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But it came to pass on the seventh 

day that they rose early, about the 
dawning of the day, and marched 
around the city seven times in the 
same manner. On that day only they 
marched around the city seven times. 
And the seventh time it happened, 
when the priests blew the trumpets, 
that Joshua said to the people: ‘Shout, 
for the Lord has given you the city!’... 
And it happened when the people 
heard the sound of the trumpet, and 
the people shouted with a great shout, 
that the wall fell down flat. Then the 
people went up into the city, every 
man straight before him, and they took 
the city.1 

Unfortunately, urban warfare has be-
come much more complex than in the 
days of Joshua. In World War II, the U.S. 
Army would take an immature urban 
warfare doctrine in its infancy, test it, 
develop it, and change it, based on the 
new tactical realities, much as it had to do 
with the rest of its doctrine. World War II 
presented the U.S. Army with many chal-
lenges it had not previously faced on such 
a grand scale.  
It would have been difficult to predict 

the precise set of tactics and combina-
tions of weapons that would be needed to 
be successful in combat in both major 
cities and small villages. So, the Army set 
forth a basic doctrine on how to apply 

combat power, but left the executors of 
these fights to develop the specific de-
tails. In most cases, the Army got it basi-
cally right, but in some cases failed to 
appreciate the possibilities inherent in 
their new weapons and doctrine, from the 
use of air power in support of attacking 
forces to the use of tanks and tank de-
stroyers.  
One of the great lessons the Army 

would have to learn would be to adopt a 
more integrated approach to fighting. 
“Rather than relying on either the infan-
try, tanks, artillery, or air power alone to 
get the job done, the American Army 
discovered it could only win battles by 
using all available manpower and mate-
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rial resources in coordinated, combined 
arms operations.”2 Overall, though, the 
U.S. Army entered World War II with a 
solid basic doctrine that it adapted in the 
crucible of war. This adaptation can be 
seen best in the Army’s changing tech-
niques and tactics in many areas, but in 
the area of urban combat, the Army was 
forced — because of tactical realities — 
to modify not only its tactics, but also its 
basic assumption that the urban fight was 
an infantry fight with only limited sup-
port from the other arms. 
Prior to looking at specific examples of 

operations in Aachen and Brest, an ex-
amination of the Army’s urban warfare 
doctrine, as well as its pre-war training, is 
necessary to appreciate the Army’s start-
ing point. A quick look at the capstone 
manual for all U.S. Army doctrine, the 
1941 edition of Field Manual (FM) 100-5 
Operations, reveals that the Army had 
not completely developed a doctrine for 
urban conflict: the 300-page manual has 
only two pages directly covering urban 
combat, in Section IV, “Combat in 
Towns.”3 

FM 100-5, however, did offer a good 
description of some of the characteristics 
of urban fighting. The manual stated that 
fighting in towns offered concealment for 
troops and weapons, as well as protection 
from the effects of fire and protection 
from mechanized attack. Towns were 
described as being naturally strong defen-
sive areas, but that they are also a “con-
spicuous topographical feature,” the de-
tails of which can be readily discerned. 
The manual also pointed out that fighting 
in towns would be characterized by close 
combat and not sweeping maneuver. 
Additionally, difficulties in command and 
control would make the nature of the 
fight decentralized, with the outcome 
resting largely on the “initiative and ag-
gressive leadership of subordinate com-
manders.”4 Next, the manual described 
the basic method for attacking a town: 
The town was to be isolated from its sur-
rounding terrain and neighboring de-
fenses. Like other attacks, the attack on 
the town should seek a flank or the rear of 
the main defenses. If the town had been 
turned into a heavily fortified position, 
then the attack should be made “strongly 
supported by artillery, combat aviation, 
and other supporting weapons.”5 Once 
these fires are lifted, the attack should 
proceed by bounds through the town to 
the far side where the unit was to prepare 
a defense against counterattack.  
FM 100-5 accurately predicted that 

troops would need detailed intelligence of 

an urban area. It recommended the use of 
reconnaissance, to include aerial photos. 
Actual operations would bear this out, 
confirming that extremely detailed re-
connaissance gained through patrolling 
and the commanders’ personal observa-
tions was vital to the success of attacks.  
Operations failed to appreciate the criti-

cal role tanks and tank destroyers would 
play, and advised against their use in 
cities: “Mechanized troops are of little 
value in combat within a defended town. 
Their use for such combat will probably 
result in excessive casualties, both in 
personnel and vehicles.”6 
Experience would prove otherwise. An 

