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AN ANALYSIS OF THE INFANTRY-TANK SITUATION

Now that World Wer II is over end we have had some chance to
look back over our accomplishments, it is time that we examine the
efforts thet were required to bring about our vietory. We might
esk ourselves whether or mot our tesks might have been lightened in
some way and whether or mnot el bé;hur efforts were uniformly directed
toward the same objectives.

In order to stsy within the reslm of the writer's exﬁérience,
let us confine ourselves to an analysis of infentry-tenk cooperation
only. The mutual support between infentry and tenk units will serve
as em illustretion of the advences mede im coordinetion between all ,
8IS .

We have long been éware of the need for cloaeveooperation withe
in our armed foroes. Orgenization since World War I has been altered
several times with this requirement in mind. We are well aware of
the fact thet the presence of tﬁis coordinaetion within a unit is gen-
erally the determining factor between victory end defeat, and thet
the latter beceme elmost & reslity inm the early days of World Wer Il.
Has World War II altered our previous concepts of coordinatiorn among
arms?

Looking back a few years prior to 1945 we find that infentry-
texk coordinastion was not practiced in many orgenizetions and im
others there was only & remote appliocation of its primeciples; these
unifs were practieing only a temporary form of the principle, epply-

ing it sporadically es the individual situstion demended iv. 1Im view
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of the tremendous efforts applied during World War II toward develop-
ing the infentry snd tenk arms imto s tesm of combined effort, memy

of us from time to time marveled at the lack of informatiorn available

on this subject, Were there not infentry-tank setions priocr to beld
War II? Seeking en answer to this condition, we find meny illustrations
of its importence smong the militery. Napoleon's Méxim 47 tells us that
"Infantry, caevalry end artillery cen not do without one snother," Maxim
89 states, "A desire to seve the cavalry until the end of the bettle
shows ignorence of the power of the combined charges of infantry end
cavelry, either for attack or defense." We were certainly not lackf

ing in precedent then but what about the mechanics of its epplicstior
in modern war? Just prior to the past wer, General Waldemer Erfurth,

in his book Surprise ir Wer, told us that "Success in war usually goes

to the side which uses its power in a premeditated and coordinated wey."
| During the same period, Field Marshall Gemersl Ritter von Leeb elebor-
ates on this theme and applys the primciple of close coordination to
present day usuage by saying:
"Coordinetion of 2ll arms end means is a basic con-

dition for full utilizetion of every defense po#sibility.

In our war experience, 1914-1918, we lesrned the mesning

of close cooperation amongst all infentry erms and be=-

tween artillery and infeantry. But before am enemy equip-

ped with strong armored forces, this cooperation is ﬁo

longer sufficient. It now must be augmented by & unifom
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plan of enti-tenk defense; emplgyment of 211 mesns of

- reconnaissence, use of artificial obstecles of all kinds,
combined use of all offensive arms, the preparation end
use of reserves, armored units, aviation. Not one armz
alone nor one method by itself brings decision. Coop-
erstion amongst sll of them is mecessary." 3

From the foregoing then, we can sssume that the close coordi-

pnation between infertry and tenk units during World War I was com-

sidered satisfectory as it stood and that further development wes not

carried out %o any grest extent during the peace years to cope with
the new developments to be expected in future wars.

It wsg not until our first fire-fight in 1942 thet we discovered
that we hed not pleced emough emphiseas on the speciaslized type of traine-
ing required for coordination between arms ir this second world war,
The infentry and tank people had the necessary enthusiesm andspirit
but mot the training to produce the right reactions in combat. To
Meke & man reasct the way you wish requires months of intensive-train-
ing.tol heve seen many instemces in the garly pheses ofrthe past war
wheme the infantryman would heve no part of the tank, considering iﬁ
unpredicteble in its sctions. At the best it formed 2 bulwark be-
tween him and the enemy amd that wes about ss far es his idees of
cooperation wert. Whet the men inside the tank were doing, under
whet conditions, snd to what purpose, he had not the slightest idea.

