M1 Combat Car commander pauses to check his map during maneuvers on Fort Knox in 1936.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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MI1A1 Combat Car platoon with winter paint scheme on a field exercise at Fort Knox.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

M1 Combat Car headed to the field for winter training at Fort Knox.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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A column of 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) combat cars during the 1938 Cavalry maneuvers
held at Fort Riley.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Mechanized cavalry 4x4 M3 Scout Car. The machine guns could be moved anywhere along the skate
ring on the interior of the vehicle.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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The 13th Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) assembled for review.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

M1 Combat Car of the Ist Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) in 1938.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Combat cars of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) advancing
during the First Army maneuvers of 1939.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) at the United States Military Academy at West Point,
following the conclusion of the First Army maneuvers.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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The Armored Force

Headquarters sign for the Tank Brigade (Provisional) during the Third Army maneuvers of May 1940.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

The 66th Infantry Regiment (Light) passes in review at Fort Benning in 1940.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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M2 Medium Tank attacks trench defended by infantry during field training at Fort Benning in February
1940. Although the M2 possessed similar armor protection to the light tanks then in use, it possessed
much more firepower, carrying a 37mm gun, two machine guns in the lower hull operated by foot pedals,
four machine guns in sponsons covering each quadrant, and two antiaircraft machine guns.

(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Column of M2 Medium Tanks of the 67th Infantry Regiment (Medium) during field training in 1940.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Conducting field maintenance on an M2 Medium Tank
during the Third Army maneuvers in May 1940.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum,)

Medium tank of the 67th Infantry Regiment (Medium)
during the Third Army maneuvers in May 1940.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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13th Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) combat cars halted alongside elements of the 68th Field Artillery,
while an infantry unit awaits orders on the roadside during the Third Army maneuvers of 1940. Scenes
such as these reflected the lack of air defense awareness.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Early classroom instruction in the Armored Force School at Fort Knox.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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Elements of the tank brigade, Ist Armored Division, in 1940.
Note the mix of medium tanks, light tanks, and combat cars.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Tanks and combat cars of the 1st Armored Division
conducting a tactical movement at Fort Knox in March 1941.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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Roadside refueling at Fort Knox in March 1941.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

A mix of light and medium tanks of the 1st Armored Division
demonstrating their cross country mobility in 1941.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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Mixed tank force moving toward assembly area at Fort Knox, 1941.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

M2A4 Light Tank of the 66th Armored Regiment (Light)
during the Second Army maneuvers in Tennessee, June 1941.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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M2A4 Light Tank of the 66th Armored Regiment moving through wooded area
near Mount Carmel, Louisiana, in September 1941 during the General Headquarters maneuvers.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

M2A4 Light Tank in action
during the Louisiana phase of the 1941 General Headquarters maneuvers.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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Light tank crew cutting communication lines of the opposing force and refueling during Carolinas phase
of the 1941 General Headquarters maneuvers.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)

Ist Armored Division light tanks en route to the Carolinas phase
of the 1941 General Headquarters maneuvers.
Note the small gasoline tanks carried on the vehicle’s rear hull to extend its range during operations.
(U.S. Army Signal Corps)
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The face of the Armored Force in 1940.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

The tanks are coming! Light tanks of the Ist Armored Regiment at Fort Knox in 1940.
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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The Roots of Armor

Editor: This chapter focuses on the experience of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) at the apex of its
development in 1939 during the First Army maneuvers. The inclusion of this chapter reflects the foundational
influence of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) upon today’s armor and cavalry organizations.

Armored car of the Ist Cavalry Regiment, 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) 1936
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)

The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) at the 1939 World Fair in New York City
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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THE ROOTS OF ARMOR

The Seventh Cavalry Brigade in the First Army Maneuvers
BG Adna R. Chaffee, Seventh Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized)

Editor: Published in the November-December 1939 issue of the Cavalry Journal, the following article depicts
the operations of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) in the First Army maneuvers conducted in August of
the same year. Written by the unit commander and supported by excerpts from a maneuver umpire/observer,
this article showcases the apex of interwar mechanized cavalry development.

The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) pioneered the foundational principles of the Armor Branch. It evolved
from a single mechanized cavalry regiment in 1933 into a complete brigade by 1939 with attached observation
aircraft, field artillery, and engineers. Responsible for a cavalry mission set much broader than today’s focus
upon reconnaissance and security, the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) became characterized by a high
operational tempo, organizational flexibility built upon nonrigid combined arms task organization, mission
command principles, and the innovative use of radio communications. These qualities made it unique in the
interwar U.S. Army.

The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) functioned as a collection of teams maneuvering independently toward
common objectives. These teams were structured around the combat car, the term for tanks issued to the
mounted branch. Mortars and cavalry rifle teams carried in scout cars accompanied the combat cars, providing
fire support and security for the vehicles.

These combined arms groupings operating independent of one another posed a command and control problem
overcome through innovative use of the radio. Before an operation began, commanders briefed their
subordinates on the overall plan and objectives, the role of each unit, and the assets available. Once the
operation began, information updates occurred via short, fragmentary messages sent in the clear. It was
assumed that all such transmissions would be intercepted by the enemy. However, while the intended recipient
understood the message context from the earlier briefing, it would take time for hostile intelligence personnel
to determine the message’s correct meaning. The mechanized cavalry believed they could maneuver faster
than the rate of such interpretation and get inside the enemy’s decision cycle. The 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized) therefore had the highest concentration of radios of any unit in the Army.

As early as December 1938, information was received to the effect that at least part of the Seventh
Cavalry Brigade would engage in the First Army Maneuvers which were scheduled to take place during the
month of August 1939. Whether or not the Brigade would participate in its entirety was predicated upon the
amount of funds which were to be made available.

Later on in the winter it was announced that the whole brigade would take part in the maneuvers and
that the maneuver area would be in the vicinity of Plattsburg, New York, instead of at Pine Camp as planned
originally.

As plans for the maneuvers progressed it was found that the funds allowed the First Army for gasoline
and oil expenditures would be insufficient to permit the track and half-track vehicles of the Brigade to march
overland to and from the maneuver area, but that an ample allotment for rail movements did exist. Therefore,
it would be necessary to ship the above vehicles by rail.

During the first part of June two Brigade Staff Officers made a reconnaissance of the proposed route of
march from Fort Knox to the maneuver area. En route the suitability of roads was determined, camp sites
were selected and arrangements made for the purchase of supplies. While in the maneuver area the Brigade
Commander, who had flown to Plattsburg, and these officers selected the camp site which the Brigade was to
occupy during the maneuvers. Although the First Army Supply personnel were not present at Plattsburg so far
in advance, it was found possible also to make preliminary contracts for gasoline and oil to be supplied during
the maneuvers, and to make arrangements with the railroad authorities for the unloading of the track and half-
track vehicles upon arrival at Plattsburg.

Since the railroad loading facilities at Fort Knox were inadequate for such a movement, it was decided to
load all vehicles to be shipped in Louisville. Accordingly, on August 1st, 112 Combat Cars from both cavalry
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regiments, 21 half-track Machine Gun Personnel Carriers of the 1st Cavalry and 28 Halftrack vehicles of the
68th Field Artillery with the eight 75-mm. Howitzers belonging to the two half-track batteries, were marched
to Louisville and loaded for shipment on 77 flat cars.

The next day, August 2nd, the Brigade commenced its march overland to the Plattsburg Area with all of
the wheeled vehicles, and with the personnel of its track and half-track vehicles carried in trucks. There was a
total of 480 vehicles in the column; and the total distance of 1,010 miles was completed in six marches. The
strength of the Brigade was approximately 2,300 officers and men. The following was the itinerary:

August 2nd-Fort Knox to Hamilton, Ohio—188 miles.

August 3rd-Hamilton, Ohio, to Ashland, Ohio—175 miles.

August 4th-Ashland, Ohio, to Erie, Pennsylvania—166 Miles.

August 5th-Erie, Pennsylvania—Layover.

August 6th-Erie, Pennsylvania, to Rochester, New York—164 miles.
August 7th-Rochester, New York, to Pine Camp, New York—172 miles.
August 8th-Pine Camp, New York, to Black Brook, New York—145 miles.

Terrain of the Maneuver Area

The Maneuver Area was a strip of land approximately 20 miles from east to west and 30 miles from north
to south located west of Lake Champlain. The eastern portion along Lake Champlain was gently rolling
country gradually sloping away and upward into the Adirondack Mountains to the west. The mountainous
section which constituted about two-thirds of the area, was heavily forested and extremely rough and broken.
Three more or less parallel river valleys-the Ausable, Salmon and Saranac ran east and west through the area.
(See Map 1.)

All in all this country, with its extremely limited amount of free maneuverable area, surrounded as it was
by dominating mountains, and with its numerous rivers and lakes, constituted about as difficult a locality as
could have been chosen for mechanized operations.

Units Participating
The following units participated in the 1st Army Maneuvers:

Provisional Blue Corps:
1st Division
18th Infantry Brigade
7th Cavalry Brigade:
Brigade Headquarters and Headquarters Troop
1st Cavalry
13th Cavalry
68th Field Artillery
12th Observation Squadron
19th Ordnance Company, Maintenance
Co. E, 5th Quartermaster Regiment, Maintenance
Detachment Medical Corps
Co. E, 1st Engineer Regiment (attached for Maneuvers only).
97th Observation Squadron
2nd Battalion, 25th Field Artillery

I Corps:
26th Division
43rd Division

II Corps:
27th Division
44th Division
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Miscellaneous Army and Corps Troops:
101st Cavalry
101st Signal Battalion
197th Coast Artillery (AA)
212th Coast Artillery (AA)
Battalion 66th Infantry (Light Tanks) 29th Ordnance Company
8th Photo Section
1st Radio Intelligence Company
51st Signal Battalion

On account of the expansion requirements of the Air Corps there was no combat aviation of any kind
available for the maneuvers.

Only arms and equipment as authorized by the Tables of Basic Allowances were used. No assumptions
were permitted.

After the arrival in the maneuver area the period August 9th to 20th inclusive was spent by the Brigade in

establishing camp and conducting Troop, Squadron, Regimental and Brigade problems. In addition the
Brigade gave demonstrations for the 1st Division, the 18th Infantry Brigade, and the 26th, 27th, 43rd, and 44th

Divisions.

Map 1: First Army Maneuver Area
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Corps Exercise
August 21st and 22nd

Two separate Corps Exercises were held simultaneously on August 21st and 22nd. One exercise was
confined to the western half of the maneuver area and the other to the eastern half. Elements of the 7th
Cavalry Brigade participated in both problems. (See Map 2.)

In the Western Portion

The 18th Brigade, with the mission of preventing the advance of a hostile force into the Saranac and
Salmon Valleys, opposed the 1st Division (Motorized) as shown in the sketch. By 9:00 A.M. 21 August the
18th Brigade was heavily pressed.

Map 2: First Army maneuvers—Corps exercises 21-22 August 1939

The 7th Cavalry Brigade (less the 13th Cavalry, reinforced), on being made available to the Commanding
General, 18th Brigade, made a rapid 18 mile march from its assembly area via Elsinore, and attacking at 10:00
A.M.,, secured the high ground north of Redford, closing the Saranac Valley to the hostile advance. Two
batteries of the 68th Field Artillery were attached to the 25th Field Artillery to augment the artillery support of
the 18th Brigade. Initially, mechanized reconnaissance elements only operated on the south of the 18th
Brigade, the bulk of the Mechanized Brigade being held on the north flank.

During the afternoon it was found that the hostile main effort had developed on the south and was
pushing east along the Salmon River Valley. The Commanding General, 7th Cavalry Brigade, was directed to
leave a strong detachment in the Saranac Valley to hold the line Clark Hill-Picketts Corners and to move
rapidly with the remainder of the command and check the hostile advance on the south flank.
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After initial successes around Peasleyville, the situation became stabilized at dark. About midnight,
persistent infiltration by the enemy through the wooded rough slopes flanking the valley threatened our
artillery position, and the Brigade withdrew four miles to the east to a delaying position which it was
occupying at the termination of the exercise. From this position it was prepared to counterattack to the south.

In the Eastern Portion

During the same period the 13th Cavalry, with a battery of field artillery and detachments of engineers,
air, maintenance and Medical Corps attached, was operating with the IT Corps against the I Corps. The
mission of each Corps was to secure a bridgehead over the Saranac River. (See Map 2.)

The 13th Cavalry (reinforced) with the 101st Cavalry attached, was released from its assembly area west
of Schuyler Falls, one hour after the infantry was allowed to move. It quickly overran advance hostile
motorized elements and seizing the high ground northwest of Beckwith School, held this dominating terrain
until relieved by friendly infantry sent forward in trucks. It then moved to the northwest and operated against a
hostile force which was supported by tanks in the vicinity of Woods Mills.

After dark the regiment withdrew into a night bivouac. At dawn it moved again to the north and located
the hostile main effort advancing southwest against the IT Corps which had succeeded in securing crossings
over the Saranac River and was marching to the north. One squadron was dispatched immediately toward
Woods Mills to assist friendly infantry in delaying the hostile advance at that point. The remainder of the
regiment, consisting of one squadron of combat cars, part of the Machine Gun Troop, the Mortar Platoon,
with one battery of field artillery and a regiment of horse cavalry (less 1 squadron) attached, made a
coordinated surprise attack against the exposed west flank of the hostile marching column just as the exercise
terminated.

Army Exercise—23-25 August, 1930
(See Map 3.)

General Situation: Without going into all the background, the General Situation for the Army Maneuvers
was as follows:

A Black Army of two Corps which had penetrated to the west shore of Lake Champlain was preparing
for further advance to the west. The Blue 18th Brigade, which had been gradually falling back in front of the
Black Force, was reinforced by the highly motorized 1st Division and a Provisional Corps was formed.

At the start of the maneuver the 18th Brigade was near Saranac and the 1st Division in the region south
of Redford. The Corps decided to march to the east and attack to gain the high ground on the line Woods
Mills-Mt. Etna. The Corps moved out at 12:00 Noon, 23 August. Elements of the 1st Division in motors were
soon near Peasleeville. Under the conditions of the problems, the 7th Cavalry Brigade arrived at Black Brook
at 12:00 Noon, 23 August and came under the control of the Provisional Corps. The mission given the 7th
Cavalry Brigade was to march to the northeast prepared to attack the hostile left (south) flank or rear.

As to the operation of the 7th Cavalry Brigade in the Army maneuver, it is thought that it would be more
interesting for this account to come from a source other than a member of the Brigade. Major Rufus S. Ramey,
Cavalry, an instructor at the Command and General Staff School, was detailed by the War Department for
duty both as an umpire and as an observer, and has kindly given his consent for the following extract from his
report to be quoted in this article:

It had been anticipated that Black would make a strong thrust north of the Saranac. Since a river
crossing in the vicinity of Elsinore was required as a training exercise it became necessary to stop,
arbitrarily, the rapid advance of elements of the 18th Infantry Brigade north of the Saranac.
Immediately south of that river, however, the Black 101st Cavalry moved rapidly to the west, gained
contact with the 18th Infantry Brigade and very effectively delayed its advance throughout the
afternoon.

On its front the 1st Division made very effective use of motorized detachments by way of the Salmon
River Valley, Patton School and Calkins School, at which point junction with the 7th Cavalry Brigade
was established about 2:30 P.M., 23 August. (See Map 3.)
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In its front the 7th Cavalry Brigade reconnaissance elements quickly made contact with Black
motorized detachments in the vicinity of CLINTONVILLE, to the north thereof and near HARKNESS:
and developed the fact that the CLINTONVILLE-HARKNESS defile was effectively blocked by
demolitions, where Black had apparently concentrated his antitank efforts. However, the parallel trails
to the east and west of this defile, over COLD SPRING MOUNTAIN and ARNOLD HILL were
neglected and permitted the mechanized cavalry to debouch into the more favorable terrain to the
northeast of HARKNESS.

While reconnaissance elements had cleared the CLINTONVILLE-KEESEVILLE defile of hostile
motorized and antitank detachments and were operating well to the north toward LAPHAM MILLS, the
Mechanized Brigade Commander determined late in the afternoon to concentrate his effort to the
northeast towards PERU and eventually against the south flank and rear of the hostile main force. The
afternoon had seen a succession of isolated actions against enemy delaying detachments operating in
the almost continuous defiles of this section.

Map 3: First Army maneuvers—army exercise 23 August 1939

Shortly before dark on the 23rd, the 13th Cavalry was moving to the northeast of COLD SPRING
MOUNTAIN and covering the brigade right flank by detachments in and north of KEESEVILLE. The 1st
Cavalry, by a double envelopment was successfully occupying PERU. At this time (about 8:00 P.M.)
the Commanding General, 7th Cavalry, by means of staff officers, directed that the combat elements
withdraw at once, and move without lights, to concealed bivouacs in the general area:
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CLINTONVILLE-ARNOLD HILL-RJ 984-ROGERS for reservicing, rest and feeding in preparation for the
following day's operations. (See Map 4.) The bivouac area was outposted and liaison with 1st Division
maintained.

Instructions had already been given by messengers for kitchen and fuel trucks to proceed to the
bivouac areas when orders were received (as the troops were arriving in the bivouac areas) directing
the Brigade to move to the west, thence to the north flank (north of the SARANAC RIVER) prepared for
new operations at daylight 24 August. This movement called for the assembly of the brigade over
difficult mountain trails, a night march of some 60 miles, all without lights, and after some 9 hours of
strenuous operations.

Previous orders were countermanded and new orders carried by staff officers. Assembly of march
serials was completed and the march initiated at 11:15 P.M. (preceded by reconnaissance) with an
amazing lack of confusion and minimum of delay. (See Map 4.)

About 2:00 A.M., 24 August the Brigade was halted in march column between REDFORD and SILVER
LAKE; kitchen and fuel trucks joined organizations to provide a hot meal and refuel. The march was
resumed about 2:45 A.M. over a narrow road along the SARANAC, which was rendered hazardous by
frequent temporary bridges and fills on a road which flanked the river.

At SARANAC, regimental and similar commanders joined the Brigade Commander who issued
instructions calling for the following:

The Brigade to march via PICKETTS CORNERS to DANNEMORA. From there the Brigade, less the 1st
Cavalry, reinforced by a battery of artillery and platoon of engineers, to march on RAND HILL; the 1st
Cavalry to turn north at DANNEMORA, move via LEDGER CORNER on the line WEST
BEEKMANTOWN-BEEKMANTOWN, where it would report arrival and receive orders (a further wide
swing of about 30 miles).

On resumption of the march there occurred one of those contretemps which can so easily occur at
night with all troops and especially with fast moving columns. A guide stationed at a cross roads near
PICKETTS CORNERS became confused and directed part of the column on the wrong road. It was
some time before the error was discovered and as a consequence the planned operation was delayed
for more than one hour. Elements of the Brigade which had taken the correct route reached
DANNEMORA at 5:15 A.M., but it was after 6:00 A.M. before the remainder of the column arrived.

The unfortunate delay had two immediate consequences. Information was received about 6:30 A.M.
that Black troops were crossing the SARANAC on two bridges to the west of ELSINORE and
CADVYVILLE respectively and that there was a large truck movement in the same vicinity. (This was the
43rd Division, the Black Army reserve, which was undertaking an envelopment directed against the
north flank and rear of the Blue position.) The 13th Cavalry moved east from DANNEMORA in the
direction of the hostile river crossing. About 2 miles east of DANNEMORA progress was effectively
halted by hostile demolitions and anti-tank dispositions hastily provided after daylight. Earlier an
armored car platoon had been in possession of the defile at CR 1161 (over CANFIELD BROOK) but for
some reason had been withdrawn. As a consequence the advance of the 13th Cavalry for the next two
hours was a succession of limited objective flanking actions against antitank dispositions in a
continuous defile. Combined trains and service parks were halted at DANNEMORA whence they
operated until late in the afternoon of the 24th.

By 9:00 A.M. the 13th Cavalry had succeeded in pushing to RAND HILL but was held up by a Black
battalion strongly supported by artillery. The 1st Cavalry was ordered to assist by flanking action from
the east, then resume its advance.
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Map 4. First Army maneuvers—army exercise 24 August 1939

Following the combined attack to complete the occupation of RAND HILL, a terrain feature which
dominated the entire northeast of the SARANAC, the 1st Cavalry was directed to seize the high ground
about 2 miles northeast of WEST PLATTSBURG in order to assist the movement of the 13th Cavalry to
the southeast, (in a zone immediately east of SANDBURN BROOK). There was another purpose
behind this plan-to clear the area in order to permit the movement of the fuel trucks which were
urgently required for the replenishment of fuel.

By the middle of the morning it was apparent that the entire area north of the SARANAC was infested
with Black anti-tank detachments ranging from single 75-mm guns supported by infantry to entire
batteries supported by battalions of infantry. These detachments were installing road blocks and
completing assumed demolitions at the frequent defiles. From this time to the end of the maneuver the
impression was gained that the Black efforts were directed more to protection against the mechanized
cavalry than to any offensive action. Actually it is believed that close to fifty per cent of the Black 75-
mm artillery was dispersed as antitank guns in his rear areas. By 10:30 A.M., the Blue Mechanized
Cavalry was deep in the Black rear area, moving rapidly from north to south across the rear
installations.
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By 12:30 P.M., 24 August, the main body of the 1st Cavalry had reached the road: MORRISONVILLE-
PLATTSBURG, with reconnaissance elements south of the SARANAC (which was readily fordable in a
great many places southeast of MORRISONVILLE). About 12:30 P .M. the 1st Cavalry surprised a Black
tank company going into what would have been an excellent ambush. In the ensuing action, the
hostile tanks were ruled out. Undoubtedly this head-on engagement would have been costly to both
groups of vehicles.

By this time (shortly after noon the 24th) the Mechanized Cavalry Brigade had been continuously in
action since 1:00 P.M. the preceding day. Only part of the units had had one hasty meal. Necessary
refueling and maintenance had been most limited. All ranks, but especially combat vehicle drivers,
were fast approaching exhaustion though still filled with admirable enthusiasm and aggressiveness.
Accordingly, orders were dispatched to withdraw all elements of the Brigade well to the north to the
vicinity of WEST CHAZY for rest, reorganization and refueling. (Actually it is believed that this move
was in conformity with the desires of the Maneuver Director in order to prevent the complete collapse
of the remaining scheduled exercises-the extension of the Black envelopment combined with a night
attack, Blue night withdrawal, and a daylight attack by Black on the 25th.) (See Map 4.)

The 7th Cavalry Brigade completed its assembly in the WEST CHAZY area late in the afternoon in a
torrential rain, trains joined units, all elements refuelled, the area was outposted, much needed rest
was gained, and plans were announced for a resumption of the advance early the 25 August.

The plan of operations for the 25 August provided:

The Brigade to advance to the south, force a crossing of the SARANAC, seize the high ground as far as
the SALMON RIVER, then turn to the southwest to strike the Black left flank and rear. (See Map 5.)

Regiments to advance abreast in more than one column, the 13th Cavalry on the right; advance guards
to cross the outpost line at 5:00 A.M.; reconnaissance detachments to move at 2:00 A.M.

One Combat Car Troop 13th Cavalry to follow the 1st Cavalry as reserve.
Trains to assemble and await orders in bivouac area (vicinity of WEST CHAZY).

The advance to the south was initiated as planned. By daylight, reconnaissance elements had crossed
and were south of the SARANAC. North of the SARANAC the main Brigade columns encountered
frequent antitank 75-mm. guns and groups of machine guns which were promptly reduced by flanking
maneuver and by artillery fire. By 6:30 A.M. the 1st Cavalry was crossing the SARANAC at the bridge
immediately northeast of BM 294 (about 5 miles southwest of PLATTSBURG). Shortly afterwards the
13th Cavalry encountered serious resistance at the bridge at MORRISONVILLE (consisting. of two
batteries of 75-mm. guns and machine guns) which was being reduced when the exercise terminated.
Here at MORRISONVILLE the 1st Cavalry surprised and captured important Black Army headquarters
installations. The 1st Cavalry and reconnaissance elements were moving to the south of the SARANAC
deep in the Black rear. The exercise was terminated shortly after 7:00 A.M., 25 August.

Since the 7th Cavalry Brigade assembled promptly and marched immediately across the Black rear in
returning to the base camp at BLACK BROOK, an opportunity was presented to observe Black
protective dispositions in his rear areas. In addition to the bridge defense at MORRISONVILLE, there
was a large concentration of all arms just north of BECKWITH SCHOOL with 75-mm. guns disposed
for antitank defense. A similar disposition was observed northwest of SCHUYLER FALLS and frequent
75-mm. guns and infantry detachments observed as far south as PERU. This is mentioned to indicate
the psychological effect of the mechanized cavalry as well as to emphasize the dispersed nature of the
Black antitank defense.

The following comments on the Army Exercise are deemed important:

The rapid night march of the 7th Cavalry Brigade, without lights, from the south to the north flank,
demonstrated the great strategical mobility and value of the unit.
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Continuously demonstrated was the serious need for a reconnaissance and support echelon for the
Mechanized Cavalry Brigade-to consist of reconnaissance elements and a fire support group of
machine gun and rifle units. Such a composite unit would provide the necessary brigade
reconnaissance elements, protection for trains, and required mobile fire support.

Night movement of the Brigade without lights (except for concealed indirect rear wheel illumination)
demonstrated that rates as high as 15 miles per hour on fair roads (except in dust) is feasible.

While the total lack of suitable antitank weapons exercised a decided influence, yet one lesson stood
out-that was the necessity for careful coordination of antitank protection and the maintaining of mobile
antitank units. Piecemeal demolitions, road blocks and dispersal of antitank means is entirely
ineffective.

The rapidity of mechanized cavalry action, the speed with which units energetically led may disperse
against targets of opportunity, was recognized by the Brigade Commander who guarded against such
action by assignment of successive objectives and frequent phase lines from which units reported, then
advanced therefrom only on Brigade orders.

Experience in these maneuvers demonstrated the need for a greater number of trained assistants in the
operations section of Brigade Headquarters who may be used as liaison officers. The kaleidoscopic
change of the situation in mechanized cavalry operations makes necessary the dispatch of orders,
frequently by officer messenger. Also, adequate, timely and correct appreciation of the existing
situation can be gained only through staff officers' conferences with advance commanders and reports
of observations.

While the maximum mobility and effectiveness of mechanized cavalry is only obtained in favorable
terrain, the broken terrain of the PLATTSBURG area demonstrated that terrain must be difficult in the
extreme to constitute a complete barrier to mechanized units.

The umpiring of mechanized cavalry operations is a difficult problem. In this maneuver, umpires were
provided down to include the squadron. It is believed necessary that sufficient umpires be provided
with mechanized cavalry to include the troop unit because of the many isolated actions which develop
in reconnaissance and in maneuver against antitank dispositions.

Similarly umpire communications with umpire headquarters and contact umpires is a difficult problem
in mechanized cavalry operations. Pigeons were used by the senior brigade unit umpire as a means of
communication with Umpire Headquarters.

In conclusion, it is desired to pay tribute to the high degree of training and leadership demonstrated
during the operations of the 7th Cavalry Brigade. The enthusiasm, the devotion, and efficiency of all
ranks and units, displayed throughout an arduous period of one month, was an inspiration. The
existing mechanized cavalry brigade is an extremely well trained unit which, in the First Army
Maneuvers, forcibly demonstrated its effectiveness in mobile exercises-though operations were often in
terrain far from favorable to the exploitation of mechanized cavalry capabilities.

During the maneuvers, Mayor La Guardia of New York City made a request for the presence of the
Brigade at the New York World's Fair. This request was approved by the War Department and on August
28th, three days after the close of the Maneuvers, the Brigade, including its track and half-track vehicles,
commenced its march of 350 miles to New York City where it was to camp just outside of the World's Fair.
En route it passed through West Point where it was reviewed and inspected.

The entire column of over 600 vehicles was received in New York City by the Mayor and Lieutenant
General Drum. From the George Washington Bridge it marched down the west side of New Y ork, north up
Broadway and Fifth Avenue and over the Queensboro Bridge.

Leaving the camp at the World's Fair at 1:00 A.M., September 8th, after again loading its track and half-
track vehicles, the Brigade reached its home station, Fort Knox, on the 13th of September.

During the last 36 hours of the march the brigade travelled 390 miles. This included a short bivouac at
Hamilton, Ohio, and five-hour halt in Jeffersonville to unload its track vehicles and reorganize. The last 40
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miles of the Journey were made by the brigade with all its vehicles. Upon arrival at its home station, the
Brigade, exclusive of maneuver operations, had marched a distance of 2,238 miles in 15 marching days.

Map 5: First Army maneuvers—army exercise 25 August 1939

Conclusions

Mechanized Cavalry is a highly technical weapon, and in order to function efficiently requires
experienced, well trained personnel in all grades. Due to its high mobility and great radius of operation, its
supporting troops must be familiar with its tactics and technique. This familiarity can be attained only by
constant combined training.

Mechanized Cavalry is a powerful striking force capable of operating effectively even over very difficult

terrain. It is also capable of making long strategic moves rapidly, under cover of darkness, and without lights.

A Mechanized Cavalry Brigade should be employed as a combat team in order to realize the full value

from its air service, ground reconnaissance, combat car, machine gun and artillery elements. It is a mistake to

divide the Brigade and a greater mistake to divide the regiment which is the basic combat unit.

85



ARMOR IN BATTLE

Mechanized Cavalry should be assigned to those missions of mobile combat which are most important to
the success of the Army. Its successes or failures are capable of affecting the operation of the entire Army.

Mechanized Cavalry must be preceded by adequate, reconnaissance, both ground and air in order to
locate obstacles, ambushes and anti-mechanized weapons. Likewise it must be covered by security
detachments to prevent surprise and provide freedom of action when hostile forces are encountered.

Mechanized Cavalry must leave roads and move cross country when within the range of hostile artillery.

Mechanized Cavalry should not be assigned the mission of holding extensive sectors during darkness,
particularly in terrain which severely restricts vehicular maneuver. It should be relieved at dusk and withdrawn
for the purpose of feeding the personnel and the refueling and maintenance of vehicles. Under cover of
darkness it should then be moved to a point from which it can launch an offensive blow at daylight. The
personal rather than the mechanical factor controls the limit of endurance.

Mechanized Cavalry gains surprise by—

e Secret marches at night without lights.

e The use of feints and demonstrations while the direction of the main effort is kept concealed.

e Rapid movement even though observed. Time and space factors often do not permit the enemy to
make or change dispositions in time to counter a mechanized thrust.

Mechanized Cavalry, due to its great fire power, rapidity of action and striking ability, has a decidedly
adverse effect on the morale of other ground troops who realize the comparative ineffectiveness of their small
arms fire against rapidly moving armored troops.

Not only infantry regiments and divisions, but the rear areas of Corps and Armies must possess adequate
means for anti-mechanized defense.

In order to provide for defense against the threat of the Mechanized Brigade in the recent maneuvers the
Black Army was forced to use its organic artillery. This resulted in the supporting fire of many battalions being
lost to the front line units at times when their fire support was sorely needed.

When infantry is equipped with adequate means for anti-mechanized defense, and makes dispositions
which would afford protection against mechanized attacks from any direction, such as a cordon defense, it is
in danger of losing its mobility and becoming defensive minded. The same may be said of horse cavalry.

Infantry tank units do not possess the auxiliary means of reconnaissance and support to successfully
oppose a strong force of mechanized cavalry.

Reconnaissance from unarmored vehicles is often of doubtful value and very liable to be most costly in
men and vehicles.

The majority of the road blocks encountered during the maneuvers were not sufficiently extensive or
defended strongly enough to be more than temporarily effective. The bulk of the mobile anti-mechanized units
should be held centrally located and in readiness for quick dispatch and employment in previously
reconnoitered positions upon receipt of timely information from air and ground reconnaissance.

The best defense against a powerful mechanized cavalry is a similar mechanized unit.

Both horse cavalry and motorized infantry are ideally suited to support mechanized cavalry and to
operate in conjunction with it. Horse Cavalry is capable of operating more rapidly when the distance is short;
motorized infantry when the distance involved is long.

Prior to September, 1939, the question as to what part mechanization was destined to play in large scale
modern warfare was largely an academic one. This question, however, was answered most conclusively on the
battlefields of Poland within a few days after the close of the 1st Army Maneuvers, when the German Army,
using its mechanized divisions so successfully and decisively conquered a valiant army of a million men in the
amazingly short period of two weeks. The lessons brought out by the maneuvers of the 1st Army and other
such maneuvers have been confirmed by war.
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Editor: In the First Army maneuvers of 1939, the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) utilized its unique
combination of mobility and firepower coupled with aggressive reconnaissance to maneuver around and
through the opposition forces. Its ability to maneuver rapidly over mixed terrain with wooded hills, defiles,
and river valleys generated a shock effect, leading the opposing commander to divert artillery support from
forward combat echelons to static antitank positions that were rapidly outflanked or destroyed. In general, the
7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) demonstrated the effectiveness of a capability set that characterized
subsequent armored combat organizations, further enhanced by aggressive and effective reconnaissance.

Despite the successful actions of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized), senior leaders considered the unit’s
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures largely theoretical and unlikely to succeed in combat. This
viewpoint reflected the unique nature of the mechanized cavalry in the interwar Army. However, the unit's
cross-country mobility, its ability to redeploy rapidly at night, to apply mobile firepower where needed, and to
paralyze the opposing force through rapid action, became standard hallmarks for future armored formations.
Moreover, the unit’s unique capability set received critical validation when employed on a much larger scale
by the German army during the Polish campaign of 1939, which began within days of the maneuver’s
conclusion.

When the Army directed the establishment of the Armored Force in 1940, by intent it bore the strong imprint
of the mechanized cavalry. The selection of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) commander as the first
Armored Force chief embodied this intent. The home of the mechanized cavalry became the home of the
Armored Force, mechanized cavalry officers assumed key leadership positions in the newly organized
armored divisions, and mechanized cavalry concepts provided the foundation for armored doctrine. The
organizational flexibility and combined arms nature of the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) resonated in the
armored division composition and the later combat command structure.
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World War 11

Editor: This chapter offers insights into the combat operation of armor units in the European, Mediterranean,
and Pacific theaters of operation. It offers detailed perspectives on combat actions in North Africa and at
Arracourt. It also assesses the factors necessary to ensure effective coordination of tanks and infantry at the

small unit level. Overall, the selections underscore the effectiveness of combined arms operations and the
related leadership challenges.

Tankers of the Ist Armored Division in Italy
(National Armor and Cavalry Museum)
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WORLD WAR II

Armor in North Africa

Editor: The following items depict combat operations of elements of the 1st Armored Division in January and
February 1943. In the closing days of January, elements of the 1st Armored Division sought to secure

Faid Pass, but the effort failed. In mid-February, the Germans opened a major offensive with an armored
thrust through Faid Pass that overwhelmed American forward positions, overran Sidi Bou Zid, and isolated
American infantry positions on the nearby heights. A subsequent counterattack to recapture Sidi Bou Zid
failed with heavy losses.

These engagements marked the first in a series of battlefield reverses for American forces that culminated in
the fighting for Kasserine Pass. The initial fighting involved Combat Command A with the 1st Armored
Regiment and supporting troops. Although the 1st Armored Regiment included three armored battalions, only
one (3rd Battalion) was present for these actions. Similarly, only a portion of the 81st Armored
Reconnaissance Battalion was present, since much of its strength was dissipated to cover a broad frontage.
When the main German thrust began on February 14, the American forces near Sidi Bou Zid quickly found
themselves under attack from multiple directions by superior enemy forces with ample armor and air support.
The resulting action marked the steady erosion of American combat power, followed by a retreat.

The document excerpts below chronicle the action from the perspective of 1) Combat Command A, 2) the 1st
Armored Regiment, and 3) the 3rd Battalion, 1st Armored Regiment. A final segment includes impressions
and lessons learned from combatants in the 1st Armored Regiment. For a narrative of these engagements, see
George F. Howe, United States Army in World War II: The Mediterranean Theater of Operations: Northwest Africa:
Seizing the Initiative in the West (Washington, D.C. 1957: Office of the Chief of Military History, Department of
the Army). Also available online at the following website:

http:/ /history.army.mil/html/books/006/6-1-1/index.html

1) Operations Report of Combat Command A Headquarters, 1st Armored Division
13 February 1943

About 1330 hours, our forward observer on Ksaira reported about 125 trucks moving SOUTH behind the
ranges DJ [Djebel] KRALIF- DJ KRECHAM- DJ GOUBRAR- DJ BOUDINAR. Two air missions destroyed
25 trucks and reported that the trucks were loaded with Infantry. Enemy aerial reconnaissance was active in
our sector. Enemy artillery shelled our positions around LESSOUDA during the afternoon and evening. All
troops were alerted and notified to expect a large scale attack. All train elements were ordered to SBEITLA.
General Eisenhower and General Ward visited our CP [command post] at 2300 hours. General Eisenhower
listened to a description of our situation and dispositions without comment. Before departure, he decorated
Col. Drake, 168th CT [combat team] with the silver star.

14 February 1943
The start of the German attack was indicated by heavy fire in the LESSOUDA area at 0630 hours.

It appeared that an envelopment of our NORTH flank was in progress. Hostile debouchment was
apparently made either at FAID pass or the pass to the NORTH of FAID. Listening posts apparently were
either surprised or failed to perform as ordered. There was no call for the FAID pass artillery barrage as far as
was observed (Rocket signal from listening posts).

There was a heavy ground haze and the firing could be followed only flashes. A duel between tanks
seemed to be in progress just EAST of LESSOUDA.

0650 hours—Lt. Col. Waters, NORTH sector Commander, reported that LESSOUDA was being
attacked by tanks but that he could not tell much about it due to poor visibility. He stated that his tank
company (“G” Co, 1st AR), had moved to counter-attack.

0800 hours—As many as 30 tanks were reported in a wide sweep around DJ LESSOUDA, which
apparently was being overrun. The 3rd Bn, 1st AR (--), moved toward LESSOUDA with the remainder of the
91st FA Bn in support.
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0820 hours—“B” Btry, 91st FA was withdrawing to the WEST of LESSOUDA. German tanks were on
the NORTH flank of “B” Btry.

0830 hours—enemy tanks overrun “B” Btry, 91st FA, WEST of LESSOUDA.

0833 hours—Twenty enemy tanks which had passed WEST of LESSOUDA were along LESSOUDA -
FAID road facing SOUTH. These tanks were engaged by the remainder of the 3rd Bn, 1st AR (--), from
positions between SIDI BOU ZID and the OASIS, LESSOUDA.

0840 hours—A total of 39 hostile tanks were now SOUTH and WEST of LESSOUDA.
No friendly aviation seen as yet. (Observation had been requested at 0100 hours from daylight on).

0920 hours— The number of the 1st AR tanks still in action was not known; but four or five tanks had
been lost from Lt. Col. Hightower’s mobile reserve.

0930 hours—The 2nd Bn, 168th Inf (--), was reported to have withdrawn into the foothills of DJ
LESSOUDA.

The 17th FA Bn was ordered to the vicinity of SIDI BOU ZID to go into position there.

0950 hours—the forces on DJ LESSOUDA completely surrounded.

Division reported Kern going into position at CR T-5267.

0955 hours—another request was made for air support. Enemy planes overhead continuously.
Enemy tanks reported moving NORTH from vicinity MAKNASSY pass.

Situation reported to Division. Repeated Col. Drake’s report of threatened cut-off and his request that II
Corps reserve be asked to attack and relieve situation. No reply except “Roger” (G-3).

1015 hours—Tex’s (LTC Louis V. Hightower, commanding 3rd Battalion, 1st Armored Regiment) tanks
heavily engaged in a fire fight NORTH of SIDI BOU ZID—falling back slowly. Several tanks lost. It was
apparent that the enemy was using some Mk 6 (Tiger) tanks.

1030 hours—Co “C,” 16th Engrs ordered from reserve to vicinity mine field on SOUTH flank between DJ
KSAIRA and DJ GARET HADID. Orders to protect SOUTH flank and to cooperate with Col Drake,
168th Inf.

Co “A,” 81st Recon Bn, had bivouacked back of the mine field. They worked SOUTH from there into the
valley during the day and protected the mine field at night.

1036 hours—Thirty tanks coming from MAKINASSY pass and moving NORTHWEST in V formation
(Co “A” 8lst).

Tex’s tanks were slowly falling back toward SIDI BOU ZID. The 91st FA Bn began displacing
WESTWARD on order. The 17th FA Bn, still in the process of displacement, was delayed by heavy dive
bombing.

At 1126 hours, reported to division the 81st Reconnaissance Battalion report that thirty tanks moving
towards right rear SOUTH of DJ KSAIRA. 81st reported that they were delaying them but unable to
stop them.

At about 1130 hours, situation reported to Division: “Enemy tanks closing in and threatening both flanks
and cut off Drake. Any orders?” First we were told to “Wait.” Then came the answer: “Continue on your
mission.” (G-3)

1200 hours—Axis of possible withdrawal announced to units: SIDI BOU ZID-ZAAFRIA-
NORTHWEST to SBEITLA road.

1208 hours—The enemy was right on top of us. We were moving CP on ZAAFRIA. All except command
elements had been dispatched in advance.
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1230 hours—Actillery displacing SOUTHWEST from SIDI BOU ZID. Considerable dive bombing. CP
HQ tanks sent to help Tex cover withdrawal of artillery as ordered.

1240 hours—Tex reported that he was being heavily pressed and withdrawal should speed up. No friendly
air support. Situation reported to Division. Communication ineffective with units.

1250 hours—Movement of CP being made cross country to SOUTHWEST—slow.
1400 hours—Our CP temporarily established about five miles SOUTHWEST of SIDI BOU ZID.

Tex forced back about two miles SOUTHWEST of SIDI BOU ZID and his flanks were being threatened.
At this time three CC “A” Hq tanks joined the 3rd Bn, 1st AR (--), which had only five or six tanks left.

Col. Drake’s request for permission to withdraw from DJ KSAIRA was relayed to Division.
1408 hours—Message from Division: “Too early to give Drake permission to withdraw.”
Last orders to Drake: “Continue to hold your position” was acknowledged about this time.
The 1st Bn, 17th FA was destroyed by bombing and finally by tank attack.

1430 hours—A group of enemy tanks, which eluded elements of the 81st Reconnaissance Battalion which
was protecting the right flank, advanced from the SOUTHWEST and attacked some combat train vehicles and
an advance detachment of CP CC”A” which was moving towards ZAAFRIA. These tanks also later engaged
our withdrawing artillery and CC “A” CP between SIDI BOU ZID and ZAAFRIA.

1450 hours—Withdrawing units moved NORTHWEST cross country, covered by elements of 3rd Bn, 1st
AR. Some long range tank fire and dive bombing was received; causing vehicle losses en route. Some vehicles
had difficulty crossing wadi WEST of ZAAFRIA. There was considerable disorganization, although there was
no great congestion, as vehicles moved in open formation across country towards CR 5266.

1700 hours—CP was established at T-4668, NORTH of SBEITLA road, at about this time.
Reorganization of units proceeding along road WEST of CR at T-5266 was started. Nine guns of 91st FA in
position supporting 1st Bn, 6th Inf. Remainder of 3rd Bn, 1st AR, and 3 CP light tanks, were placed in reserve
and moved to vicinity of CP. Enemy did not pursue. Enemy aviation had been apparently unopposed. Ten
attacks on CP and its vicinity had been made during the action. Enemy air attacks appeared to be most
effective against the 17th FA. They caused little loss to other troops, although they did slow up their
movements considerably.

1800 hours—Orders issued to units to arrange for all possible recovery of vehicles in battle area during
night. Few of the troops that had been engaged were available to function in recovery operations. Assistance
from Division Maintenance was requested.