emphasis on urban combat for armored 
forces was absent in the Tennessee, Lou-
isiana, and Carolina maneuvers in 1941. 
While fighting generally resulted in cap-
turing towns, units didn’t practice fight-
ing within them.7 As FM 100-5 suc-
cinctly put it in its description of the of-
fensive operations of armored divisions, 
“Defended towns and cities are 
avoided.”8 
Unfortunately, the Germans weren’t go-

ing to allow us to conveniently bypass 
their villages and cities. In fact, the Ger-
man Army’s doctrine on urban warfare 
was much more developed, particularly 
in developing defenses.9 Their doctrine 
called for a series of well prepared, mutu-
ally supporting positions that could be 
used to blunt enemy attacks. Once the 
main attack was contained, the Germans 
would use their reserves to counterattack. 
The Germans pre-stocked water, food, 
ammunition, and medical supplies for-
ward, because during actual operations 
movement would be difficult.  
They also understood that the main line 

of resistance should not be established on 
the edge of a town because an attacker 
can bring all his weapons to bear on the 
structures on the edge of a town. Instead, 
they defended within the town in an ir-
regular pattern to make it difficult for an 
attacker to distinguish the main defense. 
Additionally, the Germans would inte-
grate large stone and concrete buildings 
into their defenses as these buildings 
made natural strongholds. Heavy ma-
chine guns in dug-in positions at the cor-
ner of blocks would dominate the streets 
and open areas, from parks to cemeteries. 
Obstacles and barriers would keep out 
mechanized vehicles. The sewers and 
subways became routes for resupply, 
relief operations, and infiltration. Even on 
the defense, the Germans would seek to 
maintain the initiative by using their re-
serves to counterattack the flanks and rear 

of the enemy. Although that was German 
doctrine, the reality for the Germans 
would be decidedly different as well. 
They lacked enough reserves to maintain 
a counterattacking force.10 In addition, 
U.S. soldiers would use their machine 
guns to cover the open streets so that the 
Germans found it practically impossible 
to maneuver across streets to reposition 
forces. Buildings that U.S. artillery had 
reduced to rubble further limited the 
movement of any potential German coun-
terattack force. Based on these realities, 
the urban fight in Germany ended up as a 
“close quarters slugging match.”11 This is 
the type of fight where accurately applied 
firepower generally wins. 
Later in the war, other manuals also 

elaborated on the urban fight, particularly 
FM 31-50, Attack on a Fortified Position 
and Combat in Towns and FM 17-36, 
Employment of Tanks with Infantry; 
however, both manuals weren’t published 
until early 1944, too late for the fighting 
in Italy.12  Meanwhile, military journals 
like Fort Benning’s Infantry Journal and 
Fort Knox’s Armored Cavalry Journal 
were filling the void by publishing arti-
cles on urban fighting. 
The fighting in Italian cities might well 

have prompted the expeditious updating 
of doctrine and training. Infantry Journal 
described the fight in Cassino as “a test-
ing ground on which the lessons are 
learned; lessons in tactics, lessons in the 
uses and application of weapons.”13 In 
addition, lessons being learned here were 
sent back to the United States for inclu-
sion in the training program of the divi-
sions yet to be deployed.14 In October 
1942, additional training was specifically 
ordered to prepare for combat in cities. 
The additional training took the form of a 
“combat in cities exercise” in which 
small units attacked through mock vil-
lages, clearing houses of hostile forces 
that were simulated by “pulley-controlled 
dummies” designed to pop up unexpect-
edly.15 It wasn’t much, but it was a start, 
and coupled with the recent publication 
of FM 31-50, the Army was headed in 
the right direction. 

FM 31-50 covered both combat in 
towns and combat against fortified posi-
tions like the Siegfried Line. Although 
both problems were included in the same 
manual, they were considered separately. 
Much detail was provided about the ef-
fects of aircraft in close air support. Also 
stressed was the penetration capability of 
various guns against concrete fortifica-
tions and bunkers. Yet, when one moves 
to the chapter on combat in towns, such 
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details are not covered, nor is there as 
much discussion about the roles of tanks, 
tank destroyers, and artillery. The inter-
relatedness of the two forms of combat 
seems to have been missed. If more 
thought had been given, one could see 
that towns and cities are fortified posi-
tions and that many of the same tech-
niques and tactics described in FM 31-50 
could be used for both. 
The manual recommended that it was 