1 von Leeb, Ritter, Field Marshel General, Defense, Herrisburg Penn:
Military Service Publishing Compemy, 1943.
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Before you could get the infentryman to work with the tank he hed to .
know more sbout it. Before he gould get in front of the tenkand de=-
rive some bqnefit from its fire power he had to kmow that the people
inside the tank could see him and were not going to cut him in on the
terget. The iﬁfantrymén had to get used to the noise and sire of the
tank before he could be expected to work irn its vicinity. The man on
the ground in combat likes as little noise ss possible and likes to
keep away from objects that might bring him to the attention 8f the
enemy. This basic make-up of the infentrymen does not lend itself
naturally to close support of a tamk.: This skeptisism and apprehen-
-sion had to be overcome befére any degree‘of infentry-tank coopergtion
could be reelizeds The infantrymen hed to be taught over and over again
that the tenk cem help him end that its express purpose on the battie-
field is to that ends It is unfortunete that this is & precem diffi-
cult to convey to & men in a clasg room. This phase of the soldier's
instruction must be in the field with the ténk. He hes to fimdout for
himgself that it will work. If he maintains the feeling that he can get
elong & little better without srmor, all instruction in classrooms to

the contrary will not meke him think any differemt. I would like to

strees the fact thet this condition mentioned here is mot due to any

lack of courage on aryones part; nor is it a one?sided condition,
Many tank péople knew so little of the imfantry arm that close coop-
eration often failed completely. As late a§,1943 the infentry=-tenk
teems were being set up on a day-to-day besis under combat conditions.
There was & definite laock of technique in the field of infentry-tenk

coordination in the early war years that wes preventing our employing
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the team-pley +that was so urgently needed.

The in-fighting experienced irn the opening days of the war in
the PACIFIC brought home the requirement for more effective infantr&-
tank coordinetion. Thus, in 1942 and 1943, armored people in that theater
were feced with the problem of adapting their arm to the situation at
hend. GUADALCANAL was our first testing ground and we found our concepts
of close cooperation and combined action vague in most respects. There-
- fore, a rigorous infantry-terk treining progrem was initietedilhieh con=-
tinued throughout the war and is still in effect. Although thesactusal
details of the treining differed with eaeh unit, Marine or Army, the
besgic ooncepts were the sesme; that of 1nsti}ling in every member of
the unit the importence of confidence in snd kmowledge of their support-

ing arms.

Our attempts at obteining infentry-tenk cooperation were not con-

fined exclusively to the persomnel training phase. Communications has
been,end always will be, a key factor in emy attempts at coordination.
Although improvements have been mede in this field smong the warious

srms, there still exists a weak link between the infantryman on the ground
end the tanker button;d-up in the tank. We have the ANZVRC-3 redio and |
the infentry-tank telephone but these cen be improved upon. The AN/VRC-3
mounted in the tank turret furnishes communications to the inflemtry plat-
oon'leader but not to the squad or fire team in immediate support of the
tenk. I feel that the turret of the present dey tank, snd probably the
tank of the future, is too complex in design snd the duties ofthe crewe

men too numerous and exeoting to ensble them to operaté a set sueh as
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the AN/VRC-S in combat., As for the infantry-tenk telephone, ﬁhis is
too often a one-time-user. By this I mean that it is frequently dam-
eged early in the action by enemy activity or by our own people. A

men can not very well remove the phore without exposing himself to
enemy fire. The cords sre too short to emable him to talk from s

plece of safety, end getting the phone back into the box in tle proper
menper is too time comnsuming to be healthy. We 211 know that the pre-
sence of the tank in close support of the infantry is & definite aid to
our people and so does the enemy. Therefore, opereting & telgphone on
the bustle of & tank from an exposed position is an assigmment that few
men would look forward to with any degree of amticipation. It is )
understood that experiments are being conducted to improve the tele-
phone by lengthening the cord and by instelling a retracting device.
This will be a grest help; however, a study might be conducted toward

- re-locating the phone box to & position whereby a man can reesé¢h it with-
out exposing himself umnecessarily. I feel thaet these two types of close-
in communioations will be subjected to mek¥ked improvement in the future
and will prove a contributing factor to more effective infantryftank
cooperation.

Another festure that ssw meny improvements during the pest war was
the tank itself. Some of the changes heve provoked much ergument in re-
gard to $5 development tendency toward the addition of armor along with
the ineresse in caliber of the mein armament; the end product being a
vehicle weighing over forty tons., Being most concerned with the type tank
that will be essigned the infamtry division in the close support role,

we might ask what sort of tank do we want? Armored people agree that
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the tank in support of the infantry must be heavily gunned, mounting
a flet trejectory weapon of a @aliber capeble of a telling effect on

the most formidable targets, thence all the muzzel velecity the breech

essembly and mount can stend. The mein armement must be of a design

faciliteting a high rate of fire. The complete round must be of such
a weight that a man cen load it efficiently for a lbng period of time.
If such 2 weight specification is not feasible, then theie should be
an automatic loeding device perfected to offset this very definite
liniting factor. The.main armament smmunition should be stowed in .
quantities sufficient to keep the tenk in ection a reessonable length
of time based on the aversge resupply cepsbilities of the tenk batta
elion. These two faotors are under development et the present time.
The armor should be capable of sustaining hits from small arms fire
but not of such thickness and weight as to restriot the free movement of
the tank over edverse terrain. At this point we find the fly in the
ointment. The argument over the weight and armor charecteristics of
the tank hinge upon which is the lesser of two evils. We cen not
have heavy main armamen#‘without weight since our armor serves a two-
fold purpose, that of protection aﬁd struocturel stability. There being
no argument in favor of diminishing the fire power, steps are being
taken to reduce the ground pressure of the tank by re-design of the
suspension system. Out present M-26 tenk, although hesvier then its
predessors, cen boest less ground pressure thus less restrictions