Editor: This report marks the collapse of American positions around Sidi Bou Zid from the perspective of
Combat Command A, who was responsible for the sector. Evident throughout is frustration at the lack of air
support in any form, including aerial reconnaissance flights, underscored by the frequent mentions of German
air attacks throughout the battle zone. Similar dissatisfaction is indicated with the largely unresponsiveness of
division headquarters, which offered little in terms of support or guidance. In fairness, the 1st Armored
Division had been dispersed over a broad frontage and was not well postured for a rapid reaction to the
German offensive. The dire straits of the American forces is indicated by the steady loss of tanks, rapid
displacement of command posts, the loss of an artillery organization, reliance upon light reconnaissance
vehicles to delay a flanking thrust by enemy tanks, and the sudden eruption of hostile armor among a
maintenance company. All of these indicators suggest a force caught off guard and an inability to either seize
the initiative from the Germans or significantly disrupt their actions. The inability of reconnaissance assets to
provide timely and accurate information regarding German movements proved central to this development.
Dependence upon a forward listening post to fire rockets and trigger an artillery bombardment into Faid Pass
failed when the Germans overran the position before the warning rockets could be fired.
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2) North African Campaign, November 8, 1942 to May 9, 1943; First Armored
Regiment, United States Army

Beginning January 17 the Regiment began overland movement eastward and via TELERGMA, AINE
MLILA, AINE BEIDA arrived in assembly area at BOU CHEBKA January 21, 1943.

On January 23 the Regiment (less 1st and 2nd Bns) moved from BOU CHEBKA to SBEITLA as a part of
Combat Command “A” where it remained, carrying on reconnaissance, until it, as part of Combat Command
“A,” moved to vicinity of FAID PASS prepared to counter attack enemy who had driven French troops from
FAID PASS. On January 31, the 3rd Battalion (less Companies G and I) with supporting troops attacked east
towards FAID from DJ LESSOUDA with a mission of driving enemy from the place and securing it.
Company “G” was attached to a force composed of 1st Bn., 6th Armored Infantry (-2 companies) with
supporting troops which had a mission of attacking east toward REBAOU PASS from SIDI BOU ZID, taking
and securing REBAOU and high ground to the north towards FAID PASS. Company “I,” attached to 26th
Infantry (-2 battalions) was in reserve in vicinity of DJ LESSOUDA. The force which attacked FAID PASS at
0830 hours January 31, 1943 met very heavy resistance in the form of anti-tank guns and 18 enemy tanks and
were unable to gain their objective. Combat was broken off at 1000 hours, remainder of “H” Co. withdrawn; 1
platoon of “I” Co. covering artillery positions as “H” Co. withdrew. This force was also subjected to intensive
aerial bombardment. Nine of our tanks were lost, 4 men killed, 80 wounded and 15 missing. The force known
as the maneuvering force, to which Company “G” was attached, attacked REBAOU and after stubborn
resistance gained the foothills of the mountains extending north from REABOU, but under strong counter-
attack were forced to withdraw to DJ KSAIRA where a strong position was consolidated. The attack was
supported by two platoons of Company “I.” Combat Command “A” took a defensive attitude and took up
positions generally on a north and south line about four to five miles west of FAID — REBAOU; occupying DJ
LESSOUDA and DJ KSAIRA. The Command Post of Regimental Headquarters was at SIDI BOU ZID.

From February 1 to February 14 the Regiment (-1st and 2nd Bns) remained in vicinity of SIDI BOU ZID as
a part of Combat Command “A” at which time intensive patrolling, reconnaissance, and preparation of
defensive works was carried out. Company “I” was in the area of DJ LESSOUDA with part of
Reconnaissance Company to prevent a surprise debouchment of the enemy from FAID. A platoon of tank
destroyers and a battery of artillery formed part of this force. The rest of the regiment (less 1st and 2nd Bns)
were assembled in the vicinity of SIDI BOU ZID. During this time the 2nd Battalion had had various
assignments. The 1st Battalion was still at Oran.

Editor: The 1st Armored Regiment included three armored battalions and a reconnaissance company,
supported by a headquarters staff, supply, maintenance, and medical service components. However, neither
the 1st nor 2nd Armored Battalions were present and the reconnaissance company was split to cover more
area. Hence, much of the combat power normally available to this regiment was unavailable when the
Germans attacked.

On the morning of February 14 the Germans began strong offensive action in our sector which nearly
resulted in the complete annihilation of the Regiment as well as Combat Command “A.” During the
afternoon of 13 February our forward observers reported large convoys of enemy vehicles moving south just
east of DJ KRECHEM. Air missions on this movement destroyed some vehicles and the returning planes
reported enemy tanks east of REBAOU. Forward troops reported noises of additional tank engines during the
night of 13-14 February and all troops prepared for the attack which we knew must be coming. General
Eisenhower visited our Command Post at 2300-2400 the 13th of February. The enemy attack began at
approximately 0630 hours the morning of 14 February by a tank debouchment from FAID PASS towards
LESSOUDA which attack was preceded by an artillery bombardment of that place. LESSOUDA had been
previously occupied by 2nd Battalion, 168th Infantry which had become part of Combat Command “A,”
Company “G” had replaced Company “I” at LESSOUDA and Company “I” rejoined the remainder of the
3rd Battalion. Company “G,” the artillery battery, and the tank destroyers at LESSOUDA were nearly
overcome before the remainder of the 3rd Battalion could come to their aid. In all, enemy tanks debouching
from FAID and the north, together with those that appeared approaching from the southwest must have
totaled well over one hundred fifty, of which a part were the Mark VI (Tiger) type. The 3rd Battalion engaged
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these enemy vehicles until depleted to the point of ineffectiveness. During the action the 2nd Battalion, 17th
Field Artillery Regiment (a part of CC “A”) was destroyed, the 2nd Battalion, 168th Infantry with
Reconnaissance Company, 1st Armored Regiment was isolated on LESSOUDA, Battery “B,” 91st Field
Artillery Battalion lost practically all its vehicles when overrun by tanks, Company “A,” 701st Tank Destroyer
Battalion lost practically all its vehicles, the 168th Infantry Regiment (less 1st and 2nd Bns) with Company
“A,” 81st Reconnaissance Battalion, Company “A,” 16th Armored Engineers was surrounded in the vicinity
of DJ KSAIRA. The enemy tanks approaching SIDI BOU ZID from the southwest encountered our
Maintenance Company and that organization suffered heavy losses. The remainder of the 3rd Battalion and
Regimental Headquarters retreated towards SBEITLA, delaying as it fell back. A defensive line was
established on the 1st Battalion, 6th Armored Infantry about seven miles west of DJ LESSOUDA the night of
February 14. The 2nd Battalion, as part of Combat Command “A” attacked February 15 with a mission of
relieving our forces marooned on LESSOUDA and KSAIRA. Reconnaissance Company and other troops on
LESSOUDA got off under cover of darkness, however the troops on KSAIRA were eventually captured by the
enemy. The remainder of the Regiment, still a part of Combat Command “A,” engaged the enemy
successively on the road from LESSOUDA to SBEITLA and that town was held until 1300 hours February 16
at which time the regiment was withdrawn to SBIBA and thence to TEBESSA for refitting. The few remaining
M4 tanks were turned over to Combat Command “B” and a provisional battalion, composed of remaining
tank personnel, together with replacements was formed and equipped with M4A2 tanks borrowed from the
British. This battalion was used as Division reserve and placed in readiness about seven miles southeast of
THALA, however, its use was unnecessary as the enemy was defeated and withdrew to the east of
KASSERINE PASS.

From February 27 until March 12 the Regiment bivouacked in the TEBESSA area and proceeded with its
reorganization and re-equipping.

Sketch of fighting at Rebaou on January 30, 1943, showing double envelopment of French defenders
by German forces, shown in dark. Action triggered the abortive counterattack by the American 3rd
Battalion, Ist Armored Regiment,which left the Germans in control of Faid Pass. Map drawn by
unidentified member of Ist Armored Regiment staff and included in unit’s historical report of action.
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Editor: This report highlights the destruction of the 1st Armored Regiment as an effective fighting force.
Although the 2d Battalion rejoined the regiment for combat actions on February 15, these failed to relieve the
isolated forces on DJ Ksaira and resulted in additional, substantial armored losses. Note that much of the
regimental reconnaissance company became stranded on DJ Lessouda and DJ Ksaira, unable to assist the
regiment or track the evolving tactical situation. In effect the reconnaissance asset lost its freedom to
maneuver. Consequently, the regiment fought its single armored battalion against the multiple German
armored threats. It lacked the combat power to defeat these threats or prevent artillery and support assets from
being destroyed.

3) Operations of 3rd Battalion, 1st Armored Regiment From January 1, 1943 to February
21, 1943 [Excerpt]

February 14 (Valentine’s Day) —0600 hours, battalion alert and “standing to”; all quiet. At 0630 hours
evidence of considerable activity to east of Djebel Lessouda. Attempted to contact Major Parsons and
Company “G,” all attempts unsuccessful. Received information from CC “A” (which had established contact
with Lt. Colonel J.K. Waters, who had taken command at Lessouda the previous day) that the enemy was
attacking Lessouda in force with tanks, infantry and artillery. Company “I” with Assault Gun platoon,
ordered out to counter-attack parallel to the road from Sidi Bou Zid to Lessouda. The right flank of Company
“I” was to be covered by a sweeping movement by Company “H” (less one platoon on reconnaissance). Both
companies moved out leaving company maintenance and command half-tracks, which were collected in the
vicinity of the Battalion C.P.

Lt. Colonel Hightower, who had moved out with Company “I,” reported that the enemy was in
possession of Lessouda and was assembling his tanks, apparently for a move on Sidi Bou Zid. He estimated
the number of tanks as fifty-three (53) and asked for a bombing mission; none was received, except from the
Germans. Enemy air appeared in force; Stukas, Me 109’s and FW 190’s bombed and strafed Company “I”
and other troops of CC “A”; no friendly air present.

Company “H” ordered to move immediately to left (west) flank of Company “I” to meet an enveloping
attack by enemy tanks. The missing platoon of Company “H” rejoined that company during the move to the
new position.

Since the enemy’s position at Lessouda threatened our position on the flank, the company maintenance
and command half-tracks and several trucks from Company “A,” 701st T.D. Battalion were ordered to move
to a suitable assembly point well outside the perimeter of the battle, which was fast becoming a melee, on the
road to Sbeitla (on Faid-Sbeitla road) and to report their whereabouts when this had been accomplished. The
Battalion command half-track and entire Mortar Platoon, moved to a point along the Sidi Bou Zid-Gafsa road
about three (3) miles south-west of Sidi Bou Zid (T5852).

Enemy air activity increased in intensity and Sidi Bou Zid received a pounding with five hundred (500)
pound bombs. All withdrawing troops were forced to detour to the south around the town. The company
maintenance and command half-tracks were caught in this bombing and received a number of casualties. The
Stukas seemed to be shuttling their loads from very close air fields.

By this time (approximately 1400 hours), we had lost all but about twelve (12) or fourteen (14) tanks and
were being ambushed hard by the enemy from the flank. Germans used about six (6) of the new Mark VI tanks
in a deliberate push on Sidi Bou Zid and made repeated envelopments of both flanks with the lighter and faster
Mark IV’s and III's forcing our tanks to withdraw. (See sketch map below.)

Reports of enemy movement through the Maknassy pass was verified by the cutting of the road to Gafsa
by a force of about thirty (30) tanks, supported by infantry and artillery. The entire combat command was
ordered to withdraw through the infantry-artillery reserve units located at the crossroads ten (10) miles west of
Lessouda at Djebel el Hamra (T5166) and to select rally points to their rear in the direction of Sbeitla. The
remnants of this battalion were to protect the flanks and rear of this movement.

The Battalion command half-track moved cross-country following the Assault and Mortar Platoons and
flanked on the right (at about 1000 yards) by Lt. Col. Hightower’s tank, “Texas,” and about four or five other
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tanks. The entire group received continuous fire from enemy artillery and tanks which were seeking to cut off
the withdrawal. One group of about ten (10) enemy tanks succeeded in closing on the column from the south
(left flank) and seriously threatened the success of the withdrawal. Upon receiving information of this danger,
Lt. Col. Hightower swung his tank to the opposite flank to engage the enemy tanks at short range. He
succeeded in stopping them completely in a daring attack, destroying four (4) of their tanks and finally losing
his own.

The remainder of the move to the R.P. (rally point) was made without incident and immediate steps were
taken to reform what remained of the battalion.

Sketch map of fighting during morning of February 14, showing German forces moving through Faid
Pass, encircling Dj Lessouda and threatening Dj Ksaira and Sidi Bou Zid from southeast. German forces
shown by dark arrows. Map drawn by unidentified member of Ist Armored Regiment staff and included

in unit’s historical report of action.
Six tanks were assembled and ordered forward to the cross-roads at Djebel el Hamra to support the 1st
Battalion, 6th Armored Infantry, in outposting that point. Battalion C.P. set up in a cactus patch to the north

of the Faid-Sbeitla road about five and a half (5.5) miles west of the outposted cross-roads (T4669). Assault,
Mortar, and R&I platoons, assisted by personnel of the battalion trains, set up defensive positions for the night.

Received rations, water, and blankets during the night from the Bn. Combat trains.

Casualties:
Personnel: K-W-M Tanks Half-tracks
Officers: 2-1-12 (2 return at Tebessa)  44-total loss 4-total loss
EM: 4-21-124 2-missing (recover)
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Map showing withdrawal of 3rd Battalion, 1st Armored Regiment through Sidi Bou Zid toward the rally
point at the crossroads (shaded area) on the Faid-Sbeitla Road. Dark arrows show movement of German
forces. Map drawn by unidentified member of 1st Armored Regiment staff and included in unit’s historical
report of action.

Editor: The casualty and vehicle loss figures highlight the intense combat experienced by the 3rd Armored
Battalion. The high number of enlisted men missing in action reflected the realities of armored combat and
also the continuously moving nature of the battle. Since American forces did not control the battlefield, they
were not immediately able to recover the bodies of fallen soldiers, nor confirm whether any of the missing
were injured or captured. The destruction of this battalion effectively eliminated the only armored asset
initially deployed near Faid Pass. Forced to fight outnumbered with limited situational understanding, no air
support, and limited artillery support, the 3rd Armored Battalion expended itself trying to slow the German
advance. However, it could not cope with multiple threats alone. The desperate situation resulted in the
battalion commander functioning essentially as a tank commander. It did not prevent the displacement of
command and supply vehicles or the periodic relocation of the mortar platoon and assault guns. Hence,
although the battalion lost much of its combat power, it retained its combat support and combat service
support elements that proved critical to supplying the surviving tankers and later rebuilding the unit.
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4) Tankers in Tunisia

Editor: The following interview extracts were taken from Tankers in Tunisia, compiled in 1943 by the Armored
Force Replacement Training Center at Fort Knox, Kentucky. The interviews were conducted by Brig. Gen. T.
J. Camp in North Africa amid ongoing combat operations. The interviews targeted a mix of ranks and unit
types to provide a broad range of assessments and lessons learned for incorporation into training. The
interview extracts included below address armored operations in North Africa in general, and the fighting for
Faid Pass and Sidi Bou Zid in particular. The accounts below offer insights, lessons learned, and brief accounts
of combat actions from the perspective of different command echelons from battalion to tank commander.

Battalion Command

Lt. Col. Louis V. Hightower, Executive Officer, 1st Armored Regiment, First Armored Division. (Commanding
Officer, 3rd Battalion, 1st Armored Regiment, during battles of Faid Pass and Sidi bou Zid.):

In tank fighting nothing is more important than expert reconnaissance of your routes of advance and
withdrawal. Several times both we and the Germans have moved up on what we thought was a good clear
route only to find a dry wash, nine or ten feet high, blocking our way, causing us to withdraw. In this country,
too, we've learned to move slowly so as not to reveal our position. You can't boil up to battle at high speed
without broadcasting your coming in a big cloud of dust.

German antitank gunnery has made our reconnaissance a particularly tough job. They drag their big 88-
mm guns up behind their tanks and drop them in position. Usually the crew digs the gun in a hole, twelve by
twelve by six feet deep, practically covering up the shield and exposing only the barrel of the gun. We've found
those guns particularly hard to locate and they can break up your entire show if you don't pick them up in
time. Apparently they use mats to hide the muzzle blast. Once we hunted a gun within a thousand yards for
three days and then only found it by spotting the personnel approaching the gun position.

Generally they try to suck you into an antitank gun trap. Their light tanks will bait you in by playing
around just outside effective range. When you start after them, they turn tail and draw you in within range of
their 88-mm guns. First they open up on you with their guns in depth. Then when you try to flank them you
find yourself under fire of carefully concealed guns at a shorter range. We've just got to learn to pick those
guns up before closing in on them.

The basic training they had in the States means a lot to our boys over here. Every time they hit the ground
you'll find them digging a helluva big hole. I have yet to see one man get hit in a properly dug slit trench. One
of my lads dug a shallow one and he came out with a bullet hole clear through the cheeks of his tail. You don't
have to mention light discipline to them. They'll hoop and holler at anyone who uses a light at night,
regardless of rank.

We've also learned that it's important for everyone to know what to do with wounds, especially shock.
Although I saw one man die of shock from a simple hand wound, I've also seen our men save almost five
hundred casualties by prompt treatment of their wounds with sulpha drugs and proper treatment for shock.
Most of the sulpha drugs are administered by the men themselves. A couple of weeks ago one of my sergeants
fixed up a man who had been severely wounded on the head and neck when he was blown off a tank. Today,
the man is back in action.

The support artillery gives us is only as good as their observer. Commanders must get in the habit of
assigning their best men as artillery observers.

Our 37-mm guns will knock out tanks if the crews will only camouflage their guns perfectly and then hold
fire until the enemy comes in at point blank range. German camouflage is excellent; it's hard to believe they
can hide a gun as well as they do. The rifle grenade is a good weapon at close quarters and will knock out
anything under a Mark VI.

When the Germans go into position they'll hide their guns and tanks in anything, including Arab huts.
And then they dress their personnel in Arab garb while going to and from their positions. Usually they'll try to
suck you inside of a 1200 yard range. They frequently use machine guns to range themselves in and you can
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duck their shells by watching their machine gun fire. When they're moving they'll shoot at anything that looks
suspicious and they'll generally knock down every Arab house in sight. We think that's a good idea and are
beginning to follow suit. Sometimes they'll get the range with high burst smoke shells. But when we see three
of those in a line we take off — that's the high sign for the Stukas. When firing, we always shoot low — even
the ricochets will hit them. Most of our misses have been high.

We also need a good system for identifying friendly tanks. Once when my radio was knocked out I heard
my own tanks turning their guns on me — and I really sweated out that approach. At dusk it's always hard to
tell which vehicles are friendly, and we're always afraid to shoot until they're right on top of us. When the
Stukas come over, the German tanks send up a line of rockets and orange smoke to show their positions.

One evening several Mark IV's followed a British tank column right up to their tank park until a 25
pounder battery spotted the strangers on the tail of the column and blew them off the road.

In using tanks in action, take it very slowly. Germans do it that way all the time. Do not shift gears once
you start, particularly in the dusk, because the backfires will give you away. Keep the tanks out of column at
all times. Never travel in column, travel in V, line, wedge, but never in column. Stay off the roads. Get off the
roads and never use them. You don't need an assembly area for a reinforced battalion. You can go right into
action without first using an area. Push your tank destroyers well forward, and keep your infantry ahead.

It is according to the situation whether the infantry goes ahead of the tanks. If it is a defense position that
has had a chance to organize positively and definitely, I would most certainly have the infantry with the tanks.
I would have them follow the tanks on foot, but I would have the infantry right there. Once those 88-mm guns
start to bark, you can't pick them up in your tank. Attack them with infantry. Get the infantry out of the half-
tracks. Don't take any thin-skinned vehicles with the tanks, they open on them the first thing. Don't take your
assault guns or mortars with your tanks, because they will smash them in open country.

The artillery observer has got to be right with the assault company commander or the tank battalion
commander, and I mean not more than 35 or 40 yards away. Of course that is standard operating procedure. I
just mention it because it is SO necessary.

Teach your commanders to stay out of the fight until they are the last tank or thereabouts. They are too
prone to become interested in a personal duel, and forget about their control of the units.

A reconnaissance of the field, if you are lucky enough to be able to make it, is the most important thing I
can think of.

Medium tanks don't get bogged down so easily. If you come to a bog, don't ever let them try to shift gears,
shift before.

The Germans bring their 88-mm guns towed behind their tanks (maybe 75-mm guns, or both — I know
they bring 88-mm guns). They tow them up and dig in. Their tanks come out and get your attention and,
unless you know their tricks, they lead you right between their guns and they get behind you and get you.
Don't always bite at the first 88-mm guns which shoot at you. There will be several up much closer. The first
88-mm gun that barks and the first tank are generally bait and you shouldn't plunge at them. If they stage any
night attack or late evening attack and neither side stays there, they will come out and put their 88-mm guns in
no-man's-land away ahead of where their tank positions are. Their tanks were within 1000 yards of the Pass,
but their guns were 4000 yards ahead of the Pass.

Four 88-mm guns, if dug in, are a match for any tank company. They are the most wonderful things to
camouflage I have ever seen. They are very low to the ground. You can watch the fire coming in, little dust
balls on the ground give them away and show how low they are. They just skip along the ground. The pit is 12
by 12 by 6. The gun looks like a pencil or black spot. The shield is level with the piece and all you can
effectively see is the tube. The crew is even dressed in Arab clothes, and they do everything to camouflage their
position. You can get them out with high explosive ammunition, with your artillery. If a tank gun can find
them, you can get them out. Over 1200 yards there is no use worrying about them. Their shells bounce off the
medium tank at that range. Under 1200 yards, watch out. The enemy's gunnery stinks at long ranges. I feel
that our men are better. If we can fight a tank for a tank and a gun, I think we can do it, and that is giving them
great odds, because I would say the gun is worth four tanks, but we can do it.
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You can see the shells coming. You can watch the adjustments they are making. They all seem to be short
and behind. Then they get up and begin to shoot under the tank. During this time, we knocked out four tanks.
We picked off the leader. You can tell after a while which is the leader by the difference in the vehicles. They
pick at such things as half-tracks with two antennas, etc., and we caught on after a while. When you get one of
their commanders they stop and seem sort of dazed.

The ten German tanks were sitting on a ridge shooting at half-tracks. They had been at my left rear and I
hadn't seen them. There was a Mark VI, Mark IV's, and some Mark III's. They stopped on the crest and did a
right flank and started to get in column. They will put a Mark VI in the middle and the others on the flanks,
always making one flank heavier than the other, however. We picked out one and hit him and he stopped. We
burned the next one. Then the Mark VI, which I thought was a Mark IV, came close. They are hard to
identify, but have a more or less square outline, with an offset box on the side. You cannot identify their guns.
We bounced four off the front of him. Then another tank came up right along side of him, and it was easy to
move a hair to the left and pick him off. We had no armor piercing ammunition so I know a high explosive
shell will crack a Mark IV. You should shoot low and it will ricochet and kill them in the turret, or damage
them so they will be of no use.

Our 105-mm gun is good against tanks. I watched one gun hit three tanks coming in a big mass of tanks,
approximately thirty tanks, and with high explosive ammunition he collapsed three of them like taking shoe
boxes and shoving them flat. The rest of them scattered or moved up to the right. We had to leave because
more were moving up.

The 50-mm gun is almost the same as to amount of powder as the 88-mm gun. I think their antitank guns
are mostly 88-mm and 75-mm. The only 50-mm I have seen are in Mark III's and Mark IV's. Just go slow and
watch them. Get your reconnaissance out in front, men on foot. If you rush right out there you will rush right
into it. You want some artillery well forward. 105-mm guns shooting at over five thousand yards aren't much
value. I think they shouldn't ever be over 4000 yards in ether direct or indirect fire.

I worked against hostile infantry some. We got a few of them and they went in their foxholes. We shot at
them and don't know whether or not we got a lot of them. They will stand there and use those 20-mm cannon
at you, but it doesn't bother you. I did run across a small German or Italian tank and found the tail end of a
rifle grenade near it and the tank was burned and blasted to pieces.

Stukas with 500 pound bombs really don't hurt the tanks unless there is a direct hit, except for the dust.
You have to move out of it. When the Stukas appear the Germans shoot green and white, or green and red,
flares, changing every day — they also shoot a blast of orange gas to identify themselves. Another thing, they
mark a target with three smoke shells. After these three bursts you had better clear out, for they will be over in
about one minute.

They use a lot of high burst ranging. The artillery will shoot one, apparently getting the range from a map,
and they will hit one overhead and then drop right down on you. It is easy to dodge an 88-mm gun because
they start with machine gun bullets. When they begin hitting you, turn suddenly right or left to avoid it.

Bore sight to beat hell but don't let the boys try to do it at 1000 yards so the axis of sight and tube coincide,
because when you are shooting at 6000 yards there is no telling where it will hit. Keep your sights parallel.
Bore sight on a distant object; the more distant the more effective. We had one tank which threw a track which
we couldn't possibly get started, and we had a lot of ammunition. That commander stood there with his
glasses and proceeded to throw a lot of high explosive shells. German tanks went in all directions. That
quadrant is very worth while; and glasses are necessary.

Before we put a single round of ammunition in our carrying racks we try them in their guns. A lot of them
won't fit, and the battlefield is a bad place to find it out, although I know of two sergeants who climbed out
under fire and rammed the shells out.

At Sbeitla it was the tanks that bothered us more than the antitank guns. There were just too many. With a
detached air, we were just seeing how many of them we could get before they got us. The Germans will come
up about 60 yards at a time, sitting there looking, then moving again. The Mark VI was the main threat. Our
boys always came out of the top of the tank, not the escape hatch. Sometimes the Germans machine gun the
crews and other times they don't bother. I was very thankful for my good physical condition. We had to run
about half a mile before even halting. The country was very flat and they could have got us with machine gun
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fire. Our losses were from burning gasoline. Shells seemed to end up in the gas tank invariably. The projectile
goes streaking through the whole tank dragging the gasoline out with it, and the first thing you know, the
whole thing is aflame. It burns very fast. They hit my tank 6 times before they got the gas. An 88 shell went in
right behind the left rear bogie and hit the gas tank.

Company Command

1Lt. Harry T. Holtzman, Company ""D,” Ist Armored Regiment:

This battalion tried twice to crack the pass east of El Guettar. The start for Gabes was made too late. The
first day we reached a mine field at dark and had to stop; you can't operate tanks after dark without infantry in
front. The second try — we were the third of three companies — I put one platoon in front and two in reserve
to meet 88-mm guns or counter attack. This is best, to put platoons in the formation which can best be
controlled. This is dependent on terrain. Give the platoon leader his objective, sector, and the position of the
company commander and of other platoons, and let him work to the objective as best he sees fit. Keep in
contact by radio. The old teaching of over-running antitank guns is impossible here; 88-mm guns are almost
always protected by tanks, mines, and other antitank guns.

My tactics in an attack: Platoon in inverted wedge to proceed when it sees fit. Move cautiously. Company
commander behind company working from observation post to observation post, even up to 100 yards from
leading platoon.

During this attack on the Pass protected by the mine fields the tanks had to proceed in column through the
mines. The Germans let the entire company go through the mines. One tank was lost by fire from a Mark IV
tank, but the remainder pressed on. Having gone through the mine field I engaged a Mark IV tank. The
description of the engagement will demonstrate some of the Germans' tactics and some of ours. The Germans
opened fire from a well camouflaged position, 2000 yards on the flank, with a 77-mm gun; supporting artillery
fired an air burst to keep the tank 'buttoned up' and thus obscure vision. I was able to observe the flash.
Immediately we turned this tank, which had been caught from the vulnerable flank, head into the gun, thus
placing the heaviest armor towards the enemy. The enemy's shot was short. I began to back up, the only thing
to do when caught in the open. After I reached better ground, the German and I both started maneuvering
against each other among the low hills. Finally I caught the German coming around a hill the correct range to
which I had already found by firing two rounds of high explosive ammunition. My first round of armor
piercing ammunition immobilized him. I fired several more into his Mark IV tank. He did no more damage.
‘We expended altogether 18 rounds on his tank.

Our tank track had been hit twice and the tank was limping. Jerry always picks a command tank. When
you are being shelled by indirect fire, as we were then from 88-mm guns, keep moving in a circle to throw his
range and deflection off. In the meanwhile a second platoon had come up as requested of Col. Talbott by me,
and got into position to do indirect fire. The 88-mm guns were spotted at 6000 yards. The platoon began to fire
high explosive ammunition, semi-indirect fire (by guess and by God), and dumped in 200 rounds. Results were
not clear. In the meanwhile a platoon of M 10 tank destroyers had arrived. Then two German Mark II tanks
appeared near the knocked-out Mark IV tank. They were destroyed by the fire of the tank destroyers and of
our tanks.

In teaching tactics the terrain board training is most valuable. We made a board of the Sidi bou Zid battle
area and reviewed ours and the enemy's movements. The terrain board need not be elaborate. Give students
model tanks, give the platoon leaders objectives, and let the entire crew solve problems. Give the situation and
let them dope it out.

If you run into one of the 88-mm guns, there will be two more. You can't crush those antitank guns. They
are employed in depth and are protected by mines, tanks, and smaller antitank guns. When an 88-mm gun is
located, leave one tank to engage it and send the rest of the platoon to the flanks to locate other guns. These
antitank guns are employed in depth with 88-mm guns in the rear. The 88-mm guns open fire first, drawing the
tank commander's attention. The tank will make this gun his objective and, if possible, advance on it, until he
is caught from the flanks by 47-mm guns and/or tanks. Tanks will draw our armor towards the 88-mm guns.
Solution at El Guettar was to send two reserve platoons to the flanks and call for artillery support.
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At El Guettar no high ground was available to artillery observers. Tankers did observing for from one to
five battalions at one time. I would have every man in the battalion a forward observer able to give initial data
and adjust fire.

Platoon Command

1Lt. Herbert F. Hillenmeyer, Commander, Company "H,” Ist Armored Regiment, 1st Armored Division. (Platoon
Leader, Company "H,” during battles of Faid Pass, Rebaou, Sidi bou Zid.):

Sir, if we're going to get anywhere, we must put greater emphasis on good reconnaissance. I know of one
instance where we went into battle not knowing what was there. We saw the enemy tanks go into Faid Pass
and that night we had a dry run back in our concentration area. Next day when the attack came off we found
the thing was a blind — the Pass was covered with deadly antitank stuff. It plastered our one company that
went in.

The Germans always seem to know what's there before they attack. They use air-photo reconnaissance.
For several days before an attack we can set our watches by the JU-88 that comes over each morning and
evening taking pictures. If we fire on him he'll hurry home and come back with a pack of Stukas.

Those 88-mm guns have been causing us trouble because it's hard for us to knock them out with our flat
trajectory weapons. They're dug in too deeply and we need real artillery support with good observation to root
them out. When you fire on the German tanks, they play a bag of tricks. First they stop, causing you to think
you knocked them out. When you turn around on something else — wham! They open up on you.

As a platoon leader, I learned that you've got to lead your men. When you get out in front, they'll follow
you easily. If you're moving in sections, the platoon leader must go in the forward section. And what's almost
as important is the fact that every man must know what's going on. You've got to take them into your
confidence and explain the show to them. They'll always respond with better fighting.

You've probably heard this too, before, sir — but the smaller units are simply not given enough time to
prepare their individual plan of attack or maneuver. Higher headquarters should realize that we need some
time to get the show running.

It would really be worth the time, over in the States, for the men to shoot at night with tracer bullets. The
Germans use all tracers and sometimes they raise hell with the troops. Tracers throw a helluva scare into you
anyhow; every one looks as if it's headed straight for you. The Germans are cracker-jacks at night fighting —
our men need more training in it.

In a scrap we throw high explosive stuff until the enemy comes in range and then we change to armor
piercing. Sometimes we set the high explosive for delay, fire low, and watch the Germans duck wildly as it
ricochets over the ground. I'm also concerned, sir, with another question of tactics which is probably none of
my business. But we had always been taught that the Germans attacked at dawn or in the early morning light.
Actually, however, they're even more apt to hit at dusk with only half an hour of light left in the sky, just to
confuse you. Then they'll throw everything they have at you — including their star shells and Very lights — in
an attempt to put you on the run. We don't fire on planes until they start firing. If we did, we would have had
the Stukas on our necks every time.

It's extremely important that we keep our star markings. Several times we were about to open fire on our
own tanks, until we saw their markings.

Platform Command

Sgt. Baskem Bennett, Tank Commander, Company "H,” Ist Armored Regiment, 1st Armored Division:

I almost lost my driver and assistant driver once when the tank caught fire as the turret was turned to the
rear position. They were able to get out only when another man in my crew jumped back in the burning tank
and turned the turret, allowing these two to get away.

(Asked to give an account of his experiences in the battle of Faid Pass, Sergeant Bennett continued):

We had started across the field, sir, when suddenly ten German tanks came up on our flank. They opened
up on me and hit me three or four times before they came through. Meanwhile we were firing continually.
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About that time two 77-mm shells went through the turret and I discovered that my tank was on fire. I called
down to the driver and radio man, but they must have been hit, because they didn't answer. The tank was
burning badly now so I jumped out with the remainder of my crew. Our tank was burning yet, but it just kept
going forward, and we jumped into a ditch and watched it go.

Soon we were surrounded by German tanks. We lay in the ditch for several hours until one of the German
tanks started toward us. We thought he was going to run us down so we stood up with our hands over our
heads. The German officer in the tank spoke good English. He asked me where our side-arms were and we
told him we didn't have any. He asked where our carrier was and we pointed to our tank which had traveled
several hundred yards down the field before burning out completely.

The German officer then pointed towards our lines and told us to go so we took off quickly. All together
we fired about 20 shells. We hit two tanks and I know one was really knocked out because I saw it go up
in flames.

Sgt. Butler, Company "I,” Ist Armored Regiment:
I was the tank commander of a medium tank. We did reconnaissance work. I was in action at Faid Pass.

At Faid everything was vague. We didn't have enough information concerning where the enemy was. If
we could get correct information in this respect, we could do a better job. For example: (pointing to a map)
When we first moved up here (southeast of Sidi Bou Zid) we were told that there would be one 105-mm gun
and several 88-mm guns, and that is all. Then we went on a reconnaissance (north of Sidi Bou Zid) and found
many heavy mortars and ground guns, probably 47-mm guns. This was in the Pass. When we left and tried to
get out we were attacked by Messerschmitts and Stukas. This shows that the German air and ground forces are
well coordinated. Finally we got out and withdrew to the vicinity of Sidi Bou Zid. We were told that we'd
have an alert the next day. They seemed to know something was going to happen, but they didn't know what.
Then after the fireworks started we went towards the oasis along the North road. My tank was the point, in
support of the colonel. We were told to pull off the road because we had been fired upon. Here is where we
lost most of our tanks, because we pulled off the road and stopped. I believe that tanks should keep on moving,
even if slowly. Thus, for example, the other day we were in a scrap near the bridge. We tried moving around
and didn't get hit at all.

The tactic we use is to have one section of the platoon advance while the other section covers it.

I'd say one must act on his own a great deal of the time. You can't wait to be told when to fire or where to
fire. When you see something which you think worth firing upon, take the chance. The function of the officer
is to keep the men together and tell them what is going on. The soldier has to use his individual judgment. You
should keep your troops on the alert always, ready for quick movement.

At Faid we were too close to the Pass. We didn't get a chance to maneuver. They came around on the left
and cut us off in retreat. We ran through the German lines and up into the mountains. Most of the company
did likewise. We were pretty much depleted.

Sgt. James H. Bowser, Tank Commander, Company "H,” 1st Armored Regiment, 1st Armored Division:

Yes sir, this is my third tank but I've still got all of my original crew with me. We were burned out of our
other two tanks under fire.

Our ammunition supply has been good — we've always gotten the stuff we needed although we had to
quit our two tanks long before we used up our ammunition. A tank commander has got to remember that he
can knock the track off a Mark IV long before he can hit it with armor piercing ammunition. The high
explosive ammunition might be OK against the Mark VI's, but we always saw too many of them to give it
much of a try.

The Germans usually open up with their machine guns while they're ranging you in with their heavier
stuff. The driver can tell when they're coming close so he keeps moving and ducks them. I hardly ever talk to
my driver in battle — I just let him keep driving. We always stopped to shoot but we did turn the stabilizer on
when we were moving. I guess the stabilizer's all right for what it was built.
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Editor: “Stabilizer” refers to the gyrostabilizer fitted to U.S. tanks. It helped to keep the gun set along the
vertical axis, which facilitated target acquisition and reengagement, particularly when the tank moved. It made
firing while moving slightly more accurate, but this practice was generally discouraged in doctrine.

The gunnery instruction they gave us in the States was good. No sir, I wouldn't change it. There's just one
thing you must remember when you're fighting Germans. When you shoot at them they stop and try to kid
you into thinking you knocked them out. Then when you turn your back on them, they open up again. Sir, we
shoot until they stop and then keep shooting until they burn up.

Sometimes we've attacked with the sun in our eyes and that makes it pretty tough on the gunner. He can't
see where he's shooting while the Germans sit back there and pop anywhere they want to.

It's a good idea, too, to check your ammunition closely. Once I had to climb out of a tank during an action
to ram a bent shell case out of my gun, and then hurry back in before the machine guns got me.

Asked to give an account of his experiences in the battle of Faid Pass, Sergeant Bowser continued:

I'm on the right of my platoon leader and he's in the center. I've got another tank on my right. We start in
at daylight, move down the Pass between the mountain and the marsh, and pretty soon at nine o'clock we run
into the Germans. They started in with their machine guns but we just let it rattle by and then they opened up
with their heavy stuff. I looked to the center and saw the lieutenant's tank go up in fire. So I turned my gun on
the antitank gun that knocked him out and smashed it with my first shot of high explosive ammunition. We
knew that it was really hot; nine of our tanks had been cleaned out. They knocked my track off but I said,
'Hell, we'll sit here and use her as a pillbox.'

Then one of my boys said our tank was burning. I didn't know how long it had been on fire. Still the fire
didn't look too bad, so we stuck by our guns and kept shooting until an explosion almost rocked us out of the
tank. One of my crew was wounded but the others were all right, so we took off towards our own lines. We
walked for two hours and carried the wounded man with us. Several times along the way German airplanes
strafed us.

Sgt. Neal, Company "I,” 3rd Battalion, Ist Armored Regiment, Maknassy, 4 April 1943:
I am a platoon sergeant. In the action at Sidi Bou Zid I was the driver for the platoon leader.

During the first week we were near Sidi Bou Zid guarding the Pass. We were equipped for indirect firing.
All of our tanks were in the vicinity of the Pass — set back about 5 or 6 miles. We'd come within 2000 yards of
the Pass every morning, fire into the Pass, and pull back. We were just back of Lessouda Mountain. On the
morning in question, we were in the cactus patch southeast of Sidi Bou Zid. We got up and had orders to be
on the alert. Suddenly we saw firing where 'G' Company was. We fired back. It lasted one hour. Then we
pulled up towards the north and along the road in line formation. At this time hell broke loose and we
continued to fire. When we first opened up the targets were hard to see. Then we saw firing from the
mountains to the east. We fired until we had orders to pull out and go back to Sidi Bou Zid. We went back
and remained there. Tanks kept coming. We pulled out and were met by a line of tanks from the southwest.
That's where we lost four other tanks, including our tank. We were fired on by Mark VI tanks and 88-mm
guns. Our tank was hit in the turret. It listed and caught on fire. I believe it was a Mark VI tank which hit us.
We all got out of the tank and lay in a ditch all night while German tanks passed us. Then we went into the
mountains and walked to Kasserine. We lived with the Arabs and ate their food and water.

What I've learned here in Africa is that it is important to respect, not fear, the 88-mm guns. You must keep
in turret defilade. They can knock you out at 3000 yards. I have also learned that tanks must have support. If
we had air and infantry we could have done a good job. If the infantry had been ahead of us at the Pass, they
could have helped quite a bit.

We should have plenty of reconnaissance. We will have a much better chance if we know what we
are doing.
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Sgt. Becker, Company "G,” Ist Armored Regiment:
Don't lose your head; being jittery in battle ruins a lot of communications. Keep your head — main thing.
Don't button up your tank or you can't see anything.

Sgt. Sipes, Company "G,” 1st Armored Regiment:

New men need more training. They haven't enough gunnery and no driving instruction. I am a tank driver
and was in action in Faid Pass. I didn't get my tank out. I button up my tank when not in bad terrain. I fire as
a part of the platoon if possible; if not, I fire individually. I fire in hull defilade and fire both while moving and
still. T have learned not to rush into anything you can't see. We fight too fast, should go slower and be sure of
ourselves. The best way is to fight as a platoon. Cover each other as they move forward. I haven't been able to
use the blitz tactics they taught us. Our tactics is for some in hull defilade as the others move forward. In my
tank an 88-mm shell came through the turret and set fire to the powder; only four got out, two out of the door
and two out of the turret. I don't think the door should be locked. If the gun is to the rear, you can't get out the
door. I have an M4. There should be a larger opening hole, so in case the turret is to the rear, you can get out.
As a driver, I pick out targets and maneuver into position with the help of the tank commander. I know never
to pull up over a hill without stopping in hull defilade and observing first.

Maintenance
Question: How close up is your maintenance company?
Maj. Mills, Regimental Motor Officer:
Just back of companies and battalion when in combat.
Col. Peter C. Hains ITI, Commander, Ist Armored Regiment, Ist Armored Division:

The Battalion had crossed 500 or 600 yards across a bridge which was under fire. The maintenance was
also across. A message came in to the Command Post: 'Need some of Pappy's boys'. (Pappy is the motor officer
and Pappy's boys are his men.) 1 asked if any big boys were needed; the answer was, 'not just yet.’

Brig. Gen. Camp: This was a perfect radio message. Here is an example of a bad radio message: 'Colonel, my
command post and command half-track are 100 yards down from that tank burning on top of the hill. Jerry is
shooting everything that moves in or out here. I am going to wait and move out when I think he can't see me.'
I was beside this half-track which had been hit by a splinter when the shot hit the tank. —TJC]

We have two pappy's, but we don't think the Germans know them, or what each does.

The medium tank had damaged a track. We sent a wrecker over under cover of darkness — a distance of
thirty miles. The wrecker was not needed, but it did escort the tank back, as it was thought that track would
not hang on. The tank had 31 track connection guides broken loose and the tank was started back to the
service park on its own power without repair with the wrecker following in case needed. The tank came in
without repair.

Question: Where do you change engines?
Maj. Mills:

Back with rear echelon maintenance if situation warrants it, closer if situation is possible — in regiment.
Col. Hains:

The maintenance company got cut up at Sidi Bou Zid. They are now doing swell military police duty and
guarding mine fields.

106




WORLD WAR II

Training Recommendations
Col. Hains: We don't wear tin hats in tanks, but they are never out of hand's reach.

Make your training program include more battlefield tactics. The driver is less important than the gunner.
The gunner should have a higher rating. More training in:

. Physical conditioning.

. First aid (men have saved and can save each other's lives).
. Marksmanship in major weapons.

. Observation with field glasses.

. Estimation of terrain, range, etc.

. Personal reconnaissance.

N O o W N =

. First and second echelon repair for all crew.
8. All ranks should know how to set up, use, and maintain communications.
Lt. Col. Hightower:

A lot more and better target practice is needed for tanks. It is better to miss 500 rounds in the United States
than one round here.

Col. Talbott:

We have now learned to move over normal dry bunch-grass terrain without dust. During the February
15th Sidi Bou Zid battle, part of our reconnaissance trapped on top of Lessouda Mountain observed dustless
German tanks creeping at very low speed, for many hours, to reach proper position for a surprise attack.

Radio instruction should get to the point where every ordinary soldier can check and use every set.
Procedure is important. No extra chatter. Everyone in the company can operate sets.

German planes will wheel overhead and pretend to 'peel off', thus attracting attention of the ground
troops. While this distraction is taking place, German tanks will attack the flanks. We call this the 'Smith
Brothers' Act.

1Lt. Harry T. Holtzman:

An officer is a school teacher before and during combat. Talk constantly over the radio to the men you
lead. Most of the 1st Armored Division is well-trained, but one must keep reminding them of their training.
During our training we jump from one thing to another too much. This is thought to hold interest, but really
accomplishes nothing. We need longer, more interesting periods. Men who have been in combat want more
training.

The major training subjects we need are, first, all kinds of gunnery. In small arms we stress too much
correct position and range procedure. We need training under combat conditions at longer ranges and
especially 'pot shots' and fire and movement combined.

Try to arouse interest in learning first aid. The most valuable asset when a tank is hit is to know the use of
sulpha powder and pills and the treatment of burns, puncture and laceration wounds. In a JU 88 bombing
April 1st, the men were caught outside of the tanks.