preferable to bypass a built-up area rather 
than attack it. In order to bypass a locality 
filled with enemy forces, an attacker must 
leave some friendly force behind to block 
the bypassed force from attacking the rear 
of the attackers. In addition, the terrain 
(like that in Germany) might not allow 
one to bypass a location. In Germany, 
towns often dominated the road networks 
and the occupation and defense of these 
towns could allow a defender to hold up 
numerically superior forces for extended 
periods of time.  
FM 31-50 also described the urban bat-

tlefield almost verbatim from FM 100-5. 
It then went into much more specific 
detail regarding actual tactics and tech-
niques. One aspect of urban fighting dis-
cussed was the difficulty in command 
and control caused by the fact that the 
commander could not see all of his 
forces. Additionally, buildings blocked 
the signals of FM radios, so the manual 
recommended use of messengers and 
wire communications, both of which 
were later effectively used.  
Next, the manual covered the possibili-

ties of night operations with the bold 
statement that, “Much fighting in towns 
will take place at night.”16 The theory 
behind this concept was that areas effec-
tively covered by enemy fire during the 
day can be used at night because the en-
emy can’t see them. Given the command 
and control problems already inherent in 
urban fighting, operations at night would 
seem to be even more difficult to control. 
In practice, actual fighting at night rarely 
happened, although some units used the 
night attack successfully against small 
villages. Units did use the cover of dark-
ness to conduct reconnaissance patrols, 
resupply, and rest. 
Field manuals stressed the need for de-

tailed planning. Units would take these 
recommendations to heart and use city 
maps, aerial photos, even hand-drawn 
sketches, all to ensure that everyone un-
derstood the plan and their responsibili-
ties. Next, the manual described the op-
erations of each element in the attack, 
starting with the infantry regiment and 

working its way down to the squad.  For 
the regiment, guidance was given on the 
need to train and rehearse actions prior to 
the attack. In addition, planners were told 
to look at the strength of the defenses in 
terms of the “type of construction and 
density of buildings” within the regi-
ment’s area.17 Concerning the use of 
mechanized forces, the manual stated that 
tanks are generally kept in reserve for 
other missions. What was allowed was 
the limited use of individual tanks and 
tank destroyers. The guidance was that 
armored vehicles “may be used as ac-
companying guns to attack by fire 
strongly fortified buildings and to assist 
in reducing barricades.”18 In practice, 
they were invariably used for these pur-
poses. The manuals noted the fact that 
attacking tanks were vulnerable in built-
up areas, and the need for close infantry 
support, which repeatedly borne out in 
many operations. Also mentioned was the 
use of flame-throwers as potentially ef-
fective in neutralizing enemy resistance. 
In fact, their use would prove extremely 
effective. Although the use of artillery 
and engineers was mentioned in general, 
they were not given the level of emphasis 
that their true roles would eventually 
merit.19 
Once the manual moved to the battalion 

level and below, it offered a few more 
specifics on the integration of tanks, stat-
ing that they would remain under com-
pany or battalion control and would be 
brought forward as needed. In practice, 
tanks moved forward under the close-in 
protection of infantry and conducted re-
connaissance by fire, shooting at any 
areas even suspected of being defended 
by the enemy.20 
At the squad level, soldiers were cau-

tioned to avoid moving on streets as 
“they are usually well covered by enemy 
fire.”21 Instead, it was preferable to move 
through buildings, over rooftops, and 
through backyards. Blasting entry holes 
in walls with explosives was preferable to 
entering through doorways and windows 
that would be covered by the enemy 
within the building. In general, soldiers 
were instructed to enter the building from 
as high as possible and fight downward to 
drive the enemy into the street where he 
could be killed by supporting forces.22 