due to its weight., For the benefit of those that might considér the
tank of today to be invulnersble to other than specielly orgenized
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tankekiller teams, let them be reminded thet this past war sew the
development of hend carried wespons for our infentrymen that can pen-
etrate enything we heve in the way of armor today, and there is every
reason to believe that this bslance of power will not be changed. The
infantry tenk still must depend on its fire power, meneuversbility and
infantfy support to remein in setion. It is still the tank that has the
punch in its main armement axnd gets in the first telling shot that can
give the infantrymen the support he needs. The requirements mentiomned
above for the infantry tank have been in effect for sometime snd we are
beginning to see results in the form of the M-24 light tank with its
proposed heavier armement.

The present tank engines, although still in the development stege,
have proven themselves adequete if not outstanding. However, from an
infantry-tank cooperation viewpoint the exhaust noises are excessive.
Design changes have eliminated most of the noilse in our suspension sys-
tems but we are still faced with engine exhaust noise. This is not

only undesirable in night movements and in other situations where the

tank may be heard end not seen, but it also hinders khx employment of the

supporting infantry. Voice communication within éhe team is less effec-
tive when the tenk is in motion. Starting a tank engine et night in close
proximity with the enemy was almost a positive indication thet mortar and
sometimes artillery fire would soon be coming in. Efforts underway at

the present time to increase the power output of our tank engines might
permit installation of more effective muffler systems to reduce this exhaust

noise.




We now have a very effective addition to the infentry-tenk tesm
in the form of the flamethrowing tenk. No onme has to sell the merits
of the use of flame egainst a determined enemy. This type of tenk will
be sveilsble o the tamk battelion of the infentry division. The flame-
thrower tank we know today has proven itself effective but it is still
not an efficient weapon in its present stage of development. There are

definite requirements for & conventional tank meonting e device cspable

of laying fleme on a target at s range of at least one hundred and fifty

yerds. Attempts should be made to procure a flame producing agent that
cer be carried in sufficient quantity to eliminate the weepon heving to
be replenished more greqﬁently than the gun-mounted tanks. There can not
be sufficient flemethrower tanks in & tank battalion to keep the present
cépacity flemethrower in the ection as long as desired. Study\might be
conducted towards produeing a fleme prédueing agent thet will expend more
of its energy em the target.

During the course of our snalysis, I have attempted to‘illuminate_
the more importent phseses in the development of infantry-taﬁk coordina=
tion. The leok of information on this subjeot set down in w;iting after
World War I placed us in a position whereby we were forced to develop
our doctiine'during actual combat in World War II. By maintsining high
training standerds within our units today and by devoting all of our
efforts toward adapting ourselves for future conflicts we will heve learn-
ed our lessons well. |

We ere now in the prossess of reorganiging our forces along the
lines of employment enviseped in wars to come. We must never lose sight
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- of the need for this type of planning. Our objeetives should be estab-
lished with an open mind. There is every liklkhood that our equipment
will undergo meny changes but #he quality of our menpower will remain
& constent factor., Training of these men will continue to be the primary
purpose for the exiétance of our Regular establishment in the military.
By utilizing the lessons of World War II and applying them in our plenning
toward the future we will have justified the responsibilities‘placed on
us a8 officers in the service of our country.

We must lgarn from the past but not become so emeshed in its study
that we sacrifice development and further advencement in militery tech-
niques. History is full of instances where a netion hes fought a war
and been victorious but then has failed 8o achieve the true fruits of
its vietory by its complacent outlook toward the future. Armold J.
Toynbee, a noted historian; stresses this fact in =2 discussion of The

Nemisis in Warfare by seying:

"The presubption that, becsuse a faculty has proved aqual
to the accomplishment of & limited tesk wighin its proper
field,it may therefore be counted on to produce some in=-
ordinate effect in a d&fferent set of circumstences, is
never snything but em intellectual and moral aberration

end never leads to anything but certein disaster."z

2 Toynbee, Armold J., A Study of History. New York & London; Oxford
University Press, 1947. (Abridgement of volumes iI-VI by D. C.
Somervell)
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