A caveful review of the bistory of the tank is a necessary
. pnh'a)‘aayto operations on the atomic battlefield
Mobility maust be the basis of our doctrime, and its instrument

must be inswred against chaining 1o a foot-paced concept

The Ten Ages of Tank

By RICHARD M. OGORKIEWICZ

jwhin:h\wouklopent.lm:wayfo:|:l'n=

infantry: partly as an alternative to

ambulating fortress” and much of the
later emphasis (and overemphasis) on

when a return to more mobile warfare
was visualized, voices were not lack-
ing that claimed the usefulness of the
tank was over!

IL First Mamsed Assaults

There were, however, some, both
among the originators such as General
Swinton in land and General
Estienne in France and those who
joined the first tank umits, who saw
the wider potentialities of the tanks.
Particularly their capacity for :
mass assaults with little or no imi-
nary artillery bombardment, which
hitherto precluded all chances of tac-

These battles demonstrated for the
first time the tialities of the tank
as a means of breaking through bos-
tile fronts and ia the saturation tech-

wizh:l:mfan’ , but tank units now
opera; chiefly for the benefit of
igher formatioms.

main problem, after that of the
initial breakthrough proved capable
of solution, was how to the
action. I-!liorse ca , which, it was
hoped at first, would be able to exploit
the uite in- -
ba'ttls. The standard

types were, i
developed by then and General Fuller
(then colonel and chief of staff of the
E]';ﬁs:f.rmk Corps) conceived the
feets of iﬁ mobile mmwwz
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the case of the lighter vehi In
peactice, howelEr, the

soon appeoxismated thet of the Buit
“machine-gon destroyer” concepts and

an
tkhk«hh the existence
of a considerable stock of them bad a
ive influence on any further de-
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fit in with the older

how tanks
' ly the infantry—in-

arms— ;
. stead of a rational analysis of the po-

tentialities and limitations of the tank
and other means, such as the .30
caliber rifle for instance!
- Also, to the overemphasis on armor
ion which ] to hasty con-
clusions that the tank is doomed every
time some more effective armor-pierc-
ing weapon is introduced.

- IV. In Quest of Mobility
A notable ion to the views
t after the First World War
was the British Royal Tank Corps.
Although reduced to only four bat-
talions, it was saved from the postwar
fate of French and Amer:lcatll: tank
units. Its independence and the
session of new tanks, the Vickers }\)?:-
diums, with mechanical performance
greatly in advance of anything pre-
viously built, created conditions fa-
vorable to further
The independence and the early ex-
periments were only achieved as a
result of a hard struggle by a small
band of enthusiasts against an abysmal
lack of understanding and prejudice.
The most inent in this group of
pioneers was General Fuller but it
included others like Liddell Hart and
Martel. Fuller's own ideas evolved
from his “Plan 1919” and were on
the lines of formations composed al-
most entirely of tanks. Their opera-
S wahi “landihip” infacn
sea—this ip” influence, in-
cidentally, being quite strong in all
ARMOR—May-June, 1952

the British tank philosophy.
Cx&?:"rﬁsmatbmg:ndedis
subsidiary.

Such “all-tank™ views, which. of
course, corresponded to the natural
wishes of the Tank Corps, exerted a
strong influence on the experiments
carried out in England in the ‘twen-
ties and early ‘thisties. The First Ex-
perimental Mechanized Force, assem-
bled in 1927 on Salisbury Plain. was
made up of several elements apart
from tanks. But, by the time the
Tank Brigade was put on a permanent
footing in i l:;‘;34, it consisted
solely of tanks: ome battalion of light
tanks and three’ mixed, light and
medium, battalions. Tanks u{erete-
garded as virtually or potentially self-
sufficient. fy o pos

These British trials and experi-
ments demonstrated for the first time
many of the potentialities of fully

. mechanized forces. - They also pio-

neered in the development of
tional technique of tank units
from the slow-motion infantry meth-
ods. Unfortunately, the development
tended to be one sided, or at least un-
balanced. .
-~ While great stress was placed on
developing the advantages of mecha-
nized mobility, striking power tended
to be overlooked. This and financial
stringency produced that of fast
light tanks with very limited combat
power. And while the strategi
tentialities of mechanized forc?fvepr::
rightly, stressed, the tactical limita-
tions of the tank were glossed over.
The result was that instead of being
the versatile, dominating arm—as the
exponents of the “all-tank” views
originally claimed—tank formations
developing on those lines became of
somewhat limited udility. Suitable,
Ferhaps, for the role formerly per-
ormed by the cavalry, i.e., that of a
complementary mobile arm. But. like
the cavalry of the previous fifty or
h:lonﬁdri:lle vears, incapable of really
profitable participation in all stages of
the batde. ¥ &=
Apart from this, the overenthusiasm
of tE: “all-tank” views strengthened
the other extreme school of thought
which, quite irrationally, denied all
value to tanks t when tied to the
infantry. Thus sides contributed
something to obstructing the evolu-
tion of a new | of versatile field
formation, in which tanks and other
arms would jointly play their part.

ARMOR—May-June, 1952




198G 1

i

{TF
i
Eiiie
18]
é& ]

i
i
H
i
b

4
E
|

Lr
i
i
Eﬂ
1]

i
b
iE

Hi
;
i

I RRE
7
B
E
§
;
&

T
1 dt
il
I L
lzsg H

|
%

;»
]
i
by

B
!