One additional manual that laid out 
techniques for attacking a town is FM 17-
36, Employment of Tanks with Infantry, 
which covered the general characteristics 
of integrating tanks with infantry. The 
infantry was described as “protecting 
tanks from enemy personnel executing 

anti-tank measures, while passing 
through towns...”23 Tanks meanwhile, 
supported the infantry by fire and de-
stroyed automatic weapons holding up 
the infantry’s advance. Both roles would 
be vital in urban combat. Other than that, 
there were three short paragraphs dealing 
with the attack of towns. Tankers were 
cautioned that tanks could be canalized 
by streets and were vulnerable to falling 
into the basements of buildings. What 
was described well is how tanks could be 
employed against small villages. Tanks 
would encircle the town and cut off rein-
forcements, or would assist the infantry in 
attacking the defenses surrounding the 
town, both roles the tankers would under-
take. A short mention was made of tanks 
advancing with the infantry and firing at 
hostile forces.24 
The same manual later described the at-

tack on a pillbox, with a detailed descrip-
tion of a special tank-infantry-flame-
thrower team attacking, with the tank 
firing armor-piercing rounds to penetrate 
the pillbox, followed by either high ex-
plosive (HE) rounds or a burst from the 
flame-thrower. This description accu-
rately described the tactics the Americans 
would eventually use in cities once they 
started applying tactics for attacking a 
fortified line to urban fighting. Finally, in 
Supplement No. 1 to FM 17-36, an illus-
trated problem was provided for an attack 
on a village; however, the attack de-
scribed made no use of many of the com-
bined arms available, like close air sup-
port from medium bombers. Addition-
ally, the attack made little imaginative 
use of artillery or the engineers. This 
supplement did go much farther in de-
scribing the maneuver of the tanks with 
the infantry, although it didn’t discuss 
how each element would communicate or 
how leaders would command and con-
trol.25 

Overall, the U.S. Army entered urban 
combat with an immature, untested doc-
trine. “Americans had little practical ex-
perience in street fighting and drew most 
of their know-how from publications and 
training.”26 Fortunately for the Ameri-
cans, they were fast learners in practice, 
and they would wisely adapt to the dif-
ferent tactical situations they would face.  
The battle for Brest, a coastal city on the 

Brittany Peninsula, would provide the 
Americans with their first broad experi-
ence in urban combat. The Allies decided 
to attack Brittany because of the need for 
additional ports. The Normandy beach-
head was incapable of handling all of the 
logistics needed to sustain the invasion. 
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Brest was a fortress city of 80,000 people 
with good port facilities.  
Major General Middleton’s VIII Corps 

drew the mission to seize the city. He had 
the 2nd, 8th, and 29th Divisions avail-
able, with around 50,000 soldiers. Unfor-
tunately, his corps tank battalions had 
been given to 3rd Army for their drive 
across France.27 Middleton’s plan, in 
keeping with doctrine, called for occupy-
ing the dominating hills around the north 
of the city to encircle it. Then he would 
demand Brest’s surrender. If the Germans 
failed to comply, Middleton would attack 
with a series of offensives to take the 
city.28 
For the Germans, Generalleutnant Her-

man Ramcke was under orders to defend 
Brest to the last man. Ramcke knew he 
couldn’t defeat the Americans with only 
30,000-odd defenders, but he could make 
the U.S. pay dearly for its capture and 
generally waste time and ammunition 
while he took actions to destroy the port 
facilities. Ramcke organized the soldiers 
in his command in a defense in depth, 
taking advantage of the terrain around 
Brest. His plan incorporated a number of 
old French forts dating from before the 
Franco-Prussian War, along with more 
modern concrete pillboxes, gun em-
placements, minefields, and other obsta-
cles. He further augmented his defenses 
with “dual-purpose antiaircraft guns and 
guns stripped off of ships sunk in the 
harbor by Allied planes.”29 
If Ramcke’s forces were pushed off the 

heights, he would displace into Brest and 
take up a house-to-house fight. Once in 
Brest, the German defenses had every 
street intersection and the approaches to 
the intersections covered by machine gun 
fire.30 In addition, pillboxes and dug-in 
positions “were generally located at mul-
tiple street intersections with all-around 
fields of fires.”31 Snipers were also em-
placed to protect the machine guns from 
close assault. 
By August 18, 1944, the Americans 

were in position on the key terrain around 
the city, and by the 25th, they had started 
a heavy bombardment of the city and sur-
rounding terrain with heavy and medium 
bombers in addition to corps artillery. On 
September 8, Middleton launched all 
three divisions and drove the Germans 
off the high ground. From the 8th to the 
18th of September, the Americans re-
ceived their “baptism by fire with street 
fighting.”32 The first lesson the Ameri-
cans would learn would be the need for 
combined arms operations. The use of 
close air support from the Air Corps de-

veloped, with bombers attacking enemy 
antiaircraft facilities, strong points, and 
defenses in Brest. Their main function 
developed into attacking strong points at 
least 1,000 yards behind the front. The 
pilots also experimented with the use of 
napalm with some success.33 In addition, 
the planes strafed and bombed German 
positions and conducted aerial reconnais-
sance for ground forces.34 
The engineers, who had previously been 