Everyone in the Armored Force should be able to drive a tank properly. Everyone should be able to do
everyone else's job so that he can carry on under casualties. The higher gears on a tank are seldom used in
combat. One gear is used during approach and attack. Slowly moving, dustless tanks have a terrifying aspect.
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Sgt. Hagler:

Every man must know his job and the tank commander must know them all. The most important thing I
have learned here is the German employment in depth of antitank guns. In tank versus tank, our M4's can
handle them two to one, and everyone here will tell you the same. We're learning. The last battle, El Guettar,
went better than the one before (Sidi Bou Zid). When going into a battle where you expect to lose 10 tanks,
take 25 extra.

Sgt. Becker:

It's a funny thing, being tank commander. You have got to run the crew, be stern, and show leadership. I
had a new driver for an M3 tank. I told him to drive up a slope to a certain place and then stop. He got excited
and went all the way up the hill. I told him to back up to the right place. He got excited again and went all the
way back down the hill. He wouldn't listen to the inter-phone communication so I hollered to the 37 gunner to
stop him, as I had my head out. Finally we stopped him and we drove up to a safe firing place and I asked him
why he didn't pay attention to me. Over night, I explained how I wanted him to drive and how I wanted him
to pay attention, and I told him if he didn't I would close his slot up completely and make him drive blind.
That fixed him. I think I have a good driver now. You can't do nothing unless you have a good driver. He
must go where you want him to go.

I am lucky, as I have never lost a tank, but how I don't know. We saved two tanks out of the company.
When our platoon leader told us to withdraw, we withdrew by backing up. He became confused, perhaps
because his gun was pointed to the side. Instead of backing up he turned at right angles and ran up on a ridge.
He didn't come back.

Editor: The views expressed in these passages are generally self-explanatory. Tactical guidance stresses the
importance of reconnaissance and the resultant failures when combat units simply “move to contact” with
little understanding of the situation facing them. Other tips emphasizing the importance of tactical movements
at low speed to avoid dust and detection, movement by bounds, gunnery, and tactical leadership reflect the
lessons learned the hard way by American tankers in North Africa. Repeated descriptions of the power of the
German “88” reflect the impression made by this weapon, which repeatedly devastated U.S. tank formations.
The views concerning German tanks reflect a mixture of respect and comprehension that enemy armor was
not invincible. The references to heavy American tank losses, especially during the fighting at Faid Pass and
Sidi Bou Zid, came as an unpleasant surprise to the 1st Armored Regiment.

Moreover, continued engagements with German tanks and antitank guns soon eroded confidence in the M4
Medium tank (Sherman). Its tendency to catch fire after being hit resulted in soldiers dubbing it the Ronson or
Zippo, after popular cigarette lighters. Most personnel considered the gasoline engines the cause, but
subsequent analysis in the United States attributed the tendency to burn to ammunition detonation. German
armor piercing rounds tended to pierce the armor and then explode. When this occurred inside the M4’s turret,
detonation of the main gun’s 75mm rounds followed and a catastrophic kill resulted. Later models of the
Sherman moved much of the ammunition into the hull and adopted wet stowage to reduce the chance of
detonation should the vehicle’s armor be pierced. The final comments of officers and NCOs regarding training
recommendations reflect a number of common sense ideas that retain their relevancy in the 21st century.
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Arracourt, September 1944

Editor: If combat operations in North Africa in early 1943 constituted a nadir for US Armor, then the actions
of Combat Command A, 4th Armored Division, at Arracourt in September 1944 represented a high point in
armored effectiveness. The tank battles near Arracourt proved some of the largest U.S.-German armor
engagements of the war. In these actions, American armored combined arms teams outmaneuvered and
outfought their enemy generally without the benefit of air support and with inferior platforms. The document
excerpts below include 1) an overview of the operations of Combat Command A from 12-26 September
compiled by the commanders and staff of Combat Command A, 2) an extract from the 37th Tank Battalion
diary for 18-20 September during which it conducted a mobile defense against multiple German attacks, 3)
company leadership and operations from the perspective of the B Company commander (Jimmy Leach), and
4) an Armor School student paper based on an interview with the C Company commander (Kenneth
Lamison).

1) The Establishment and Defense of the Nancy Bridgehead (Fort Knox, KY: U.S. Army
Armor School, 1985)

In the past war many fine armored units emerged before the termination of hostilities; one of the early
exponents of daring thrusts through the enemy lines into his rear areas was the 4th Armored Division. For
weeks on end in 1944 it had been the "farthest east" of the allied divisions swarming across France. This move
across France was culminated in mid-September by its double envelopment of Nancy, establishing the
bridgehead from which the winter offensive of the Third Army was launched in early November. This
narrative deals with the part Combat Command A played in this action.

There are many missions suitable to the characteristics peculiar to the armored division. This action brings
out several of these "typical suitable" missions and at least one that is not generally considered proper
employment for armor. All of which may prove nothing at all, but does serve to give weight to the arguments
advanced by some of the exponents of armor, that it can operate anywhere and perform any mission that other
troops can.

This particular action began with an attack on a narrow front to achieve a breakthrough to be followed by
a period of exploitation (during part of which time the combat command operated while isolated behind
enemy lines); then came an attack against enemy armor as a matter of self-preservation, an active defense of an
area against superior forces, and finally a protracted period of dug in static defense. This last is one that an
armored unit would rather not engage in, but is one that it can do if the necessity arises.
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Map 1: XII Corps mission, 13 September 1944

Situation and Mission, 12 September 1944

Situation

The XII Corps was drawn up on the west bank of the Moselle River with the 2d Cavalry Group covering
the south flank, the 35th Infantry Division in the vicinity of Toul, the 80th Infantry Division at Dieulouard,
the 4th Armored Division, less CC A, at Vaucouleurs, and CC A at Pagny (Map I). After twelve days delay,
imposed by a shortage of gasoline and other vital supplies, the corps was poised to continue its drive to the
east. It will be seen later that this twelve day delay was to contribute much to the benefit of the German forces
and to the discomfort of the Allied forces.

Mission

The mission of the XII Corps for the immediate future was to cross the Moselle River on a wide front,
capture Nancy, and continue on to the east to establish a bridgehead over the Saar River in the vicinity of
Sarreguemines. The corps advance was set for early morning of 13 September. (See Map 1.)

The 2d Cavalry Group was to protect the south flank of the Corps.

The 35th Infantry Division was to advance through the Foret de Haye, capture Nancy, and continue to
the east in the direction of Chateau-Salins.

The 80th Infantry Division was to expand its shallow bridgehead over the Moselle River at Dieulouard
and continue to the east in the direction of Delme while covering the north flank of the corps from the strong
German forces defending Metz, which was under attack by the XX Corps.

The 79th Infantry Division was to move to the east in the direction of Luneville but was not scheduled for
serious commitment in this attack. Not long after this action, the 79th came under control of the Seventh
Army and saw very heavy fighting in the Foret de Parroy (due east of Luneville).
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The 4th Armored Division was to by-pass Nancy in two columns to the north and south, seize the high
ground in the Chateau-Salins area to block the exits from Nancy, and be prepared to continue the advance
across the Saar River in the vicinity of Sarreguemines.

Combat Command A Mission

CC A was to pass through the bridgehead of the 80th Infantry Division with the objective the high ground
in the vicinity of Arracourt. There it was to cover the roads leading east from Nancy to prevent the escape of
German forces retreating from that city in the face of the assault by the 35th Infantry Division. Since CC B
(which was to be followed by the rest of the division) had many river crossings to make on its route south of
Nancy, it was felt that CC A had a much better chance of getting to the east of the city first, hence the choice
of objective.

The Penetration Phase, 13-14 September

When CC A received its order late on the afternoon of 12 September, it was engaged in preparations for a
separate Crossing near Pagny. Upon receipt of the order mentioned previously, these preparations had to be
broken off and new plans perfected on short notice. First of all, Captain Trover, who commanded Troop D of
the 25th Cavalry Reconnaissance Squadron, the mechanized cavalry troop attached to the combat command,
was sent for and given the mission of moving his troop to the bridgehead and of establishing contact with the
infantry already there. D Troop started this movement at about 1800 in the afternoon, arriving at Dieulouard
at about 2100. Along with Captain Trover went Captain Burns, liaison officer of the combat command, to
establish liaison with the headquarters of the 80th Division, acquaint them with the plans of the combat
command, and complete the arrangements for passing it through the bridgehead at 0600 on the following
morning. Also with Captain Trover went guide parties from the other units of the command to mark the route
for the night march which was to follow.

The troop composition and order of march used on both the 13th and 14th was approximately as follows:
Reconnaissance
» Troop D, 25th Cavalry Reconnaissance Squadron (Mechanized)
37th Tank Battalion Column

 37th Tank Battalion (-)

* Company B, 53d Armored Infantry Battalion

» 66th Armored Field Artillery Battalion

* Combat Command A Headquarters

* Division Artillery Headquarters

¢ Platoon, Company C, 24th Armored Engineer Battalion
* Battery, 191st Field Artillery Battalion (155-mm How)

53d Armored Infantry Column

* Reconnaissance Platoon, 53d Armored Infantry Battalion
* Company C, 37th Tank Battalion

* Company C, 53d Armored Infantry Battalion

* Battery A, 94th Field Artillery Battalion

* Battalion Headquarters, 53d Armored Infantry Battalion
* 94th Field Artillery Battalion (-)

* 191st Field Artillery Battalion (155-mm How) (-)

* Company A, 53d Armored Infantry Battalion

* Company C, 24th Engineer Battalion (-)

* Service Company, 53d Armored Infantry Battalion

166th Engineer Column

* Company A, 166th Combat Engineer Battalion

* 1st Battalion, 318th Infantry Regiment ( Motorized)

* Company A, 46th Armored Medical Battalion

* Combat Command Trains and Company A, 126th Ordnance Battalion
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Note: The Commanding Officer of the 166th Combat Engineer Battalion was placed in command of the 166th
Engineer Column, which included a battalion of infantry from the 80th Infantry Division. This engineer officer had
worked with the combat command before, and his capabilities were well known. The battalion of infantry was
unknown to the combat command commander; hence the seemingly strange command setup.

The main body of the command started its movement to the bridgehead at 0400 on the morning of the
13th. Soon thereafter the combat commander received word from Captain Trover that he had not been
permitted to cross into the bridgehead during the night, and had then planned to cross at 0600. But shortly
after 0400, a German force of infantry, reinforced with some light self-propelled guns, had launched an attack
against the American infantry holding the bridgehead and were driving it back toward the river. He would
keep the combat commander informed of the situation in the bridgehead and would continue to press for
permission to cross the river into the bridgehead as soon as possible, in order to get firsthand information on
the situation. The combat commander's reply was to approve this plan and to add that he would proceed at
once to the bridge sites, where Captain Trover was to be prepared to report to him on request. The combat
commander then worked his way up the column, picking up on the way the commanding officer of the 37th
Tank Battalion, the leading battalion in column. These commanders reached the bridge site shortly before
0700. At Dieulouard the Moselle has two channels and a barge canal running parallel to the river, making
three bridges necessary for a crossing at that point.

In the meantime, the main column continued its march and by 0700 had begun to pull off the road
between Griscourt (west of Dieulouard) and Dieulouard to await clarification of the situation in the
bridgehead and orders from the combat commander. Part of the artillery of the command went into firing
position just west of Dieulouard to support the crossing of the main column if it became necessary to fight in
the bridgehead.

At this point it may be well to briefly outline the organization of the staff functioning and chain of
command as applied in Combat Command A. It had been found early in the campaign that, due to the swift
movement of events, it was necessary to establish a division of responsibility and permit a latitude of decision
to staff officers and subordinate commanders that at first glance appeared radical. On closer examination,
however, the advantage of this system became apparent. It permitted the officer on the spot and in full
knowledge of the situation to make a decision quickly and take action when it was most needed and when it
would do the most good. This was the teamwork that resulted from training closely together and becoming
fully acquainted with each other.

Within the Combat Command Headquarters, the commander looked forward while the executive officer
looked to the rear. The intelligence officer, S-2, worked directly under the operations officer, S-3, and both
were directly responsible to the commander. Thus when the commander was forward along the column, he
kept in direct communication with the S-3 and transmitted through him most tactical instructions to
subordinate commanders. In some cases he gave orders direct to the subordinate commanders and notified the
S-3 of his actions. When the instructions of the commander were general in nature the S-3 worked out the
details to fit the situation and transmitted them to the units without further confirmation from the commander.
The executive officer was responsible for the marching of the column, keeping it closed up or "coiled" off the
road and dispersed when the head was halted or stopped, and for all the administrative work of the command,
such as the general supervision of the trains, supply, maintenance, and evacuation. He kept in direct
communication with division headquarters, forwarding reports and receiving orders for the command, and in
the absence of the commander became responsible for the tactical operation of the command. The executive,
S-3, and S-2 were close together in the column, and during the course of every day consulted frequently. The
supply officer, S-4, was in direct command of the trains, marched them at the rear of the combat column, and
handled the general supervision of the attached units. In his column he had the service companies of units, the
attached maintenance company, and as protection a platoon of antiaircraft artillery. He reported to and
received his orders directly from the executive officer. The plans of all the staff sections were correlated at the
start of each operation, and each night adjustments were made in the projected plans in accordance with
results of the day's actions and the prospects for the following day.

Subordinate commanders were allowed the greatest amount of responsibility. The commanders were
given assignments and allowed to carry them out as the situation dictated. They were given a job to do and,
knowing what was expected of them, they never hesitated doing what was necessary to get the job done with
no delay because of checking with the commander over details.
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Thus when word was received that there was trouble in the bridgehead the combat commander was able
to move immediately to that troubled spot without waiting to discuss the situation with his staff members or to
give them instructions. The S-3 notified the units of the situation and instructed them to be prepared to fight in
the bridgehead. The leading force would make the initial attack if required and would be supported by the next
force in column if help should be needed. The division artillery commander moved the rear artillery elements
forward and put them in position on the west side of the river to support the attack, leaving the forward
battalion free to follow immediately into the bridgehead for support there if needed. As the head of the column
approached Dieulouard without being able to cross as yet, the executive officer moved each succeeding
element off the road into assembly areas to free the road and have the command gathered for any contingency.

At the bridge site the situation was tense! By 0615 German infantry was fighting for control of the
easternmost of the three bridges, and it appeared probable that the bridgehead would be lost. Under these
conditions the corps control officer at the bridge gave his reluctant consent for Captain Trover to take his troop
into the action. Already alert and ready to go, it moved at once. Attacking viciously across the bridges it drove
the German infantry in flight across the valley and up the heights of Ste. Genevieve and through the towns of
Loisy and Ste. Genevieve. (See Map 2.) In the latter place the fighting was hot, and German self-propelled guns
were met which outgunned the light armored cars of the cavalry. Captain Trover took cover with his troop on
the reverse slope of the heights and reported to the combat commander that he would hold his ground until the
main body came through.

While this action was taking place a council of war was under way at the bridge. The combat commander
and the commanding officer of the 37th Tank Battalion had arrived shortly after Captain Trover had initiated
his attack and were soon joined by the commanding generals of the XII Corps, 4th Armored Division, and
80th Infantry Division. The combat commander asked for and received permission to move on across the river
and continue his mission. Accordingly, the 37th Tank Battalion column was ordered to attack at once, clear
the bridgehead, and assemble preparatory to continuing the advance towards Chateau-Salins.

At approximately 0800 the 37th Tank Battalion, reinforced with a company of infantry from the 53d
Armored Infantry Battalion, began crossing the bridges. Moving rapidly and deploying from march formation,
this force stormed up the precipitous heights of Ste. Genevieve and soon had cleared all of the bridgehead area,
which included the towns of Ste. Genevieve and Bezaumont in addition to Loisy, already cleared by the
cavalry troop. During this action our troops were under constant fire from German artillery and heavy mortars
from the vicinity of Pont-a-Mousson to the north. There the ground was even higher than at Ste. Genevieve.
The German defenders had perfect observation on our attacking forces and continued to pour punishing fire
into the CC A column all during the day as it passed over the bridges and through the breach in the
German lines.

Assembling rapidly, the 37th prepared to launch its second attack of the day with Benicourt as its
objective. This town lay five kilometers to the northeast and on the main highway between Pont-a-Mousson
and Chateau-Salins. Its capture would clear the way for the continued advance toward the combat command
objective, as well as threaten the German positions at Pont-a-Mousson. The 66th Armored Field Artillery
Battalion had by now crossed into the bridgehead and was in position to support the attack on Benicourt. The
combat commander had joined the 37th commander, and the order to attack was given.

This attack jumped off at about 1100, drove the Boche back through the woods to the east of Ste.
Genevieve, and cleared the town of Benicourt by noon. As this attack drove home, observers from the CP,
which had moved to Bezaumont in the meantime, could clearly see columns of German troops leaving Pont-a-
Mousson at a rapid rate. They left their artillery behind to shell the bridgehead and fight their delaying action.
Later, when the armored attack swung in another direction, the Germans returned to their positions at Pont-a-
Mousson and launched several heavy counterattacks from there against the infantry.
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Map 2: Route of CC A, 4th Armored Division, to Arracourt, 13-14 September 1944

With Benicourt captured and the way now clear to continue the advance, the remainder of the column
began to cross the river more rapidly. It was hindered but not stopped by the German artillery fire which from
time to time damaged a light vehicle or one or the other of the bridges. But the column continued to move,
putting into practice the axiom of General Patton, "The safest thing to do when under artillery fire is to keep
advancing; the enemy seldom shortens his range." By 1300 the bulk of the combat elements were across the
bridges and the order was given to continue the advance.

By now the situation was vague, and knowledge of what might be expected as the advance continued was
totally lacking. Accordingly, the combat commander went up in an artillery liaison plane to conduct personal
reconnaissance and to better control his column.

As the forward elements of the main body neared Nomeny a force of German tanks of unknown strength
was reported by a Cub liaison plane to be in the vicinity of Lixieres, about three kilometers to the south of the
route of advance. The 37th Battalion Commander detached his leading infantry-tank team to deal with this
threat. With the remainder of his force he investigated Nomeny, found it to be heavily mined, by-passed it to
the south, and returned to the highway about a kilometer to the east of the town. There the force was rejoined
by the Lixieres force, which had found the reported tank threat to be the motor park of a German infantry unit,
guarded with a few self-propelled guns. About half of this material had been destroyed, and the rest had
escaped to the south.

The column was now "rolling'! It stormed through Aulnois-sur-Seille, scattering the personnel of a
German regimental supply installation and seizing intact a valuable bridge over the Seille River. A squad of
engineers was left to guard the bridge temporarily because the column was now in the Province of Lorraine,
where many of the population were sympathetic to the Nazi cause. As the column neared Lemoncourt,
German infantry, in considerable numbers, were surprised in a close formation. The tanks ran through and
over them without stopping and with all guns firing. The terrified Boche attempted to hide in haystacks and in
farm buildings, but the incendiary bullets of the .50 cal machine guns set these refuges afire and sent the
victims to a flaming death. Few if any of this force escaped, and almost none were taken prisoner. The column
pressed on to Fresnes, from which a German replacement battalion fled towards Chateau-Salins. Some who
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failed to escape hid in the buildings of the town and were captured during the night while trying to escape. The
high ground overlooking Chateau-Salins from the west was reached at a little past 1700.

One of the few prisoners taken at Lemoncourt was an SS colonel. His unsolicited comments as a result of
watching the command move into position for the night is of interest. For the sake of accuracy, the official
report of Lt. John H. Prussner, in charge of the prisoner of war interrogation team, is quoted: "This PW, an SS
colonel (Standartenfuhrer Theodore Werner, possessor of the German Cross in Gold) who commanded a
division in Russia for a period of over two years, is only a short time with the SS and while waiting in the PW
enclosure for evacuation he watched our units move up and made the following remark: 'having been a
commander of Army units in Russia covering an area of approximately 1500 miles, I must admit that the
American troops are not only equipped with the best material, but what strikes us especially is the excellent
organization under which these men function. I would be pleased to know the commander of this particular
division, and I am sure that it must be a part of General Patton's Third Army. General Patton is for the
American Army, what Rommel stands for in the German Army, but to know the commander of this armored
division would explain to me how this Army managed to achieve such a speed of advance which in many
instances caught us completely unprepared'."

While the main body of the command was making this rapid advance, two light forces were performing
valuable work on the flanks. As Benicourt was cleared, Captain Trover moved D Troop through the town and
to the north flank to protect the command from that direction. Much of the time moving across country he
passed through Clemery (to the north of Nomeny), reduced defended road blocks in Aboucourt, Letricourt,
and Craincourt (not shown on map), and passed on to Delme, where he found the town too strongly defended
to be successfully attacked. From Delme he returned to the route of the main body at Lemoncourt, where the
direction of advance had turned sharply to the southeast. There he was placed for the night to protect the
"elbow" on the route until the advance could continue on the next day.

When C Company of the 37th Tank Battalion had gone to Lixieres to deal with the German motor park, it
had been followed by Captain McMahon with his D Company of the 37th Tank Battalion. His light tank
company had been reinforced with the assault gun platoon of the battalion. From Lixieres he had moved east
on roads parallel to the route of advance till he reached the Seille River. At three towns, bridges over the Seille
had been blown, and the ground was too marshy to make fording of the river feasible. Accordingly he returned
to the axis of advance at Aulnois and held that town and its valuable bridge until relieved by a platoon of
Captain Trover's troop about noon of the next day.

The column closed slowly, and it was not until nearly daylight of the 14th that the last combat elements
had taken their place on the perimeter of the bivouac area. The trains of the combat command did not reach
Ste. Genevieve until nearly midnight. The combat commander flew the column once more just before dark
and saw the last elements of the trains still on the west side of the Moselle. Since they had very little protection
with them and the route of the main body had taken several detours, it was decided to have them bivouac
within the protection of the lines of the 80th Infantry until daylight. However, as the leading elements of the
trains had become lost due to a break in the column and had moved down onto the plain east of Ste.
Genevieve, the combat command S-4 and trains commander placed all his vehicles together in laager and
fought off small German patrols throughout the night. The damage to the bridges previously mentioned and
congestion in the bridgehead had broken the combat command column many times during the day and caused
much nerve-racking delay.

As was customary the artillery of the command was placed in position to fire around the entire 360
degrees of the compass. During the night harassing fire was placed on crossroads and towns, both close by and
to the limit of the range of its guns. This- helped materially in confusing the enemy as to the exact position of
the command and was one of the principal factors in the strength of its perimeter defense. It also restricted the
use of the roads to the enemy and aided materially in concealing the probable direction of advance the
following day. This practice of placing three battalions of artillery in position for all-round defense paid big
dividends on this and the nights to follow.

At daylight on a cold rainy day the trains were brought up and the command resupplied in readiness for
further movement. During the night some artillery fire had been received from Chateau-Salins, and as that
town was a rather large one it was decided to by-pass it in the movement towards Arracourt. Accordingly, at
1200 on the 14th the column struck straight south from its bivouac and moved, by a woods trail, towards the
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town of Chambrey, which lay close by the main highway leading from Nancy to Chateau-Salins. The combat
commander again flew the column in a Cub plane during the advance and until the leading elements had
taken Arracourt. Scattered German vehicles were met at Chambrey and destroyed. Turning east past Vicsur-
Seille, which was bypassed, the column again turned south through Arracourt to Valhey and then to Einville
and Bauzemont, on the Rhine-Marne Canal. At Arracourt and Valhey the headquarters of the German 15th
Panzer Grenadier Division was overrun and most of its personnel captured or killed. At Valhey the first
Congressional Medal of Honor to be won by a member of the division was won by Sergeant Sadowski when
the column overran and destroyed a nest of eight 88-mm antitank guns which were manned by former
members of Rommel's Afrika Korps. The award to Sergeant Sadowski was made posthumously. At Einville
and at Bauzemont the bridges over the canal were found blown, and the head of the column swung back east
to Ley, the easternmost part of the outpost system that night.

By 1900 the entire command had closed in the Arracourt area and all units were disposed to carry out the
assigned mission of exploitation: to block the roads east of Nancy to prevent the escape of the German
defenders of that city. On the first night dividends were taken! By daylight more than 300 prisoners had been
captured, many vehicles destroyed, and several German columns forced to retreat to try another way out of
the trap.

As the trains closed on the night of the 14th a small task force consisting of one medium tank company
from the 35th Tank Battalion plus one infantry company from the 10th Armored Infantry Battalion joined the
combat command. It had been sent by the division commander to reinforce CC A on its mission of
exploitation. The commander of this force reported that there had been no sign of the enemy along the route of
advance. Because of this report and since it was expected that friendly infantry units would follow up the
advantage gained by the breakthrough of the combat command, D Troop was relieved of its mission of
guarding the supply route and ordered to move from positions at Lemoncourt and Aulnois to rejoin the main
body in order that it might conduct reconnaissance to the east. D Troop had relieved D Company of the 37th
at Aulnois early on the 14th, and this light tank company had made up the rear guard for the movement from
Fresnes to Arracourt.

Discussion

In this first phase of an operation which was to extend over a period of two weeks the command had, in
37 hours, advanced more than 45 miles into enemy territory. In so doing, it had re-established a bridgehead
that was in imminent danger of being lost, had forced a breakthrough of a strong enemy defensive position,
had captured the command installation of a German division charged with the defense of the Nancy sector,
and had also captured the map depot of the sector as well. This had been accomplished with negligible losses
of personnel and equipment. CC A was in position to exploit its advantages. In the trains was a supply of
gasoline, ammunition, and rations sufficient to carry it through at least seven days of operations should it
become cut off.

Very early in the game it was learned that the only sure way to have supplies when you needed them on
an operation of penetration or exploitation was to take them with you. Accordingly, the command had made a
practice of carrying along every available truck loaded with supplies. Every kitchen truck was stripped of its
mess equipment and loaded with gas or ammunition. Rations were carried on the combat vehicles. Every
supply truck was loaded to more than 100% overload, and indeed some trucks carried as much as seven to
eight tons of supplies. Whenever possible, as it was in this case, an extra truck platoon from an attached truck
company was attached to the trains. The trains were never left behind to be brought up later; they followed
immediately behind the combat column, and that proved to be the safest place for them. They could follow
along in the vacuum created by the shock of the combat column and be safely through the enemy resistance
before it could recover.

In the two days of this phase of the operation, much had been learned. For the first time in its combat
history the command had been passed through the bridgehead of another unit. Always before it had
established its own bridgeheads. On this occasion it was learned that to make such an operation work
smoothly it is necessary to have very close control, by members of the command itself, at the bridge sites, and
that all vehicles of the command must have priority over all other units until the crossing is completed. It was
proved that any force passing through a bridgehead must be prepared to fight its way out if necessary, and to
accomplish this it must be able to attack from march formation. The penetration of the command and its
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taking up position behind the German defenders had a decisive effect upon the operations in the Nancy area.
Similar results, from similar operations, were to be gained many times in the future by this and other armored
units in the closing phase of the war.

It also soon became apparent that to gain full benefit from armored thrusts, infantry must follow up
quickly to exploit the advantage before the enemy can recover.

Exploitation Phase, 15-18 September

The period of 15-18 September was devoted to a true operation of exploitation. Strong outposts were
stationed on all main roads from Chambrey on the north to the Rhine-Marne Canal on the south. Raids by
small infantry-tank teams were made on towns to the east to the limit of supporting artillery range.
Reconnaissance was conducted by Troop D of the 25th Cavalry to a distance of approximately 15 kilometers
to the east of the Moyenvic-Bourdonnay highway. (See Map 3.) In addition to this, a perimeter defense was
maintained on the high ground surrounding Arracourt on the south, east, and north.

On 15 September there was no heavy fighting, but large numbers of prisoners were taken and much enemy
materiel was destroyed. At 1130 word was received from division headquarters that the 80th Infantry Division
was receiving a heavy counter-attack near Ste. Genevieve and that the 1st Battalion of the 318th Infantry was
to be returned to the 80th Division at once. It was further ordered that this infantry battalion be escorted by at
least one company of medium tanks. At about 1500 the battalion started on its return to Ste. Genevieve,
escorted by Company “C” of the 35th Tank Battalion. The operations officer of the 35th Tank Battalion was
placed in command of this entire force for the return movement. The empty trains of the combat command,
carrying approximately 600 prisoners of war, accompanied this task force. Adjustments were made in the
perimeter defense to compensate for the loss of the infantry battalion and tank company.

At 1830 word was received from this departing force that it had encountered enemy tanks near Nomeny
and had suffered some damage. It planned to attack west in the direction of Ste. Genevieve. Shortly thereafter
radio contact was lost, nothing further being heard from the force until nearly 1200 on the 16th.

About 1200 on the 16th Captain Strong, who had commanded the column of combat command trains
accompanying this task force, returned to the bivouac area at Arracourt with his trains intact and carrying
nearly 100 more prisoners than he had departed with the day before. Escorting him was a platoon of the
reconnaissance troop of the 80th Infantry Division. This platoon had been cut off by the enemy near Aulnois
and had joined the task force late the afternoon before.

Captain Strong brought word that the task force had encountered the rear elements of the German force
attacking Ste. Genevieve. The fight had begun shortly after 1800 of the previous afternoon and had continued
through most of the night with each side attacking and, in return, receiving counterattacks. Just before daylight
the task force commander reached the decision that the trains seriously hampered his chances of fighting
through the German lines without suffering excessive losses. He accordingly ordered them to return to the
combat command bivouac area at Arracourt and gave them the reconnaissance platoon, previously
mentioned, as escort. He had expected to attack toward Ste. Genevieve at daylight.

At about 1300 word was received from Headquarters 4th Armored Division that the attack of the task
force had been successful and that it had retaken Ste. Genevieve with heavy casualties to the enemy, while
suffering only light losses itself. For the second time in three days a force from the combat command had
retaken Ste. Genevieve from a determined enemy. After assisting the 80th Division in an attack toward Pont-a-
Mousson, Company “C” of the 35th returned to its battalion in the vicinity of Luneville, traveling a circuitous
route to the west of Nancy to do so.

In the meantime Combat Command B was meeting determined resistance in its efforts to cross the Rhine-
Marne Canal in the vicinity of Maixe and Sommerviller, which is about 6 miles southwest of Maixe.
(See Map 4.) Accordingly, division headquarters ordered that CC A attack to clear the north bank of the canal
to assist CC B in its crossing. At 0500 a task force of tanks, infantry, and artillery moved west to accomplish
this mission. After clearing the woods west of Einville and the towns of Serres, Hoeville, Drouville, and
Courbesseaux, contact was made with CC B's 8th Tank Battalion west of Drouville at Harrucourt late in the
morning. This sweep had broken the German defense, causing the defenders to retreat to the north and west.
Additional contact was made with elements of CC B at Maixe. By 1300 this mission was complete and the
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task force returned to its original position. CC B crossed the rear of CC A moving to the north and took up
position in the vicinity of Fresnes, on the high ground west of Chateau-Salins.

From approximately 1600 on the afternoon of the 14th until CC B had completed clearing the area to the
west of CC A, the command had been isolated. During this 48-hour period, 1614 prisoners of war had
accumulated in the combat command PW cage. In addition to the requirement of guarding this number of
prisoners, the additional problem of feeding and providing medical care for the numerous wounded became
acute. Included in this bag of prisoners was one entire German field hospital with nearly 400 patients. The
field hospital had been captured by the combat command surgeon late on the afternoon of the 15th, with a
scalpel as his major piece of armament. When first observed, it had been attempting to escape with all
wounded in ambulances. What seems at first amusing might have been disastrous to the surgeon in view of the
large quantity of small arms and hand grenades which were discovered when the ambulances and personnel
were searched after reaching the PW cage.

Map 3: General disposition of CC A forces, 15-18 September 1944

17 September was uneventful except for receipt of a warning order from division that the command was to
move in the direction of Sarreguemines early on 19 September.

When CC B had moved to Fresnes on 16 September, the reserve command of the division had occupied
Luneville after the 2d Cavalry Group had received a severe mauling at the hands of the German 11th Panzer
Division in the Foret de Parroy. Now the reserve command was under heavy fire from this same famous
German division, and it appeared that an assault by that division was imminent. At 1200 the command was
ordered to reinforce the reserve command with a minimum force of one medium tank company, one infantry
company, one field artillery battery, and a platoon of tank destroyers. A force of this composition under the
command of the executive officer of the 37th Tank Battalion began moving to Luneville at 1300.

At 1500 the entire command was alerted for possible movement to the south to repel the German attack
expected in the Luneville area, should it develop. The 25th Cavalry Squadron would be attached to CC A and
would arrive during the night to screen to the south and southeast. The German attack did not materialize,
and the command settled down for the night shortly after dark. At 2300 the 37th Tank Battalion reported
hearing an unidentified armored column approaching its position from the direction of Bourdonnay and
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pulling off the road approximately a mile to the south of its outpost. Soon this column was identified as enemy
and dispersed with artillery fire.

Shortly before midnight the 166th Combat Engineer Battalion moved into the bivouac area and was
attached to the command.

Discussion

The four days of this particular phase of the operation can be truthfully called a typical operation of
exploitation. It was typified by constant movement within the enemy line and the use of fast-moving,
aggressive task forces operating from a secure and easily defended base. Isolation for a 48-hour period caused
no concern to any member of the command; rather it spurred them to greater alertness and activity. The
flexibility of armor was typified in the ability of the command to shift the composition of its task forces or
combat teams to meet such changing situations as the necessity to assist other friendly elements. Examples of
this were the movement of the one such force to Ste. Genevieve, another force to Luneville, and the sweep to
the west by a third. Concurrently with these activities, plans were being made to continue the advance to the
northeast and preliminary reconnaissance was made toward that end.

To illustrate the comparative damage that can be inflicted upon an enemy in such a situation, the losses
suffered by the Germans during these four days included 1070 killed or captured, 16 large caliber guns
destroyed, 8 tanks destroyed, and 232 miscellaneous vehicles destroyed. In contrast the total casualties of the
combat command during these same four days were 3 killed, 15 wounded, and 4 tanks knocked out.

Defensive Phase, 19-26 September

Following the phase of exploitation came a defensive period that was to last until 12 October, when the
division was relieved in this sector by the 26th Infantry Division. Our discussion covers the first eight days of
this period and can be roughly divided into two four-day periods; the first a period of active defense, the
second a period of dug-in static warfare.

The expected order to move toward Sarreguemines had not materialized on the 18th. The return of
Company “C” of the 35th Tank Battalion to its parent unit and the detachment of the task force to the reserve
command at Luneville left the command relatively strong in infantry and engineers but weak in tanks and tank
destroyers. The 25th Cavalry Squadron had not been relieved of its previous mission and had not joined the
command as expected. The morning of the 19th found the command still scattered over a comparatively wide
area and momentarily expecting orders to continue the advance. An extremely heavy fog shrouded the plains
of Lorraine, reducing visibility to less than 100 yards.

Now the bill for the enforced delay of the first 12 days of September was presented for payment! This
enforced delay had given the German High Command time to assemble hastily organized units and move
them into the area. Additional reserve divisions from the interior of Germany had been concentrated to the
east of the Rhine, and when the expected advance of the allied forces had not materialized these reserve
divisions were moved into the Saar Valley. At 0800 the first blow fell! The 37th Tank Battalion, less two of its
medium companies, was in position immediately north of Lezey. (See Map 5.) German armor, later identified
as the 113th Panzer Brigade with a strength of more than 100 tanks, launched an attack against the position
occupied by the 37th. Fortunately, the initial attack was made by only two tank companies. This fact, coupled
with the alertness of the 37th outposts, enabled the battalion to successfully meet the attack. By 1015 ten
enemy tanks had been destroyed.

As this first attack began, the liaison officer of the 37th Tank Battalion was on his way to his battalion
headquarters from the combat command command post. As he moved through Bezange, he saw on the road
in front of him (much to his surprise) a company of Mark V tanks. He called his battalion commander over the
radio, telling him of the size and direction of movement of this German force. Being armed with nothing
heavier than a pistol, he then beat a hasty retreat to the combat command CP, where he asked for
reinforcements to take to the assistance of his battalion.

The only unit immediately available and capable of dealing with German armor was one platoon of
Company C of the 704th Tank Destroyer Battalion. This platoon was given to the liaison officer, and he
started at once for the 37th area. On the road between Rechicourt and Bezange he encountered another
company of German tanks. Outnumbered three to one, he pulled off the road into a natural depression to the
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west of Bezange and fought it out with this German force. During the rest of the day this platoon was heavily
engaged but was so ably directed that before the day was over it had destroyed eight German tanks while
having three of its four guns temporarily disabled.

Map 4: Movement of 37th Tank Battalion to Assist CC B on 16 September 1944

In the meantime the combat commander was bending every effort to concentrate his forces. The 2d
Platoon of Company “C” of the 704th TD Battalion was withdrawn from its position to the southwest of
Arracourt and placed on the high ground to the southwest of Rechicourt. Engineer troops were moved to this
same ridge, where they dug in and placed hasty mine fields on avenues of approach to their front. They were
supported by B Battery of the 489 AA Battalion (Automatic Weapons), which was equipped with nothing
heavier than 37 -mm guns. The medium company of the 37th Tank Battalion, which had been in position at
Chambrey, was ordered to report immediately to the combat command CP at Arracourt. An urgent request
was sent to the division commander for the immediate return of the task force from Luneville. After
considerable delay this request was granted, but it was not until 1300 that the task force was relieved and could
begin its return movement to the command.

The first of these forces to get into position was the 2d Platoon of Company “C” of the 704th TD
Battalion. As it rolled onto the ridge south of Rechicourt with Captain Tommy Evans in command, it met a
company of German Mark V tanks head on. In the fast and furious fight that followed, the Germans lost
heavily and withdrew to engage in an intermittent but heavy fire fight with this platoon throughout the balance
of the day. Its score for the day mounted to nine confirmed kills. About 1100, Captain Leach arrived from
Chambrey with B Company of the 37th and was placed in position at Riouville Farm, less than 400 yards east
of the combat command CP. Within a matter of minutes the company was heavily engaged with still another
force of German tanks that had slipped through Rechicourt between the two tank destroyer platoons and
under cover of the fog that was only now beginning to thin. These German tanks penetrated so far into the
area before they were repulsed that their fire was falling into the combat command CP, and the 66th Field
Artillery Battalion, in position to the northeast of Arracourt, fired battalion volleys at them at a range of 650
yards. The combat command trains were within easy sight and close range of the German tanks and escaped
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destruction only because of the furious attack launched against them by B Company. Shortly after noon this
threat was beaten off. The German force continued to attack piecemeal until about 1500.

At 1400 A Company of the 37th, commanded by Captain Bill Spencer, reached Arracourt. When released
at Luneville the task force commander had put his tanks on the road and moved at top speed, leaving the
balance of his force to be brought at a more normal rate of march by the infantry company commander., The
executive officer of the 37th was placed in command of the combined force of A and B Companies of the 37th
and directed to move to the vicinity of Bezange, from which point he was to counterattack in a sweep that was
to include Moncourt, Coincourt, Bures and then back north toward Rechicourt. On the completion of this
sweep he was to return to the direct control of the 37th at Ley.

This attack was highly successful, and by 1700 the German force had broken contact and retreated to the
east. During this day's action 49 burnt-out German tanks were counted on the battlefield, but prisoners
captured the next morning stated that only 7 tanks of the entire German panzer brigade remained undamaged
after the previous day's battle. As opposed to these heavy German losses, the material lost by the combat
command was three tank destroyers disabled and four medium tanks destroyed. During the afternoon and
while the battle was still raging, General Patton came to the combat command CP with the division
commander to give the combat commander personal orders for an advance on Sarreguemines the following
day. For this movement the command was to be reinforced with the addition of the 35th Tank Battalion, less
two medium companies, and the 10th Armored Infantry Battalion, less one company. These two units arrived
in the combat command area soon after dark. It was also arranged that the 320th Infantry Combat Team, less
one battalion and reinforced with some miscellaneous TD units, all under control of the division reserve
command, was to relieve the combat command in the Arracourt area. The command was concentrated in the
general area occupied for the past five days, and orders were issued for the advance on Sarreguemines in two
columns, beginning at daylight on the 20th. During the conference at the combat command CP, General
Patton gave the combat commander authority to make battlefield promotions to include the rank of lieutenant
colonel and to give battlefield commissions to deserving non-commissioned officers.

September 20th came with another dense fog. At 0730 the two columns were on the road but moving
slowly because of the poor visibility. Because of the presence of German armor in the vicinity and the
obscurity of the situation ahead, the combat command trains were moving west to the vicinity of Hoeville to
come forward later with motorized infantry elements that were expected to follow the command. The 320th
Infantry Regiment was moving through Arracourt to take up positions between Juvrecourt and Rechicourt. In
spite of the adequate road net of the area, the forming of the two combat columns and the movement of two
motorized columns caused heavy traffic congestion in the immediate vicinity of Arracourt. The 191st Field
Artillery Battalion of 155-mm howitzers had remained in position until the last moment to give supporting fire
to the combat columns should they meet trouble in the early stages of their movement. Under these conditions
the German armor struck again. Approaching under cover of fog, German tanks skirted the woods to the
south of the 191st Field Artillery position and opened fire on it just as the howitzers were going into march
order. Reacting quickly, this battalion -fought back with point blank fire, destroying two German tanks and
driving the rest away. The rear guard medium tank company of the south column began reconnaissance of the
south flank. It was now 0930 and the head of the south column had passed through Dieuze. The north column
had reached and cleared Hampont after a sharp skirmish. (See Map 2.)

At 0945 orders were received from division which cancelled the movement on Sarreguemines. Intelligence
from higher headquarters indicated that a German attack in force was imminent. Accordingly both columns
were returned to their approximate starting points and a perimeter defense established utilizing the 320th
Infantry, which had come into the area that morning. By 1200 all elements were in position.

By this time reconnaissance had established that German tank and infantry forces had moved into the area
between Bourdonnay and Moncourt. Later identifications established this to be the 11th Panzer Division, with
the 111th Panzer Brigade and the remnants of the 113th Panzer Brigade attached.

A counterattack against this force was planned for 1500. The division reserve tank company was lent to
the command for this action and was to attack east from Barthelemont towards Bures. Simultaneously the
37th Tank Battalion and the 10th Armored Infantry Battalion, under the command of the commanding officer
of the 37th, were to attack south and west through Ley, Moncourt, and Coincourt, while blocking to the east.
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Map 5: Tank action 19 September 1944

The division reserve company was unable to advance across the open areas to the west of Bures, being
outgunned by the heavier German tanks dug in around that town. The combined 10th and 37th force moved
on schedule, and in heavy fighting cleared Ley, drove enemy tanks back through Ommeray, and in a well-
coordinated night attack captured Moncourt, exacting very heavy casualties from the enemy at that point.
Holding forces were left in Moncourt and Ley, and the balance of this command assembled near Lezey for the
remainder of the night. The following day the attack to clean out the area south to the Rhine-Marne Canal was
continued, but most of the birds had flown. During the night the bulk of the German force west of Bourdonnay
had withdrawn to the east or south across the canal, to seek refuge in the Foret de Parroy.

The position of the command was better organized and reconnaissance conducted to the east for a
distance of ten kilometers. Late on the previous day the 25th Cavalry Squadron had joined the command and
was now screening to the south, east, and north from Juvelize. (See Map 5.)

The morning of the 22d brought the fourth consecutive morning of heavy fog. The combat command had
still not given up hope of advancing to the east. At 0930 unit commanders were assembled at the CP
discussing tentative plans for such a movement. At 0945 the Boche struck again through the fog, and this time
his armor met initial success. Overrunning the 25th Cavalry positions to the east of Juvelize, he advanced to
the high ground west- of Juvelize and overlooking Lezey. The 25th fought valiantly, but its 37 -mm guns were
no match for Mark V tanks, and succeeded only in slowing the German advance long enough to give warning
to the heavier troops behind them. At this point a valuable message was intercepted over the combat command
radio. The commander of the German assault force reported to his commander that he had reached his initial
objective and would continue the attack as soon as ordered. His commander replied that he would send up
tank reinforcements and that supporting artillery fire would be delivered from a vicinity that was identified as
being near Bourdonnay. This German attack had struck from the direction of Blanche-Eglise, which is
northeast of Juvelize.

The 37th Tank Battalion was ordered to counterattack, supported by the 10th Armored Infantry Battalion.
This attack struck north and east from Ley through Lezey and Juvelize, where an entire company of 16

122



WORLD WAR II

German tanks was caught on the flank and destroyed by Captain Spencer's medium tank company of the 37th.
An artillery liaison plane observed German infantry moving into Marsal, to the north of Juvelize. Fighter
bombers were called in; they bombed and strafed this concentration, dispersing it and causing heavy casualties.
(See Map 6).