£
|
i
;
FEF
E
i
a

il
;
i
il

*:E!.?
i
4

I
A3
it

I
i
il

H
i
I

¢¢l

types would have merged into a sin-
gle, versatile type of mechanized for-

E

However, by and large, right up to-
the early stages of the Se Wgtld
War the division into the two separate

the division into infantry and cavalry,
tank is a tank—w it is used with
the infantry or any other troops—and

consider objectively its general charac-

In the

when allowed full play,
ehis divison o0 one band
highly mobile but lightly armed and
amored “raider” tanks and on the
other heavily armored but slow and
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both of
chumsy “steam rollers” both of very

VL The New Model Force
It was left to the Germans to be the

For instance, already soon after the
First World War General Estienne in

France and Capain Liddell Hart in

range strokes and a type of
armored division containing tank and
armored infantry units.”

. For the builders of the Panzer-
waffe, while alive to the tialities
of mechanized forces, did not lose
sight of the tactical limitations of the
tank. As a result, the Panzer Divi-

si:ns,nld::ﬁhhsedon‘tanhrcpm-
sented a integrated combination :

of several elements, i ing armored
infantry, artillery and combat engi-
ARMOR-—May-June, 1952

ploited successes but that they also

usually fought out the necessary ini-
tial conditions for exploitation; and
that they were as capable of smashing

ition as of rapidly outflanking it.

- As a 1940 'German armored force

training manual put it, the Panzer

it, “rapid concentration of considerable

fighting power, obtaining quick de-

cisions by deep pene-
tration on wide fronts and the destruc-
tion of the .” This was quite a

different concept from that expressed,

for instance, in an official British view

that armored divisions were “designed

for exploitation after the enemy’s posi-

tionegsbenbroken."

Grouped in armored and later
rouped i armared corps, and later

in Poland in ber 1939, in
France in May and June 1940, in the
Balkans in April 1941 and then in
Russia in the summer of 1941.
In the process disposed of vari-
each going about its own
imited task. In the Germans
with 10 Panzer Divisions accounted
for, one by one, three Divisions légéres
i four Divisions cuirassés,
one. Briish armored division and
many infantry tank battalions. In
Russia, with 20 Panzer Divisions,
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1942, of all British infantry divisions
fvom the orthodox 9 infantry bettalion

sianphinsandtheA&;mndms

" shifted to other theaters many of these
' ities di )

In Sicily, in 1943, and then in
Italy, British and American armor
found their movements severely re-
stricted by the nature of the country
which, at the same time, favored static

-defense. Soambegantoom:

much more cautiously, in small

and in close liaison with the infantry.
In this way they were able to render
very valuable service and operated

considered impassable for tanks.
But it was a far cry from the dash-

'ingands?ectzcula:'unloymemof

the preceding vears. And it is always
one of the unfortunate consequences
of a series of successes that any subse-
quent failure, real or imaginary, is apt
to be greatly magnified. This is ex-

who, - on tional or ~emotional
grounds, insist that infantry is still the
one and only principal arm.

So armored forces were held back
for some special occasion, when t
t:ouldtanks be % the cavalry role, g

went to supporting t
infantry. : 8

This was particularly true of the
participation of tanks )o'n the Pacific
campaign. There, in the island hop-
ping operations, only small bodies of
nnEs, of never more than battalion
size, were and, in fact, could only be
used. The Japar uced an ar-
o, The Jpanes producetan o
they too had made no progress bevond
the idea of infantry-accompanying
tanks and used the ‘division up in
platoon attacks. :

Similarly, the initial employment
of anmor in the first phase of the Nor-
mandy operations was restricted, both
by the difficulties of such an assault

ing and the conditions of the

bridge! build-up.
Yet. in spite of disappointments and
the pessimistic opinions. not

all was regression. True, the methods
used did not exploit fully the advan-
tages of mechanized mobility—nor
could this always be exploited for
many reasons. But they were able to

U. 8. M4 Medinm.,
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As a result of all this there was a
revival of interest and faith in armor.
thing The e pociton 1 held in e
ing like ition it in
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A discus-

question of Army
. and lopiti
.sion of these, and of the details of
3 t and of the

i is outside the of this

i However, the desirability of

bhaving the maximum of units com-
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ed it is well to recognize
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e new armor-piercing weapon
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antitank chorus, in which military
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PRESENTED BY THE

Richard E. VanNess, Jr.
Alan R. Pebrson

John Walt Lane

Daly Heath Stanford
Green B. Williams, Jr.
George E. Taylor
Frank P. Thomas
George T. Shearin

" David F. Stoutamire, Jr.
Donald Lee Nish
Richard M. Meyer
Reuben W. Evans
Frank E. Drachman, Jr.
Louis Lynn Stuart
Harry L. Shackelford

The United States Armer Association engraved screll which will be presented annuslly te the Outstanding Semior Cadet
hwmu“dmmmManuhhmﬁ:. 1952 marks the inangural year.

‘ ARMOR ASSOCUATION 1352 AWARBS TO OWTSTANBING SENIOR CABETS IN ARMOR ROTC

Norwich University
University of Massachusetts
Virginia Military Institute
Alabama Polytechnic Institute
University of Georgia

Furman University

Middle Tennessee State College
The Ohio Scate University
University of Illinois
Michigan Seate College
University of Arizona
Agricultural and Mechanical College of Texas
Oklahoma Military Academy
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