almost ignored in urban warfare doctrine, 
directly supported the attacking infantry 
with demolitions teams that blasted holes 
in buildings so that the infantrymen could 
avoid the bullet-swept streets.35 This tech-
nique was an innovative solution to the 
problem of moving freely on the urban 
battlefield. By blasting new entrances to 
buildings, the infantry could surprise the 
defenders in the building, who were ex-
pecting them to use the door. The 
Americans also discovered that this ap-
proach decreased their own casualties at 
the same time. 
The engineers also detected and cleared 

mines, removed obstacles, cleared streets 
of rubble, and repaired cratered roads.36 
Minesweeper teams followed directly 
behind the assault platoons and cleared 
the roads of mines so the supporting tank 
destroyers could get into position to sup-
port the infantry by blasting enemy de-
fenses at point blank range, a tactic they 
had learned in Italy.37 Prior to the war, the 
doctrinal task for tank destroyers was just 
that — to destroy tanks. The tank de-
stroyers had been designed to fight in 
battalions as the corps reserve to stop 
massed armor formations of German 
tanks, but because of Germany’s produc-
tion problems, massed formations of 
German armor failed to appear on the 
battlefield. So, tank destroyers took on 
many missions, one of which was close 
support of the infantry.  
Armored vehicles also helped in the 

same way the engineers did, by providing 
alternate entrances to buildings by either 
blasting passageways or merely ramming 
the building. Infantry guided the tank 
destroyers into position and provided 
them with protection against bazooka 
fire.38 Flame-throwers were also effec-
tive, either mounted on tanks or carried 
by the infantry. In one attack on an outly-
ing fort, British Crocodile flame tanks 
shot at the apertures of the fort while en-
gineers placed explosive charges to create 
a breach in the outside wall. The attack 
was successful. 
As expected, command and control was 

difficult as squads and platoons could be 

easily isolated in buildings and rooms. 
Normal graphic control measures and 
military maps weren’t useful.  
Commanders also learned that the 

tempo of operations was much slower 
than expected. Instead of a “simultaneous 
grand effort,” the battle was characterized 
as “large-scale nibbling.”39  Several tech-
niques were developed and implemented. 
Commanders drew sketch maps and 
identified objectives and coordination 
points with numbers and letters. In addi-
tion, they numbered buildings to more 
easily identify them.40  Platoons received 
objectives in terms of buildings, with 
squads having missions in terms of rooms 
and basements.41 Radios that didn’t work 
were discarded and wire communications 
became the primary means of talking, as 
doctrine had predicted. Another doctrinal 
concept that was validated was the need 
for detailed planning. Coupled with me-
thodical execution, detailed plans led to 
success.  

In terms of organization, some platoons 
reorganized from three squads and a 
headquarters section into two sections, 
one assault and one support.42 The assault 
section contained two Browning Auto-
matic Rifle (BAR) teams, and at least one 
bazooka, and was augmented by an engi-
neer demolitions team and a flame-
thrower team. They would move rapidly 
and aggressively, clearing all floors and 
basements. The support section covered 
the assault section with machine-gun fire, 
kept the streets leading into the platoon’s 
flanks covered, and repelled counterat-
tacks.43 
The fight of Company F, 2nd Battalion, 

23rd Infantry is a great example of a unit 
putting these innovative techniques into 
effect.44 Between 10-13 September, the 
company was ordered to seize a city 
cemetery defended by the Germans, who 
had anchored their defense on machine 
gun positions in huge mausoleums and 
marble vaults. They covered all of the 
open areas and entrances to the cemetery 
with heavy cross-fires and grazing fires. 
The company tried two attacks on suc-
cessive days, and both were repelled. The 
mausoleums protected the Germans from 
mortar fire, whereas the Americans at-
tacked in the open and found that rico-
chets off the headstones aggravated the 
effects of the enemy’s fire. The third at-
tack made much better use of combined 
arms. First, the company’s mortars 
started a concentrated barrage on the po-
sitions. As the infantry assault platoons 
moved into position, tank destroyers 
(TD) with infantry escorts moved into 

 

ARMOR — November-December 1999 11 



 