It now became apparent that the Boche was closing in and preparing for a coordinated attack. To the
north, in the Fresnes area, CC B was also undergoing heavy attack. Accordingly the position of the command
was further improved; agents were established among the local population, and patrolling was increased. The
second four day phase of the defensive operation, that of dug-in static warfare, was beginning.

23 September brought little fighting but much intelligence activity. Apparently reliable information,
supplied by the agents and confirmed by patrols and air observation, led the intelligence officer of the
command to believe that on 24 September the enemy would launch a coordinated attack on the CC B sector
with an infantry division reinforced with armor. This information was relayed to division headquarters and to
CC B. The attack on CC B did materialize and in the strength predicted.

24 September was marked by a heavy increase in artillery fire on the position of CC A. Active patrolling
led to the conclusion that the enemy was closing in and concentrating for a coordinated attack. Through the
agents previously mentioned, the enemy force was identified as the persistent and heretofore unsuccessful 11th
Panzer Division, this time reinforced with elements of a German infantry division. It is interesting to note that
reports of interrogation of the commanding general of the 11th Panzer Division, completed after V-E day,
disclosed that the 4th Armored Division was, during this period, under attack by a German corps consisting of
two German infantry divisions, one and a half panzer divisions, and remnants of four panzer brigades.

The only bright feature of this day of fog, rain, and bad news was the information that the 35th Infantry
Division would relieve CC B in its sector on 25 September and that CC B would move to the south flank of
CC A to complete a concentration of the division for the first time since 30 July.

25 September dawned cold, and a heavy rain forced the artillery observation planes to remain grounded
during the entire day. Soon after daylight it was apparent that the enemy was concentrating in the vicinity of
Marsal. Enemy tanks approached Juvelize from the direction of Blanche-Eglize but were driven off after a fire
fight with tanks of the 37th Battalion. At 1220 a heavy attack was launched against the 37th position by
German infantry supported by tanks. No sooner had this attack been repulsed when at 1330 the 10th Armored
Infantry met a similar attack which was preceded by a heavy artillery and mortar preparation. At 1335 Troop
A of the 25th Cavalry Squadron reported an enemy attack approaching its position from the direction of
Marsal. This attack was broken up with artillery fire. At 1356 the position of the 53d Infantry on the high
ground south of Moyenvic was heavily attacked by infantry and later received repeated attacks by infantry
supported by tanks. None of these attacks were successful, but the enemy began to replay the same music.
Attacks again hit the positions of the 37th, 10th, and 53d in rapid succession. By dark all enemy attacks had
been repulsed, and there had been no change in the line of the combat command.

With the growing strength of the German attacks, it became apparent that the lines of the combat
command, which extended over a front of more than 40,000 meters, might easily be broken if the enemy
concentrated his attack. Therefore, the decision was reached to withdraw to a shorter line and more favorable
terrain, running generally from Bezange to Xanrey. An armored unit can afford to trade untenable real estate
for the advantages of terrain. To accomplish this withdrawal the 37th Tank Battalion launched a counterattack
to the north and east just at dusk, while the 10th Armored Infantry Battalion withdrew to take up its new
positions. When the 10th was in position the 37th withdrew behind the infantry lines to a support position.
This great unit had carried the burden of the fighting for the command for two weeks and was deserving a rest.

Again it is interesting to note that the division commander of the 11th Panzer Division considered this his
only successful attack in the three weeks that he was opposed by the 4th Armored Division in this area. Little
did he know that the retirement to the new positions was a voluntary one, decided after careful consideration
of the relative advantages of the terrain on which the old and new lines were established.

The German attack had apparently spent itself for the time being, and on the 26th the movement of CC B
to the south flank of CC A was made without difficulty. Boundaries were adjusted and an adequate reserve
established for the first time in two weeks.
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This completes the time span of this narrative. Although the division as a whole continued to hold the
Arracourt salient of the Nancy bridgehead for more than two weeks longer, the daily action was a repetition of
that experienced from the 23d through the 26th-days of quiet followed by days of heavy fighting.

Discussion

This final phase demonstrates further characteristics of armored operation. A fine example of control and
coordination was exhibited on the morning of the 20th when it became necessary to double two combat
columns back on their tracks through territory that was definitely hostile to our forces. Both columns made
their return movement quickly and without confusion to assemble around Arracourt. Only a unit with perfect
march discipline could have moved so smoothly and precisely as this one did with the tremendous number of
vehicles involved and with columns moving against each other on barely adequate roads.

It was indicative of a high state of training and morale of the troops when they accepted without question
the retrograde movement of the 22d and swung so aggressively into the counterattack to clear the area south
toward the Rhine-Marne Canal.

Though passed over lightly in the narrative, the night attack of the 22d on Moncourt was a classic and was
the first of many demonstrations by this unit that tanks and infantry can successfully engage in night
operations.

The counterattack of the 37th Tank Battalion on the night of 25 September to effect a disengagement and
cover a withdrawal was so well handled that it was late on the following day before the German forces reacted
to the shortening of the combat command line. This attack was conducted under the most adverse conditions
and under the cover of darkness.

The entire period demonstrates that an aggressive force can successfully engage in an active defense
against a superior force of first class troops and that with good combat intelligence, close control, and the
careful use of mobile reserves, this type of defense can be used to cover an extremely wide front.

The successful defense of the Arracourt salient defeated the German purpose of recapturing Nancy and
reestablishing a winter defense line based on the east bank of the Moselle River. Had the Arracourt salient
been lost, there was no defensible ground between there and the Moselle. For more than a week the 4th
Armored Division was the only unit in a position to successfully oppose itself between the Germans and their
objectives.
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Map 6: Combat operations 20-26 September 1944
Summary

In this two weeks operation, which was called by Major General Eddy, Commanding General of the XII
Corps, one of its finest operations of the war, CC A reestablished a bridgehead that was in imminent danger of
being lost; breached a strong enemy position and penetrated to a depth of 45 miles behind his lines; destroyed
the command installation of the unit charged with the defense of the Nancy sector; blocked the retreat of the
German forces driven out of Nancy by the attack of the 35th Infantry Division; engaged in mopping up
operations over a wide area centering around Arracourt; fought one of the bitterest tank battles of the entire
war; and for a period of eight days fought an aggressive defensive action against superior forces to hold the
Arracourt salient of the Nancy bridgehead from which the Third Army launched its winter offensive in early
November.

In accomplishing the above, great damage was inflicted upon the enemy with comparatively light losses to
the command. A summary of enemy losses for this 14 day period includes: Prisoners of war, 1884; counted
killed, 1589; tanks counted destroyed, 107; self-propelled guns destroyed, 30; other large caliber guns
destroyed, 32; other vehicles destroyed, 491.

During this period the division, in its advance east of Nancy and in its active defense of the bridgehead,
met and defeated elements of three infantry divisions, one panzer division, two panzer brigades, five separate
combat teams, six separate regiments, and 12 separate battalions (anti-aircraft, engineer, armored, and
paratroop).
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Editor: The actions described above illustrate the combat power and versatility of an armored combined arms
team. In this case, CCA first retrieved a stalled river crossing, penetrated enemy lines, participated in a double
envelopment of a major city, and dispersed to exploit further its success. In this state, it was not well disposed
to respond to a major armored counterattack. Yet, the elements of CCA leveraged their mobility, combat
power, and aggressive leadership to first blunt and then defeat the German attacks at great cost to the latter. In
a series of freewheeling encounters, the company teams outmaneuvered and outfought their aggressor, despite
the general absence of air support due to weather conditions and the presence of German tanks with better
optics, ballistic protection, and main guns.

The outcome of these engagements is a testimony to the importance of tactical leadership, combined arms
maneuver, and rapid action. In this instance, the CCA soldiers proved more effective than their German
counterparts. Indeed, at the height of the tank battles, the CCA staff continued to plan for their next
operations—a sure sign of confidence by the leadership in the capabilities of the subordinate combat teams.
The fighting at Arracourt culminated a period of continuous, mobile operations conducted by the 4th Armored
Division from the time of its arrival in France. The formation had honed its combined arms skills and mobile
operation in operations across France, and it had reached a high degree of effectiveness by September.
Experience, tactical competence, mental mobility, and a clear understanding of the capabilities and limitations
of the units and weapons at its disposal proved a winning combination for CCA.

2) Headquarters, Thirty Seventh Tank Battalion, Battalion Diary, 15 October 1944
September 18, 1944

In the Battalion area a quiet day passed. There was no enemy activity. A task force, led by Major Hunter
and composed of A/37, Battery/94, B/53, went to Luneville to aid CC"R" before the 6th Armored Division
arrived. "B" Company was still attached to the 53rd Infantry and the balance of the battalion was in the area.
Four prisoners of war were brought in during the day. South of the canal in the Parroy Forest G-2 reports
indicated that there were many enemy.

In Luneville, Major Hunter's task force was disposed with the infantry in the town, the artillery in
position, and A/37 in mobile reserve. German PzKw V tanks held the Northwest corner of the town, but these
were not attacked at night.

In the Battalion area at Lezey, all was quiet until 2330 when Lt. Berard's "C" Company outpost at "G"
(letters refer to attached map, which covers the period 18 - 25 September. Battalion CP is at "A”) reported a
column moving along the road west toward Lezey and the outpost and then turning into bivouac at "B.” Lt.
Berard with a few men went down on foot and in the dark felt the tank tracks leading off the road. At the
Battalion CP, with Captain Cook of the 94th Field Artillery Battalion in attendance to direct the artillery,
plans were laid to fire on the enemy. The assault guns were laid on the crossroads (at "H" on the map), and
they were to open fire if called upon. Lt. Harris with a section from the Reconnaissance Platoon went out to
try and get information about the enemy who was located at "B.”

Enemy casualties: Four (4) Prisoners of War.
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Copy of the map attached to the 37th Tank Battalion’s diary.
While some details and words are difficult to read,
the basic letter reference points mentioned in the diary are clearly visible.

September 19, 1944

At 0130, the enemy was fired on by artillery in a five minute concentration causing him to move out of his
bivouac. As the enemy column retreated, the Assault Gun Platoon, registered on the road junction North of
Ley, opened up on it as he passed through the road junction. Damage was not assessed.
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In the morning, reports of enemy activity started to come in early. A Prisoner of War (Motorcyclist)
reported twenty-one PzZKw V’s and VI's on the road from Ley to Lezey. The enemy was strong in the vicinity
of Ley and Moncourt, and he launched attacks from these points toward us in the morning.

First contact was by the Light Tank Platoon of Staff Sergeant Mallon on outpost at Moncourt. Here
Sergeant Mallon was astride the roads leading Northeast, Southwest, and Southeast. He destroyed a half-track
and a truck and began to receive intermittent small arms fire. When five PzZKw V’s appeared, Sergeant Mallon
began a delaying action, falling back across country to Bezange and then up the road to Lezey and the
Battalion CP.

The weather was foggy and visibility poor in the morning. The enemy advancing through the fog from
Bezange to Lezey had the misfortune of encountering a prepared American outpost, for the telephone outpost
of Lt. Smith’s “C” Company outpost made up by wire what it lacked in visibility. Warned by this telephone
outpost, Lt Smith’s section of his platoon got two enemy tanks at the first crack when they loomed into view.

Another “C” Company outpost East of Lezey, had a brief fire fight with the enemy who did not press for
the moment at this spot.

It is to be noted that “C” Company at this time was the only medium company at the disposition of the
Battalion Commander. Captain Lamison had to assume a roving mission with one platoon. Lt. Smith’s
outpost was reinforced to platoon strength, and the other platoon was to the East of Lezey as mentioned
above. With this roving platoon Captain Lamison inflicted, in a series of moves from Ley to Lezey, Lezey to
Bezange, Ley to Moncourt, working back and forth where the enemy appeared, tremendous damage to the
enemy, securing the whole Southern and Eastern front of the Battalion. His aggressive action saved the day
until other elements of the Battalion arrived. “C” Company got twelve enemy tanks during this period.

Further to the South of Lt. Smith’s outpost, early contact with the enemy was also made by Captain
Dwight who was making a routine liaison run from Combat Command “A” to the Battalion via Bezange.
Before reaching Bezange, he heard the firing of Lt. Smith’s outpost. He asked if it was alright to come in. The
answer was no and he returned to Combat Command “A” where he was given a platoon of four Tank
Destroyers which Combat Command “A” offered the Battalion and which he led back toward the firing. The
enemy was met on the road and almost immediately one of the Tank Destroyers was lost. Going into position
at “J,” Captain Dwight assumed the role of an observer (unarmored) with his peep radio, the only contact with
the Battalion. [Note: “Peep” was another name for the jeep.]

In a heated exchange these Tank Destroyers were reduced from three to one, but the toll of the enemy was
gratifying, nine tanks (not counted in the total of twenty-nine for the day’s score for the Battalion).

Meanwhile, during the morning in Luneville, Major Hunter’s force heard of the attack upon the Battalion
via an intercepted radio message in the S-1 track. At once release was requested from CC “R” and General
Eddy, the XII Corps Commander, who was present granted the request. The release came at approximately
1100. Leaving B/53 at Luneville, the force now returned with all possible speed, mindful of the C.O.’s radioed
words to Major Hunter to “Dust off the sights, wipe off the shot and breeze right on through.”

The force, composed of A/37 and the Battery of Artillery, raced into Arracourt. The artillery left at this
point and went into position. “A” Company joined “B” Company, which had been released from the 53rd
Infantry, in repulsing an attack on Combat Command “A” which was in its finishing stages.

Now in a position to strike, these two companies (minus “A” Company’s third platoon left at CC “A” to
return the next day) were brought by Major Hunter at approximately 1400 to the area near Rechicourt, where
Captain Dwight’s Tank Destroyers and “C” Company’s section had beaten off the enemy armor and infantry.

Captain Dwight was met one mile Northeast of Rechicourt. The attack was to be delivered upon the
enemy, located at Q166133 on hill 297, from the South and West, so the force skirted Rechicourt on the
Southwest and assembled with “A” on the left and “B” on right and hit West. “A” Company hit head on,
opening up at four hundred yards. Lt. Turner’s platoon swung full left, wheeled and smashed the enemy on
the flank, opening at a range of two hundred fifty yards. “B” Company to the right came up on the other flank
and finished off the enemy. Total score was eight tanks and an estimated one hundred infantry. Lt. Turner
claimed five tanks for his own gun. Our losses, three tanks.
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During the day, fire directed by Captain Cook and our own mortars and assault guns were of material aid
in repulsing the enemy.

At 2350, a move to the North and East was projected. The plans were to move to the vicinity of Wolfling,
beyond Saarguemines near the German border. The bulk of Combat Command “A” (which included most of
the division) was to move on the main roads and the 37th force on secondary roads on the Southeast flank; the
general idea being to hit from the flank, obstacles to the main column on the left. The column composition and
order of march was Reconnaissance, “D” Company, Assault, Staff Tanks, HQ Co, C/37, 94, 10, B/37,
Engineers, Trains, A/37. The move was scheduled for 0830 on CC “A” order.

Enemy casualties: twenty-nine tanks, two vehicles, two hundred killed, three prisoners of war.
September 20, 1944

The order to move out did not come. At 0900, 150-180 enemy tanks were reported South of the Marne-
Rhine Canal with twenty of them already across. Colonel Abrams reviewed the defensive positions occupied
by the 37th and attached units which included C/704, the 94th Field Artillery, the 10th Infantry (-B
Company), and sent the unit commanders back to wait on the alert.

At 1040, orders were once more to move out and go to Saarguemines. Artillery Battalions and an Infantry
Division were purported to be on the way to relieve the force.

The IP was crossed at 1135, and some enemy outposts were brushed aside at Blanche Eglise. At 1225,
sixteen enemy tanks were reported South of Arracourt, coming up on the rear of the movement. The head of
the column was through Dieuze with its silent stone barracks when at 1235 came the report that the tail of the
Division column was being attacked. The orders were to return immediately and counterattack. At 1240,
Colonel Abrams ordered his task force back to the original assembly area and to assume its original positions.
At 1245, Colonel Heid radioed “Things are in a bad state of flux.” For the 37th, however, the orders were
clear and each unit effectively resumed its prior position. Thus at 1300, “B” Company was already in position
and reporting “two enemy tanks approaching our immediate front, we are waiting for them.”

Major Murdock, who had been announced as S-3 of Combat Command “A” that morning, notified
Colonel Abrams that he was to prepare to counterattack South and West from Lezey to the canal clearing out
enemy resistance.

As soon as all elements of the force had been reassembled and the artillery fires adjusted, the counterattack
was launched. “A,” “B,” and “C” Companies and two companies of the 10th Infantry assembled North and
East of Lezey before the attack. Heavy enemy artillery fire was encountered during the assembly. The plan
was to stay in defilade until the whole force had reached a point North of Ley, when it would wheel and strike
South to Ley. “A” and “B” Companies were to attack Ley head on, one company on each side of the road.
“C” Company was to seize and hold the high ground to the East of Ley and protect our left flank.

“A” and “B” attacked, encountering enemy tanks and knocking them out. “A” Company then went
through Ley with the infantry. “C” Company reported that it was heavily engaged with enemy tanks and anti-
tank guns. “B” Company was sent to help “C” Company, and Colonel Abrams also went to take charge. A
bitter fight ended with the destruction of six enemy tanks and three anti-tank guns, while we lost six tanks.
Meanwhile Major Bautz reorganized the infantry and “A” Company, and preparations were made to attack
Moncourt.

As “C” Company’s situation cleared up, night was falling, and from the Battalion CP area, the glow of
burning Ley began to light up the sky.

Despite the gathering darkness the order was still “attack.” The attack against Moncourt, executed at
night, was a new departure from the “book,” which said that tanks could not be successfully employed in
the dark.

Preceding the attack, the artillery laid down a preparatory fire on Moncourt. The attack on Moncourt was
delivered from the west of the Ley-Moncourt road which was the general axis of the advance.

In a tight and intermingled formation three tank companies and two Infantry companies approached
Moncourt. The whole formation opened fire as one, presenting an awesome sight, and the storm of incendiary
bullets and HE set Moncourt afire as the force moved in, grinding under the opposition outside the town. All
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this was in complete contradiction of the German conception (as reported by intelligence channels) that
Americans never attack at night and always stick to the roads. Lt. Donnelly’s “A” Company then went into
the town with “A” Company of the 10th Infantry. The Infantry used bayonets, grenades, sub-machine guns
and rifles, slaughtering the Germans in their fox-holes where they were immobilized by fear and shock of
the assault.

A/37 and A/10 were left to secure the town, and the remainder of the force returned to Lezey and the
Battalion Assembly Area as the glow of burning Moncourt was added to the glare of burning Ley, both quite
visible from the CP.

Enemy casualties: Four vehicles, sixteen tanks, fifteen prisoners of war, two hundred fifty-seven killed,
three guns (under 75mm).

Editor: This extract provides some indication of the freewheeling nature of the fighting around Arracourt.
Alert and active outposts proved critical to providing early warning and reaction time to the battalion, and in
at least one case enabled friendly artillery to disrupt a German concentration. The effectiveness of these
outposts ensured that American tanks secured the first kills of the day. The fighting over the two day period
also underscores the value of experienced and trained units and crews. Given the uncertainty shrouding the
initial scope and direction of the German attacks, the scattered companies of the 37th Tank Battalion relied
upon their mobility and firepower to attack, move, and attack again. C Company’s roving defense on 19
September illustrates the principle of using mobile firepower aggressively to offset paucity in numbers and
disrupt the enemy. Moreover, all elements of the battalion endeavored to move to the sound of guns and
engage the enemy wherever encountered, despite the poor visibility conditions and confusion generated by the
German attack.

Aggressive counterattacks that attacked the enemy from multiple directions simultaneously proved highly
effective and helped to mitigate the superior firepower and protection of the German Panthers; against the less
well protected Panzerkampfwagen IVs such tactics were deadly. On 20 September American combined arms
counterattacks supported by artillery disrupted German attack plans. Initial success was followed by the night
attack on Moncourt that witnessed the mass application of firepower by three tank and two armored infantry
companies to suppress and neutralize the defenders. An assault into the town eliminated the resistance. In this
instance, the combination of firepower and rapid attack at night—which the Germans did not anticipate—
created a shock effect.

3) Letter from Col. (ret.) James H. Leach to the Armor School faculty concerning the
operations of Company B, 37th Tank Battalion in the Lorraine campaign, 9 May 1983.

Editor: The letter was written in response to a series of questions posed by the Armor School faculty. It
included both the original questions and the responses.

1. Q. What types oftactical decisions did Lt. Col. Abrams [the battalion commander] allow his company
commanders to make on their own, and what decisions did he reserve for himself?

A. Col. Abrams practiced mission type oral orders and decentralization was routine. He permitted the
broadest latitude in the accomplishment of company missions and radioed any change of the
scheme. When we operated outside of a battalion-controlled tactical formation, such as a battalion
in march column, or a battalion wedge, for example, we determined the tasking of the team(s),
formations and frequently the axis or direction of movement. It was our decision when to dismount
our Infantry or our "bow-gunners,” if without Infantry. We also decided when and where to fire
tank and artillery munitions once the battle was joined. Tank mounted FOs [forward observers]
responded directly to orders from the company commanders. We were given the mission and the
freedom to accomplish it.
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There was no clear line between what Col. Abrams did or we did. We obviously responded to any
change of direction or scheme he directed, yet we were not inhibited by any interference from the
commander.

He leap-frogged companies at a moment's notice to maintain pressure on the enemy, and to
maintain momentum if in the exploitation. During the exploitation, one soon learned to "keep-em-
rolling," guns firing, and to avoid halting to gather up prisoners. His often quoted motto was "The
quickest way home is east, e. g.—defeat Germany.”

In combat operations, what dealings did the company commanders have with the Bn. XO and S3 in
the 37th Tank?

Occasionally, when company teams were formed into task forces, the XO and S3 were put in
command, e.g., TF Bautz, TF Hunter. Our briefings were oral and informal. I never got a written
order in WW 1II.

What kinds of terrain intel did the company commanders have for the Lorraine campaign?

None from above battalion to my knowledge. Bn. HQ set up a layer tinted map for orientation once
the battle stabilized at Arracourt. Once I received a town plan several days after B/37 took the town.

Did German radio jamming ever affect the operations of Co. B, 37th Tank?
Never.

How much intel on the enemy situation did you have when ordered to report to the Combat
Command CP at Arracourt from Chambrey on 19 September 1944?

None when ordered to bring B/37 to defense of HQ CCA. I was attached to the 53d AIB [Armored
Infantry Battalion]. The 53d AIB only told me to report to CCA HQ with my company - nothing
else. Significantly, when I was alerted to report to HQ CCA, B/37 Tank Bn. and A/10AIB (Lt. T. J.
McDonald) were both attached to HQ 53d AIB (Lt. Col. Jacques). Our mission was to intercept
German traffic moving on the main roads leading from Nancy toward Arracourt and Vic-sur-seille.
Lt. McDonald (A/10) and I deployed our platoons to secure three separate road block locations,
with a tank and infantry platoon at each. These road blocks were at least a mile or so apart, and
were not in direct support or within sight of each other.

When the 53d notified me to report to CCA, I alerted each of my 1st (Lt. Mixon) and 2d (Lt. Farese)
Platoons to move to my 3d Platoon (Lt. Marston - Co. XO/Plat. Ldr.) location. I went ahead to HQ
CCA in my Peep, only stopping by Lt. Marston's position to tell him to bring the assembled
company to join me at HQ CCA ASAP. I still had no knowledge of HQ CCA's plight, due to the
limits of FM radio.

Upon being directed to Rionville farm, east of the CP that same day, what actions did you take to
defeat the German tank attack that soon followed at about noon?

As I drove into the HQ CCA area, some 3-5 miles from where I started, I was met by all the CCA
leaders - Col. Bruce C. Clarke, C.O., his XO, Lt. Col. Hal Pattison and the S3 - Lt. Col. Pat Heid.
Almost in unison they asked where is your company - "see those tanks" (pointing 300 yards or so to
our front) - "they are Germans.” I told them "B" Company was on the way, and should be here
momentarily. The German tank formation of MK V Panthers was roaming through the CCA area
looking for anything to shoot-up. Lucky for HQ CCA, they did not see it.

B/37 arrived in 5 or 10 minutes, as I recall. I intercepted them, deploying the platoons in line, out of
sight, in a small wooded area. There I quickly dismounted the platoon leaders, pointing out the
German tanks that Col. Clarke wanted us to drive out of his area or destroy. I ordered "mount up.”
We then made our move toward the Germans, firing on the move - halting and firing again. The
Germans fled - losing nothing but their pride. B/37 secured HQ CCA by occupying a small ridge
line to the east of Arracourt and the Rionville Farm.
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Soon thereafter, the Germans fired into my company, hitting two tank cupolas, but no tanks were
disabled nor were there any serious casualties. CCA could breathe again.

In the meanwhile, Capt. Bill Dwight (Asst. S3/LNO, 37 Tk. Bn.) joined me at my position, and
within an hour or so Maj. Hunter (Bn. XO) and Capt. Spencer with his A/37 (less a tank platoon)
(Lt. Pat Donnelly) which was siphoned off as CCA "Palace Guard.” They had traveled over twenty
miles to help CCA.

As dusk approached, Maj. Hunter directed A (-) and B/37 to attack in direction (of Reichicourt)
where I had received fire earlier, in hopes we would encounter the German tanks. As we moved
with A (-) on the left, and B/37 on the right, we soon overran the dismounted German Infantry
outposts, and suddenly looming before us was an assembled company of Mark V Panthers with its
crews dismounted. As "A" Co. engaged in a frontal attack, B/37 moved to the German left flank.
We formed a line and attacked through the German tank Iaager and back. Several of the Panthers
were able to escape behind their own engine and (I suspect grenade) smoke screens. The result was 9
burning Panthers. A/37 lost the command tanks of Capt. Spencer (WIA), Lt. Jim Turner (WIA)
(X0), and Lt. Zeke Detreane (KIA - along with his entire crew - at best his bow gunner may have
escaped death). B/37 had no losses.

Maj. Hunter ordered me to assemble the remainder of A/37, attach it to me and move it to the 37th
Tank Bn. positions vic. Lezey. Capt. Spencer came out on foot after searching for his wounded. He
was awarded a DSC.

What limited a unit's ability to conduct operations continuously (day and night)?

Mud and enemy AT and tank fire inhibited day and night operations. While crews were fatigued, no
operation was ever postponed or delayed because of this. Night operations were limited to attacks
on Moncourt and Reichicourt in this area. We did, of course, make tactical moves at night to
reposition ourselves for an attack or to improve our defense.

What tactics did the M4 tanks use to close with Mark V German tanks with longer range?

The "smoke" round - both tank and artillery was the key to combating the tough Panther over open
terrain. The WP was frequently the first round out the tube of the 75Smm gun. Unfortunately, we had
no 76 MM smoke, which caused me to keep at least one old 75 MM Sherman in each platoon so we
could have readily available smoke to accomplish our missions. The WP provided three advantages:

1. Mark targets
2. Kill targets
3. Screen friendly forces.

Artillery preparations including smoke were held on enemy positions as the U.S. massed tanks
moved as "ships on the sea" toward the enemy. Artillery was only lifted as we closed on the
position. Point targets were quickly engaged by tanks with smoke, HE or Shot.

What was the effect of the continuous days of operations during Sept. 1944 on the troops?

Success brought elation and confidence. The spirit of the offense prevailed in the mobile defense.
This was our second grandest hour. The breakthrough and exploitation were the first - mobile
defense the second.

Where did most of your intel on the Gemans come from (company commander’s perspective)?

Col. Abrams and his S2 provided periodic oral reports on enemy strength, equipment and morale.

How was smoke most effectively employed?
Discussed in Question 8.

How often was the resupply of fuel and ammo required? How did you find it best done?
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A. We resupplied usually at night by bringing the fuel, water and ammo trucks as close to the
individual tank as possible. Platoon guides intercepted the trucks - leading them from tank to tank.
This was routinely done with division and our own service company trucks. Supply personnel
outside the division didn't do this as readily. Tanks were rarely, if ever, withdrawn for resupply - the
emphasis was "supply forward" as it should be. We topped off even during engagements by bringing
up the trucks.

13. Q. During the Lorraine campaign, as a team commander, what would be your ideal mix of
tank/infantry platoons?

A. A company team (Tk. Co / Inf. Co.) was the most common and the ideal, in my opinion. This
permitted a platoon with a platoon.

14. Q. What general advice would you give to the future tank company commander to control his
command and fight outnumbered to win?

A. To be successful, the tank company commander should master his own tank, move and fight from
the turret, and frequently lead the company on the approach in the exploitation and pursuit.

In the mobile defense, he should center himself, so he can move from flank to flank to influence the
action of his force. As was proven in the 37th Tank Bn., employment of the tank mounted XO (as a
platoon leader) permitted instant intelligence on the situation to influence the action, or to assume
command should the company commander become disabled or a casualty. The company
commander should leave the jeeps to his 1st Sergeant and maintenance section.

Editor: COL Leach’s comments, written nearly forty years after the fighting at Arracourt continue to resonate
today, particularly those concerning command responsibility and training. His comments concerning actions
taken during the battle offer a glimpse into the confusion that existed and the importance of rapid, aggressive
action. The German attacks near Arracourt were routinely disrupted or blunted by the fast action of American
armored companies and platoons. The emphasis upon company commanders being first good tank
commanders cannot be overstressed. This skill mastery facilitated the flexible command and operation of the
37th Tank Battalion that proved so effective at Arracourt.

4) Capt. Charles M. Baily, “Arracourt: Armor in Defense,” Armor Officer Advance
Course, 4 June 1972

The attack was generally a surprise to the Americans. As late as 18 September, XII Corps only gave the
Germans the capability of launching small, harassing attacks in the CCA area. Neither did the tactical units of
CCA expect an attack. (1)

Good security from C Company and the 37th Tank Battalion kept the German attack from being a tactical
surprise. The first warning was at 2330 hours on the 18th of September. The C Company outpost SE of Lezey
heard a column on the road to its front. The column turned off to Ley to bivouac and a patrol was sent from
the OP which discovered tank tracks leading off the road. C Company dispatched a patrol, largely made up of
assistant drivers, to find out what was in Ley. The patrol adjusted artillery fire on the Germans and forced
them to move. Meanwhile artillery had been registered on the crossroads by C Company and fired at the
Germans as they passed through. (2)

First contact with the attack came at Moncourt the following morning. After destroying a half-track
(German APC) and truck, the light tank platoon leader sighted five Panthers and withdrew back to Lesey. (3)

The next encounter came at about 0730 at a C Company outpost. The tank section at the OP had placed a
smaller OP with land line communications farther down the road. Warned by this OP, the section destroyed
two Panthers as they loomed into view. (4)

The major German attack was directed toward Lezey. As the attack developed the two OP’s were
strengthened to platoon size. (5) Capt. Lamison used the remaining platoon as a roving reserve and to block
further west. C Company gained a significant tactical advantage through the use of land line OP’s during the
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action that followed. The 37th habitually carried a field phone and wire on each tank. During this fight the
assistant drivers had been dispatched to positions 60-100 yards in front of each tank with a field phone. These
men directed tank fire against the German armor while the U.S. tanks were still protected by the ground fog.
The German attack in the Lezey area was completely disorganized by this tactic. Twelve tanks were
destroyed, and when the fog lifted at about 1100 C Company directed artillery and air strikes on the Germans
“milling around” to its front. (6) This was the first time that the Americans realized the magnitude of the
German attack. After this the German attack degenerated into a number of company-size probes throughout
the Rechincourt-Bezange area. (7)

Editor: This short piece again underscores the importance of proper security. In this case, the use of outposts
with reliable communications prevented C Company from being surprised and possibly overrun by a larger
German armor force. Similarly, the use of observers from each tank in forward positions, enabled the
American tanks to engage German through the fog without being seen. Although not likely to have resulted in
precision fires, the sudden eruption of large caliber rounds from out of the fog generated confusion among the
Germans that helped minimize the impact of the opening attacks. The successful use of these OPs underscored
the importance of understanding how each piece of equipment functions and is to be used—in this instance
field phones and wire.

Notes

1) Col. Kenneth R. Lamison, Personal Interview, Fort Knox, Kentucky, 4 February 1972.

2) Headquarters 37th Tank Battalion, After Action Report for September, 8 November 1944.
3) Ibid.

4) Ibid.

5) Ibid.

6) Lamison interview.

7) Hugh M. Cole, United States Army in World War I1: The European Theater of Operations: The Lorraine Campaign
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1997), pp. 224.
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A Tank Battalion Commander’s Experience in Europe

Editor: The following pages provide insights from Brig. Gen. (ret.) Albin F. Irzyk, who served with the 4th
Armored Division from 1942 until 1946. Irzyk served as the S-3, Executive Officer, and battalion commander
of the 8th Tank Battalion. He saw extensive combat in Europe following the unit’s arrival in Normandy until
the war’s end. These pages are an extract of an interview conducted with him by the editor in May 2014.
General Irzyk’s career also included service with the postwar U.S. Constabulary, training responsibilities at the
Armor Center, and command of the 14th Armored Cavalry Regiment during the 1961 Berlin Crisis. In
Vietnam he was responsible for the initial defense of Saigon during the Tet Offensive and later served as
Assistant Division Commander-A in the 4th Infantry Division, responsible for the operations of the division.
Principal decorations earned over the course of his career included the Silver Star with Oak Leaf Cluster, the
Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal with three Oak Leaf Clusters, the Purple Heart with Oak Leaf Cluster,
and the Distinguished Service Cross.

Interview with Brig. Gen. (ret.) Albin F. Irzyk, May 2014

Q: When you arrived in Normandy was your battalion operating as a pure tank battalion or was it almost
always a combined arms task force?

A: In the 4th Armored Division, there were three combat commands. Each combat command generally had
one tank battalion, one armored infantry battalion, and one artillery battalion, but the combat command
was flexible. It was not like a regiment. Basically, a tank battalion and armored infantry battalion
operated together, supported by an artillery battalion. In the case of the 8th Tank Battalion I would say
that probably two thirds of the time we operated as a battalion and about a third of the time we had the
armored infantry. They were always with us and my artillery battalion was always behind me. The
artillery battalion commander was in a jeep, and he hovered close behind me. I could reach over to him,
and say, “Hey, Pete [Lt. Col. Arthur C. Peterson, 22d Armored Field Artillery Battalion commander], I
need this.” As needed the tank battalion operated with all its companies out. For example, at Chaumont
the 10th AIB [Armored Infantry Battalion] and 4th Armored—they rode our tanks into the battle. They
jumped off the tanks, and they fought together. It was as the conditions required. There was no hard and
fast rule. We were flexible.

Q: When you did task organize, did the 8th Tank Battalion generally cross attach with the same unit?

A: No. We changed. For a long time I had the 10th Armored Infantry. I had the 51st Infantry, and the 54th
Infantry not so much [Note: Possible reference to the 53rd Armored Infantry Battalion, which was part of the 4th
Armored Division. The 54th Armored Infantry Battalion was organic to the 10th Armored Division]. Basically, the
10th Armored Infantry, but I worked with the other two battalions. For example, I had the 53rd when I
hit the concentration camp. I had the 51st during Lorraine. Mostly, I had the 10th, but I worked with all
three of the armored infantry battalions and all three of the artillery battalions.

Q: Did your battalion ever receive attachments of tank destroyers? If so, how were they integrated into the
task forces?

A: We had a fantastic destroyer battalion, the 704th. Elements of 704th were assigned to the combat
commands. The backbone of the combat command is the tank battalion. The tank battalion commander
is the guy who usually fights the combat command, and infantry and artillery support him. We also had
tank destroyers. Sometimes a company of tank destroyers. They had a 90mm which was much more
powerful and good help. In the Arracourt battle, it was the tank destroyers that did a fantastic battle.

Had your unit had any prior experience working with or training with tank destroyers?
No. They came, and we worked with them. We didn’t sit in a classroom.

During the drive across France and again later into Germany, was there a standard operating procedure
at the combat command or task force level for the rapid elimination of resistance encountered?

> QxR

No standard operating procedure. Minute by minute things changed. We operated the way we were
geared to operate. I keep talking about the imponderables of a battlefield. You never know what the other
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guy is going to do. Like the coaches, he has the game plan and we have a game plan, but it doesn’t last
long, so you have to adjust by the minute. Whatever the situation required.

During these operations across France and later into Germany can you describe the basic formation of
the battalion task force as it advanced? Where, for example, was your command post, supporting
artillery, maintenance, and supply elements? What did the organization look like?

Well, once again, I refer to my battalion commander, [Lt. Col. Edgar T.] Tom Conley. He was an older
man. The Eighth tank battalion was created during this reorganization.

Note: This statement refers to the reorganization of the 4th Armored Division in September 1943. This
reorganization eliminated regiments from the division and reduced the size of the overall formation. This change
impacted all armored divisions except the 2d and 3rd Armored Divisions.

He was the first commander, and he knew nothing about tank operations. He was a conservative guy,
and he knew it. When we were in England before the Normandy invasion, he called me in one day and
said, “I’ve been thinking about how we’re going to operate this tank battalion.” It turned out he did it
very unconventionally. He said “I’'m going to form what I call an advance guard, and you’re going to
command it.” I was the S3, the operations officer then. “You’re going to command the advance guard, I
will give you what we think you need. You’ll lead the battalion, and I will reinforce you. This was
probably the only time ever that we had this sort of thing. So I, in essence, fought the battalion. When we
moved out, I would usually have a couple of platoons of light tanks, a tank company, and some recon.
That is the way we went into combat, but we adjusted. Later, when I took the battalion, I fought the
battalion as I thought it should have been done. There’s no set way. Every commander organizes the
battalion as he thinks it should be, and it has to change, depending on what the situation is. If we’re
moving rapidly, we get the lighter forces out in front. If we’re held up, we put the tanks up. So we have
to make adjustments by the minute.

How did you generally employ your light tank company?

If we’re moving rapidly and the enemy is scattered, we put the light tanks out. We usually had a troop of
cavalry attached to us. So it would be the cavalry and the light tanks out front with the medium tanks
behind them. During the battle of Chaumont, I had them on both flanks. Frequently, I used them on the
flanks. It was the light tanks that were the first to overrun the concentration camp at Ohrdruf. I had the
light tanks on the flanks and the ones on the left were the first ones into the concentration camp. Those
are some examples of how I used the light tanks.

I take it that if you had the opportunity, you would not have substituted the light tanks for another
medium tank company?

I won'’t argue with the organization. I was very happy with the way we were organized. We were flexible.

How was close air support coordinated with your battalion? Did you, for example, have a forward air
control party with your battalion?

Yes, we did. In fact one of the early casualties was a major, a forward observer, outside of Lorient. This
was in Brittany. We had just started the war. We had forward observers down with us, and these were
skilled pilots. I don’t think they enjoyed it, but they’d come down for a month. The beauty is that if I
needed air, I as task force commander had to go to battalion command, who had to go to combat
command. We had tank radios, but the range was not that great. I had an S3 track, and then had
communications that could go back about 25 miles, so it could go back to combat command. Combat
command had to go to division. But if the forward observer was there, he had a radio. He’d talk to his
guys up in the air. We did not always have them, but we frequently had forward air observers. They
saved our bacon more than once.

What were your biggest maintenance challenges and your supply challenges?

World War II was a war of movement. The tank made World War II the war of movement. We were
moving all the time. An example—you were talking about maintenance and food. In Lorraine, we
attacked on November 8 and were finally stopped on December 6. During that time no kitchen trucks got
anywhere near us. We had no hot meals except what we cooked with our Coleman burners for four
weeks. We had not one minute of maintenance for four weeks. That’s the reason I charge anyone that
criticizes the Sherman tank. The Sherman had some shortcomings, but it was a fantastic tank to do the
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job it was designed to do. The problem was getting what we needed from the infantry that couldn’t
negotiate this terrible terrain behind us. We had to survive by ourselves without too much of logistical
support. There were times when we advanced and were stopped after fighting all day. We were low on
ammunition, low on gasoline. We needed resupply. I would send my tanks back to escort the trucks up.
Here are these guys who have fought all day long from first light. It’s now dark, and they have to refuel.
They have to wait until the kitchen trucks catch up with us. [Note: In the 4th Armored Division, the kitchen
trucks were often used to carry additional supplies.]

When the kitchen trucks come up, they have to get close enough to the tank so they can refuel them
and supply them with ammunition. So what happens when you’re waiting for gasoline and ammunition?
The gasoline comes up in 5-gallon cans. It takes about 15 of them to refuel after the day’s operation. So
each can is like a bucket brigade. It goes from the truck to a guy on the ground behind the tank. You lift it
up to the guy on the tank. He has to unscrew it, pour five gallons in, and send it [the container] back. And
this has to happen for about fifteen tanks. Now it’s refueled. Now it comes time for ammunition. The
shells are about two feet long. They come in a box. They’re in fiber cases. They have to be taken out
quietly—because the enemy is near—you have to pass up the shells. They have to be handled carefully,
because if you dent the shells, you're going to have a jam. This goes on virtually all night.

You feel very strongly about the Sherman tank. What were its best features? What were its worst?

In World War II we had an industrial miracle that will never be equaled. No one known will ever come
close to doing what we did. When I joined the Army in 1940, the Army was 178,000. We were the
sixteenth largest army in the world. That was 1940. Four years later, we’ve got thousands of ships,
thousands of tanks. I still applaud the inventive genius of our country. They came up with the Sherman
tank. First we had the Grant and Lee tank in Africa. The Grant had a short cannon, but it was on the
sponson. The turret had a little weapon. This is the desert. We got the Shermans. Tremendous advance
from then to the Sherman. I think our county was doing great. But back to the shortcomings, the
Sherman had 75mm gun. It was a short barrel, low muzzle velocity. It was not comparable to other tanks
that the Germans and the Russians had. It was a 7Smm. But it was mobile. It was simple. We ran out of
armored replacements early on. Infantry people came in. Never saw a tank. In four days, they were
working crewmen. We had the 360-degree traverse, which gave us a tremendous advantage. Our gunners
had that. It was a simple tank to maintain. I mentioned we went a whole month in the mud in the worst
weather possible in Lorraine without one minute of maintenance—just first echelon maintenance that the
crew could do. The shortcoming was our tracks were a little narrow. That’s the reason we bogged down
in the mud. The gun was short, but even then we corrected it. I had this tank until we got to Bastogne.
About two or three days after we relieved the 101st [Airborne Division], I'm down to thirteen medium
tanks, and I get a call from the radio from my maintenance officer. He says, “We’ve just gotten seven
replacement tanks.” I says, “Great.” He says, “No, no. You got to come see them.” So I went and saw
them. That was the first time I saw the Easy 8 [M4A3ES8]. Now since then we’ve moved to a 76mm gun
with long barrel, higher muzzle velocity, and we had a wider track. A better Sherman tank. So for half of
the war, I had the M4A3; for half of it, I had the M4A3ES8, Easy Eight. Toward the end of the war, early
March or early April, I was offered the 90mm, the Pershing tank. I said, “No, no. We didn’t need that.”
We had the mobility. No tank could have done what it did: to go 161 miles from Lorraine to Bastogne on
the approach march. That’s the plusses and minuses of the Sherman. The minus was the gun, probably
the narrowness of the tracks, and we had less armor. Tank developers have to have a great balance. The
bigger the gun, you’ve got to have a bigger platform. To me the most highly overrated, highly
misunderstood tank was the Tiger tank. It was a disaster. All it was was a roving pillbox. It had the best
weapon of the war in the 88, but mechanically outsized, chewed up gasoline, and it was not a tank. No
mobility.

One quick question with the Easy 8. Did you have any issues with very distinct muzzle flashes when the
76mm fired?

No.
Were there any significant field modifications to combat vehicles in your battalion?

I tried and abandoned it. The Germans had something called a Panzerfaust. A guy in a foxhole with a
Panzerfaust could knock out a tank. The Panzerfaust was a fantastic weapon. It was their version of the
bazooka. It had a bulbous projectile. It had a handle like a thick broom handle. When it was fired, it
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latched on to the tank. It wobbled. It was not a high velocity weapon by any means. It latched onto the
tank, and it would bore into the tank. It would be a big hole to start with, but it would get smaller. It
would be pushing these fragments. They would disable a crew. In addition, they would disable a tank.
One time during a brief period, I had my maintenance crew take concrete, additional armor, and all sorts
of things. [Note: This was a test of the use of additional armor as protection against shaped charge weapons.
Concrete was fairly common, but its effectiveness was never confirmed.] They fired the panzerfaust, and it still
went through. I said the heck with this. During the time we were in France, at some point we put
shrubbery around the tanks. But those are about the only modifications—virtually no modifications to
the tank.

One of the things you describe in your book He Rode Up Front for Patton, there’s a scene in Normandy
before you’ve entered combat where you are walking around trying to learn as much about the battlefield
as possible. You describe a situation where you find several knocked out Shermans and a lone Panther.
You have what amounts to an epiphany when you realize the white star on the Shermans was an aiming
point. Did you have similar insights or lessons learned as you got into active combat operations?

The period you describe was just before [Operation] Cobra. We were sitting and waiting for Cobra. After
Cobra, we attacked. But during this period, there was nothing you could do. There was no training,
nothing, no classrooms or anything. The men were on their own. So I decided to see what I could see,
because the ground had been fought over. So I got in my jeep, and I spent three or four days roaming
around the area. I visited the hedgerows which were an eye opener. The first dead Germans I saw were in
a small tank that had been burned. I went up, opened the hatch, and they were sitting there like toast.
Then I had this experience that you describe. I was roaming around and saw this knocked out Panther
tank. I went to it, got up on the back, and low and behold I looked down the barrel and saw these five
American tanks. Whoever the platoon leader was had zero training, because he did everything he should
not have done. First of all the five tanks were in a row. We taught them to stagger the tanks and not to be
at the same range. So if we had a German gunner, he’s not going to go “boom, boom”—which he did
then [rapid destruction of one tank after another]. If you spread your tanks in an irregular formation, the
German gunner has to aim at each one separately, different range, different distance. But this platoon was
advancing five in a row, and as big as you could possibly see was this white star [national identification
painted on front hull on American tanks]. And there was the shot. All he [the German tank gunner] was
“bang, bang, bang.” It was like Coney Island. It there’s a tank in the history books that shows no stars,
that’s mine. But if it shows stars, that’s not mine. I went and talked to Tom Conley [the battalion
commander], and he said okay [to remove the white stars from the battalion’s tanks]. I don’t know how
many lives that saved, but we went in starless.

During the drive to Bastogne, what do you consider to have been the greatest obstacle: navigation with
no or inadequate maps, weather and terrain, or German resistance, particularly at Chaumont?

The Battle of the Bulge was unique. It was probably the greatest land battle our country has ever fought.
One of the greatest land battles of all time, I think. But we had two enemies: one was the massive
German attack, second was the weather. The weather was the worst in about a hundred years or ever in
that area. Weather definitely was a major problem. It probably balanced out with the ferocity of the
German fight. It was bitter cold. We got colder and colder until you could not get any colder. There was
no place to go, no hot food, no hot room, no hot shower, the ground was frozen. It was just terrible. On
the advance north, everything was adverse. The ceiling was zero, it was gray, bitter cold wind, frozen
roads—conditions could not have been worse. Going to Bastogne, we had one map, and I didn’t have it.
My combat commander had it. We had been alerted. We were ready to go. That was after we got to a
place called Singling, about eight miles from the German border. We had orders to attack through the
infantry across the border into Germany into the Saarland. Directly east. We were going directly east
when Patton turned his army ninety degrees to go to the north. All our maps were oriented to the east. I
was called on the afternoon before I turned at midnight. This is the afternoon of the 18th December. I left
my area on 0030 on 19 December. My combat commander said, “You’re going north.” Our maps were
to the east. He had a Michelin map. That was the only map. We had absolutely no idea we’d be going
north. That was one time where maps could have helped. I had no map. So he had to talk to me on the
radio or drive with his jeep to help guide me to Bastogne.

Did your tanks use grousers during the Battle of the Bulge.
For a brief period, but it was not worth the effort. They had marginal effect. Not effective.
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What type of reconnaissance assets did you generally have available to you as a battalion/task force
commander?

Most of the time in a tactical situation, you don’t know what is out in front of you. Sometimes if it was
safe, we’d have the forward observer fly overhead, or we had tactical air report what was out front.
There’s no intelligence, because things changed from minute to minute hour by hour. We had to meet
what we faced and handle it from then on.

When you were task organized or operating as part of a task force, was there any mechanized cavalry
assigned to you?

Yes, we had an armored cavalry squadron, and we had a company of them attached. But reconnaissance
is not the word. They were a light force helping us fight. Even they couldn’t see out in front. They
couldn’t crawl anywhere.

How did you develop an understanding of where the enemy was, the terrain, the situational awareness?

When they started shooting at us, we knew they were there. There was nothing we had overhead. We
had no tactical air, no recon air. The Germans had reconnaissance air, but that was high level. We had
no air telling us, but sometimes the fighters would report to us. Day by day by day we had no ground
reconnaissance. We just had to take it as we met it.

So the armored cavalry was not finding things out in advance of the main body?

No, they were helping us fight. The light tanks and the recon worked together, but they were fighting
elements.

Not information collectors?
No.

Who was responsible for making sure that reconnaissance or the operation of attached mechanized
cavalry/armored cavalry was integrated with that of the battalion?

This cavalry unit was assigned to the combat command. He operated under the combat commander, but
frequently the units were with me. There was no advance arrangement.

You considered General Wood to be an exceptional leader. What made him so?

General Wood had a feel for people. First of all, General Wood was a football player. He played varsity
football for the University of Arkansas before he went to West Point. When he was at West Point,
because he already had a college education, he was well ahead of the cadets. He tutored the cadets. He
picked up the nickname “P” Wood for professor. He obviously had a great feel for people. As a leader, in
my opinion, he had everything. When I got to Pine Camp, I asked about the division commander, who
was General Wood. A lieutenant said, “Ah, I think he’s weak.” I asked why, and he said, “Well, he said
‘God bless you men’.” I mention the Tennessee maneuvers. He [General Wood] spoke up to Ben Lear
[Lt. Gen. Ben Lear, Second Army commander] time and time again until people thought he was on the
verge of being relieved—and he was. But he was backing his troops. The word got down to the troops.
From that point on, they fell in love with General Wood. But it was not just a love affair. General Wood
was a great trainer. I mentioned he required night classes, and General Wood was a man who visited his
units. He was a division commander who went out and saw the men. There were some division
commanders that command from a desk. He was out among them. When we were in the desert, he was
in a tent. He was offered a special carrier. No. He lived like the men. I've got pictures of him showering
in front of his tent. During a break in the war, he came and talked to the troops. This was after we had
had quite a few engagements, and we had a quick break. He was there to tell us how great he thought we
were. He actually wept said, “God bless you men.” Beyond that he was a great tactician, and the tactics
that we used across France were called Patton’s tanks, but they John Wood’s tanks. He was the one that
was almost court martialed when we were ordered west to the Atlantic ports (Lorient). At that time
Patton was just getting out of the doghouse. His army had just been reactivated. He wasn’t going to
scream. It was John Wood who went on a limb and screamed at the senior commanders, “You guys are
doing it the wrong way. The enemy is to the east, not to the west.” He was a very outspoken guy. The
troops loved him. They used to say, “I saluted him before he saluted me.” He had everything a leader
could have in my opinion. He had the admiration and love of his troops. They fought for him. The
Fourth Armored Division continued without him in command from November until the end of the war.
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General Gaffey succeeded him. General Gaffey later served at Fort Knox. Gaffey Hall is named for him.
He agreed that the division was never his. It was always John Wood’s. At the conventions after the war,
people never forgot John Wood. He was a unique commander.

Did the relief of General Wood adversely impact the performance of the 4th Armored Division, even if
only temporarily?

It did almost immediately.
How was that impact felt at your level?

Things happened that would not have happened if Wood had been in command. The battle of Singling
was probably the low point of the 4th Armored Division’s career. It shouldn’t have happened. At that
time we had a tremendous change in command. We had a change in the division commander. We had a
new general come in, an infantryman by the name of Earnest [Brigadier General Herbert L. Earnest,
Combat Command A]. We had four battalion commanders that changed within a period of four days,
but the greatest impact was Wood going and Gaffey coming.

Can you talk a little bit about your experience with the 8th Tank Battalion in Lorraine?

There were two periods in Lorraine. Early on in the September era, but the real tough fighting was in
November. As you probably know, the 4th Armored Division and the 8th Tank Battalion they say ran
out of gas. We didn’t run out of gas, but the gas was diverted to Montgomery. Patton was stopped. For
the whole month of October, Patton, the greatest offensive weapon we had, was sitting. So we sat in
Lorraine, in the mud, the horrible weather. The rain broke all records. We had pup tents in the fields. We
had to take the pup tents down, because the mud was so deep that the tent pegs wouldn’t hold. We had to
find farms, homes, barns—we went into French homes to get into cover. That was October.

While that was happening, the Germans knew where we were coming, and they prepared for us.
They had a month to prepare for us. So obviously they picked the best defensive positions. On November
8, finally, after this long, long time sitting, we launched our attack. Now, the weather is ferocious. It’s
bitter cold, ceiling zero, cold wind. The worst thing is the mud. History books have said that Patton’s
forces hit mud. They don’t know what the mud was. The mud was like clay. If you put your foot in the
mud and lifted your foot out, it clogged around your foot. So the tanks basically were immobilized. There
was certain places where they could move cross country in the fields and other places they couldn’t. So
we were largely confined to the roads. The Germans knew that, so they blew craters in the roads, and
they mined the roads. That’s where their antitank guns were zeroed—on the roads. It was a matter of
slug, slug, slug. We depended greatly on our artillery. We used our tank fire when possible, but we were
largely restricted to the road. When we could, we left the roads. Occasionally this happened. If we were
up against a town, the outlying ground around the town was drier than the fields, so we could get around
the towns. It was four or four and a half miles a day.

At that point, I had the advance guard, leading the 8th Tank Battalion. As we were advancing, we
reached this town, beyond which was another town called Marthille. That would be our next objective.
They talked about Patton having a great sixth sense, a great battle sense. Well I don’t know what it was,
but that day I made a decision. I don’t know why I did it, but I did it. We kept slogging down the road,
but this time I got to this town. I looked down the road. Here was high ground [gestures on the left]. It
was wooded, and from the woods, the ground sloped down into the town. Over here was a creek
[gestures on the right]. A small creek, but in November it was a raging creek. I knew that if we left the
road, we couldn’t go to the right, because that would be trying to cross the creek. If we went to the left,
here was this high ground. If I'm hit, I can’t go up the ground—I'm trapped. It would be looking down at
me from the high ground, and I couldn’t go to the right. I was more or less stymied along the road. This
was not good. I also knew that the higher ground was drier ground. I decided then I’'m not going down
the road. I'll see if I can go around. I used the ridge to my advantage to get to Marthille. Well, the
Germans must have known this. They must have gathered up from various sources this supply of
antitank guns. They spent a lot of time, because this was November, and they were beautifully
camouflaged. They had gotten enough underbrush so that they really beautifully camouflaged these guns.
There was no evidence of guns when we were going up. We had the light tanks leading, and they’re
mobile. We did reconnaissance by fire. We used .30 caliber. The light tanks were firing their coaxes,
because they thought something was suspicious. They were firing. When you hit something solid, it
flashes. Suddenly, we got flashes, so we knew we got something there. One of the light tanks, with its



WORLD WAR II

37mm popped one of these suspicious places. Brush and all came down, and there was an antitank gun.
So they started popping all over the place. The minute they saw this antitank gun, we had a medium tank
come, and they shot 75mm rounds. While we were doing this, a bunch of Germans from Marthille came
running up the hill. They had crews with the guns, but they were obviously the reserve crews, perhaps on
their rest time. They were rushing up, and they were a fantastic target. In 45 minutes, I think we got the
largest bag of antitank guns. We got over twenty antitank guns, about eight of them were eighty-eights,
but we got them before they got us. And what I thought of—here was battery of antitank guns and my
battalion going down this road. They would have waited until my lead element got to Marthille, which
was about two-and-a-half kilometers. They could have destroyed my task force. That was one of the high
points of the fighting in Lorraine.

We continued on, we made a sharp turn to the right, and we went to a place called Dieuze. We took
the road that ran directly east and continued this fight town after town. There were bitter fights. We got
to a place called Mittersheim. It had a big dam. When we were nearing Mittersheim, we thought that
perhaps they would blow the locks and flood it. The 8th overran Mittersheim, so they never blew the
locks. We were able to keep advancing. This continued until early December.

In early December we had a tremendous turnover in leaders. We had two armored infantry battalion
commanders, lieutenant colonels, wounded the same day. They were evacuated. The 704th Tank
Destroyer Battalion lost their commander, and I took over the 8th Tank Battalion. General Wood was
relieved. General Earnest came in [Combat Command A] and General Gaffey took General Wood’s
place. I took over the battalion while we were in action, which was unusual. I was well enough known,
so I just hopped in the tank and continued the action that day.

The next morning I was told to—we were still heading east—turn to the left and seize a town called
Voellerdingen, capture the bridge over the Eichel River, and establish a bridgehead across the Eichel
River. Then I was to go north. The next morning I turned left off the main road I was on that led to
Domfessel, which was CCA’s objective. I was north of it at Voellerdingen. When I turned off the road at
Voellerdingen, I turned left and made a sharp turn. As I did so, six German tanks came out of the woods.
Our gunners spotted them before they fired. They hit two of them and disabled them. The other four
withdrew, and we never saw them again. When I turned to look to Voellerdingen, all I could see were
two steeples, the crosses of two steeples. That told me that they were way, way down, maybe in the valley
along the river. Obviously, I'm going to have to go down into the town. It’s getting late in the afternoon
now; it’s soon going to be dark. If I get down with my tanks in the town, I might be trapped.

I turned to Pete Peterson [Lt. Col. Arthur C. Peterson, commanding 22d Armored Field Artillery
Battalion], who was right behind me, the artillery commander. I said, “Pete, could I have your battalion
fire a concentration before I go into the town?” He said, “Sure, just a minute.” He got on the radio. He
said, “If you can wait forty-five minutes, I can get a TOT.” This is time on target. This is where he brings
in corps artillery. So forty-five minutes is a long time, because it’s beginning to get late in the afternoon.
Often getting something like this takes time, so it takes longer than they estimate. So I had to gamble—
either Pete’s battalion with 105s or I could wait and hopefully get the TOT. I said, “Okay, Pete. Let’s go
with the TOT.” Sure enough this was one time they were right on time. In forty minutes they shot the
TOT on Voellerdingen.

So my tanks rolled down into town, and it was quiet. When we got into town. I turned slightly left.
There in front of me was this huge concrete embankment with rails on it. An active train still rolled on it.
I'm trapped. I turned and we kept moving along the side, and there it was—the embankment. I thought
I’d be trapped. Suddenly I reached a spot where there was an underpass. Now we can get through. My
tanks turned, and when they turned, they were getting flanking fire from the Germans on the other side.
This was a tricky thing, because if either them or us hit the bank, and crumpled the banks, we were
stopped anyway. My gunners shot right through that underpass and overcame whatever was firing at
them. It got quiet. Now it’s dark. We turned and rolled through the underpass. We got to the Eichel
River, which was a raging river. Everything was swift and cold. We got across the bridge. We secured our
bridgehead. It was very, very muddy over there, but we crossed and accomplished our mission.

As an aside, I went back there recently in ’09. We were over there visiting. There was a woman in the
building that overlooked the bridge. She came out to see what the fuss was. She learned that I was the
commander of the force. She invited us into her home. She was twelve or thirteen years old at the time of
the fight. She said she and her father watched as the Germans prepared to dynamite the underpass. When
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they sensed the Americans were getting close, her mother and father invited the Germans to come into
their home. They gave them Schnapps, and got them drunk. They hauled them out to the back. They put
sheets on the hay, and put them to sleep. The father went out and cut all the wires, so that when we went
through the pass, nothing happened. So this old farmer saved our bacon. I would never have known that
if we had not visited. My wife wrote it up for a magazine. It was called “Mysterious Ways,” and they
published it.

Anyway, the next morning I sent my B Company out in front. They hit resistance from some woods,
but that didn’t bother me. You can only fire from the edge of the woods. Whatever was there, people
with rifles and machine guns, the tanks took care of them. We reached a placed called Schmittviller at
noon. At that time, my combat commander said not to move, because CCA had not been able to cross
the river at Domfessel. CCA at that time had the 35th Tank Battalion operating. The 37th Tank Battalion
was in reserve behind. CCA at that time had two tank battalions, the 35th and the 37th. The 35th and its
armored infantry had the job of getting across the river at Domfessel. That morning they were still
fighting to get across. So my combat commander said not to move until we know that they can catch up,
because I was sticking out here by myself. I sat there all day. Nothing happened. That night I went back
to my combat commander, and he said we would move out in the morning.

Obviously, he didn’t know what was happening, because apparently during the day while we were
sitting, someone made a decision. I don’t know who it was. We had a new division commander, Gaffey,
and a new combat commander, Earnest. I don’t know who, but someone made a decision that the 35th
had had enough. They pulled up the 37th. Now it’s getting late in the day, and their job was to seize a
place called Bining. My mission was a town north of Singling, which never came into play. [Gestures
showing parallel route/mission of 8th and 37th Tank Battalions] Singling was not a mission. My mission
was beyond Singling. To get to Bining, they [37th Tank Battalion] had a red top, fast speed road. I had no
road whatsoever. My route was cross country, and I was on a little bit of a ridge. It was muddy, but not
too muddy. I went to Schmittviller. From Schmittviller to Singling it was all cross country; no road.
Well, the next morning, I get up at first light. I start moving down from Schmittviller—the ground slopes
down—and there were American vehicles. I couldn’t believe it.

I finally came down and saw 37th Tank Battalion. What must have happened and what did happen
is that Abrams [Lt. Col. Creighton Abrams, 37th Tank Battalion commander]| came up, saw that the day
was getting late, probably convinced whoever got him there to let him go. He made a bold shot without
infantry, without artillery heading for Bining, which was only about five or six miles along this red top
road. He must have hit a nest of guns, because he couldn’t get to Bining. So he switched over. I think he
decided that the best way to get Bining was to outflank it, but he came into my axis of advance. I can’t
understand communications, because obviously my combat commander had not been notified. I certainly
didn’t know. When he moved into Singling, it had no value whatsoever. It was a little place. It had
Maginot Line buildings, but it was not tactically or strategically valuable in any way. Abrams wanted to
outflank, but when he got to Singling, he had his nose hit. He lost C Company, either from fire or mud.
That’s where we were in the morning. He had sent a force, an armored infantry company and a tank
company into Singling.

The moment I got there, I had to see the commander. So my tank went up to his tank. I got out,
jumped up on his tank. A brand new commander of the 51st Armored Infantry was there—he came up
with me. We were both on the back deck. At that time I think Abrams was being blasted by Earnest, who
was saying, “What are you doing in Singling? Your mission is Bining?” He had lost these people in the
morning. He was told that the town in front was clear. I later learned that it was not clear. It was a totally
confusing thing, but he [Lt. Col. Abrams] was totally overwrought, and that’s when he blasted me. He
said, “Get going! It’s your battle.” But he’s in my axis of advance. He came over from his and
apparently didn’t notify anyone. It was a mess. Singling, I say is the lowest point of the 4th Armored
Division’s career. We never would have heard about Singling if these young lieutenants had not later
decided to write about a small unit action. Their whole article is about the actions of the armored infantry
and tanks in the town. It was the result of massive changes in command, maybe lack of communication,
lack of coordination. It was a mess.

Note: The article referenced was a publication compiled by the U.S. Army's Historical Section in 1946 that
included a detailed description of the tactical engagement in Singling. Today, it is CMH Pub 100-14, and it is
available online at http:/ / www.history.army.mil/ books /wwii/smallunit / smallunit-fin. htm.
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So Singling and the events surrounding it were definitely not the norm for the 4th Armored Division.
That’s right.

Up to Singling and perhaps beyond Singling could the fighting be characterized by bad weather,
restrictive terrain, and a series of movements from one town to another?

> QxR

Yes. All of that. We talk about the horrible weather at Bastogne, but the weather during our November
slug through Lorraine was horrendous. I've described how bad it was for the tanks. The infantry—they
were the ones who had to slog through this stuff. They carried on their backs a horseshoe roll with a
blanket and a shelter half. They had K Rations. Their kitchen trucks couldn’t get to them any better than
my kitchen trucks could get to me. They had the rifle, they had an entrenching tool, and they slogged in
soaking wet, thin jackets. It was horrible. It was the weather, the ground, the atmosphere, and in the case
of the 4th Armored Division, tremendous changes in leadership. Because of changes in leadership, lack of
communication and miscommunication—a lot of factors fell into place to keep something good from
happening.

Q: What was the morale like for the soldiers?

A: I mentioned that we went a whole month without a hot meal. Not a minute of maintenance. No hot
meals. These guys had been slogging it out since November 8th. The men were tired, but they still battled
away. We didn’t sleep much. Infantry—you can learn to sleep standing up. I learned to sleep on a horse.
The infantry would sit there and shake. If they tried to dig a foxhole, they would dig out the earth and up
would come the water.

Q: The armored infantry had halftracks. How well did they operate in the mud?

A: It was harder for them even than the tanks, so they had to stick pretty much to the roads. Halftracks were
often times just approach vehicles. They would dismount, and many, many times we had infantry on the
tanks. They went forward with us. When we hit something, they would jump off. If they moved, they
usually moved on the tanks. We used the halftracks when there was no firing—no artillery and no
machine gun fire.

Q: What advice would you give today for new platoon leaders and company commanders?

A: The first thing is get to know your men. They’re the ones who are going to make or break that outfit.
They’ve been schooled—now, it’s a test of leadership. In the case of a company commander, he’s got to
get to know his first sergeant

Editor: General Irzyk’s comments reflect the flexibility and combat power of an armored battalion that
routinely operated as a combined arms team—or had ready access to combined arms assets. His description of
the fast pace of operations, particularly during the drive across France, underscores the importance of combat
power. With events changing rapidly, it proved difficult to get a clear understanding of German dispositions
before actually engaging hostile forces. Hence, reconnaissance assets often served as a forward security
element that supported combat operations by the battalion. At the division level, command and control of
multiple, fast moving battalion task forces required coordination, communication, and careful monitoring of
all actions. In their absence, maneuvering the independently moving task forces could generate problems,
characterized by the impact of widespread command changes in early December and the confused operations
near Singling. However, a significant feature reflected in the experiences captured here is the importance of
soldier morale, effective leadership, intimate knowledge of the assets found in the combined arms teams, and
tactical competence.
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Extract from an Armored Commander’s Narrative
on the Italian Campaign

Editor: A commander of a separate tank battalion serving in Italy filed this lessons learned report governing
his unit’s operation between 11 May and 11 June 1944. The separate tank battalions were intended as a pool of
armored units for assignment as needed to infantry divisions. Overseas, they often came under corps or army
control for temporary attachment to subordinate formations as requested. This report highlights some of
complications with reliance upon attachments, and it underscores the value of close coordination of tanks and
infantry in the planning, preparation, and execution of combat operations. This report is included in United
States Army Ground Forces Observer Board, “Report of Observers: Mediterranean Theater of Operations,”
Volume III, 11 December 1944, in the U.S. Army Heritage and Education Center.

It should be borne in mind that the following comments are based solely on the necessarily limited view
point of a battalion commander. No doubt there were many factors involved totally unknown to me. Too, we
were engaged in a pursuit, in which unorthodox procedure would not bring unduly severe consequences.
Nevertheless, it appeared significant that when principles taught in field manuals were followed, good results were
achieved, and deviations brought trouble.

1. The most important principle is: the employment of tanks must be carefully coordinated with all elements of attack.

A haphazard commitment of tanks is a waste of time, tanks, and men. Frequently during the campaign
we were ordered to "support the attack of the infantry at dawn," when we knew only the general location of
the infantry, had only a hazy idea of the mission, knew nothing of the plans of the infantry, and had
insufficient time to get the information and disseminate it. First, in order to fire, tanks must know where friendly
troops are, or casualties will result from our own fire. For same reason tanks must know where the infantry is
going. Furthermore, usually the tanks must go with the infantry. In close country like Italy a separation of
tanks and infantry is likely to result in the complete loss of usefulness of the tanks. In order to obtain close
cooperation, this battalion habitually sent a liaison officer to division headquarters, a liaison officer to each
regiment supported, and liaison officers to each assault battalion. The tanks should not be committed until
information is disseminated to the troops, at least down to and including platoon leaders. In one attack, the tanks were
ordered to support an attack which had already been launched. Though the order was issued prior to the
attack, there was insufficient time to get the tanks to the attack position and no time for explaining the plan of
attack. Consequently, it was late in the morning before the tanks gained contact with the infantry and were
able to support the attack. I firmly believe that time would have been saved, the attack would have progressed
further, and casualties would have been averted, if the attack had been postponed until the tanks could be
integrated in the plan of attack.

On the next day, the tanks were again ordered to support an attack which had already started. Again,
time was lost in locating and establishing liaison with the infantry.

At one time, elements of two battalions of tanks were ordered to support an attack with about two hours
to bring the tanks through a bottle-neck, establish command channels of communication and coordinate tank
plans with those of the infantry. This time proved insufficient, and because of the late hour of the attack, it
could not be pushed home before darkness.

In the instances cited, I believe it fair to ask: Had the tanks been any other major element of the attack
would the attack have been launched before coordination had been achieved? (That the tanks were
considered a major element was evidenced by the anxiety and concern displayed in getting the tanks forward
to support the attack.) Yet, the attacks were launched in spite of the fact that coordination had not been
achieved. Tanks cannot effectively support an attack merely by rolling forward. The tank commander must know
the plans and the location of the infantry, and given time to disseminate this information.

In most attacks, this battalion was given time to go over plans of the infantry in detail. When it became
clear that attacks could not be launched at the scheduled hour except at the expense of coordination, the hour
was changed. Consequently, these attacks went off like clockwork, and casualties were very light, both to the
tanks and to the infantry.
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2. Night operations by tanks are hazardous and usually ineffective.

At 0130, one morning, one company of the tank battalion was ordered “to proceed down the road,
towards an Italian city, gain and maintain contact with the enemy, and report all information gained.” This
city was situated on a precipitous hill mass, the road being the only route which tanks could negotiate and
reached at that time only by going to the city. (The tank battalion had been halted at nightfall in an attempt to
go around the city, losing four tanks.) Foot patrols had reported difficulty finding routes for dismounted
troops. It appeared extremely doubtful that tanks could get up the hill in daylight. Furthermore, the
information that could be gained by a tank company at night operating on a road would appear to be of
doubtful value. (In most places it was impossible to get off of this road even in daylight and this was clearly
indicated by maps and aerial photographs.) They could report only the location where they received anti-tank
fire or hit mines. An intelligent enemy would reveal nothing else. Tanks are no substitute for horse cavalry or
dismounted patrols. Furthermore, this company had been engaged all day, and had just completed servicing
their vehicles. Continued operations would certainly lessen their efficiency on the following day.

On 6 June, the task force, of which the tank battalion was a part, was directed to push on “without
pause.” At that time the task force had just finished an engagement and darkness had fallen. When the
column moved forward it ran into an ambush, and the leading tank was disabled by anti-tank fire. If the tank
had burned, lighting up the area, other tank casualties could have been expected. Meantime, the tanks were
relatively helpless to assist the infantry. The tank personnel lost sleep and could not service their vehicles,
making a long advance the next day impossible until the servicing could be accomplished. As tank personnel
must eventually halt for servicing and rest, and as the guns cannot be accurately laid at night, it is difficult to
see the advantages of a night attack. Certainly, faster progress can be made by day, and if a pursuit is to be
maintained for a long period of time, it would seem preferable to fight by day, service vehicles and rest
personnel at night.

3. Changes in attachment should be held to a minimum.

As has been pointed out, this battalion habitually furnished from four to seven liaison officers (each with
a radio and two men) to supported units. When a change in attachment occurred, it necessitated the recall of
these liaison details and sending them to new units. This takes time. Furthermore, time must be consumed in
moving to new positions, and in learning the plans of the supported unit. If insufficient time is allowed for this
process, inefficient and inadequate or no support may be expected.

At 2100 on June 2, this battalion was released from attachment to an infantry division and attached to a
task force. By 0100, 3 June, liaison had been established with the task force and possible plans had been
discussed. At 0600, 4 June, this battalion was released from attachment to the task force and re-attached to the
division—to support an attack which had been launched an hour earlier. Consequently, liaison details had to
be recalled from the task force and sent back to the division. Information of the location and plans of the
infantry had to be picked up on the fly, as we were directed to move up at once. At 1400 this battalion was
detached from the division and re-attached to the task force. At 0630, 5 June, this battalion was released from
the task force and attached to the Special Service Forces. It is difficult to see the advantages of such rapid
changes in attachment, bearing in mind the time required for changing liaison details and for gaining essential
information. No sooner had one situation been analyzed and troops set in motion than the entire picture was
changed, and the whole time-consuming process had to be repeated.

During the thirty-one days of combat this battalion changed its attachment eleven times, not including
about four abortive attachments not carried out.

4. When a United States tank battalion is attached to other Allied troops, the battalion commander should be in
charge of all armored operations involving the use of his force.

Right or wrong, our troops trust their commanders and feel uneasy if detached and put under immediate
command of officers whom they do not know. (This uneasiness is increased if the commander does not speak
our language). The habitual practice of one Allied division was to detach a small tank force and put it under
the command of one of their officers. The tank battalion commander was usually not consulted regarding the
employment of the tanks, and precise information was difficult to get because of the system of having one
officer in charge of all armored operations, one officer in charge of infantry operations, another officer to
coordinate the plans, and on top of this, a groupment commander in charge of the entire operation. Generally,
an attempt to find out the precise plans resulted in a fruitless visit from one officer to another, each referring
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the inquirer to someone else. For instance, a visit to the general resulted in being referred to a major, who
referred me to another major, who referred me back to the general. As a result of uncertainty, our troops
became dubious and hesitant, even over perfectly proper orders.

5. Tanks should be protected in passing through defiles.

On one occasion, a platoon of light tanks was spearheading an advance through mountains. Maneuver
was impossible and the road had numerous blown bridges. When anti-tank fire was received or when the
column encountered blown bridges, the column was forced to halt until infantry moved ahead to drive away
the anti-tank guns or to cover the engineers repairing the road. As a result, the column moved no faster than
the infantry could advance; in fact, slower, since time was consumed in reorganizing the column and sending
the tanks ahead. Two tanks were destroyed by encountering the enemy in defiles without infantry support, and
one tank by mines. It would seem preferable to have sent a covering force of dismounted infantry ahead of the
tanks, as in every case, infantry had to come up anyway, with a consequent loss of time. However, at no time
was infantry designated to clear the route, except when I urgently and emphatically requested infantry support.

6. Some provision for maintenance and rest should be made.

During the campaign from 11 May —11 June, this battalion marched about 300 miles on roads. An
additional average of 300 miles was covered in combat. Throughout this period, this battalion marched or fought, or
both, every day. Companies not engaged were required to remain on alert “prepared for immediate entry into
combat.” What maintenance we got was either “stolen” or necessitated by break-down. As a further
consequence of remaining on alert, fatigue assumed serious proportions. It expressed itself in
misunderstanding orders, slowness in organizing, and hesitancy in execution. There was an understandable
tendency in each division to which we were attached to regard the battalion as a “fresh” unit. Such was not
the case.

Editor: This report offers a cautionary tale for combat organizations designed in the expectation that various
assets will be attached to them. It underscores the problem associated with reliance upon external attachments
rather than organic assets and the difficulties faced by those units designated as attachments, particularly in
terms of sustaining combat effectiveness. The report stresses the importance of proper planning and
coordination to ensure the greatest success and impact of the tank-infantry team. Such integration requires
time and interaction—hence the battalion commander’s efforts to pre-position liaison teams with supported
units. Without clear information regarding how the infantry force plans to proceed, the tank force commander
cannot maximize his support. This interaction assumes a critical role for armor working in close complex
terrain or traversing defiles. The report’s author also indicates the importance of adhering to doctrinal
principles to ensure success, noting the negative outcome when ignored. The problems outlined in this report
were not unique to this unit or to the Mediterranean Theater, but proved fairly common among the separate
tank battalions. Consequently, the infantry division was restructured after the war to include an organic tank
component.
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Tank-Infantry Cooperation in Italy

Editor: An armored commander serving with the 1st Armored Division in Italy submitted a lessons learned
letter to U.S. Army Ground Forces focused upon the interaction of tanks and infantry during the breakout
from Anzio and subsequent drive into central Italy. An extract of this letter, provided here, was included in a
memorandum disseminated throughout the Army for training purposes. Note the italicized passages were also
highlighted in the original document. This report is included in United States Army Ground Force Observer
Board, “Report of Observers: Mediterranean Theater of Operations,” Volume III, 1 July 1944, at the U.S.
Army Heritage and Education Center

I want to bring out one or two points which may be of some advantage in connection with the training
preparation for the troops which are to be sent to the European theater. In World War I, the infantry-artillery
team was brought into full play and one could not operate without the other. In this war we have a third
factor, the tank. In the majority of fighting it requires the full cooperation of the tank, infantry and artillery to
enable any advance to be made. There is the fourth, the air, which should be closely allied to the effort. The
work team will never be complete until we have close support of the ground forces by air. However, we can
and do have the infantry-artillery-tank team. Our own tanks have caught the Germans in the wadis and I have
personally witnessed the effects of one of my own tanks which had caught about 200 Germans in a wadi and
had massacred the entire lot. Artillery fire, if concentrated, helps stop the tanks but it is not final as our tankers
go right through heavy hostile artillery fire with very little concern, but are concerned with mine fields and
concealed antitank guns.

In effecting close support of infantry with tanks many problems arise some of which I will cover. In the
first place I consider there are two types of actions, one in which the infantry supports the tank, and the other
in which the tanks support the infantry. In the break-through, or where the situation is fluid and neither side
has dug in, prepared mine fields, etc., the tank can lead the attack supported by the infantry. This situation
presupposes terrain on which the tank can operate in hours of daylight. In the case the tanks led off and seize
one terrain feature or objective after another, the infantry following behind and taking over the objective
gained by the tanks thereby freeing them for further advance. At night the tanks retire behind the line of the
infantry and prepare themselves for the next day’s work. This is the type of action naturally that is liked in the
tank division because in this way the tanker takes the brunt of the battle, which he should, and reduces the
losses of the infantry by cleaning out machine gun nests and strong points and by mobility can push the battle
fast. The closest coordination and cooperation by the artillery and tanks is required and the infantry must keep
coming along and taking over the ground and the prisoners and do the detailed mopping up of the enemy in
the houses and hidden places where the tanks cannot reach them. The other type of action is where the tanks
support the infantry. In this type of action the tank is limited by terrain and defensive features to the roads. The
advance of the tank must be preceded by mines being picked up in the mine fields through which the advance
must pass, and generally in a situation such as we now have in Anzio or at Cassino where we are bucking
through prepared defenses. Without tanks being with the infantry the hostile tank will establish himself in
houses and on the other side of the obstacle and destroy our infantry as it advances. The number of friendly
tanks that can be used, as likewise the hostile tanks, depends on the roads and therefore only a platoon can be
at the spearhead of the advance. If there is a minefield the attack has to be made under cover of darkness so
that the engineers can pick up the mines right behind the infantry and the tank must roll along quietly behind
the engineers and always be between 200 to 1,000 yards behind the infantry and point of advance so that the
tanks can cover the infantry with fire and bring direct fire on the hostile tanks. The tanks in my division have
not normally been trained to work closely with the infantry as this kind of training was more or less piece de
resistance of the GHQ tank battalions. However, we have quickly picked it up and are gratified that the
infantry likes to have tanks of the armored division work with them.

There are two points of interest, one is the communication between the tank and infantry and the other is
the point of command. I do not hesitate to attach a tank company or battalion to the infantry when the tanks
are supporting the infantry. In this way the infantry can call for its tanks when it needs them and where it
needs them. We do experience a little difficulty with the infantryman not knowing how to use the tanks
properly but so far have been able to advise him and have had practically no trouble. It is highly important that
there be good communication between the tanks and the infantry company commander. When we have
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worked with infantry divisions I have always loaned them radio equipment to enable them to talk directly
between the infantry companies and tank companies closely supporting them. As soon as the action changes
and a break-through is made then I remove the tanks from under the command of the infantry and put them
under their own commander to push forward and exploit the success, the infantry following along.

Over here we find the German utilizing to the full the stone houses which are so numerous in the
countryside. When going down the road the German will have his tanks in the houses. Our tanks will come up
behind the houses and the tanks fight from house to house with the infantry taking cover behind the houses
and the folds in the ground in the rear of the tanks. Where there are no hostile tanks but the houses are held by
hostile infantry our tanks deliver several rounds at close range in the house after which the infantry swarms in
and mops up the remains. They then proceed together to the next house. We learned that there must be a
rotation of tank platoons so as to continually keep one platoon up forward with the infantry. As the forward
tank platoon runs out of ammunition a platoon from the tank company in the rear must come up and replace it
without any loss of tank support. Failure to do this will leave the infantry alone without supporting tanks while
the tanks are getting replenished with ammunition. During this period they can well be destroyed by hostile
tanks coming down the road.

Artillery observers from my division ride in tanks and keep right up with the assault and are thereby able
to bring close artillery fire support. We do not hesitate to bring our own artillery down as close as 50 to 60
yards in front of our tanks and very often have our own tanks hit by fragments from our own artillery. This
causes no damage and the men do not mind it.

I hope to bring home the fact that the tank must be present with the infantry on ground suitable for tank
maneuver, and that artillery fire is not sufficient to stop the hostile tanks.

There is one more element in the team, which is the tank destroyer. When the enemy has Tiger tanks, as
he does in this theater, and the advance of tanks is canalized to roads, the Tiger tank has the advantage over
the medium tank, owing to its heavier armor and heavier weapon. It therefore becomes necessary to
accompany our tanks with platoons of TDs, the TDs taking cover behind houses and covering by fire the
advance of our tanks and engaging the Tiger tank when he appears. Our M-4 tank can take care of the Tiger
when we can deploy and bring our guns to bear on the side of the Tiger tank and we don’t have to meet him
head on. The 3” gun on the TD is the weapon that is required to handle the Tiger.

Previous to coming to Italy I felt there was quite a misconception as to the cooperation between tanks and
infantry. I think the training of our GHQ tank battalions should be more aggressive.

The two great enemies of the tank are terrain and the anti-tank guns, and worst of the two is the anti-tank
gun which has a tremendous advantage over the tank in that he can lie concealed and cannot be seen until the
critical moment arrives for the kill. Our artillery must put out the anti-tank guns when it is possible to bring fire
upon them, and in some cases our infantry may have to clean out the anti-tank gun on foot either by night
action or by assault supported by artillery in the daytime before the tanks get through. Our tanks, however,
must be aggressive and be required to lead the infantry as normal procedure, where the armor can take the
punishment of the shell fire, the mortar fire, the machine pistol, the rifle, and the machine gun fire. This is not
as easy as it may appear and I work continually on my platoon leaders of tanks to imbue in them the spirit that
they must lead the infantry and take the brunt of the battle. I find that after they have been in a few fights they
feel more like doing it because they realize the artillery fire has done them little damage, that the rest of the fire
bounces off them and they have more confidence. We must never let our infantry be overrun by tanks. The
Boche infantry are afraid of tanks; they cannot stand up under a tank attack either by a single tank or more.
‘While we must work to get our tanks bold and have them bore in and keep boring in, we also must not allow
infantry to sit back and watch the show. It is indeed a team proposition. Each one has got to pitch in and do
his job and when they do there is established a most cordial and mutual respect for one another.

One more final parting shot, and that is we must get our officers and men to read the book. They seem to insist upon
learning it the hard way. The training books are written as a result of battle experiences and are kept up to date by the hard
labors of officers who are continually bringing battle experiences into print. However, the officers and men at the front seem
to develop that “now it all” attitude and that the books are only written for the inexperienced in the rear. Many times they
have explained to me a lesson which they have learned at the expense of a lot of our men when I was able to turn to a page in
the book where they could have read and learned without the loss.
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Editor: This letter emphasizes the importance of team interaction, particularly between tanks and infantry at
the small unit level. The large amount of integrated effort required for tactical success mandates a sustained
training effort preceding commitment to battle. The lack of such training acknowledged in this article proved a
recurring theme throughout the war. The difference in capabilities between infantry and tanks is just as
significant today as in 1944, requiring a similar integration of action to ensure maximum effectiveness in
combeat.

The letter author also notes the shock impact of armor and the importance of leveraging that impact to achieve
objectives. There is also evident a desire for close air support that is not always available. This sentiment has a
timeless quality, since a variety of conditions may keep aircraft from supporting the tactical ground unit
commander immediately. Nevertheless, the ability to employ it effectively remains another dimension of
training the combined arms team. The letter repeatedly refers to the tank destroyer, a system no longer in the
Army inventory. However, the roles depicted could well be accomplished by an ATGM.

The final paragraph is another timeless example of the importance of knowing and understanding doctrine.
Today as in 1944, doctrine derives from combat experiences and careful analysis intended in part to prevent
trial and error tactics that result in unnecessary losses. Ignorance of doctrine and the related underlying
principles places soldiers at risk in any operational environment. In the instance noted above, the lessons
learned by combat soldiers had already been learned, analyzed, and codified for general use—they were
simply ignored.
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Tanks in the Jungle

Editor: The following extract was taken from an article appearing in the July-August 1997 issue of Armor
magazine written by Kevin C. Holzimmer and entitled “In Close Country: World War II American Armor
Tactics in the Jungles of the Southwest Pacific.” It focused upon the small scale use of tanks to support
infantry operations during an operation during the New Guinea campaign in the Pacific Theater of
Operations.

Tactical Realities

Despite doctrinal preconceptions, American infantrymen quickly discovered the value of the tank in jungle
operations. The utility of mechanized units became quite apparent when G.I.s faced the formidable defensive
prowess of the Japanese. In many cases, the Japanese had up to two years to prepare for the expected
American counteroffensives. Central to Japanese defensive tactics was the field fortification. According to the
U.S. War Department’s 1944 edition of its Handbook on Japanese Military Forces: “The Japanese defense of
small islands is characterized by the extensive use of field fortifications. The bunkers and pillbox-emplaced
machine guns are the backbone of defensive fire. These fortifications have been developed from small
installations, composed of a single layer of palm logs and sand bags and large enough for only a few men, into
massive structures 6 to 8 feet thick, housing more than a squad. Palm logs are giving way to reinforced
concrete and completely enclosed steel structures.” (1) Not only did these strongpoints protect the small
islands of the central Pacific Ocean, they also became obstacles to American units operating throughout New
Guinea and the Philippines.