 

position and took the marble vaults under 
direct fire with excellent results. The TDs 
also blasted snipers out of the outlying 
buildings. With the Germans’ heads 
down, the infantry platoons, augmented 
by engineer demolitions teams, blasted a 
hole in one building and cleared it. In-
stead of moving to the next building via 
the covered street, they blasted a hole in 
the side of the adjacent building, and 
continued until they had slowly cleared 
the street and were able to place fire on 
the cemetery from the upper floors. The 
end result was that the buildings were 
cleared and the infantry had outflanked 
the Germans in the cemetery. The follow-
ing day, the Americans swept through the 
cemetery with little resistance. Company 
F’s attack was symbolic of the combined 
arms efforts to capture Brest. “The actual 
conquest of the garrison had come as the 
result of action by the combined arms — 
heavy artillery fire, infantry assault, engi-
neer blasting operations, and the use of 
flame-throwers.”45 
The next operation that illustrated the 

developing American urban combat 
prowess was the Battle of Aachen. First 
Army’s original plan as it approached the 
vicinity of Aachen was to breach the 
West Wall of the Siegfried Line and by-
pass Aachen in accordance with Ameri-
can doctrinal thinking. Lieutenant Gen-
eral Courtney Hodges, First Army’s 
commander, saw Aachen as an obstacle, 
not an objective. Developments would 
alter that plan, however. The Americans 
met stiff resistance from the Germans, 
and Hodges believed he lacked the forces 
to both contain the Germans within 
Aachen and continue the attack to the 
Rhine.46 So, Hodges decided to reduce 
Aachen. Aachen’s pre-war population 
was around 165,000; now only 20,000 or 
so civilians lived there. Colonel Wilck of 
the 246th Volksgrenadier Division, with 
around 5,000 soldiers, assumed responsi-
bility for its defenses, along with ele-
ments of the 1421st Fortress Battalion.47 
Once again, Hitler had ordered a fight to 

the last man, and Wilck planned on carry-
ing it out. Groups of two to ten Germans 
defended each house. In addition, the 
Germans controlled the sewer system and 
made great use of it to move securely 
throughout the city immune to artillery 
and air attack.48 The 1st Infantry Division 
under General Huebner received the mis-
sion to seize the city, but Huebner had 
only the 26th Infantry Regiment available 
with one of its battalions already serving 
as the division reserve. The regiment’s 
plan was to attack from east to west with 
two battalions abreast, 3rd Battalion in 
the north, and 2nd Battalion under Lieu-

tenant Colonel Derrill M. Daniel in the 
south. It was hoped that this orientation 
of attack would surprise the Germans 
whose defenses appeared to be oriented 
to the south.49 
LTC Daniel task-organized his compa-

nies into combined arms company 
teams.50 Each rifle company received 
three tanks (Shermans) or tank destroy-
ers, two towed antitank guns, two bazoo-
kas, one flame-thrower, and two heavy 
machine gun teams. The companies fur-
ther task-organized these supporting 
forces down to the platoon level. He as-
signed zones of action to the companies 
who then assigned each platoon a single 
street. Given that the battalion’s sector 
was very wide, he maintained no reserve, 
but planned on repelling counterattacks 
by shifting his forces laterally across his 
front. Knowing that urban fighting used 
tremendous amounts of ammunition, he 
established an ammunition dump forward 
and made plans to move it forward again 
during the attack. His plan called for artil-
lery and mortars to hit the enemy deep in 
order to isolate the area, pin down re-
serves, and generally hammer the en-
emy’s defenses. His battalion adoption of 
the motto “Knock ’em All Down” should 
give one an appreciation for how Daniel 
planned on using firepower. He in-
structed his men to maintain a heavy vol-
ume of fire throughout the attack.51 

The attack kicked off on 11 October 
with two days of bombardment by over 
300 fighter-bombers and 12 battalions of 
artillery. They dropped over 200 tons of 
ammunition onto the city in the first day 
alone, but patrols that tested the defenses 
in the early evening found no appreciable 
lessening of German fire.”52 On 13 Octo-
ber, the battalion methodically attacked 
for the next eight days. Like the soldiers 
in Brest, they quickly found that survival 
meant staying out of the streets. In addi-
tion to using tanks and demolitions to 
blast holes in building, they also used 
bazookas to breach walls. Much more so 
than in Brest, artillery was much more 
effective. Light artillery and mortars kept 
the volume of fire up several streets 
ahead of the attackers, while heavy artil-
lery pounded the Germans further to the 
rear. The battalion found that they could 
call artillery fire in fairly close to them-
selves because the stone buildings pro-
tected them from fragments. 
Forward observers also experimented 

with delayed fuzes that allowed rounds to 
penetrate through several floors before 
exploding, rather than exploding harm-
lessly on the roof.53 One additional use of 
artillery was rediscovered when the bat-

talion encountered a building that the 
tank destroyers could not penetrate. The 
battalion used a self-propelled 155mm-
artillery piece in point-blank direct fire, 
leveling one building with one shot.54  
The regimental commander so liked the 
results, he gave a 155mm gun to 3rd Bat-
talion as well. Under the cover of tank 
and TD fire, the infantry assaulted a 
building augmented by the demolitions 
teams and flame-throwers. The mere 
threat of the flame-throwers frightened 
some of the enemy to surrender.55 

The best combination of tanks and in-
fantry seemed to be two tanks per infan-
try platoon. “The infantry preceded the 
tanks by 100 yards, thoroughly searching 
the houses on both sides of the street. The 
tanks provided machine gun and tank 
cannon fire as requested.”56 The tanks 
placed fire on all known or suspected 
enemy positions before the infantry as-
saulted. This close support provided the 
infantrymen with a feeling of security, 
knowing that they had such firepower on 
their side. Additionally, the infantry knew 
that they had to “protect their protectors 
by constant reconnaissance” which they 
did by assigning four riflemen to the tank 
commander.57 These soldiers provided 
close-in security, acted as messengers, 
and kept the tankers informed as to where 
the friendly infantrymen were. 

Despite FM 31-50’s dictum to conduct 
urban fighting at night, the 26th Infantry 
Regiment conducted its attacks during the 
day, and used the night to rest, reorgan-
ize, and resupply. In the realm of logis-
tics, soldiers also improvised when they 
realized their wheeled ambulance 
couldn’t negotiate the roads because of 
glass, debris, and rubble. The soldiers 
converted half-tracks into ambulances to 
give themselves not only some protection 
from fire, but also some mobility to make 
it through the cluttered battlefield back to 
the aid station.58 An additional headache 
for the Americans was the Germans’ use 
of the sewer system to mount counterat-
tacks, move patrols behind their lines, 
and infiltrate snipers to their rear.59 As 
they attacked, the Americans soon 
learned to locate and seal every manhole 
cover and sewer grate. 

On 21 October, Colonel Wilck surren-
dered. At the conclusion of the battle, the 
effects of firepower were seen in that 80 
percent of all buildings were either de-
stroyed or badly damaged.60 Overall, 
Daniel’s reasons for his success were a 
slow, thorough search of every area; the 
use of all available firepower; the use of 
daylight operations to enhance command 
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and control; the close integration of 
infantry, armor, artillery, and engineers. 
In addition, the regimental commander 
remarked, “We employed common sense, 
normal tactical principles, and maximum 
firepower.”61 

The U.S. Army in World War II learned 
multiple lessons on the nature of urban 
combat and the techniques and tactics 
that would make its conduct successful. 
The Army adapted thanks to the initiative 
of its soldiers and leaders who did not 
feel constrained by doctrine, but under-
stood that doctrine was a guide for the 
conduct of operations, and was by no 
means a replacement for common sense. 
A quick review of today’s FM 90-10-1, 
An Infantryman’s Guide to Combat in 
Built-up Areas, reveals the codification of 
many lessons learned by World War II 

soldiers, yet the very name of the manual, 
An Infantryman’s Guide, makes one 
wonder if we haven’t reverted back to 
thinking about the urban fight in terms on 
an infantry-only affair. In the invasion of 
Panama in 1989, the 82nd Airborne Divi-
sion was supported by its Sheridan-
equipped 3-73 Armor. A few of the les-
sons learned seemed remarkably familiar, 
“Sheridans were absolutely critical to 
fighting in built-up areas by providing 
direct fire support to infantry, as well as 
surgical fires capable of penetrating rein-
forced concrete buildings,” and “Strip 
maps, with individually numbered build-
ings, are a must for operations in a built-
up area.”62 With the world’s increased 
population, industrialization, and urbani-
zation, the U.S. Army will sooner or later 
find itself in a major urban warfare fight; 
hopefully, the U.S. Army will be able to 

apply the same level of common sense it 
did during World War II, even if the con-
ditions do not allow for the unrestricted 
use of firepower. 
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