Of the many individual battles between the armies of America and Japan, the Wakde-Sarmi campaign
highlights the way in which tanks were utilized in the Southwest Pacific (SWPA). This battle was one of
several that propelled American forces along the northern coast of New Guinea on their way to recapture the
Philippine Islands. (Map 1) MacArthur’s desire to return to the Philippine Islands dominated SWPA strategy.
In order to fulfill his famous pledge, he planned to proceed along the northern coast of northeast and Dutch
New Guinea, a route that would eventually lead to Leyte. MacArthur used American forces primarily to
secure airfields, which in turn would provide air support for future American military operations. The Wakde-
Sarmi area was one of many such ventures on the northern edge of New Guinea. This area refers to a region
that is covered with dense jungle and low-lying swamps but yet contained three airfields, all within 15 miles of
one another. (Map 2) Located near the New Guinea mainland, across from the village of Arare, is Wakde
Island, which had one of the three airdromes in the area. Actually, Wakde refers to two islands: Insoemoar
and Insoemanai. Insoemanai is the smaller of the two, measuring just 750 yards across, while the larger is
approximately 1,500 yards across. The airstrip covered much of Insoemoar, which made it a natural target for
MacArthur’s push to the Philippines. The rest of the island was covered with coral sand, except in the western
part where there are some small, rough, limestone hills. The island also contained an abandoned coconut
plantation. In all, Insoemoar Island represented one type of “close country” for the American soldiers who
fought there.(2)
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Map 1

Leading MacArthur’s drive was Lieutenant General Walter Krueger, commanding the Sixth United States
Army.(3) Krueger planned to land the Wakde-Sarmi task force, codenamed Tornado Task Force (TTF), in the
vicinity of Arare on 17 May 1944, with the 163d Regimental Combat Team (RCT) of the 41st Division. The
3d Battalion had the task of hitting the beaches first and quickly securing the western flank of the planned
perimeter at the Tor River, while the 1st Battalion was to unload last and prepare for its assault on Wakde
Island the next day.(4)

After a preinvasion bombardment, TTF landed unopposed and quickly organized defensive positions near
Arare and on the Tor River. In addition to establishing the beachhead, Company E moved to Insoemanai. The
small island was quickly secured with no Japanese resistance. H hour for the assault on Insoemoar was set for
0900 of 18 May. The invasion force consisted of Companies A, B, and C of the 1st Battalion and Company F
of the 2d Battalion. These four rifle companies would benefit from the support of four M4 Sherman tanks of
the 603d Tank Company.(5) The landing site was near a small jetty on the southern edge of the island, one of
only a few suitable beaches on the whole island.(6)

Whereas the Japanese offered no resistance on the New Guinea mainland or on Insoemanai, they were
not so passive on Insoemoar. On the larger island, they had prepared approximately a hundred bunkers, many
of which were well camouflaged, while others were dug deep into the ground and presented low silhouettes.
As the official historian of the New Guinea campaign states: “The majority of the many bunkers were
mutually supporting, but, on the other hand, some had been built with no apparent relationship to others.” In
all, the defenses on Insoemoar presented a deadly challenge for the invading American force.(7)

Shortly after the landings began at 0845 on 18 May, the soldiers of the 1st Battalion discovered for
themselves the tenacity of the Japanese defense. Enemy soldiers near the beach opened up with machine guns
as the first waves approached the landing site, but all four companies reached the island by 0925. Two of the
four Shermans were not so successful. One tank had electrical trouble and another fell into seven feet of water
as it attempted to land. Nevertheless, Companies B and F quickly established positions by 0930.(8)

With the beachhead secured, Company A started in the direction of the airstrip. It soon faced a bunker
200 yards east of the landing site, which the Americans quickly destroyed with hand grenades at 0946. (Map 3)
The company then pushed down the southeastern portion of Insoemoar, clearing it of enemy resistance an
hour later.(9)

151



ARMOR IN BATTLE

Map 2

Company “C”, meanwhile, advanced straight ahead approximately 250 yards, at which point it ran into a
carefully prepared Japanese defensive position. In addition to the various bunkers, the natural terrain
contributed to the Japanese defense. Surrounding the pillboxes was the dense underbrush of a neglected
coconut plantation. Facing such a dangerous situation, Company “C’s” commanding officer, First Lieutenant
Floyd R. Stanfield, called for tank support. The two M4s left the beachhead area and headed toward Company
“C’s” position, arriving by 1010. For the attack, Stanfield assigned one platoon to each tank, which moved
abreast fifty yards apart. With their 75-mm main guns, the Shermans fired at each bunker from between
twenty-five to two hundred yards away. One round was usually sufficient to deal with any Japanese
strongpoint. Consequently, the tanks methodically and carefully destroyed all the enemy bunkers. For its part,
the infantry protected the tanks from enemy raiders by following the tanks in a skirmish line and firing into
likely enemy hideouts. This type of attack took place even though the unit received its only tank-infantry
training the day before. Despite inexperience in these types of combined-arms tactics, the soldiers of Company
“C” were able to progress to the southern edge of the airstrip by 1045.(10)

As the reinforced Company “C” pushed its offensive, Company F cleared a number of snipers from the
coconut plantation buildings, which were located approximately 500 yards south of the airfield. At the same
time, Company B moved out of the beachhead and reached the southern edge of the airstrip on Company F’s
immediate right. The two companies, however, did not advance for very long. Enemy resistance halted the
troops of both B and F on the edge of the airstrip. With the southeastern tip of the island cleared, Company A
and the two Shermans (operating with Company “C”) were sent forward to support Company F. By 1110, the
tanks were assisting Company F after first returning to the beachhead to replenish ammunition.(11)

After engaging enemy targets with Company F, the two tanks again ran dangerously low on ammunition
and again had to return to the beachhead shortly after 1200. Meanwhile, Company “C’s” forward progress
ground to a snail’s pace due to machine gun fire. Without tank support, it had not been able to push across the
south side of the airstrip. Consequently, the M4s were ordered back to Company “C” as soon as they finished
assisting Company F. Until the arrival of the tanks, Company “C” remained on the edge of the airfield.
Approximately one-half hour after establishing their positions, Stanfield realized that the Japanese fire had
died down. Shortly thereafter, he sent a patrol across the airstrip, and when it reported no opposition, he
prepared the rest of the company to follow across the strip under cover of mortar fire. (12)

Company A, meanwhile, advanced along the northwest portion of the island. Its progress slowed,
however, due to three Japanese bunkers on its right flank. The two tanks, once they received fresh stocks of
ammunition, were ordered to assist Company A. As they proceeded to Company A’s position, one of the
tanks was disabled. The remaining tank, however, knocked out the enemy strongpoints by 1300. In the
process, twenty Japanese defenders were killed. Even though the bunkers no longer presented an obstacle,
enemy resistance had not been completely extinguished. In fact, small groups of Japanese soldiers hidden in
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foxholes attacked the company and its tank with hand grenades and bayonets. To combat such Japanese
tactics, Captain Richard J. Satran, commander of Company A, deployed a squad of infantry on each side of
the tank. In this effective formation, the automatic riflemen could kill or disperse the enemy soldiers before
they could damage the tank. (13)

By 1330, all of the companies of the 1st Battalion were on the move again. Company A had pushed its
attack around the west end of the island. Meanwhile, Company “C” crossed the airstrip against little
opposition, and Company F had advanced as far as the southern edge of the airstrip but was receiving sniper
and machine gun fire. As a result of the Japanese resistance earlier in the day, and Company F’s difficulties,
the 1st Battalion commander, Major Leonard F. Wing, decided to reorganize his forces as well as devise a new
plan of attack to finally secure the northeastern section of the island, where the bulk of enemy troops were now
located. Actually, his plan was just a variation of the one his battalion had been employing. He wanted
Company A to proceed on the northern edge of the island, while Companies B and C pushed to the northeast
from their positions just to the south of the airstrip. Company F was to act as battalion reserve. In order to
ensure the success of his new offensive, Wing requested two additional tanks from the mainland. The attack
began at 1530 but ran into heavy Japanese opposition. By 1630, the tank commander notified Wing that his
tanks had exhausted their ammunition supply and would need to return to the beachhead for fresh supplies.
With night approaching, his tanks out of ammunition, and no sign that the Japanese were weakening, Wing
decided to dig in for the night at approximately 1720. Companies A, B, F, and C, therefore, formed a line and
consolidated their positions to seal off the northeast area of the island. (14)

During the night, regimental headquarters conceived a plan to finally defeat the Japanese and allow
American engineers to complete their work on the airstrip. At 0640 of 19 May 1944, Lieutenant Colonel
Walter R. Rankin, the executive officer of the 163d Infantry, radioed Wing and ordered that Company “C”,
with the three tanks, would spearhead the new offensive by pushing east, north, and then along the
southeastern shore into Japanese lines. Company A was ordered to hold its position, while Companies F and
B were to support Company “C” in rolling up the Japanese’s left flank. (15)

Once the three tanks reached Company “C” at 0915, the attack was ready to proceed, but not before a
pocket of Japanese soldiers behind American lines destroyed four 6x6s, two trailers, and two Y-ton trucks, all
belonging to American engineers. The offensive finally got under way by 0945 with the tanks in the lead.
However, like the previous day’s offensives, it came under heavy defensive fire from enemy soldiers who used
fallen coconut trees, bunkers, bomb craters, coral caves, heavy brush, and demolished buildings as cover. The
tanks quickly fired at each enemy position, while American infantrymen, in turn, fired on fleeing enemy
soldiers. Despite such formidable resistance, Company “C” reported at 1045 that its soldiers were neutralizing
the enemy positions and slowly advancing due to the coordinated tank-infantry attack. (16)

At the same time, Company B moved forward and also confronted strong Japanese resistance.
Consequently, two tanks were transferred from Company “C” to Company B. Using similar tactics to those of
Company “C”, the commander of Company B assigned one rifle platoon to each tank while the third platoon
was held in reserve. The M4s drove through the brush, firing their machine guns at any possible location that
could provide cover for Japanese soldiers, while the riflemen provided close-in support for the tanks. Even
with these successful tactics, the Americans faced slow going before finally reaching their objective at 1400.
Company F also pushed forward with one tank under heavy opposition but maintained its pace with
Companies B and C.
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Map 3

Wing ordered Company A to move forward until it was on Company B’s left flank. With all four
companies advancing, the last of the organized Japanese defenses in the northeastern quadrant of Insoemoar
was broken in the early evening hours. Throughout the morning of the 20th, Wing’s men cleared the northeast
section of the island of the remaining scattered pockets of Japanese resistance and then moved to the mainland
in the afternoon. Engineering units, who started working on the western section of the airfield on the 19th,
were able to begin repairs on the whole airstrip on the 20th. Eventually, the airdrome on Insoemoar provided a
base for which Allied Air Forces could support MacArthur’s drive toward the Philippines.(17)

Lessons Learned

While prewar planning foresaw no important role for armor in the jungles of SWPA or any other Pacific
Theater, American soldiers discovered the necessity of tank support for their numerous offensives against the
skillful defensive tactics of the Japanese Army even before the Wakde-Sarmi campaign. Captain Richard J.
Satran, commander of Company A wrote: “The success of the recent operations on Wakde... has opened up a
new and unexplored field for tank warfare in the Southwest Pacific Area.” What the men of the 163d realized
was that armor relieved riflemen of the dangerous task of closing with Japanese defenses and destroying them
with such weapons as hand grenades. Consequently, tanks provided attacks with both speed and momentum.
Without armored support, infantry attacks often became bogged down or stopped altogether. In the case of the
battle for Insoemoar, the two tanks were simply not sufficient during the first day of fighting. “The tanks broke
the stalemate on the beach,” the historian of the 41st Infantry Division, William F. McCartney, writes, “but it
was impossible to keep the entire line moving with only two of them.” (18) Through such campaigns,
American units developed their own tank tactics. Over time, the Americans formulated certain key principles
of armored warfare in a jungle environment.

First, tanks were used, one veteran observed, primarily against “definitely located centers of resistance
holding up the infantry advance.” As in the Wakde-Sarmi operation, tanks were utilized to reduce not only
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carefully planned Japanese strongpoints such as bunkers and pillboxes, but makeshift centers of resistance such
as foxholes as well.(19)

Second, American officers found it absolutely necessary to thoroughly familiarize not only themselves but
also their units with the terrain and the mission objectives. Due to the nature of the jungle environment,
armored and infantry units could easily become disoriented and lost. Consequently, as one wartime report
stated: “Early reconnaissance by infantry, tank, artillery, engineer, and communication officers is essential.”
(20)

Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, commanders quickly discovered that tanks could not close with
their targets unassisted. The Japanese would easily knock out tanks that were not escorted by infantry. Each
Japanese rifle company trained certain individuals as tank-killers, all of whom were armed with tank mines
and smoke hand grenades. These tank-fighters were instructed to attack an American tank via the tank
weapon’s dead spaces. Once they had closed with the tank, these specially trained Japanese soldiers would
then employ a variety of techniques to knock out the vehicle. They would often use antitank mines, damage
the tank’s main gun, or damage the rotating mechanism. (21)

Commanders had to rely on a combined-arms team — including artillery, engineers, air support, and,
most importantly, tanks and infantry — to overcome such determined antitank resistance. According to the
U.S. War Department: “Close cooperation and coordination with the infantry was essential for success. It was
found best to assign a certain number of infantrymen to furnish close support for each tank closely to exploit
their success.” Throughout the Wakde-Sarmi campaign, infantry were vital in preventing Japanese soldiers
from getting close to the M4s. When fighting the Japanese in the mountainous terrain of northern Luzon,
Captain Peter Marusek of the 775th Tank Battalion, observed that: “A thorough understanding between tank
and infantry units is a prime necessity. Every possible effort should be made for coordinated teamwork
between the two arms.” (22)

Teamwork involved numerous elements. In addition to providing local security, infantry also designated
targets for the tanks. Due to the thick vegetation and undergrowth of a jungle environment, as well as enemy
camouflage, tanks could rarely identify and locate enemy positions. Infantry squad leaders, therefore,
experimented with a number of different methods to signify targets. Often times, they would use tracer fire or
smoke grenades for close targets and rifle grenades for ones farther away. (23)

Despite the need for close cooperation between tanks and infantry, a constant problem had always been
communication. EESA telephone units were utilized to maintain a constant flow of information between
infantry to tank. “For communication between tanks and infantry a reel of field wire was enclosed in a box
and mounted on the rear of the tank,” an officer reported. “A field phone was attached to one end of the wire
and installed in the tank while the other end of the wire dragged free behind the tank. Each infantry squad
carried an EE-8 field phone to hook on the wire. A switch and a light operated by the ringer circuit were
installed in the tank. This system worked, though a number of reel boxes were damaged and infantrymen
sometimes had to expose themselves to connect their phones.” (24)

Quickly, the Army leadership changed its doctrine to fit the realities of armored combat in a jungle
environment. Although some officers clung to their prewar beliefs, most confessed that tanks did indeed have a
role to play in the war against Japan.(25) Tanks provided much-needed firepower against Japanese fixed
positions throughout the SWPA, from Buna to Luzon, and most official wartime statements reflected this
attitude. Nevertheless, there was no standard tactical principle that governed every situation. Rather,
commanders formulated tactics to suit particular situations or ones that they found particularly successful over
time. This was certainly the case during the Wakde-Sarmi battle. Lieutenant Stanfield of Company “C”, for
instance, deployed one platoon behind each tank in a skirmish line, while Captain Satran placed one squad on
each side of his tanks. According to a report of the 13th Armored Group, which operated on Luzon, “Tactics
and size of force used varies with almost every situation.” The transcendent principle was flexibility, not a
rigid prefabricated doctrine. (26)
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Editor: This article outlines the effective use of tank-infantry teams at the small unit level. In this operation,
little more than a platoon of tanks was generally available. However, their ability to maneuver and apply
firepower against point targets in jungle terrain allowed the American forces to systematically eliminate
opposition. Moreover, when tanks were present they enabled infantry to regain their momentum even against
a determined enemy. The infantry, in turn, provided close security against Japanese efforts to mount
determined if not suicidal attacks upon the tanks. This close interaction between infantry and tanks proved
critical to the success of this operation and showcased the importance of integrated action. Even in jungle
terrain against a determined and adaptive enemy, the tank-infantry team proved highly effective. Indeed, the
principal infantry complaint lay in the small numbers of tanks available for this operation. The application of
armored firepower bore a direct relation to operational tempo.
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Armored Operation on Iwo Jima

Editor: The following report by an observer assigned to the U.S. Army Forces, Pacific Ocean Areas
(USAFPOA), addresses the operation of tanks with the 4th U.S. Marine Corps Division during the initial
landings on Iwo Jima and subsequent combat operations. The report addresses the operation of tanks and
infantry at the platoon level in complex terrain against a determined enemy utilizing camouflage,
fortifications, terrain, and subterranean complexes to offset American superiority in air, ground, and naval
firepower.

16 March 1945
TO: COMMANDING GENERAL, U.S.A.F.P.O.A.
SUBJECT: Observer's Report.

1. This report is submitted in compliance with Cir #51, Hq. USAFPOA, dated 16 Oct. 1944, Letter of
Instructions (Observer) Hq. USAFPOA, dated 4 Dec. 1944 and Letter of Instructions Hq. 4th Armd. Group,
dated 6 Dec. 1944.

2. Subject: Armored Operation on Iwo Jima.
3. Purpose: Dissemination of information about Armored Problems to interested parties.

4. Plan: This report is about a specialized field and it covers definite subjects assigned. Therefore no attempt
is made for a narrative form or sequence of events. Each specific subject is treated individually although
conclusions and recommendations, where warranted, will be covered for all subjects in a single paragraph.
Personal observation on the ground is the basis for all entries in this report with the exceptions of the assault of
the beach. The observation took place in the zone of action of the 4th Marine Division between 21 Jan. 1945
and 12 Mar. 1945.

5. Body of Report.
A. Tactical use of armored units:

1. Tank Companies were assigned to Regimental Landing Teams for the assault of the beach and
landed at the direction of R.L.T. Commander, (Inf.) from the seventh wave (H+60). These companies formed
their own reconnaissance units, (2 non-com. off.) which went in with the 3rd wave to report on the conditions
of the beach, mine fields, and assembly areas for the tanks. In at least one company effort was made for the
LVT(A)'’s in the first wave to report on beach conditions, but communications broke down. Company
Commanders of the Assault Tank Companies (“A” and “C” Companies, 4th Tank Bn.) agreed that the
reconnaissance units had not been able to perform their missions before the tanks were ordered in to the beach.
The result was confusion and needless loss of tanks at the water's edge. One Company (Co. “C" 4th Tank Bn.)
beached in four different places before it could land.

2. Tank action on this island might be termed "Platoon Action" as a platoon was the largest unit used
except for operation on the airfields where whole companies were employed at times. This was necessitated by
the character of the terrain and the fact that only about half the tanks of any company were operational at any
one time after D day.

3. On D+5, an armored push by all tanks available in the three Tank Battalions was supposed to
sweep Airfield #2 and the ground adjacent to it. The result was that all tanks were canalized onto the airfield
by the terrain and they got there by a single cut made by a tank-dozer. However the tanks dominated this
airfield and by knocking out its surrounding pillboxes, allowed the infantry to take possession of it.

4. A certain neglect of basic tactics was noted from time to time. An example of this is that on several
occasions a whole platoon (3 tanks) would push into an operation suspected of being covered by anti-tank fire
without leaving any tank in defilade to cover it. The result was sometimes fatal and the only reason it was not
more so is the fact that the Japanese did not use an anti-tank gun strong enough to penetrate the front slope
plate of a medium tank.

158




WORLD WAR II

5. The use of smoke as an offensive weapon to screen the movement of tanks and infantry was
particularly neglected. Not a single example of this means of protection while closing with the enemy
was noted.

6. On several occasions Infantry Commanders objected to the tanks firing over the heads of infantry,
although the tanks were firing on the very weapons holding up the advance. The effect was that the infantry
indirectly protected the enemy anti-tank and machine guns from the tanks.

7. The tanks seemed to draw mortar fire and the Infantry Leaders, particularly Company
Commanders, disliked having the tanks around. A conflict of orders would occur where an Infantry Battalion
Commander would order the tanks supporting his unit into action at a certain point and the Infantry Company
Commander on the ground would order the tanks away.

8. Target designation by infantry units who have been fighting previously in an area of a tank attack
was not good. Since a tank is practically deaf and has poor vision, it must depend on the units it supports to
point out targets. Far too much time was wasted by tanks standing idly in the front lines looking for targets at
which to fire.

9. Mine reconnaissance and removal is very difficult and at times impossible for a tank crew,
therefore they must rely upon those on the ground for this service. There were far too few Engineers available
for this work and even those had too many tasks.

10.Much of the success of tank operation on this island was due to the spirit of the individual tank
commanders and their will to take more than a normal risk to aid those they were supporting. There was much
discussion as to whether or not a certain area was tank terrain. The attitude of most of the tankers was that if
they could get their tank in it and fire on the enemy, then it was tank terrain for them.

11.1In close country the tanks did not rely upon the infantry to protect them but covered each other
from a column formation. This action was quite successful.

12.Infantry Unit Commanders did not use tanks for personal reconnaissance although this use was
offered to some.

13.The tank-dozer was used to push trails through mine fields in sand and around mine fields
bordered by thick vegetation. This action was very successful and greatly facilitated the passing of such
barriers.

14. Anti-Tank measures used by the enemy are listed in order of their importance: Mines, Anti-Tank
Guns, Anti-Tank Trenches, Hand placed charges.

15.The enemy practice of tying aerial bombs to a yard stick mines is an expensive method of mining.
Their policy is to completely demolish the tank with the mine as distinguished from the German policy of
merely stopping the tank with the mine and destroying it by gun fire.

16.Japanese mining was erratic. In one case the mines were marked with stakes. In another case a
complete field beside a road was mined while the road was left untouched. Tanks on the beach were able to
pick their way through fields because the mines were spaced too far apart.

B. Communications:

1. Radio was the standard means of communication by tanks in the field. Each company and platoon
command tank was equipped with a SCR 508 and all tanks had SCR 528 's. Each Platoon Command Tank
was equipped with a SCR 300 and all tanks had a telephone installed on the rear of the tank which was cut in
to the inter phone system of the tank. Liaison parties at Infantry Regiments and Battalions had SCR 509’s.

2. Contact with the Infantry on the ground was established by placing the SCR 300’s in the Infantry
Battalion Command Net. This kept the tanks informed at all times of all the companies in that Battalion. At
times it was necessary to relay messages from one Company to another but the system proved reliable. One
objection to this system is that the Infantry Battalion Command Net is "hot” and urgent messages are
frequently delayed.

3. The telephone installed on the rear of the tanks worked very well. Although it was of great value, it
was not used more because of the tendency of the tanks to operate independent of the Infantry which could
not follow the tanks in certain areas. No means of visual signals, such as hand signals, flag signals or audible
signals, such as tapping on tank with rifle butt, racing tank motor were noted.
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C. Liaison Teams.

1. The Tank Battalion sent liaison teams to Division (1 officer 3 E.M.) The Tank Companies sent
liaison teams to Infantry Regiments and Infantry Battalion (1 Officer 2 E.M. Each team was equipped with an
SCR 509 radio.

2. These teams acted as special staff sections for the Headquarters to which they were attached and
acted as intermediaries between Infantry and Tank Unit Commanders.

3. Infantry Unit Commanders did not use liaison radio personally but sent all messages through tank
liaison officer.

4. Tank Platoon Commanders frequently left their vehicles to talk to Infantry Company
Commanders. In every case where this was done, a better coordination resulted.

D. Supply.

1. The problem of supply was minimized by the fact that the Tank Company Bivouacs were moved
only once during the operation and then only for a few hundred yards.

2. By nightfall on D day 60% of the tanks operating were without fuel or ammunition. This
deficiency was caused by the heavy fire falling on the beaches and it was remedied by salvaging from disabled
tanks. After D+1 there was plenty of supply of all types.

3. All tank unit equipment was preloaded in vehicles thus minimizing the transportation problem.

4. Tank companies were resupplied by Regt. Q.M. until D+7 when Tank Battalion supply officer
started battalion dump.

5. LVT's performed a quick and efficient delivery of supplies from ship to company area and the
“weasel” was outstanding in getting supplies across sand areas. [Note: The weasel was a small, tracked amphibious
vehicle used to move men and supplies from ship to shore.]

E. Ammunition.

1. Shell H.E. with an M48 fuse was the most used and best liked on the operation. All officers and
tank crews that were asked complained about the lack of high explosive ammunition.

2. The T105 fuse gave good results against concrete and seemed to give better performance than the
APC [armor piercing capped] ammunition. The only appreciable need for APC was overhead fire in wooded
areas. No steel embrasure shutters were found.

3. The only use of smoke noted was for protection of a crew while abandoning a disabled tank.
4. There were plenty of targets for canister but none was available.

5. All tanks were equipped with an extra ammunition rack on the floor of the turret and between the
assistant gunner's knees. This allowed a 25% increase in the load.

F. Flame Thrower, C.B, M-1.

1. This weapon gave excellent results when it worked and could reach the target. In rubble brush and
defiladed positions it caused casualties where no other weapon could reach the target. A typical example of its
work was on airfield #1 where it flushed a group of snipers from a pile of wrecked airplanes. When the flame
was played on the pile, the snipers rushed into the open and were killed by machine gun fire.

2. A combination of mechanical trouble and poor fuel reduced the efficiency of these weapons
approximately 75%. The average length of flame produced was about thirty five yards while the potential
range of the same gun is over 100 yards farther than this.

3. Of the attempts to use this weapon observed, it failed to function at all 25% of the time.

4. This weapon had never been tested in the field under operational conditions prior its use in
combat. The parts were made of salvage material and differ in size from one weapon to another. The
construction of these weapons was under very hasty conditions and time did not permit requisitioning ideal
materials from the mainland.

5. On one occasion the three-way valve blew out and the crew was very nearly suffocated by CO2.
The vehicle was surrounded on three sides by cliffs infested with snipers at that time.

6. Unfavorable winds (completely) rendered the weapon useless on several occasions.
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G. Tracks.

1. Track trouble was the most frequent reason for vehicle casualties. In the first half of the operation
when the tanks were operating in deep sand and even trails were scarce, it is estimated that at least 50% of the
track disabilities were caused by snapping. This condition was prevalent in all companies.

2. The extended end-connectors used on the tracks were of great value and allowed the tanks to
traverse otherwise impossible terrain. It did not produce ill effects on the bogie wheels in this operation.

6. Conclusions.

A. LVT(A)’s in the first wave of a landing assault can give much valuable information about the beach
conditions to tank units following.

B. Conditions of beach, mine fields passage and assembly areas must be known before tanks are landed.
C. Basic tactics must continue to be a training [focus] for veteran troops.

D. All tank and infantry troops and their possible replacement personnel should be trained in the use of

E. Target designation to tanks by infantry is a vital problem and should receive prompt attention.
F. Mine reconnaissance and removal is an infantry function as the engineers have too many other tasks.

G. Infantry Unit Commanders should use tanks for personal reconnaissance of ground over which they
intend to operate.

H. The tank-dozer is too valuable to be used for firing purposes except when no other tanks are available.
I. SCR 300 is the most appropriate means of contact with Infantry.
J.  All units should have means of communication other than radio.

K. Infantry Commanders should use the radio themselves when giving important orders to Tanks. This
will eliminate possible misinterpretation by liaison personnel.

LVT and "Weasel" are essential to supply in sandy areas such as this island.
. There is insufficient HE in our present unit of fire.
T105 fuse will greatly reduce the need of APC.
The performance of the C.B. M-1 Flame Thrower was greatly hampered by the following factors:

©Czgr

1. Lack of maintenance and operational schooling of operating personnel.
2. Lack of tools and spare parts.
3. Poor fuel mixture.

4. The present construction of the weapon will not withstand the pounding of a tank operating
in the field.

P. The steel track has a very high disability rate in coarse sand. (It is believed that the rubber track will
give better performance under such conditions) The packing of the sand behind the rear idler is believed to be
the cause.

Q. The extended end-connector was a valuable asset in sand but it is a substitute remedy for a bad
condition.

7. Recommendation.
A. The weasel should be included in the Tank Bn. T.O.

B. All Infantry units should be schooled in mine reconnaissance and removal. They should substitute for
Engineers in the field.

C. Tank units should send dismounted reconnaissance units with the infantry when operating closely
with that arm. Such personnel should be equipped with SCR 509 radio and have the primary function of
location and designation of tank targets and obstacles.

D. The unit of fire for a Tank Bn. should contain at least 65% H.E.

E. Every tank company should have at least two tank-dozers and two large flame throwers.
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F. The C.B. M-1 Flame Thrower should be thoroughly field tested before it is sent into combat.

G. The inter phone system of a tank should have a warning instrument with which other members of the
crew can get the attention of the Tank Commander.

[signature]
SAMUEL D. LITTLEPAGE
Major Inf (Armd)

Editor: This report underscores the importance of effective reconnaissance to the operation of tanks,
particularly in forcible entry operations. In this case, the absence of such reconnaissance resulted in confusion
and loss before the tanks left the landing area. Once the tanks arrived on the island, their effectiveness was
undermined by the lack of tank-infantry integration and coordination of effort. This became evident by tanks
providing their own force protection measures in close, complex terrain, which should have been the role of
the infantry. Similarly, without effective target designation, the tanks either remained idle or engaged
suspected targets. Infantry with a clear view of the target should as a matter of routine have shared this
information with the tanks, particularly since efforts had been made to enable direct communication, including
field phones on the rear of the tanks. The tendency of tanks to draw fire led some infantry commanders to
direct the armor support away from their position rather than provide or accept clear recommendations for
their effective employment. Consequently, the maximum effectiveness of the tanks could not be realized. This
failure is particularly significant given the willingness of the tank crews to seek and engage targets on their own
without infantry support. The report notes, however, the better results achieved when tank commanders and
their infantry counterparts talked and worked together. With respect to the tanks, the ammunition load needed
to be oriented upon likely target types and the operational environment—hence the emphasis upon more high
explosive rounds. The C.B. M-1 Flamethrower refers to a turret mounted flamethrower carried on several
tanks on Iwo Jima. This configuration was an ad hoc measure, using a modified naval flamethrower. The
report is critical of this device, but despite its flaws, it proved destructive to the enemy and boosted the morale
of friendly forces.
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Stability and Security in Occupied Germany

Editor: This chapter addresses the organization and operation of the US Army Constabulary in postwar
Germany. It illustrates the application of light armor to conduct stability and support operations and the use of
mobile, dispersed operations in lieu of a much larger static garrison force. In this instance, the nature,

composition, and doctrine of the US Army Constabulary was crafted to fit the operational environment and
related threat.

US Constabularies with M8 armored car with the Constabulary insignia.
(U.S. Army Armor School)
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STABILITY AND SECURITY IN OCCUPIED GERMANY

US Army Constabulary

Editor: In the aftermath of World War II, the U.S. Army became responsible for stability and support
operations in Occupied Germany. The following extract from Kendall D. Gott’s Mobility, Vigilance, and Justice:
The US Army Constabulary in Germany, 1946-1953 (Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Combat Studies Institute Press,
2005) highlights the organization, training, and operation of a special light armor force designed specifically
for this role. It shows how capabilities associated with Armor, particularly the ability to execute mobile,
dispersed operations, apply to operational environments other than high intensity conventional combat.
Moreover, the US Constabulary bore Armor’s imprint. Most of the Constabulary commanders were Armor
officers; the Constabulary School was modeled upon the Armored Force School at Fort Knox, Kentucky; the
unit insignia reflected the colors and lightning bolt of the Armored Force; and many of the original
Constabulary units were organized from armored and mechanized cavalry organizations with distinguished
combat records.

Organization of the US Constabulary

The American ground forces that first entered Germany as part of combat operations in 1944 numbered
some 60 divisions. In May 1945 these were organized under two army groups, five army headquarters, and 15
corps headquarters. The first response to occupation duties was to spread the battalions across the zone of
occupation to prevent total chaos. These efforts were generally successful primarily due to the sheer size of the
American presence. However, the luxury of such manpower levels quickly ended as a rapid redeployment and
demobilization occurred. By July 1945, 11 divisions redeployed to the continental United States to prepare for
the invasion of Japan or to serve as a strategic reserve. In fact, most of the American forces in Europe were
earmarked for rapid redeployment out of the theater. However, one unit was specifically designated to remain
in Germany to become the premier occupation force.

Shortly before the German surrender, the battle-hardened 4th Armored Division was notified that it would
become the permanent occupation division. During summer 1945 the division headquarters coordinated
efforts to reestablish the borders, establish law and order, and generally assisted German communities in
recovering from the war. Meanwhile, corps- and army-level staffs focused on redeployment issues. In the
months that followed, the officers and soldiers of the 4th Armored Division completely shifted their efforts and
focus from warfighting to occupation duties. Few of the officers and men could envision the changes that
awaited their organization, but their efforts at developing and training a force to spearhead the occupation of
German were key elements to the success of ECLIPSE. (1)

Note: Operation ECLIPSE was one of several plans developed before the end of World War II for the postwar
occupation administration of liberated countries. ECLIPSE evolved into the plan implemented in the American
occupation zone after Germany’s surrender.

In October 1945 Eisenhower announced the formation of a special constabulary of 38,000 men to control
the US Zone of Occupation. It was envisioned as an elite force, composed of the highest caliber personnel
obtainable under the voluntary reenlistment program, equipped with an efficient communications network and
sufficient vehicles and liaison airplanes to make it highly mobile. This new organization was initially known
by a series of names such as “State Police,” “State Constabulary,” and “Zone Constabulary.” The name that
finally emerged was the United States Constabulary. The mission of the US Constabulary was to maintain
general military and civil security, assist in accomplishing the American government’s objectives, and to
control the borders of the US Zone of Occupation. Cooperating with the growing German police forces, the
Constabulary would constantly hunt for black marketers and former Nazi leaders and conduct general law
enforcement and traffic control. All of its members would require training in urban, rural, and border security
operations. In addition to the 4th Armored Division, the remaining seven cavalry groups in Europe were
earmarked for absorption into the US Constabulary by Eisenhower’s announcement. These groups were
equipped with large numbers of light tanks, trucks, and jeeps and had been used in the war for reconnaissance.
Their high mobility and firepower seemed ideal for the postwar occupation. (2)

Operating by a system of roving patrols, the US Constabulary was to provide the zone of occupation’s
general security and would assist in enforcing the edicts of the military government on the civil population.
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Conventional field forces, namely the 1st Infantry Division, were held in strategic locations and made
available to back up the Constabulary in any emergency. The 1st Infantry Division’s primary mission was to
remain as the theater’s combat force, and it maintained its organization and training to fulfill that role. The
disadvantage of this plan was the limited number of mobile ground forces in the 1st Infantry Division. It would
require a substantial effort in an emergency to provide transport to a large number of soldiers and get them into
position in a timely manner. Fortunately that need never arose. Both the US Constabulary and the 1st Infantry
Division reported to the US Third Army, which reported directly to Supreme Head- quarters Allied Powers,
Europe (SHAPE).

Formal activation of the US Constabulary was slated for 1 July 1946. The timing of its activation was
based on the time needed to organize men and equipment into a new force and locate them where they were
needed. The time given also allowed an evaluation and learning from any mistakes made during summer and
fall 1945. The US Third Army was made responsible for collecting the various units and hammering them into
a new force. (3)

Major General (MG) Ernest N. Harmon was appointed the first Commanding General of the US
Constabulary (Provisional) on 10 January 1946. The selection of Harmon was a good one. He had broad
combat experience and was a successful armored division commander. He also had a colorful personality and
was a demanding, no-nonsense disciplinarian. Harmon'’s first mission was to have the Constabulary fully
organized, equipped, and operational in six months. (4)

Harmon divided the occupation zone along existing geopolitical lines to coincide as nearly as possible
with the major divisions of the German civil administration and police. A brigade headquarters was
established at each of the capitals of the three Landkreis (counties), and subordinate headquarters were
established at points selected for ease in performing the mission. The total forces available to the Constabulary
consisted of 32,000 men organized into three brigades, nine regiments, 27 squadrons, and 144 troops as well as
headquarters and service units. Each of the three brigades consisted of three regiments, and each regiment
included three squadrons and one light tank company. Each squadron comprised five troops. Incidentally, the
organizational terminology was a departure from the norm of the day. Whereas the US Army was organized
into divisions consisting of combat commands composed of regiments and companies, the US Constabulary
drew its lineage from the old cavalry, using brigades, regiments, squadrons, and troops. Many state police
forces in the United States used these organizational names as well. (5)

The reorganization built a new type of unit designed specifically for policing postwar Germany and
guarding the border with the adjoining zones of occupation. The units converted into US Constabulary
squadrons and regiments included armored infantry, field artillery, tank, tank destroyer, and antiaircraft
battalions and cavalry squadrons. The troop, however, emerged as the primary unit of the US Constabulary
and was organized on the pattern of the mechanized cavalry troop used in the war. However, it was quickly
apparent that they needed light vehicles (jeeps) and armored cars in view of their tasks of road and border
patrolling as well as its police-type jobs. Each troop was divided into sections or teams for patrolling, each of
which was equipped with three jeeps and one armored car serving as a command vehicle with heavy weapons
support in case of emergency. Patrols were generally task organized depending on the mission. Each US
Constabulary regiment formed a mobile reserve of one company equipped with light tanks. Patrols also used
horses in difficult terrain along the borders and used motorcycles on the autobahn.

No personnel of the US Constabulary were to be over age or on limited duty. If possible, all the troops
were to be reenlisted veterans. Using foreign nationals was considered for a short time, but it was thought the
language barriers would be too great to overcome. (6) The soldier-policemen of the US Constabulary wore a
distinctive uniform, both to make them easily recognizable and to distinguish them as a member of an elite
force. The “Lightning Bolt” shoulder patch in yellow, blue, and red combined the colors of the cavalry,
infantry, and artillery.

Note: The US Constabulary insignia intentionally reflected the influence of the Armored Force, especially in the
colors selected and in the use of the lightning bolt.

To make the troops even more distinctive they wore bright golden scarves, shined combat boots, and
helmet liners bearing the US Constabulary insignia and yellow and blue stripes. The “Circle C” patch was also
prominently displayed on signs, buildings, and vehicles adding a colorful splash to them.
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Figure 4. The US Constabulary brigade.

Figure 5. The US Constabulary squadron.

Yet all the pieces of the organization did not fall easily into place. The intent was to obtain the highest
caliber personnel in the theater, but the redeployment of units out of theater made this extremely difficult.
Delays occurred when some of the units designated for the US Constabulary could not reorganize and train
until released from their parent organizations. Also, few if any units were located exactly where they were
wanted under the plan, and some outfits were moved four or five times within a period of a few months before
they finally settled into their final patrol areas. Barracks were in short supply as DPs occupied many of those
the former Wehrmacht used. New equipment was drawn from depots as far away as France and was chiefly
comprised of combat vehicles left behind by units returning to the United States for demobilization. Many of
these were already worn out from extended use in combat, and many others had deteriorated in disuse. The
condition of the vehicles placed a severe test on the US Constabulary, which had no service elements when it
was first formed. This serious oversight in the organization was generally corrected within the year, but GIs
using their skills and innovation and local German mechanics under contract were used in the interim. (7)

What proved most difficult of all, though, was acquiring and training personnel. The units selected for the
US Constabulary were veteran outfits, but they were seriously depleted of personnel by the redeploying forces.
Some combat units were actually mere paper organizations because redeployment had removed most of their
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officers and men. Other units had up to 75 percent of their authorized strength. For the years 1946 and 1947
the US Constabulary faced a 100-percent personnel turnover rate per year. (8) Altogether, the US
Constabulary was at 25 percent of its authorized strength at the onset and grew gradually as replacements
arrived in theater. Few of these personnel were trained in their principal role of police duties, and there were
no field manuals or precedents from which to teach them. The need for a US Constabulary School to teach
guidelines and doctrine was evident. (9)

Such an institution was established at Sonthofen at a former academy used to train Nazi Party leaders.
The US Constabulary training program was developed shortly after MG Harmon took command, and it
consisted of three phases. The first phase concentrated on training instructor cadre and the operations
personnel of the regimental and squadron headquarters so they were prepared to receive the approximately
20,000 new men expected to fill the ranks. The second phase, conducted between April and June 1946, was a
period of intensive training in the duties of both individuals and units that were present in theater. The final
phase of training in 1946 was planned as on-the-job training for newly assigned personnel and scheduled to
begin in June. The US Constabulary School at Sonthofen also served as a replacement center for inbound
personnel, which greatly simplified the replacement system and ensured new men got to the specific squadrons
in need. (10)

The curriculum at the US Constabulary School for officers and non- commissioned officers included
instruction in Germany’s geography, history, and politics. The soldiers’ training focused on the theory and
practice of criminal investigation, police records, self-defense, and apprehending wanted persons. The
troopers’ indoctrination helped them fully understand their responsibilities and the functions of the US
Constabulary. Graduates were fully qualified to perform their duties and to act as unit instructors for newly
arriving recruits. There was no formal German-language training beyond common phrases. The school also
served as a replacement center and taught about 650 students per month. Soldiers were provided with a copy
of the Trooper’s Handbook, written to cover the basic rules and regulations covering their duties. Colonel J.H.
Harwood, a former State Police Commissioner of Rhode Island, aided in preparing the content of the
manual. (11)

Although the US Constabulary School began to graduate classes of mission-ready troopers, changes in the
redeployment rules in spring 1946 caused the loss of 25 percent of the soldiers within a matter of a few weeks
and an additional 42 percent in the following three months. Not surprising, the job of replacing and training
new personnel was staggering, made worse by a critical shortage of junior officers during late summer 1946.
This delayed the US Constabulary in attaining the desired standards in discipline and operations, as the final
stage of training was for each unit to participate in at least one practice search and seizure operation before
becoming fully operational. (12)

The US Constabulary attempted to achieve an elite status by selecting personnel of high physical and
mental standards and purging incompetence as much a possible. In light of the chronic personnel shortage,
maintaining this status proved difficult. This was deemed critical, though, because the field patrols were
generally small groups that operated far from their headquarters and were empowered with unusual authority
and responsibility. Integrity was also demanded of each trooper as these men faced many temptations. They
were exposed to an ingenious black market where large bribes were commonplace and large numbers of
destitute people who evoked pity and sympathy. German society at the time was filled with desperate people
who were eager and willing to pay high prices for permission to illegally cross borders seeking refuge or
carrying out illegal activities. Only with a high standard of integrity would the troopers establish and maintain
the secure environment needed for the recovering German society.

To maintain high standards MG Harmon and his subordinate commanders spent a great deal of time
ensuring the men lived up to the name of the US Constabulary. Troopers were told to leave their money and
watches behind before search and seizure operations, and each man was shaken down at the end of the
mission to confirm he had not stolen anything. Infractions of discipline and regulations were ruthlessly dealt
with. There was also an exceptionally thorough inspection program of units, men, and equipment. The US
Constabulary was generally considered the most inspected outfit in the US Army at the time. The primary
inspector was Harmon himself, who spent far less time at his headquarters at Bamberg than he did traveling
from one squadron to another. He inspected each of the US Constabulary’s 27 squadrons at least once a
month. Stories abound that Harmon relieved men and officers with such frequency that before his arrival
squadron and troop commanders were known to pack their bags. These instances of prepacking luggage were
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actually rare, but the constant visits by the commanding general certainly engendered at least a healthy
amount of respectful fear among officers and men alike. (13)

The constant inspections and duty in remote and isolated areas was hard on many troopers’ morale.
Troop-level units rotated from forward areas periodically for a period of rest and recuperation. It was not all
rest, however, as the men used the opportunity to overhaul their equipment and receive training on new
techniques. During this refit period units also received and absorbed new replacements. The typical system of
troop rotation was initially two weeks in the cantonment for every four on patrol. Later the pattern of four
weeks in garrison and six in the field was considered the norm. While in garrison the men had the recreational
facilities typical of the times such as servicemen’s clubs with their snack bars and entertainment, motion
pictures, American Red Cross facilities, and trans- Atlantic telephone service.

Patrols

The backbone of US Constabulary operations was the patrol. Initially the US Constabulary troopers were
just about everywhere in the zone of occupation, a constant sight to the populace and a deterrent to illegal
activity. The US Constabulary’s light tanks, armored cars, jeeps, and motorcycles paraded in the streets in
considerable numbers to show the Germans that the Americans meant business and were now properly trained
and equipped to meet emergencies. The size and frequencies of patrols would gradually decline over the years.
These declined not for want of manpower, which was never in abundance, but as a result of gained experience,
knowledge of the operating areas, and continuous study of crime statistics. In short, the US Constabulary
learned to focus its efforts at likely trouble spots and became more efficient as time went by. (14)

Patrolling soon focused on the potential sources of trouble, notably the large urban centers where
populations scrambled among the ruins for food and shelter. Initially the patrols passed every 2 hours in the
daylight as a deterrent but shifted to the night hours when assaults, robbery, and other serious crimes generally
occurred. Patrols conducted liaison with the German mayors (Biirgermeisters), German police stations,
various US government agencies, and other military units in their area. Patrols worked closely with the
municipal, rural, and border police. The US Constabulary troopers became acquainted with the local
policemen, received updates from them, and discussed methods of trapping criminals and forestalling possible
disturbances. A German policeman usually accompanied patrols, acted as an interpreter, and made the actual
arrest of German or displaced nationals. The soldiers made the arrest when the suspect was American. This
practice built up the prestige of the new German policemen in the eyes of the local populace and educated
them in the concept of upholding the law and justice, not in the brutal and arbitrary methods used before and
during the war. When average German citizens saw US Constabulary troops approach, they generally showed
the troopers gratitude and respect because they knew the young men were there to help.

US Constabulary patrols were in constant communication by radio or telephone with their headquarters,
which was also linked all the way to US Constabulary headquarters and the commanding general. The
telephone lines used were those of the old German system for the most part, but these lines were severely
hampered by a lack of spare parts and were not in good condition after the war. Some military lines and
equipment were available, and the US Constabulary also had a teletype communications system. When all of
the nodes were considered, it was the most comprehensive and effective network the US Army operated in
theater.

Search and Seizure Operations

Aside from the patrols and show of force missions, the US Constabulary patrols had an active and
aggressive law enforcement task to conduct. This was the swoop raid, known officially as search and seizure
operations, against refugee camps and the general German population. However, these raids were requested
and authorized in advance by the UN Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA), local military
commanders, military government, or investigative agencies that had reason to suspect black market or
subversive activities. The US Constabulary was not aloof as these problems festered. It alerted the appropriate
authority when it received enough complaints about a camp from the civilians living in the area, when the
crime rate in an area became intolerable, or there were anti-Allied speeches and posters displayed.
Authorization to conduct an operation soon followed. (15)

The US Constabulary’s efforts to counter black market activities became a prime focus as the threat of
guerilla warfare by the Germans waned. By summer 1946 this was particularly so as tons of surplus supplies
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and equipment meant to sustain the Allied armies at war were still piled in bulging warehouses awaiting
consumption or shipment back to the United States. Many Germans would pay a great deal for the coffee,
cigarettes, and food the American soldiers often took for granted. The US Constabulary soldiers sought to
flush out and arrest those who organized black market organizations and large-scale criminal activities, most
often leaving the cases of individuals to the MPs or German police.

The prime candidates for black market activity were the DP camps scattered throughout Germany at the
close of the war. These camps were established to house the thousands of foreign workers the Nazi regime
enslaved to work in the war industry, Germans who had lost their homes in the war, and a large number of
European Jews. As a rule these people were housed in dirty, cramped buildings in former German military
installations. Access in and out of the camps was restricted, and there was a natural animosity toward these
people and their former antagonists, the Germans. US Constabulary troopers were often called to respond to
riots and to serve as an intermediary between these refugees and the local Germans. Residents of the camps
were generally eager to resume normal lives, but while there they often turned to the lucrative black market to
augment their standard rations and build up capital for the uncertain future that awaited them in war-ravaged
Europe.

The camps came under a number of jurisdictions, which compounded the difficulties of the residents and
those attempting to care for them. UNRRA was responsible for their internal administration, and the military
government was tasked to supply the camps with food, clothing, and other necessities. The security and law
enforcement apparatus began with the internal camp police that the US Army trained but did not control
afterward. Next was the US Constabulary, charged with investigating criminal activity within the camps.
German law enforcement agencies were the final link in the chain, charged with making arrests and
incarcerating the guilty. However, due to the animosity between the DPs and the Germans, Constabulary
troopers were nearly always present when the German police entered the camps. (16)

Conducting search and seizure operations required meticulous planning, precision timing, and highly
trained personnel. These raids were made to apprehend a specific individual or group, but more usually they
were to look for illegal materials. Such operations could benefit from eliminating black market activities and
apprehending wanted suspects, but they could prove disastrous as well. For example, a raid on a camp of DPs
without adequate security or show of force could result in a deadly riot. A wrongful search could have proved
embarrassing for the US Constabulary and tarnish its reputation.

The first phase of a search and seizure operation was establishing a cordon around the target area. A
cordon force was used to secure the roads and entryways into the camps and detain all personnel coming or
going so as not to alert the residents. These troopers would also search these individuals for contraband.
Incidentally, cordons were often used as a separate operation without searching a camp or other facility. They
alone were not as effective as direct searches but had the advantage of not requiring any special permission to
conduct. When used alone, cordons usually failed to find anything illegal, but many in the US Constabulary
felt they discouraged black market and smuggling activity. There is no way to ascertain that claim one way or
the other. The second phase of a search and seizure operation was to conduct the search. The search force
would enter the camp or facility in question and conduct a thorough search for suspects or illegal material.
This required discipline and nerve because the troopers never knew what to expect or what they would find.

A good example of a search and seizure operation was carried out on 18 December 1946, code named
Operation DUCK. It was directed at a DP camp at Wildflecken, a former SS training center about 10 miles
south of Fulda. The camp was the largest of its type in Germany, housing more than 15,000 Poles in 60 or
more barracks. The US Constabulary had received word of increased crime at the camp, including murder,
rape, assault, and black marketing, and there were reports of anti-American propaganda being displayed.
Concerned that a lack of response would mean the loss of respect for the occupation forces, the US
Constabulary was directed to search the camp. Constabulary headquarters assigned the 14th Regiment, 3d
Brigade to search the camp. Two troops from each of the regiment’s three squadrons were employed for that
purpose. Five troops from the 68th Squadron, 1st Brigade were attached to support the operation. The total
force numbered about 1,600 men. (17)

The plan for Operation DUCK was simple. The troops from the 68th Squadron would cordon off the
entire camp to prevent any escapes. The remaining three squadrons of the 14th Regiment would each search
one- third of the camp. The light tank company, without tanks, furnished men to guard any prisoners or
contraband that was seized. The regimental motorcycle platoon provided traffic control. The search would
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focus on finding any weapons, and then priority was placed on black market items and wanted persons in
hiding. Lists of these persons were distributed to the search teams in advance. There was no way to judge the
camp inhabitants’ reaction to the raid. The regimental intelligence officer’s assessment ranged from armed
resistance by a few individuals to a full-scale riot. Accordingly, the horse platoon stood by for riot duty armed
with night sticks and equipped with tear gas and protective masks. The local medical facilities were designated
as collection points for the wounded, and the 14th Constabulary Regiment medics were ready to treat and
evacuate wounded personnel.

The emphasis on secrecy was great, and the calculated risk was made not to conduct a reconnaissance of
the camp, lest it arouse suspicion. The troopers had diagrams the Germans provided of the camp but little to
no firsthand knowledge of the camp.

The actual search of the camp was planned as well. Each squadron was to form four search teams that
would enter each building. There they would locate the building leader and hand him instructions written in
Polish telling him to assemble all women and children in one room and instruct the men to stay in their own
rooms. An officer, with witnesses present, would frisk the women for weapons and large items evident by sight
or light touch. When this was completed the troopers would frisk the men and thoroughly search the rooms for
weapons and contraband. Troopers would take any prisoners to a screening center that was run by eight men
and 10 guards under the squadron intelligence officer. Those apprehended would be checked against the
wanted person list and either handed over to the German police or released. If the DP was guilty of a small
infraction not warranting the cost of a trial, such as possessing a few extra cigarettes, the contraband would be
confiscated and the suspect released.

The US Constabulary troops executed Operation DUCK at 0700, 18 December, establishing the cordon
and then achieving complete surprise in the camp. The weather was very cold, and the DPs and UNRRA team
were jolted out of their beds as the dozens of US Constabulary vehicles arrived and disgorged well-armed
troopers. Resistance was almost nonexistent and limited to verbal indignation. There were no riots or weapons
firing. The search went according to plan.

The results of this meticulously planned raid were meager. Only 15 people were arrested. There were a
few weapons, some drugs, and some contraband livestock; about 1,000 worth of illegal foodstuff; and about
500 of US Army property. Two items of quantity seized were a 100-gallon barrel of schnapps and 12 stills.
This raid turned out to be one of the most successful of its type that the US Constabulary conducted. Although
the results seemed meager at first, the crime rate in the area dropped to virtually zero for over a month and
earned the local population’s gratitude. The US Constabulary went on to conduct many such search and
seizure raids, following the pattern of planning and getting about the same results as Operation DUCK.
‘Whether the black marketers were just too clever or were not as widespread as believed will never be known,
but the US Constabulary showed the Germans and DPs that there would be law and order.

Figure 9 was compiled from analyzing the annual reports presented in the Occupation of Europe Series,
1945-1947. Clearly the numbers of search and seizure operations peaked, then declined as the US
Constabulary units dedicated fewer men and less effort to them. This occurred chiefly due to the DPs returning
to their country of origin and the newly constituted German police force’s ability to assume more of these
missions. The number of troops used is somewhat misleading, as the number of soldiers assigned to a
particular search and seizure operation could vary widely.

Maintenance of the Border

Maintaining the borders was another important element in securing the US Zone of Occupation. Before,
and for months after, the declaration of V-E Day, a fluid situation resulted in various units guarding whichever
borders or boundaries happened to be in their areas of operation. Essentially, combat units provided area
security or guarded the border using soldiers to occupy various border posts and set up roadblocks. Small
mobile motorized patrols from the infantry divisions were used to maintain security in outlying districts of the
US zone. Many divisions on occupation duty before redeployments effected local reorganizations that created
such mobile forces for this duty, but these patrols received no specialized training. (18)
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Month Operations Troops Used Arrests

Jul 46 11 639 104
Aug 46 11 1,403 287
Sep 46 19 1,674 348
Oct 46 13 2,127 342
Nov 46 10 4,748 232
Dec 46 8 2,518 60
Jan 47 3 232 5
Feb 47 1 29 1
Mar 47 1 215 73
Apr 47 1 572 48
May 47 0 0 0
Jun 47 0 0 0
Totals 78 14,157 1,500

Figure 9. Search and seizure operation statistics.

Most of the people attempting to cross the international or interzonal borders were ordinary Germans who
were looking for food or lost relatives. Most of them also emanated from the Soviet zone. Those that the US
Constabulary apprehended were taken to the nearest Office of Military Government for questioning. They
could then be prosecuted, fined and/or jailed, or simply returned to the border and sent back. But whether
they simply sought family members, wanted to conduct legal or illegal business, or were fleeing communism,
in the first year after the war there was little to physically dissuade them from trying to cross into the US zone.

As the months went by the border became well marked with white posts and Landes Grenze signs.
“Attention 50 Meters to the Border” signs were added in time as well as the 1-kilometer warning signs. With
the heightening of the Cold War and the need to stop the flow of people fleeing communism, the Soviets
tightened control over their zones of occupation by constructing extensive physical barriers. They cleared a
strip several yards wide along the borders and strung three rows of barbed wire to prevent unauthorized
crossing. Hundreds of watchtowers were erected as well. Over the years these Soviet control measures
increased in effectiveness as they were systematically improved. (19)

In the US zone the US Constabulary replaced the soldiers of the departing combat divisions at most of the
border control posts beginning in June 1946. On the border the troopers performed their duties of customs
inspection, passport control, and general law enforcement. Experience soon reaffirmed that the static posts
were ineffective, being easy to evade by border crossers. These resilient people who desired to cross the border
were adept at finding gaps in the coverage and slipping past the Constabulary troopers. This was not actually
hard to do in the early years after the war because there were too few troopers to guard the long borders. A
typical squadron was responsible for approximately 78 miles of border. With the available personnel strength
divided between a variety of ongoing missions, maintenance, and recovery, there were generally only 53 men
on duty along the squadron’s border at any given time. Even assuming a 56-hour workweek, this meant a ratio
of .68 men per mile of border, which was hardly enough to stop the flow. (20)

Consequently, a system of intensive patrolling by ground and air began between the posts to seal off the
porous borders. The problem of refugees and DPs crossing into the American zone was acute, particularly as
greater personal freedom and economic activity in this zone became well known to the Germans. Some
estimates claim that more than 1.6 million Germans from the Soviet zone crossed over the border in 1946
alone. The terrain along the border in the US zone compounded the problem of control. Much of the region
was mountainous with poor roads that did not always run along the border. (21)

The first plan the US Constabulary implemented was straightforward, that being a single line of 126 posts
established along the border. One type was the “Authorized Crossing Point,” where any authorized person
could cross. The other type of outpost was the “Fixed Border Post,” which blocked all other roads. All
crossing sites and posts along the border of the Soviet zone and Czechoslovakia were manned by six or seven
men. The outposts along the other interzonal and international borders used only two men. Supporting these
men were reserve platoons that could reach any point in a sector within a half hour and a troop that could be
there within 2 hours. The US Constabulary units used small spotter planes and even horses along the border to
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increase their ability to monitor the remote or inaccessible areas. The coverage was never perfect because
desperate, wily refugees found ways past the most dedicated and alert troopers. But in August and September
1946 the US Constabulary turned back 46,000 persons trying to enter the US zone. This reflected the height of
the border-crossing incidents, but they only slowly subsided over the course of several months. (22)

Despite this impressive number of people being turned back at the border, it was clear many were getting
through. After studying the matter, the US Constabulary did away with regularly scheduled foot patrols and
discontinued the fixed border posts. The manpower saved by these measures was then shifted to establish
roving checkpoints operating up to about 1,000 meters behind the border. They would randomly appear, set
up and operate for 4 to 8 hours, then move on. This change proved beneficial, as Germans could not overcome
the system by simply mapping out the fixed posts and scheduled foot patrols and then plan the best way to
avoid them. (23)

Perhaps more important than instituting border patrols was the increased use of German border police, the
Bundesgrenzshutz, and the Hessen and Bavarian Border Police. This development began in late 1946 with the
military government’s permission. The Germans were given primary responsibility for securing the eastern
international border in March 1947, and by November they took over the interzonal borders as well. Although
this freed the US Constabulary of its most manpower- and time-intensive missions, the troopers still had a
mission along the borders. The US Constabulary continued to man eight crossing points to monitor and
control Allied personnel crossing, over which the Germans had no control. Troopers manned these
outposts. (24)

Reorganization

The US Constabulary units’ initial training focused on occupation and police duties at the expense of
combat readiness, but that situation began to change within a few months of their activation. By the time the
US Constabulary was organized and trained in 1946 the German authorities were demonstrating increasing
capability of maintaining law and order. Additionally, tensions increased between the Soviets and Western
Allies, making the threat of war very real. In 1947 MG Withers A. Buress assumed command of the US
Constabulary and began a gradual shift from police missions to tactical training. The year 1948 marked the last
major reorganization of the US Constabulary as its personnel and equipment strengths were cross-leveled and
balanced with the 1st Infantry Division, making them both about normal division strength. (25) Late in that
year the 2d Constabulary Regiment took part in a maneuver exercise at GrafenwOhr with the 1st Infantry
Division. The rest of the Constabulary was given tactical training separately, but the trend was established and
grew. As the need for the US Constabulary diminished with the recovery of German society and the economy,
the Constabulary’s mission and organization changed to meet the new demands. For example, Constabulary
units assigned to operate prisoner of war and refugee centers were disbanded as those facilities were emptied.

Another more radical example occurred as US Constabulary units reorganized as combat units during the
1948 Berlin Airlift in response to the threat of a Soviet invasion. Three of the nine regiments were quickly
refitted as armored cavalry regiments and equipped with more M-8 armored cars and additional infantry heavy
weapons. These now had a combat mission but were still considered part of the US Constabulary. The rest of
the US Constabulary continued its “traditional” mission, but increasingly even these forces shifted from police
functions to training for war and were redeployed to the border areas. Forces were continually and gradually
cut from the organization to cross-level into existing combat formations.

By 1948 these moves were considered safe as the German police and government were reconstituted and
functioning. A major reduction of this type occurred in 1949 when the 4th Constabulary Regiment was
inactivated, followed by the US Constabulary headquarters the following year. The personnel in this move
were transferred to the new Seventh Army headquarters, marking the US Constabulary’s formal transition
from an occupation force to a defensive force. The remaining Constabulary squadrons and regiments over the
next few years reorganized into armored cavalry regiments, maintaining a presence on the international border
until they were removed from the US Constabulary force structure in 1952. This marked the formal end of the
US Constabulary and the end of an era for postwar Germany. Armored cavalry regiments continued to control
the border, however, but with the wartime mission to provide a defensive screen for corps elements should the
Soviet armies cross the border. (26)

The occupation of Germany after the war is perhaps the best example of the United States forging a peace
after the total defeat of an enemy. However, this operation was not flawless. It took nearly a year for the US
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Constabulary to form, train, and replace the combat units conducting patrols and policing the border. Also,
vehicles designed for combat did not necessarily prove ideal in Constabulary operations. Tanks and armored
vehicles were good as a show of force but were far less effective in countering black marketers or screening
refugees along the border. On the other hand, the US Constabulary proved adept at employing observation
aircraft, motorcycles, and even horses to maximize its limited manpower when covering large tracts of land
and miles of border.

If there is a detracting statement to be made of the US Constabulary, it is that it took a full year from the
cessation of hostilities to its creation into an operational organization. Those 12 months saw the greatest threat
of the much-feared German resistance movements and the largest number of DPs in the zone of occupation.
The need was greatest then for the US Constabulary, but it was still being organized, manned, and equipped at
that time. The efforts at raising the Constabulary were extraordinary, but almost came too late. By summer
1946 it was clear that there would be no resurgence of a Nazi movement, and many of the DPs were resettled
or soon would be. Black marketing still flourished, but as German law enforcement agencies were rebuilt and
the economy began to recover, this aspect of the occupation diminished as well. The same could be said for the
border mission as agencies such as the Bundesgrendschutz assumed much of the responsibility as time
progressed. By 1948 the US Constabulary’s original mission was greatly diminished, and the transition to
preparing for combat began. By the time of its formal disbandment in 1952, the US Constabulary had achieved
its purpose and its time had come.

These deficiencies were far overshadowed by three key points. Most noteworthy, officers and men of the
US Constabulary were specifically trained for their assigned duties. Before assignment to a patrol each man
had graduated from the Constabulary School at Sonthofen and knew the contents of the Trooper’s Handbook.
Each man knew what was expected of him as well as the scope and limits of his authority. The German
populace also realized that these Americans were professional and fair and grew over time to respect them.
Second, using German policemen in Constabulary patrols was indispensable in conducting the mission and
overall goal of rebuilding Germany. Not only did these policemen provide invaluable linguistic support but the
training and experience gained also established the new German police forces in the eyes of the people. Gone
forever were the days of the SS and Gestapo. Third, the Germans were a homogenous society. What policies
and procedures worked in one area usually produced results in another, making the troopers’ jobs much easier.

The US Constabulary also had the respect of the senior leadership in the Army, which entrusted it for
special and sensitive missions beyond law enforcement. When General Dwight D. Eisenhower, then serving
as Chief of Staff, visited Germany, it was the US Constabulary that was responsible for his security. In mid-
1948 the Allied Powers decided to issue new German currency in an effort to deal a blow to black marketing.
Under Operation FINITE, troopers escorted the convoys carrying the new bills under great secrecy from their
arrival point in Hamburg to the Deutche Bank in Frankfurt. The oddest mission for this organization was
perhaps the task to demolish ex-Wehrmacht installations. Army engineers had this task originally, but there
were too few of them after demobilization. The US Constabulary inherited this mission and used 20 teams to
carry it out. Each team was to destroy five objectives per day, but the teams could never keep that pace. By the
end of June 1947 only 244 of some 1,500 installations were destroyed. Of those remaining, the US Army
decided to keep 519 and destroy 766. The process was completed by August 1948. (27)

Perhaps most important, the US Constabulary had the respect of the German people. The Germans called
the troopers the Blitzpolizei or Lightning Police. They were referring not only to their patch insignia but also
the perception that they were everywhere at all times. An ever- present, professional force, the troopers of the
Circle C enforced the law and bridged the gap between the occupiers and vanquished until Germany could
maintain law and order for itself. The US Constabulary existed as an organization for only six years, but it was
a story of success. It had accomplished the mission of ensuring the successful American occupation of
Germany and the lasting peace that followed.
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Editor: The US Constabulary faced significant challenges, particularly the danger of inciting organized or
spontaneous resistance among the German populace. The Army’s decision to substitute mobility for mass in
Occupied Germany meant that the Constabulary force could not rely upon numbers and combat power to
enforce authority. Instead, it required a well trained and disciplined organization—a difficult proposition since
most of the enlisted personnel had no combat experience and were on their first overseas tour.

The success of the Constabulary illustrates the value of a light armor organization tailored to execute stability
and support operations. Generally associated with combat missions, Armor organizations can adapt to many
operational environments—a quality that underscores their versatility and utility across the range of military
operations. The onset of the cold war, coupled with the Federal Republic of Germany’s growing ability to
provide its own internal security, triggered a transition of Constabulary units into combat organizations, which
became among the first armored cavalry regiments to be constituted in 1948.
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Korean War

Editor: This chapter addresses the armor experience in the Korean War. It begins with a report on the state of
armored units early in the conflict that underscores readiness issues. The other articles focus upon the use of
armor in varied circumstances, including urban environments, pursuit and exploitation, and task force level

raids. A final piece highlights the ability of armor to create shock by attacking from an unexpected direction
into the enemy’s vulnerable areas.

M26 tanks supporting the 2d Infantry Division prepare to defend against a North Korean attack across
the Naktong River, September 1950.
(U.S. Army Armor School).
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Early Assessment of Armor in Korea

Editor: In July 1950 the Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces dispatched a team of observers to the Far
East Command to assess troops, material, and combat operations. The final report, “Report of First OCAFF
Observer Team to the Far East Command,” dated August 16, 1950, covered a broad range of subjects and
branches. The extract below focuses upon armored operations early in the Korean War. It was included as an
appendix to the main report and provides a readiness assessment of armored organizations.

1. General

a. Armor in Korea in the American forces has been a negligible factor. Originally the American forces in
the Far East Command had planned on a police action in the islands of Japan involving no hostile armor;
therefore lightly armored elements were all that was considered necessary.

b. At the beginning of hostilities on 25 June 1950 each division in Japan had one divisional
reconnaissance company, comprising a company headquarters, and three reconnaissance platoons which were
broken down to a platoon headquarters section, a tank section, a rifle squad, scout section and a support
squad. The total amount of armor authorized the divisional reconnaissance company was seven light tanks M-
24 and five armored utility vehicles M44 (M44’s have not been produced, therefore none were available).
Generally the companies had the seven tanks and a substitute armored utility vehicle. The substitute vehicles
were M-39 or half-tracks.

c. The only other armored unit in the division was one light tank company which was company “A” of
the divisional heavy tank battalion. The organization was the same as the heavy tank company but the
equipment was the light tank M24. The company was composed of company headquarters and four platoons
which were authorized two light tanks in headquarters and five light tanks in each platoon, a total
authorization of 22 light tanks. The actual tank strength was as low as 14 tanks. There were no other armored
units available on action day in the Far East Command.

d. An armored potential of a reinforced tank battalion existed consisting mostly of M-4 series tanks, tank
destroyers, and M-4 series tank-assault guns, provided a cadre nucleus that was immediately available in the
Far East Command. This nucleus of personnel was obtained and the potential materialization started by the
efforts of the Tokyo arsenal which had been reconditioning tanks of the M-4 series, equipping them with the
76mm gun (when not part of the equipment) at the rate of one per day beginning about 12 July 50. Production
now is up to two M-4 series tanks per day. The first elements consisting of an echelon of the Headquarters,
Headquarters and Service Company and one tank company were landed at Masan, Korea about the first of
August and were committed to action on the second of August 1950. In addition to the above, some 14
medium tanks M-26 were taken from the National Guard in the Hawaiian Islands. Three of these tanks were
committed at Ching Ju on about the 28th-29th of July but were reported (unconfirmed) lost operationally due
to mechanical failure, finally falling into the hands of the enemy.

e. The light tank companies of the divisions have fared badly in each action where they have been
employed in the tank role though most tank losses to date have been operational losses rather than losses to
enemy action. The operational losses can be attributed generally to maintenance. Most of the tanks had been
in the Far East Command since the end of the war and had been used principally in maneuvers and during a
series of unit tests within divisions, with only the division ordnance maintenance company to give immediate
ordnance support. The tanks could not be maintained. There were in a low state of maintenance. It should be
pointed out that the tank company organization was never designed for a separate company operating alone,
and therefore included the very minimum of maintenance within the company; presupposing that the tank
battalion would furnish the necessary intermediate maintenance support.

f. Losses to the enemy were incurred, in most instances, where the tanks were improperly employed
without supporting infantry in channelized terrain, and sometimes at the insistence of senior commanders
who were ill advised on the proper employment of tanks. Tank losses to enemy action were due to penetration
of the armor of the tank which in several cases was caused by fire of the Soviet type tank T-34 presumed to be
the action of the 85mm gun, and in several other cases by the shoulder fired 14.5mm anti-tank rifle of Soviet
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design. No tank losses could be determined where the new anti-tank grenade or mines were used. (Some losses
were reported on 2 August 1950 near Masan of M4’s, wherein the crew reported a large outside flash
explosion indicating the possibility of cone charge explosive, either grenade or projectile).

g. The Divisional Reconnaissance Companies fared a good deal better. Generally the companies were
used as mobile forces covering the flanks for the divisions or as reconnaissance in force in gaps between RCT's
[regimental combat teams] within the division. The officers and men of the reconnaissance company had been
well trained in combined arms on small unit level. Therefore they utilized the rifle squad, support squad, and
the scout section with the tank section organically to the platoon, which in reality was a small task force.
Platoon leaders utilized the scout section as a reconnaissance force, the support squad (81mm mortar) as a
base of fire and close-in direct artillery support, and the rifle squad as a maneuver force or with the tanks as a
combined maneuvering force. One reconnaissance platoon did hold at the Kum River but when tow infantry
companies (one on each side) pulled out it was necessary that the reconnaissance company commander send
his other platoons to assist the withdrawal of his engaged platoon. Enemy casualties were over 300 by eye
witness accounts with our casualties being two men wounded.

h. Opinion was expressed that trained armored reconnaissance battalions in the early stages of this
campaign could have helped considerably to cover the wide fronts and to furnish necessary information of
enemy troop build-ups which would have given the defenders the opportunity to shift their strength to meet the
attack. One reconnaissance company covered a 24 mile gap between two divisions successfully.

2. Terrain

Armor employment and tactics being controlled by the ground it must operate on, a knowledge of terrain and
elements that may effect it is required.

a. The terrain in Korea is mountainous with numerous valleys, a situation which does not lend itself to
armored warfare as known in Africa and Europe. Armored operations are further channelized at this time of
year by rice paddies. These rice paddies utilize every piece of ground which can be leveled and flooded with
water. While they do offer a hazard to vehicles, they generally have a fairly firm bottom. The soft bottom ride
paddies when found are generally along the river banks. Armored personnel advised that light tanks M-24 and
personnel carriers could negotiate rice paddies about 80% of the time when the rice paddies are wet and
believed that when they are drained, which will start in September, it will permit freedom of maneuver of full
track vehicles. In negotiating the wet rice paddies with full track vehicles, turning must be minimized and drop
off should be downhill from one rice paddy to the other rather than attempting to climb from one rice paddy to
the other. Foot troops do operate through the rice paddies, but it is not done when commanding ground is
nearby.

b. The Soviet type tank T-34, while generally reported operating on the roads, did go into wet rice paddies
at times, operate along railroads, in stream beds and on the brows of hills. While Armor appears to be
channelized it can operate and have some maneuver. Valleys in some cases offered one road, one railroad, one
stream bed (wet or dry) and two hill brows, one on each side, plus the risky rice paddies. The northern part of
Korea becomes cold in the winter time with the possibility of freezing of the ground and water ways which will
facilitate the operation of Armor.

c. There are a few non-fordable rivers in Korea that will require bridging, but most of the other rivers can
be forded with caution.

d. Roads are practically all dirt or macadam (black top usually found close to the cities); the width will
vary from a trail 10 feet wide to a 22-24 foot width for the best dirt roads. Engineers state that the roads, while
rough have a fairly good crushed rock base. The roads are built on fills in the flat country and it is generally
eight to 15 feet from the road surface to the flat land. In many places small trees (four to six inches diameter)
line the road on both sides, preventing entire freedom of gun move for tanks. The bridges across the gullies will
hold about 10 to 15 tons. The Koreans in the south have built tank bypasses. In many cases the bypasses cut
from the road are too narrow and will have to be reworked; also many of the dips on the bypasses will have to
be filled with solid material in order to give a firm footing if many track vehicles use the bypass. Dispersal
areas for Armored equipment will require utilizing villages and rice paddies. Tank dozers can be utilized very
profitably and were listed as a “must” by all commanders. It was further agreed that matting should be carried
in some quantities to help in field expedients.
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e. Buildings and walls in villages were of flimsy combination of mud and small rock construction, except
roofs, which were thatch with rice straw. Buildings and walls in better sections of cities were of light wood
construction except roofs which were tile construction. There were few permanent type structures as we know
them. Practically all walls and buildings can be breached by gun fire. A tank can easily go through the
buildings with no caution about cellars or basements but with some caution as to fire hazards. Villages and
generally the cities can be set on fire easily.

3. Tactics and Techniques

a. In several cases commanders made statements to the effect, “throw away the book” in this campaign.
But when the whole picture of the campaign was in focus it was found that the book had not been read and
properly applied. Our Armored tactics and technique are sound when modified to the situation, applied by
properly trained troops with proper equipment and led by a good commander with a solid working knowledge
of combined arms, who will plan all phases of each operation.

b. Defensive combat requires all of the following:

¢ Observation.

*  Fields of fire.

¢ Concealment.

e Depth.

¢ Control.

e Reconnaissance.

*  Tactical organization of the position (combined arms).
»  Fire plan for supporting weapons.

e Counterattack or limited attack.

e Communications.

c. Tanks employed in channelized operations must be supported by infantry to minimize the enemy’s
“close-in” and “intermediate range” anti-tank weapons threat.

d. Stong points must be established with the same complete organization which applies to the defensive
position.

e. Tanks must be dug in and properly secured in a static position, with dug in outposts, and listening posts.

f. Armor employment in the attack must be planned in detail, employed as combined arms (tank-infantry-
artillery-air team), with complete reconnaissance and absolute control.

4. Personnel

a. Armored personnel observed were generally young and of average intelligence, backed up by a few
veterans with Infantry and Armored combat experience. The number of Armored personnel have generally
been sufficient to meet the small requirements of this theater. There were cases when Infantry personnel were
assigned to tank units. Any shortages of Armored or Infantry personnel to meet requirements was due to
screening and the manning levels established in each successive command.

b. Many individuals have been recruited into the Army with a misconception of their duties and
responsibilities. Substandard leadership, misdirected career guidance, lax discipline, easy occupational duties,
short tour of overseas duty (30 months), all contributed to lowered efficiency. Finally, stress on desirable, but
non-essential training has not conditioned the individuals mentally, morally, physically as qualified soldiers.
The individual must be placed in the Army with a full understanding that he is there to fight, and is amenable
to absolute discipline and control.

c. Career guidance was universally condemned. (Commanders stated “give us the immediate authority to
make and break our NCOs” and “The career guidance leader does not necessarily make the best combat
leader”).

d. Morale of Armored troops appeared to be good in reconnaissance units, but in the Tank Company
morale was low due to low battle performance of the light tank when employed in a tank role, of excessive
losses of tanks and improper employment of their unit.

181



ARMOR IN BATTLE

e. The recovery of Armored personnel was exceptionally high as most of the tank losses were operational
(due to terrain and maintenance) and the crews managed by fighting on foot to return to their units.

f. Leadership in the lower echelons of combat units was generally not up to required standards. When one
division was alerted for combat it was necessary for another division to furnish some 750 non-commissioned
officers to properly man the alerted division even at reduced manning level. Many of the better leaders were
found in the staff of higher echelons of command due to the screening process that took place before the
individual reached the combat unit.

5. Organization

a. Organization of Armored units was both praised and condemned. It was conceded generally that the
reconnaissance company of the division was a good organization except that it was too small for the
reconnaissance and flank security missions assigned. Several senior commanders, not knowing the
organization and limitations of the reconnaissance company, attempted to order the tank platoon (which does
not exist in the reconnaissance company) on a tank mission. The result was that the commanders of
reconnaissance companies pulled the two tanks from each of their platoons and with a provisional tank
platoon, attempted the tank mission with no infantry support. The results were not satisfactory.

b. The tank company which was assigned to the division in lieu of the tank battalion was a heavy tank
organization equipped with light tanks M-24. This organization was condemned by Armored personnel as
being unsatisfactory in that it had no mortar or assault gun support elements, no reconnaissance elements,
limited maintenance and supply elements which are normally planned and furnished by platoons or section
within the Tank Battalion Headquarters, Headquarters and Service Company. Armored opinion was that the
Tank Battalion was the smallest organization that could be organized and yet operate efficiently.

c. The tank company commanders agreed that they could not sustain and maintain their units with what
was made available to them.

6. Equipment

a. Reconnaissance Companies were satisfied with the light tank M-24 but generally believed that an
additional machine gun mount should be added on the forward top of the turret in front of the other hatch,
changing the .50 caliber machine gun from the present rear mount to a front mount and adding another
machine gun of possibly .30 caliber for the present rear mount. Trucks one quarter ton in the reconnaissance
company require a machine gun, some to be .30 caliber and some .50 caliber. There was also a need for
another automatic rifle caliber .30 in each platoon. A light weight pistol would be better received by troops as
the weight of the pistol caliber .45 was objectionable.

b. In tank companies, personnel universally condemned the light tank as being too lightly armored and
ineffectively gunned for use in the tank role. Everyone wanted the medium tank M-26 or M-46 as the belief
was that the M4 series medium tank could not “slug it out” with the T-34, though personnel stated they would
prefer the M-4 series tank over the light tank M-24. Tank company personnel agreed with the Reconnaissance
Company personnel on the desirability of adding a forward turret mount to carry a .50 caliber machine gun
and placing a .30 caliber machine gun on the rear turret mount.

c. The utility vehicle in general use (a few were half-tracks) in lieu of the non-existent M-44 was the M-39
which was criticized for its small carrying capacity, open top, and narrow track which tends to jump off. (One
complete crew of five men were killed trying to replace the track back on the vehicle while on a road patrol). A
good armored utility (personnel carrier) full track vehicle is urgently needed.

d. The tracks on full track vehicles should be wider for the present terrain.

e. Personnel that had used the 3.5 inch rocket launcher praised its performance and stated it should replace
the 2.36 inch launcher. It was recommended that at least two more 3.5 inch rocket launchers be added to each
armored company as it has the capability of knocking holes in buildings and blasting enemy machine guns
with one well placed round, in addition to its primary mission of an anti-tank weapon.

f. It was stated that there should more M1 rifles and fewer carbines; even to giving mechanics a light
weight pistol and M1 to place in a rack on his vehicle.
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g. Infra-red and night vision devices are required for Armor. This is an urgent requirement for
reconnaissance units.

h. Tank dozers are required for each unit with at least one dozer down to and including the
reconnaissance and tank companies.

i. Radio communications have been a problem due to many factors which, combined, have caused a
number of complete breakdowns of radio signal communications. Sets were issued several years ago and were
used on exercises repeatedly by inexperienced personnel. Maintenance had been only fair. The terrain reduces
the range capability of the sets down to the minimum, and sets were used in excess of their designed range.
Desires were expressed for SCR 506 radio sets in each reconnaissance company, one per headquarters and one
for each platoon, with one SCR 506 for each tank company.

j. Reduction in personnel equipment and clothing is required. The minimum of essentials will have to
suffice to the extent of hardship at times in order to maintain flexibility. Organizational equipment must be
kept at a minimum.

k. The VT fuze was considered to have a good potential for mortar ammunition.
7. Training

a. Armored personnel have generally been received with only basic training (except for reenlistees) which
has required armored branch training concurrently with the normal unit training. Each combat unit has had a
personnel turnover of four percent per month which has resulted in approximately 50% of the men each year
having to be trained in individual armored phases of training. Due to many causes the individual armored
branch training was sketchy: i.e. no suitable driving areas, and tank ranges were few and generally located
long distances from home station. Without exception, Armored commanders stated that they wanted qualified
Armored trained personnel as they had neither the time nor place to train.

b. Training was deficient in that men were given non-essential but perhaps desirable subjects, while
individual advanced combat training was not reindoctrinated periodically; nor were the armored combat
tactics and techniques re-scheduled. Armored commanders stated that if they could do their training over
again they would stress small unit tactics, small unit combined tactics, tank combat technique, gunnery,
maintenance, communications, driving, intermediate and local security, physical hardening and stricter
discipline and control. Also it was agreed that 20 to 30 percent of the training should be at night.

c. Commanders seemed in instances to be confused. This was due to incomplete training or failure to
apply their experience gained from training. A few commanders lacked the ability to command under adverse
conditions, resulting in a defeatist attitude toward the situation. Leadership training in reconnaissance units
appeared better than in the tank units.

d. Opinion was expressed that commanders who have been away from troop duty for some period of time
should be put through their branch material school prior to assignment to duty with combat troops. Many of
the finer techniques of warfare learned in World War II had been forgotten.

e. Specialists must be furnished to this theater, particularly track and wheel vehicle mechanics and radio
repairmen. Other specialists in ordnance and signal maintenance support units were considered below
standard and in insufficient numbers by the armored commanders to properly handle even a limited peace-
time work load. Support units were unable to handle the combat support load (even if they had all qualified
personnel); therefore, additional support units are required.

8. Supply and Maintenance

a. The replacement of tanks was practically non-existent to armored reconnaissance and tanks units on the
front. One tank company (22 tanks) was down to one tank and drew its first replacement tank on 1 August
1950. Other tank losses had not been replaced.

b. Gasoline in some cases was of poor quality and resulted in one positive operational loss and probably
other losses, with an increase in engine maintenance.

c. Supply of ammunition was confused in the early phases of the campaign but cleared up after a time.

183



ARMOR IN BATTLE

d. Supply of parts for the light M-24 were depleted to the point that one ordnance company was
cannibalizing two tanks to get parts to repair two other tanks.

e. Supply of all major items of equipment was of a large magnitude as there was practically no recovery of
either battle or operational losses during the withdrawal action.

f. Maintenance of armored equipment above company echelon was poor. The tank battalion maintenance
echelon was non-existent and the ordnance company of the division could not begin to handle the
maintenance work load. The majority of losses were operational and were indicative to some extent of the low
order of maintenance and recovery. One company could only bring 14 tanks to the combat zone, as the
maintenance personnel available in the company could not complete the maintenance on the other vehicles
and the division ordnance company could not give the necessary support. While this maintenance problem
may not have been eliminated, it would have been materially reduced had battalion maintenance support been
present.

g. Limitations of roads and bridges will in most cases preclude the use of tank transporters. Therefore tank
maintenance will have to be performed on the ground rather than evacuated to a maintenance unit for repair.

Editor: The successful, on demand application of mobility, shock, and firepower requires continuous
attention to leader development, maneuver training, materiel upkeep, and potential threats. Despite the
passage of just five years since the end of World War II, armored units were in no state for the rapid
commencement of combat operations. Training standards had slipped and the focus of instruction shifted
away from the fundamentals of small unit tactics and maneuver. Vehicles and equipment suffered from age
and substandard maintenance—problems compounded by the lack of adequate supply and maintenance
support in theater. The deliberate prewar substitution of light tank companies for medium tank battalions in
the divisions of the Far East Command minimized mounted combat power and eliminated the sustainment
services organic to the larger organization. Consequently, M-24 light tanks that proved no match for North
Korean T-34s also suffered from a series of preventable mechanical losses. Morale suffered as a result.
Reconnaissance companies fared better, largely due to better training and a familiarization with combined
arms maneuver that reflected their organization and employment.

This report also highlights the terrain, mobility, and sustainment challenges to the overseas deployment of
armored organizations into undeveloped regions. These factors must be addressed in pre-deployment planning
and preparation.

Given the inexperienced and largely unready state of tank units indicated in this report, doctrine clearly was
not utilized to provide guidance. The “throw away the book” mentality referenced is generally indicative of a
lack of doctrinal understanding. Founded upon combat experience and lessons learned, doctrine provides
guiding principles generally applicable. Failure to understand and apply these concepts to specific operational
environments generally contributes to combat failure. Doctrinal ignorance demonstrates a lack of tactical
competency that undermines the effective employment of armor. This lesson had already been learned the
hard way by American tankers in North Africa.
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Task Force Fowler

Editor: The experience of Task Force Fowler highlights the poor readiness of armor units at the start of the
Korean War. In the following article, Lt. Col. Scott Fowler describes the experience of a small unit of M26

Pershing tanks hastily thrust into combat, despite significant mechanical issues. The article first appeared in
the July-August 2007 issue of Armor magazine under the title “My Kingdom for a Proper Fitting Fan Belt.”

In the northeast corner of the Patton Museum, there once was a display (until 2006) on the subject of ill-
fitted engine fan belts for the M26 Pershing tank during the early days of the Korean conflict. One had to
search for the display because it was tucked in behind an M47 tank.

As the Army underwent its postwar reduction at the end of World War II, from eight million men and 89
divisions to 591,000 men and 10 divisions, it also underwent numerous structural changes. (1)

After detonation of the atomic bomb, strategists determined that conventional warfare was obsolete,
which resulted in personnel and equipment being reduced to a minimum. To build back the Army’s strength
after these massive cuts, the Army downplayed its combat role and emphasized its career and training
opportunities. This carried over to training, where recruits were given a much reduced regimen, as opposed to
the strict discipline required of an Army in the field. By 1950, the Army seemed to have forgotten that a
soldier’s job was to fight. (2)

25 June 1950

At the time of the North Korean invasion, there were no U.S. combat troops in Korea. The closest combat
troops to Korea were four divisions on occupation duty in Japan, the 7th, 24th, and 25th Infantry Divisions,
and the 1st Cavalry Division (dismounted). Close at hand was the 29th Infantry Regiment on Okinawa and
the 5th Regimental Combat Team in Hawaii. The only other ground unit in the Pacific area was the 1st
Marine Division in California.

The U.S. Army units in Japan were at approximately 70 percent of their combat strength. They had
nowhere near their full complement of recoilless rifles, mortars, and machine guns. The units were also lacking
in anti-tank mines and did not have the new 3.5-inch bazookas. Since it was feared heavier tanks would tear
up Japan’s roads and cause its lightweight bridges to collapse, the divisional tank units were equipped with
M24 light tanks instead of the heavier M4 or M26 medium tanks. (3)

On 25 June 1950, North Korea’s army invaded South Korea on multiple fronts with eight full divisions,
two half divisions and 120 T-34 soviet-made tanks against a poorly armed Republic of Korea (ROK) army.
Armed with obsolete 37mm anti-tank guns and 2.36-inch bazookas, the South Koreans were unable to stop the
armored monsters. (4)

28 June 1950

On 28 June 1950, the fourth day of the war, Colonel Olaf P. Winningstad, Eighth Army ordnance chief,
found three M26 Pershing medium tanks at the Tokyo Ordnance Depot in bad condition and needing
extensive repairs, including rebuilt engines. The repair work began at once and was completed on 13 July. The
three tanks were shipped to Pusan where they arrived on 16 July, the first American medium tanks in Korea.
Arriving with the tanks, Lieutenant Samuel R. Fowler and 14 enlisted crew members, trained to operate M24
light tanks, were expected to become familiar with the Pershing tank.

The tanks experienced mechanical difficulties because their ill-fitted fan belts would stretch, causing their
motors to overheat. Belts made in Japan were either too short or too long despite emergency orders to have
them corrected. Eighth Army hoped to use the M26 tanks to help stop North Korea’s drive in the southwest
and sent the tanks by rail to Chinju where they arrived at 0300 hours, 28 July. They were unloaded at the rail
transportation office on the south side of the Nam River where they awaited new belts.

When the North Korean 6th Division entered Chinju on the morning of 31 July, the M26 tanks took no
part in the battle. Flatcars from Pusan to evacuate the tanks passed through Masan the morning of 31 July, but
never got beyond Chungam-ni, about 25 miles short of Chinju. A rail traffic snarl caused by evacuation of the
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19th Infantry’s supplies blocked the way. At daybreak, Lieutenant Fowler went to Colonel Ned D. Moore, the
19th Infantry’s commander, for instructions. Moore told him that if the enemy overran the 19th Infantry’s
positions on the northwest side of Chinju and he could not evacuate the tanks on their own power, he was to
destroy them and evacuate his tank crews by truck.

Lieutenant Fowler telephoned Masan and apparently learned that the flatcars had departed for Chinju to
get the tanks, so he decided to stay. Gradually, the firing in Chinju died down. A ROK soldier who passed the
rail station about noon told Fowler that only very few ROK soldiers were still in the town.

Sometime later, William R. Moore, an Associated Press correspondent, suddenly appeared and suggested
that Fowler check out a group of men coming up the rail track. It was now perhaps an hour past noon. Fowler
had an interpreter call to the approaching men — they were North Koreans. Fowler ordered his tank crews to
open fire. In the fire fight that immediately flared between the tanks’ .30- and .50-caliber machine guns and the
enemy’s small-arms fire, Fowler was hit with a bullet on his left side. During this close range fight, the tanks’
machine gun fire killed or wounded most of the enemy group, which was about platoon size. The tankers put
Fowler in his tank and began moving the three M26 tanks east on the road to Masan.

Two miles down the road, the tanks came to a blown bridge. The men prepared to abandon the tanks and
proceed on foot. They removed Fowler from his tank and made a litter for him. Fowler ordered the men to
destroy the tanks by dropping grenades into them. As soon as three crewmen started for the tanks, an enemy
force lying in ambush opened fire. A number of men got under the bridge with Fowler. Master Sergeant
Bryant E.W. Shrader (Silver Star recipient), the only tanker manning the tanks, opened fire with the .30-caliber
machine gun. A North Korean called out in English for the men to surrender.

Shrader left the machine gun and started the tank, driving it as close as he could to one of the other tanks.
He dropped the escape hatch and took in six men. He then drove back toward Chinju and stopped the tank a
few feet short of the bridge over the Nam, undecided whether to cross to the other side. There, the overheated
engine stopped and would not start again. The seven men abandoned the tank and ran into the bamboo
thickets bordering the river. After many close calls with enemy forces, Shrader and his group finally reached
safety and passed through the lines of the 25th Division west of Masan.

The men back at the blown bridge had no chance. Some were killed or wounded at the first fire. Others
were killed or wounded under the bridge. A few ran into nearby fields trying to escape, but were killed or
captured. One captured soldier later recalled that he saw several bodies floating in the stream and recognized
two as Fowler and Moore. (5) The only medium tanks in Korea were lost. (6)

Studying this part of the Korean War some 57 years later, I pondered what was going through the minds
of Fowler and his soldiers during their departure from Japan, their arrival at the Pusan port, and their
movement to the front line at Chinju. There is not enough written about this particular part of history to get
into the details of what Fowler and his soldiers experienced. For instance, we have no idea how much the
soldiers knew about the fan belt problem with their Pershing tanks, or if they even had the capability to apply
measures to overcome the problem. I would venture to say they did what they could under the circumstances.

Today, we use a pre-combat inspection (PCI) sheet that lists all the items needed prior to movement. A
leader’s initial inspection includes preventive maintenance checks and services (PMCS), followed by the DA
Form 5988E, the dispatch, and technical manual (TM). However, on their arrival in Korea, these Pershing
tanks were the only allied tanks on the Korean Peninsula that could rival the North Korean T-34 tank, so they
were pushed to the front line quickly, despite their shortcomings. There must have been a great sense of
urgency inside the Pusan perimeter, and U.S. commanders needed tanks that could stop North Korea’s T-34.
Without being there, I will probably never know how much attention was pushed higher about the condition
of the M26 tank’s fan belts and thus the future operation of the tanks. However, I can safely assume that, at the
time, the mission was to get the tanks to the front to help slow down the armor attacks until additional allied
medium tanks arrived.
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Editor: The experience of Task Force Fowler underscores the importance of maintaining the operational
readiness of vehicles. In this instance, the M26 tanks were left to deteriorate without being placed in storage or
inspected at regular intervals. Consequently, when required for combat operations, they were not ready and
critical parts could not be obtained on short notice. Thrust into combat, mechanical failure ensured the
destruction of Task Force Fowler. Armor units must at all times ensure the operability of their vehicles in the
same manner that cavalry troopers once made care of their horses a critical priority.

Notes

1) Brigadier General William A. Stofft, Army Historical Series: American Military History (Washington, D.C.:
Office of the Chief of Military History, U.S. Army Center for Army Lessons Learned, 1989), p. 540.

2) Jim Mesko, Armor in Korea: A Pictorial History (Carrollton: Squadron/Signal Publications, February 1984),
p. 6.

3) Ibid., p. 7.

4) Ibid., p. 6.

5) Roy E. Appleman, South to the Naktong, North to the Yalu (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1998), pp. 231-233.

6) Armor in Korea, p. 13.
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Busting the Barricades: How Armor Was Employed in the Urban
Battle of Seoul

Editor: This article first appeared in the September-October 2001 issue of Armor magazine. Its author, CPT
Matthew H. Fath, was concerned about the U.S. Army’s lack of readiness for sustained urban combat in the
1990s and a preference for a precise, clinical approach that defied the historical realities of fighting in cities.
These pages describe the employment of tanks in combined arms teams to overcome a maze of fortified urban
strongpoints during the capture of Seoul by United Nations forces in 1950. Armor used its unique combination
of mobile, protected firepower to sustain the infantry assault through a major city defended by a determined
opponent. In highlighting the basic tactics, techniques, and principles applied by armored combined arms
teams in Seoul, the author underscores the recurring relevance of such organizations in the most complex
terrain of all—the large city.

As noted in a recent Army Times article entitled “Urban Crisis,” few armor or mechanized infantry
units — and not one active duty armor or mechanized infantry unit — has yet trained or was scheduled to
train at the Zussman Village Mounted Urban Combat Training Site at Fort Knox, Kentucky.

This is a startling fact, considering that the facility cost over 15 million dollars to build and is touted as the
premier urban warfare training center for armor units.(1) This apparent lack of interest by the heavy force
community, coupled with the light infantry’s increasing reliance on “precision” urban warfare, is a disturbing
trend. By disregarding the likelihood of future battles in urban terrain, many heavy units, with their emphasis
on desert or rural warfare, allow the special operations and elite light infantry units to write the Army’s future
urban warfare doctrine. For example, a cursory reading of doctrinal proposals or combat training center
articles demonstrates that the correct training emphasis of conventional U.S. Army units should be on proper
room clearing techniques and well-aimed rifle fire.(2) Moreover, the focal point for “precision” MOUT
adherents seems to be on aggressive light infantry forces, to the neglect of the combined arms team.
Disregarding both the very nature of urban warfare and history’s past urban battles, “precision” MOUT
supporters have wrongly implied that future urban fights will require less firepower.

General Douglas MacArthur once stated that it is the study of military history that brings to light “those
fundamental principles, and their combinations and applications, which, in the past, have been productive of
success.”(3) An examination of the Battle of Seoul during September 25-28, 1950, refutes the “precision”
MOUT theory and demands that armor and mechanized leaders claim their rightful place at the table of
doctrinal discussions. Specifically, the Battle of Seoul demonstrates that armor, with its ability to survive on
the battlefield and produce large, concentrated amounts of firepower, was an integral component of the
combined arms team. During X Corps’s “Battle of the Barricades,” Marine and Army tactics stressed the
punching power of tanks as a decisive and necessary complement to the rifleman. Tanks, in the role of mobile
assault guns, reinforced the rifle companies with destructive and suppressive fires to overcome the North
Korean People’s Army’s (NKPA) strongpoint defenses. Additionally, they provided commanders flexibility by
shifting tanks to decisive points on the battlefield. As a veteran of the fighting in Seoul, Private First Class Lee
Berger of E Company, 2d Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment, stated, “Thank God we had tanks with us. Without
them, we’d still be fighting there.”(4)

Given the military, psychological, and political importance of Seoul to both the UN (United Nations) and
NKPA forces, it is hardly surprising that the city would become a battleground. Seoul, the capital of South
Korea, was also an important logistics node. General MacArthur believed that the recapture of Seoul was an
important part of Operation Chromite (The Inchon-Seoul Campaign) and stated: “By seizing Seoul, I would
completely paralyze the enemy’s supply system — coming and going. This in turn will paralyze the fighting
power of the troops that now face Walker. [Note: Lt. Gen. Walton H. Walker commanded the Eighth Army holding
the Pusan Perimeter.]

Without munitions and food they will soon be helpless and disorganized, and can be easily overpowered
by our smaller but well supplied forces.” (5)

MacArthur also believed that the recapture of Seoul would undermine the morale of the NKPA and boost
the morale of the ROK forces. Author Clay Blair in The Forgotten War: America in Korea, 1950-1953, noted that
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MacArthur placed great emphasis on the psychological benefits of capturing Seoul. MacArthur professed that
Seoul’s capture would shock and demoralize the North Korean government and armed forces.(6)

For the North Koreans, Seoul was the logistical hub for its forces south of the Imjin River, a lifeline of
sorts. As author James Stokesbury, in his work A Short History of the Korean War, stated, “The vast majority of
the support for the Communist offensive, therefore, funneled through the fairly narrow corridor in and around
the capital city.” (7)

Two important factors in understanding the need for armor support during the Battle of Seoul center on
the nature of the city’s urban terrain and the NKPA defenses. In 1950, Seoul had a population of nearly two
million people. The city proper was surrounded by hill masses, mostly rural villages of huts. However, its core
contained modern office buildings, residential structures, and ancient palaces. Many of the buildings were
solidly constructed and structurally sound. Wide arterial boulevards crisscrossed the city, and it was these
avenues of approach that would become the focal points for NKPA strongpoints.(8) One such major road was
Ma Po Boulevard. General Edwin H. Simmons, then a weapons company commander in the 3rd Battalion,
1st Marine Regiment, described Ma Po Boulevard as a “solidly built-up street, mostly two- and three-story
structures of stucco and masonry construction, and occasional more impressive buildings — churches,
hospitals, and so on — often enclosed with a walled compound.” (9)

In charge of the NKPA defense of Seoul was Major General Wol Ki Chan. Chan’s initial plan was to
concentrate his forces on the hills surrounding Seoul and in the city itself. However, after the 32d Infantry
Regiment of 7th Infantry Division seized South Mountain on the 25th of September, Chan believed that the
city was lost and withdrew many of his units. Nevertheless, he left a sizeable force to defend Seoul’s city core
in an effort to delay and attrit X Corps forces. Chan hoped that this delaying action would also allow NKPA
units south of Seoul to withdraw north and avoid being smashed between X Corps and Eighth Army. (10)

Opposing UN forces were an amalgamation of various NKPA units under the newly formed 31st Rifle
Division or Seoul City Regiment, numbering approximately 8,000 to 10,000 men. The 31st Rifle Division
consisted of units from the 25th NKPA Separate Infantry Brigade, 18th NKPA Rifle Division, 42d NKPA
Tank Regiment, 19th NKPA Anti Tank Regiment, 513th NKPA Artillery Regiment, 10th NKPA Railroad
Regiment, and the 36th Battalion, 111th NKPA Security Regiment. (11) The NKPA defenders also employed
a large majority of Seoul’s inhabitants as forced labor to construct their barricades. (12)

To defend the nucleus of Seoul, the NKPA developed a potentially deadly defensive scheme. On the outer
edges of the city core, the NKPA employed ambushes and sniper teams in order to attrit and disrupt Marine or
Army attacks. Photojournalist David Douglas Duncan, with A Company, 1st Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment,
testified to the frustrating effects of these ambushes in his book T#is Is War: A Photo-Narrative of the Korean War.
He stated, “Other Reds, armed with rapid fire burp guns and hiding behind the gutter walls along the way,
squirted quick bursts at the steadily pushing Marines — then melted away. (13)

After the ambushes had taken some toll on the attackers, the NKPA hoped that their series of successive
strongpoint defenses or barricades would destroy them. Barricades were established every 400 to 600 yards. If
the attacker could not be halted, the NKPA'’s defensive depth would allow their defenders to break contact,
withdraw, and then occupy a supplemental or alternate barricade. (14) The major weakness of the NKPA'’s
defense was that many strongpoints were isolated and lacked mutual support. As author Bevin Alexander
explained in his book Korea: The First War We Lost, “Thus the Americans were able to reduce each barricade
independently with no fear that the enemy could develop a coordinated counterattack or pose any threat to
possession of the city.” (15)

Despite the NKPA'’s lack of an overall coherent defensive plan, at the small unit level each barricade was
individually formidable and deadly to the potential attacker. These barricades were essentially fortified islands.
As author Robert Tallent, who was with D Company, 2d Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment, stated: “In actions
of this type there can be no flanking of a position — only so many men can get into the fight. The width of the
street, available cover and strength of the enemy fire dictate the number of troops that can be brought to bear
on any one position... The barricade is a separate battle all to itself.” (16)

Each barricade was centered on a street intersection. The entire width of the street was blocked with a wall
constructed of rice bags filled with earth. The barricade was generally eight feet high and approximately six
feet deep, making it impervious to machine gun or small arms fire. Many barricades were reinforced with
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various materials such as overturned trolley cars, automobiles, barrels, streetcar rails, or other debris. In front
of each barricade were rows of antitank mines. Covering this kill zone were interlocking fires from towed
45mm antitank guns, individual T-34 tanks or SU 76 self-propelled guns, antitank rifles, and Maxim heavy
machine guns. (17)

Each barricade was also tied into adjacent buildings. NKPA soldiers occupied defensive fighting positions
inside the buildings and fired from doors and windows. (18) These positions offered excellent cover and
concealment and degraded the attacker’s target acquisition. Snipers also fired from rooftops. Staff Sergeant Lee
Bergee of E Company, 2d Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment, stated that, “It seemed that every building in Seoul
housed an enemy sniper.” (19) Each barricade was also supported with mortars and artillery fires, which were
often registered in front of the enemy barricades. For extra defense against tanks, the NKPA also resorted to
suicide detachments armed with satchel charges. (20)

Against these defenses, the X Corps commander, Major General Edward Almond, ordered General Oliver
P. Smith’s 1st Marine Division to seize Seoul. Smith planned a multi-pronged advance that was centered on
major roads in Seoul, in an effort to capture the city quickly. (21) Based on the limited intelligence of NKPA
defenses in Seoul, the operation was essentially an urban movement to contact. On September 25, the 1st
Marine Division began its attack on Seoul. In order to support the 1st Marine Division’s attack and isolate the
city from the south, the 32d Infantry Regiment of the 7th Infantry Division seized South Mountain and cleared
the surrounding urban area.(22)

Marine Regimental Combat Team One, consisting of the 1st Marine Regiment and the 2d Korean Marine
Corps Battalion, attacked in zone (its “zone of action” approximately one mile to one and half miles wide with
a final objective of six miles in depth —the high ground near the northeastern outskirts of Seoul) oriented on
the Ma Po Boulevard. In RCT-1’s zone were Seoul’s main business and hotel section; the main Seoul railroad
station; the French, American, and Russian consulates; City Hall; the Duk Soo Palace; and the Museum of
Art. (23) To give the reader a flavor of the scope of RCT- 1’s mission, General Edwin Simmons stated that
their attack was analogous to “moving up Pennsylvania Avenue to capture the Capitol, taking Union Station
along the way.” (24)

Regimental Combat Team Five, consisting of the 5th Marine Regiment and the 1st Korean Marine Corps
Battalion, attacked in zone (its “zone of action” also approximately one to one and a half miles wide, with a
final objective of six miles in depth — the high ground overlooking the Seoul-Uijongbu Road) oriented
towards the northwestern part of the city, which included the Government House, Sodaemun Prison,
Changdok Palace, and the Royal Gardens. Regimental Combat Team Seven, consisting of the 7th Marine
Regiment, the 1st Marine Recon Company, and the 5th Korean Marine Corps Battalion, was originally
ordered to protect the division’s left flank and seize the high ground astride the Seoul-Kaesong Road to the
northwest of Seoul in order to block enemy escape routes. (25) However, after Smith realized the intensity of
the fighting in Seoul, he reoriented RCT-7s axis to the south down the Kaesong- Seoul highway and ordered
them to attack abreast of RCT-1. (26)

Despite MacArthur’s premature pronouncement of the city’s liberation on September 26, the seizure of
Seoul did not come quickly. After defeating a NKPA armored counterattack during the night of September 25,
the Marine forces soon became bogged down in a street-by-street war. As Colonel Lewis “Chesty” Puller, the
commander of the 1st Marine Regiment stated, “Progress was agonizingly slow.” (27) Sometimes, the Marine
regiments averaged a total of 1,200 to 2,000 yards a day. (28) This was due to the fact that the lethal NKPA
traps produced murderous amounts of fire and posed significant challenges for the Marine or Army attackers.
They also had the propensity to inflict large numbers of casualties. Private First Class Jack Wright of G
Company, 3rd Battalion, 5th Marine Regiment, remarked that his company nicknamed one intersection
“Blood and Bones Corner.” (29) Army Signal Corps Lieutenant Robert Strickland, who was with the Marines
in Seoul, stated: “The air was whipping with everything from flying stones to big antitank shells... Right after
this, we got so much fire of all kinds that I lost count. There was more mortar shells, more antitank stuff, and
more small-arms fire, and then it started all over again. I have seen a lot of men get hit in this war and in
World War II, but I think I have never seen so many men get hit so fast in such a small area.” (30)

Given the nature of the intense fighting described above, it becomes abundantly clear that the “sugar-
coated version” of precision MOUT could not have possibly overcome these defenses. (31)
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Instead, in order to breach these barricades and destroy the NKPA defenders, the Marine and Army forces
developed a highly effective combined arms team, in which tanks played an indispensable role. Most UN
forces quickly discovered that rifle or machine guns lacked the penetrating power and punch to overcome the
hardened NKPA barricade defenses. Moreover, only the tank proved to be effective at physically breaching the
barricade. It simply blasted it to shreds with its main gun or plowed through it. (32)

The typical tactical pattern for the Marines or Army units began with a bombing or strafing of NKPA
positions by Marine Corsairs. Next, mortars and artillery suppressed the enemy while a team of infantry and
armor moved into support-by-fire positions. Tanks destroyed NKPA machine guns, tanks, and antitank guns,
while engineers breached the minefields. After a breach lane was created, tanks rolled forward and demolished
the barricade. Then infantry, following behind the tanks to take advantage of their armor protection, entered
buildings and completed the destruction of the enemy. On the average, this whole process took about an hour
per barricade. (33) Staff Sergeant Chester Bair of the Heavy Tank Company, 32d Infantry Regiment, which
was often attached to Marine units, praised these tactics. He stated: “The Marines used tanks very well. They
would use the telephone located on the rear of each tank which talked to the commander inside. In this way
the Marines acted as our eyes. Buttoned up inside, depending on a periscope, our vision was limited. Working
outside in the streets, the Marines tremendously increased our ability to close with the enemy and to direct our
firepower.” (34)

The two tanks that were used by UN forces during the Battle of Seoul were the M-26 Pershing and the
M4A3 Sherman. The M-26 Pershing was used by the Marine Corps. Its armament was a 90mm main gun and
two .30 caliber machine guns. The Army used the M4A3 Sherman. Also, some Marine units received support
from the Sherman tank companies of the 7th Infantry Division. The Sherman’s armament consisted of a
76mm main gun and three .30 caliber machine guns. In addition to the Pershing and Sherman tanks, other
variants, such as flame-thrower tanks and bulldozer tanks, were also used. (35)

Tanks were often rotated in order for the attacking units to sustain the momentum of the attack and
prevent many withdrawing NKPA soldiers from bolstering the defense of the next barricade. Chester Bair
stated, “As soon as one had been eliminated, there would be another. After a tank overran three or four of
them, another one would replace it. In this manner each tank could refuel, clean its guns, receive ammo, and
allow the crew to work and do maintenance.” (36) If a tank “rotation” policy was not possible, attackers
waited for tanks to rearm and refuel before continuing on to the next barricade fight. (37)

One hallmark of the tank’s effectiveness was its ability to generate large amounts of accurate and deadly
firepower in a very short time. During the destruction of one barricade by D Company, 2d Battalion, 1st
Marine Regiment, Tallent stated that it appeared that the “tank guns went into a rampage.” (38) Tanks
assisting companies from the 1st Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment were also instrumental in destroying NKPA
defenses around the railroad station and government compound. (39) Often, tanks proved to be the decisive
arm when the momentum of attacks began to stall and fire superiority needed to be regained. Duncan
observed: “From behind their barricades they (the NKPA) started spraying endless rounds into the station and
its plaza out in front. The Marines burrowed into the shell holes and dared not raise their heads, for the crack
of bullets overhead was close and constant and meant for them. Back along the street, other Marines heard the
fire, leaned dangerously far out from their own barricades to see how they might relieve their buddies, and had
found no answer — when deep, ground-shivering roars took the problem from their shoulders... tanks, those
long-overdue tanks, growled up across the railroad tracks, into the plaza — and met the enemy fire head on.
The tanks traded round for round with the heavily-armed, barricaded enemy — and chunks of armor and bits
of barricade were blown high into the air.” (40)

Tanks were also very effective at quickly destroying NKPA heavy weapons and armored vehicles which,
left alone, would have cut advancing infantrymen to pieces. During a fight near Duksoo Palace, Lieutenant
Bryan J. Cummings’s M-26 Pershing destroyed two NKPA SU-76s and allowed the Marines to seize the
enemy barricade. (41) Blair’s Sherman crew also destroyed a NKPA T-34 in a battle in the street, “ripping
their turret completely off” with one round. (42)

Attacks that were launched without tank support often ended in failure. In fact, many of these units had to
be rescued by tanks; the presence of a few tanks often favorably shifted the tide of the battle towards the UN
side. For example, on September 26, a platoon from C Company, 32d Infantry Regiment encountered a
NKPA defense in vicinity of the Seoul City Racetrack. Suffering heavy casualties within seconds and lacking
any tank support, the platoon established a hasty defense and began fighting for their lives. The platoon just
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simply did not have enough firepower to overcome the NKPA defenses. The platoon leader, Lieutenant James
Mortrude, wisely requested assistance from some tanks that he saw in an adjacent sector. As author Shelby
Stanton described in his book, Ten Corps in Korea, 1950:

He (Lieutenant Mortrude) spotted a trio of three tanks clanking forward to their assistance, and dashed
25 yards through withering enemy fire to reach them before more casualties were inflicted on his
platoon. Grabbing the external interphone system phone on the rear of the “buttoned-up” lead tank, he
yelled directions to commence firing immediately into the enemy-held roadway. The tanks smothered
the road berm in geysers of blackened earth as the uninjured and walking wounded retreated to

safety. (43)

The initial advance by D Company, 2d Battalion, 7th Marine Regiment is another vignette that
demonstrates the vital need for tank support during the urban fight at Seoul. Moving to conduct link-up with
elements of the 5th Marine Regiment, D Company was punished by NKPA defenses near the Arch of
Independence, suffering heavy casualties within minutes. D Company was soon surrounded by NKPA
counterattacks and had to establish a perimeter defense and wait for support. The next morning, tanks
smashed through the enemy’s defenses and liberated the lost company. (44)

The liberation of Seoul actually occurred on September 28, when fittingly, a flame-thrower tank destroyed
the last real NKPA defense near Kwang Who Moon Circle. (45) Seoul was ripped from the hands of the
NKPA at a high cost. For example, the 1st Marine Division lost 121 killed in action and 589 wounded. NKPA
casualties were estimated at 4,284 dead or wounded. (46) U.S. tanks proved to be quite resilient. Not one tank
was destroyed by an NKPA tank but several were destroyed by suicide detachments or mines. (47)

The use of armor during the Battle of Seoul provides the modern military leader with key insights on the
possibilities of future urban warfare and the need to train units to meet this challenge. The Marine and Army
experience in Seoul demonstrates that armor plays a critical role in destroying a resolute enemy in urban
battles. Armor has the ability to rapidly destroy enemy strongpoints and create breach holes for the infantry
assault, while using its armor protection to survive on the battlefield.

Like the Marines and the Army at Seoul, successful future MOUT operations should be conducted with
combined arms teams, with armor or infantry fighting vehicles playing a requisite role. The current fad of
believing that infantry alone, employing “discriminatory” rifle fire and hostage rescue tactics, can overcome an
urban defense may well be a recipe for disaster. Precision MOUT techniques, while admirable and alluring in
its concept of minimizing noncombatant casualties and collateral damage, does not pass the test of history.
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Editor: The North Korean defenses possessed many of the characteristics of the urban hybrid threat of the
21st century. The North Koreans altered the urban terrain to their benefit, they incorporated a variety of
capabilities into their operations, including heavy ordnance, tanks, antitank systems, small arms, and suicide
teams. They also sought to use the urban environment to restrict US mobility, offset American firepower, and
minimize the impact of air power. The development and integration of strongpoints was designed to force the
American attackers into time consuming and casualty inducing urban combat.

Against this threat, the importance of combined arms operations became paramount. Tanks could not reduce
each strongpoint alone, but nor could unsupported infantry. Tanks provided the necessary mobile, precision
firepower to eliminate heavy weapons, destroy fortified positions, and suppress the enemy—particularly in
positions difficult to eliminate with indirect fire weapons or airstrikes. These actions enabled infantry teams to
clear and secure one strongpoint after another, thereby sustaining the momentum of the attack. Tanks proved
capable of maneuvering in the face of enemy fire to apply firepower where needed, but they benefited from the
ability of infantry to identify targets and communicate this information directly to tank crews. The use of
combined arms teams that included tanks ensured the steady reduction of barricade after barricade. Where
infantry attacked alone, they generally fared badly, requiring armored relief.

Symptomatic of more contemporary and future threats, the only tank losses incurred resulted from mines and
suicide attacks. The availability of armor was sustained through regular rotations of tanks into and out of
combat operations, providing necessary periods for resupply, maintenance, and rest.
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Breakout and Pursuit Operations by Task Force Lynch

Editor: The following article by MAJ Arthur W. Connor, Jr. appeared in the July-August 1993 issue of Armor
magazine under the title, “Breakout and Pursuit: The Drive by the 1st Cavalry Division and Task Force
Lynch.” It details the operations of Task Force Lynch in its efforts to break free from the Pusan Perimeter,
drive through North Korean-held territory and establish a linkage with other American forces that had landed
at Inchon. The article highlights the risks associated with a high speed drive through unsecured areas at night.

“Some of our scientists do not understand the psychology of warfare. Infantry has a mortal fear of enemy
tanks. The greatest morale-raising factor of this war was the arrival of American tanks which could
knock out the Russian T-34. The tank is an essential member of the combat team.” — Major General
Hobart Gay, Commanding General, 1st Cavalry Division in Korea, 1950. (1)

On the 25th of June 1950, the North Korean Peoples Army (NKPA) surprised the United States and the
world by crossing the 38th parallel and invading South Korea. The Republic of Korea (ROK) Army fell back
in disorder as the Communist forces drove deeply into South Korea, spearheaded by Russian-built T-34 tanks.
The initial American forces sent to Korea could only slow the advance of the NKPA.

By the first week of August, Eighth United States Army and its ROK allies had been forced back into a
perimeter around the port of Pusan. Grim resistance marked the battles of the Pusan Perimeter, as General of
the Army Douglas MacArthur fed reinforcements to Eighth Army while planning a counterstroke aimed at
Inchon. With the situation in the perimeter stabilized in mid-September, MacArthur launched X Corps (1st
Marine Division and 7th Infantry Division) at Inchon on the 15th, directing Eighth Army to break out of the
Pusan Perimeter and drive north to effect a link-up.

After securing a bridgehead over the Naktong River from 21-25 September 1950, the 1st Cavalry Division
was poised to drive north and do just that. Major General Hobart Gay met with his regimental commanders at
0830 on the morning of 26 September 1950 at the schoolhouse in the village of Sangju. After almost three
months of intense combat and constant fighting in defense of the Pusan Perimeter, the 1st Cavalry Division
was finally going to go on the offensive and hurl its tanks and men into the heart of the North Korean Peoples
Army.

The 7th Cavalry would lead the dash of the division northwest to the linkup with X Corps. Lieutenant
Colonel James H. Lynch’s 3d Battalion, 7th Cavalry (designated Task Force Lynch) would lead his regiment
and the division in the breakout from the Pusan Perimeter. Colonel William A. Harris, commander of the 7th
Cavalry and the regimental command group would follow Task Force Lynch, with 1st Battalion, 7th Cavalry
(designated Task Force Witherspoon) bringing up the rear and prepared to leapfrog past Task Force Lynch
should the need arise. (2) The 70th Tank Battalion’s M4A3 Sherman tanks would provide firepower and
shock effect for the cavalrymen, with 2d and 3d platoons of C Company attached to Task Force Lynch.

Task Force Lynch moved out at 1130 hours with the Intelligence and Reconnaissance (I and R) Platoon
leading Lieutenant Robert Baker and the three tanks of 2d platoon, C Company, 70th Tank Battalion. Baker’s
tanks were followed by an engineer platoon from B Company, 8th Engineers; Colonel Lynch’s command
group; I, L, and M Companies; 3/7 Cavalry Headquarters Company; K Company, C Battery, 77th Field
Artillery (105-mm towed); with 2d Platoon, C Company, 70th Tank Battalion bringing up the rear. The
infantrymen of the Task Force rode in two-and-a-half ton trucks in order to keep up with the swift moving lead
elements. The task force objective was the village of Osan, nearly 102 miles away.

For miles there was no opposition, only the cheering of liberated Koreans as the task force moved through
the countryside. At 1430 hours, the I and R Platoon and Baker’s tanks reached the outskirts of Chongju, where
Colonel Lynch moved the tankers into the lead instead of the unarmored jeeps. Baker entered the town and
found it deserted, even though some Korean women told him that the NKPA would shoot their husbands if he
continued into the town. (3) The column left Chongju with the gun jeeps of the I and R Platoon back in
the lead.
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At 1800 hours, after traveling approximately 64 miles, the task force halted to refuel the tanks. To the
consternation of Colonel Lynch, the refuel truck for the tanks had not moved out with the rest of the task
force. As it was getting dark, Colonel Lynch consulted with Colonel Harris, who was accompanying the
column, about the possibility of proceeding to the rendezvous with the 7th Infantry Division with the
headlights of the task force turned on! Colonel Harris agreed, and his bold decision was relayed to Lieutenant
Baker and the rest of the troopers in the force. (4) Baker received this order with a degree of discomfiture, but
his immediate worry was refueling his thirsty tanks.
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Baker moved down the line of the vehicles collecting all of the five-gallon cans of gasoline that he could
find. As he passed the trucks carrying the infantry of 3/7 Cavalry, each truck closed up to the vehicle in front
of it along the edge of the road. Colonel Harris chewed out Lieutenant Baker for causing the column to close
up and become more vulnerable, asking the tank platoon leader if he hadn’t had to correct him for doing the
same thing before. (5) The beleaguered lieutenant continued to collect gas cans when the lead squad of the I
and R Platoon came running back down the road toward the tankers, screaming that a North Korean tank was
coming their way.

Baker’s men mounted up and were ready to fire, when the “tank” turned out to be three NKPA trucks. In
the near darkness, the enemy drivers did not recognize the Americans until it was too late. Panicking, they
bailed out of the trucks and ran away, but not before one of the drivers crashed his truck into a jeep of the I
and R Platoon that was parked astride the road. The tankers and scouts searched the trucks and discovered
enough gasoline aboard them to refuel Baker’s three tanks and the three tanks of the 2d Platoon at the rear of
the task force. The generosity of the enemy allowed the column to move out again at approximately 2000
hours. (6)

The moon was up, but it was a cloudy night when Lieutenant Baker led Task Force Lynch into the village
of Chonan and onto the main highway to Osan. The headlights of the force burned brightly as it ground its
way north through enemy territory and toward the link-up with X Corps. Baker was given permission to
engage enemy soldiers if he needed to, but a captain from the command group told him to “go slow for about
ten minutes, and then highball as fast as you can.” (7)

Baker complied and entered Chonan from the south. He found the village full of enemy soldiers who did
not seem to mind the presence of the American tanks. The numerous streets of the village did not match those
on his map, so Lieutenant Baker stopped his tank at an intersection that had a single NKPA soldier standing
guard. The tank platoon leader brazenly pointed at one of the roads, and asked the North Korean “Osan?”
The befuddled soldier pointed out the right road, then recognizing the tank as American, fled in panic.
Lieutenant Baker cut him down with machine gun fire, and then moved out. (8)

Moving north from the village, the tankers passed dozens of enemy soldiers and vehicles. The tankers
sprayed the NKPA with machine gun fire and high explosive (HE) rounds from the main guns of their
Shermans, but they did not stop. Baker caught a company of NKPA in full uniform and camouflage just after
leaving Chonan, and chewed them up. One of the enemy soldiers was run over by Baker’s tank when he and
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another soldier collided while trying to get out of the way of the charging Americans. Several enemy soldiers
on bicycles and two jeeps were also crushed by the tankers. Baker attempted to contact Colonel Lynch, but he
had not been able to establish radio contact since entering Chonan. Since he could see the headlights of the
task force behind him, he plowed on toward Osan. (9)

Meanwhile, Colonel Lynch was becoming very uneasy with the rapid progress of the tanks and I and R
Platoon. The trucks carrying the rest of his soldiers could not keep up with the lead elements, creating a gap in
the column of vehicles. North of Chonan, Colonel Lynch found himself “in the lead” of the main body of his
force. After passing groups of enemy soldiers as large as 10 and 15 men, Lynch decided that discretion was
needed. He pulled over and reorganized the task force, putting a platoon of infantry in trucks in the lead, with
the lead truck carrying a .50-caliber machine gun in a ring mount, and a 3.5-inch bazooka. (10)

Ten miles south of Osan, Colonel Lynch could hear the sounds of sporadic artillery and small arms fire.
Deciding that the “parade was over,” Lynch ordered the headlights of the vehicles turned off. (11) Farther to
the north, Lieutenant Baker and a squad of the I and R Platoon roared into Osan at full speed. Stopping briefly
just north of the village, Baker identified numerous T-34 tracks, but he did not spot any of the tanks
themselves. The T-34 was Russian-built and heavily armored, with an 85-mm main gun. Like the Sherman,
the T-34 was a World War II veteran, with the NKPA fielding a brigade of T-34s at the start of the war.

Moving out, Baker’s tanks started taking small arms and antitank fire. Baker kept moving, and identified
American M-26 Pershing tracks in the road. With his headlights still on, the tanks barrelled forward when
suddenly an antitank round fired from their rear hit the third tank in line, killing the tank commander. A white
phosphorus grenade exploded near Baker’s tank illuminating his diminutive force in its glare. Someone
shouted up at Baker, “What the hell are you doing out here?” Baker shouted back, “I'm from the First
Cavalry!” Jumping from his tank, Baker shook hands with a lieutenant from the 31st Infantry Regiment of the
7th Division. It was 2226 hours on 26 September when this happened, 106 miles from their starting point in
Poun earlier that day. (12)

The rest of Task Force Lynch moved toward the village of Habungni about an hour behind Baker. After
bypassing a downed bridge just south of the village, Colonel Lynch drove past a T-34 tank on the side of the
road that had its gun tube pointed out across the road. Lynch joked about the tank, thinking that it was
destroyed. Suddenly the tank opened fire on the column with its machine guns and main gun. Another tank,
hidden along the side of the road, joined the first in raking the column with fire. Colonel Lynch’s jeep lurched
to a stop, with the passengers scrambling to find some semblance of cover in the ditch along the side of the
road. (13)

All along the length of the task force, vehicles stopped and the men in them scurried to meet the enemy
threat. Lieutenant John Hill, Lynch’s S2, moved forward to collect the infantry platoon that was the point
element and bring them and their 3.5- inch bazooka back to attack the enemy tanks. The crews of the T-34s
became nervous and started the engines of their tanks, but they did not move. It was a fatal mistake for the
enemy tankers, as Lieutenant Hill led an attack that destroyed one of the T- 34s with a shot from a 3.5-inch
bazooka. Before the second tank could be engaged, it lurched forward onto the road and ran over two jeeps
and several trucks before it ran off the road into a rice paddy, several hundred yards from its starting point. A
barrage of 57-mm and 75-mm recoilless rifle fire crashed into the enemy monster, immobilizing it in the
darkness. (14)

A brave trooper, Sergeant William Hopkins, ran up to the T-34 and climbed aboard. Hopkins tossed
several grenades inside the tank, but the motor kept running. Frustrated at their inability to “kill” the tank,
Lieutenant William Woodside, the L Company commander, brought a five-gallon can of gasoline forward and
dumped a small amount into the engine compartment of the tank. When the tank still ran, Captain James
Webel, the regimental S3, jumped on the tank and took the can from the hands of the lieutenant, pouring the
whole thing into the engine compartment. A huge explosion blew Captain Webel 30 feet in the air, as the tank
began to bum fiercely. Luckily, Captain Webel suffered only minor burns to his hands and face. (15)

At 0012 hours on the morning of 27 September, Colonel Harris was able to get through to the 1st Cavalry
G3 on the radio and inform him that Task Force Lynch was in a fire fight. Harris did not ask for help, but
indicated that the enemy resistance would be readily dispatched. He was not so sanguine just an hour later
when he reported that Lynch was being held up eight miles south of the objective. “Send tanks forward
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immediately. We cannot disengage,” radioed Harris. (16) After the first two enemy tanks had been dispatched
by the cavalrymen, more NKPA tanks clanked down the road toward the stalled task force.

The village was burning and several of the trucks that had been run over by the rampaging T-34 were also
on fire. Colonel Lynch heard the roar of tank motors and the clanking of treads coming down the road from
the north. He held out the hope that they were Lieutenant Baker’s tanks, but realized they were not when he
saw two more T-34s clearly illuminated in the glare of the collective fires. It seems that Baker’s three tanks and
the I and R squad that reached Osan had somehow bypassed a strong enemy contingent of tanks and infantry
along the road. Lynch ordered his driver, Corporal Billie Howard, to get in the closest truck and move it
astride the road to block the movement of the NKPA tanks. (17)

Corporal Howard dashed to the truck and got it in position with two enemy tanks only 100 meters away.
The two tanks halted at this brazen and quizzical action by a truck in what should have been a secure area.
The tank commander of the lead tank opened his hatch and shouted in Korean; “What the hell goes on here?”
The Americans answered this query with a hail of small arms and recoilless rifle fire that set the truck ablaze,
and caused the tanks to slam their hatches shut. Eight more T-34s rumbled up behind the two now sitting at
the burning truck. They arrived just as 2d Platoon, C Company, 70th Tank Battalion had finally been able to
make its way to the front of the column past the entire task force. (18) The American and NKPA tanks
exchanged shots from almost point blank range. Nearly simultaneously, one T-34 and two of the Shermans
were hit. The lead American tank fired again and penetrated a T-34 with a Hyper Velocity Armor Piercing
(HVAP) round just to the left side of the gun mantlet. There were simply too many T-34s, however, and their
combined fire immobilized the last M4A3. (19) One of the T-34s pulled out from where the truck had stopped
the first two tanks, and began to meander down the line of the stopped task force vehicles. Once again, jeeps
and trucks were crushed and machine gunned. As the tank wound its way through the column, it came to
where the Headquarters Company of 3/7 Cavalry was stopped. Incensed at the destruction being caused by
the tank that he thought was “friendly,” Captain Robert McBride,the company commander, jumped out into
the road and started screaming and shouting at the tank commander for running over his jeep. A burst of
machine gun fire creased the captain in the rear end and sent him scurrying into the ditch. (20)

The rogue T-34 continued down the line of vehicles. The courageous Sergeant Hopkins fought it with
grenades, but his luck did not hold with this tank, and he was killed. As the tank approached the rear of the
force, Captain Theodore Wardlow, commanding the artillery battery, unlimbered a 105-mm howitzer with
three of his men, and manhandled it into firing position astride the road. The men fired several rounds into the
oncoming tank, with the final round blowing the turret off the tank when it was only 30 meters away from the
howitzer. (21)

Colonel Lynch moved back south among his troops in an effort to reach Colonel Harris and to coordinate
hunter-killer operations against the remaining enemy tanks. He did not have to worry about his men, as they
had already formed several groups that were stalking the NKPA tanks in the darkness. Over the next hour,
four more of the T-34s fell victim to 3.5- inch bazooka teams. Finding Colonel Harris amid the din of battle,
Colonel Lynch and he decided to consolidate their position for the night before attempting to continue north.
A perimeter defense was organized, and by 0200 hours the fighting died down. Seven of the enemy T-34s were
destroyed in the night’s fighting, with the other three moving away to the north. (22)

At 0700 hours, Colonel Lynch reorganized his task force for a foot approach to Osan. Scattered resistance
was encountered and quickly silenced by the lead company. At 0800 hours, the force was in Osan, and 26
minutes later, Task Force Lynch linked up with H Company, 31st Infantry. The drive was complete, but
fighting would continue for the next two days, as trapped pockets of NKPA soldiers and tanks attempted to
escape the converging American forces. C Company, 70th Tank Battalion destroyed four more T-34s on 28
September in Pyongtaek and Osan, while Air Force planes caught two more in the open and destroyed
them. (23)

The drive of the 1st Cavalry Division and Task Force Lynch had eaten up enemy terrain in a spectacular
fashion. The task force and the division had cut across enemy lines and linked up with X Corps because of the
courage of leaders at all levels of command. A large sign erected at the north end of the road leading out of
Osan boasted of the movement of the 1st Cavalry Division, the 7th Cavalry Regiment, and Task Force Lynch.
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It read—

At 0826 hours on 27 September 1950, forward elements of Company L, 7th Cavalry, 1st Cavalry
Division made firm contact with Company H, 31st Infantry, 7th Infantry Division at this location,
thereby making a solid United Nations front from Pusan to Seoul. This drive from Taegu to Osan, a
distance of 196 road miles and 116 air miles, marked the longest advance in the history of the
American Army through enemy held territory. GARRY OWEN (24).

A young tank platoon leader led that advance for 106 miles.

Editor: The operation depicted highlights the difficulties of balancing force protection with rapid movement.
The Task Force intended to rely upon speed and surprise to move over 100 miles through unsecured territory
to establish contact with friendly forces advancing from the Inchon beachhead. In this operation the emphasis
upon speed outweighed that given to force protection, evidenced by the instructions relayed to Lt. Baker to
move as fast as possible and by the decision for the task force to run with headlights on. The task force
possessed limited antitank capability with only two under strength tank platoons, bazookas, and towed
artillery. Only the tanks possessed the ability to rapidly engage hostile armored targets at other than minimal
ranges. They were allocated to the forward and rear echelons of the task force column, while the machine gun
jeeps of the Intelligence and Reconnaissance platoon assumed point. This disposition probably provided the
best means of all round security for the column. Its efficacy depended on the retention of task force cohesion,
which collapsed when Lt. Baker’s tanks and the I&R platoon began moving too fast for the rest of the task
force to keep pace and radio contact was lost. This split left the main column with minimal antitank capability
and no reconnaissance other than what could be seen from moving vehicles at night. When Col. Lynch
recognized that he had lost contact with his lead elements he reconfigured the task force with truck-mounted
infantry in the lead, leaving his only tank element at the rear of the column, where it could not rapidly engage
targets that might suddenly appear.

Speed provided Lt. Baker’s tanks and the I&R platoon the element of surprise. He was able to drive through
enemy positions, inflict casualties upon the North Koreans without loss, and even receive directions from an
enemy soldier. However, the task force following in his wake did not benefit from the same surprise factor
from an alerted enemy. Moreover, by moving rapidly at night, the I&R platoon’s ability to detect enemy
positions was minimized, while the lack of radio contact removed its capacity to warn the task force. Baker’s
composite force penetrated enemy lines, but it had no clear sense of the North Korean forces through which it
passed and no means to communicate this information to the parent task force even if it had. These factors
resulted in the near catastrophic encounter between T-34s and the task force column. The retention of the
remaining tank platoon in the column’s rear gave the enemy tanks free rein to engage the trucks and infantry
with initially little interference. The combination of bazooka teams, artillery direct fire engagement, grenade
attacks, and the belated engagement by the rear echelon tank platoon finally defeated the T34s, but at a cost in
men and vehicles. Hence the task force proceeded on foot.

Lt. Baker contacted X Corps elements after a record road march through unsecured territory, but little
coordination for the linkup seems to have occurred. The 7th Infantry Division was surprised by the sudden
appearance of Baker’s tanks and engaged them, causing friendly fire losses.

Given the inherent chaos that traditionally surrounds night operations, it might have been more prudent to
keep the entire task force together and move slower, relying upon the I&R platoon to provide advance warning
of enemy forces and reduce the risk of sudden contact situations. It is not at all clear what the rapid dash
accomplished that could not have been done by a more measured and secure movement that did not incur the
losses of the sudden contact with North Korean armor. The feat was impressive; the losses were not, and a
more aggressively handled enemy tank force may have inflicted more casualties. Task force commanders must
weigh carefully the benefits of speed against the heightened risk associated with a rapid, night movement.
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