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~ c a r l d ~ b c u r e d i n d o w l i a i -  
apnith~inhntryandthesbrr 
*bsmser 

Ink&,ofcoursc,arhmctbodr 
~batdesignedtof2xposetanksto 
tbcM1eescritrracss of a n t i d  he. 
As the Gamm Tmppenfiihnmg 
mpoupI put "if thc tanks are held 
io too &e liaison with the infantry. 

ity and are liable to be destroyed by 
thedefeDse"Thiswaswtmcantt0 

tbey bstheadvantageof theirulobil- 

prrcludcthecooperatiolloftankrand 
riamK!m but it condemned-& very 
+tlY-k PICrnlent -t-P-Ty 
tcndenq m arbordinate tanks entirely 
totheinhnty. 

Tbtnarnnvanddypessimiuir 

'Ibycurgwray.beasaibedtothe 

views have appeared and ceappsued 
several timer, including the present. 

teadary m a h the problem d 

arms-prtidarly the infantq-in 
stead of a rational analysis of the p 
tentialitir5 and limitationsof the tank 
and atba meatn, such as the .30 
calibariaeforinnance! 

&totheoverem hasisonannor 
protectioa which lead: to hasty con- 
cluJions chat the tank is doomed every 

&withrig!r= 'vedideasd 
bow tanks *th the older 

time some more a k a i v e  armor-pierc- 
ingweap is introduced. 

I V . I n Q c w a d w  
A notable effeption to the views 

pRvllent af ta  the First World War 
was the British Royal Tank Corps 

plionr. it was saved from the postwar 
fate of French and Amencan e tank 
units. Its' and the pos- 
sessitm of -= Vickers hie- 
diums# with mechanical performance 
greatly in advance of anything pre- 
viwly builb created conditions fa- 
l n n a & t o f i m h e r ~  

The independence and the early ex- 
periments were only achieved as a 
d t  ot a hard struggle by a small 
band of enthusiasts against an a b y d  
lackoftdasadm . g and prejudice. 
Tbt nmt pmninent in this p p  of 
pianear was General Fuller but it 
included orben like Liddell Hart and 
Marcel. Ful le is  own ideas evolved 
from his "Plan 1919" a d  were on 
tbc k - o f  fimnatims cornpod al- 
most entirely .of tanks. Their 

Although r e d d  to + four bat- 

t ionsnrr  to rcsembk those ofz 
sea-tks "landship" Muence, in- 

cidmtpng, being quire strong in all 
1952 

&e eidy British tank phibsopbp. 
OtberanrrsWlacatbatregdlEd as 
subridiorg. 
such "aB-tdm views, which. of 

-* carrspoded t o t h e d  
uisbes d the T d  Corpr. exerted a 
strang infhwncc on the exphnents 
carried out in England in tbe 'twea- 

perimcnd Meclmized Force, assem- 
bled in 1927 an Salisbuq Plain. was 
made up of xveral elements apan 
from tanks But, by the rime tbe 
Tank Brigade wasput m a  permanrnt 
footing in Apd  1931, it consisd 

tanks and three mixed, light and 
medium, battalioms Tanks were te 
garded as virtually or potentially self- 
zullirirnL 
Tbac British trials and experi- 

ments t3mKmSmled for tbe 6, time 

mecb?nized forces..Tbep also p b  
necred in the development of 
tional technique of tank UaitsOKZ 

ods Unfominatdy, thedevelopment 
tended to be me sided, or at least un- 
balurcd. 

While great stmss was placed on 
developing the advantages of mecha- 
nized mob& , SaiLing power thded 
to be overloo L . This and financial 
stringency produced that of fast 
light tank with very l i m i ~ c o m b a t  
power. A d  while the strategic pm 
tentialitiesof mechanized forces were. 
rightly, sncaed, 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+nk views 
origulallp claimed-tink formations 
devel ing on tbose lines became of 
-%t limited utility. Suitable. 
perhaps, for the role formerly per- 
formed by the cavalry. k., that of a 
complanmtarp mobile ann. But. like 
the cavalry of the pmious fifty or 
hundred years, incapable of d y  
protitable participation in all stages of 
the httk. 

A R from this, the overenthusiasm 
of tE "all-tank" views strengthened 
the other extreme school of thought 
which. quite irratio~lly,  denied all 
value to tanks t when tied to the 

t i ~ d e ' t h i r t i e s .  T k F i ~ t E x -  

solely of tanks: OK battalion of light 

many of the paentialities of fully 

from the slaw-maian infantry meth- 

infantry. Thus 7 3  sidesconmbuted 

formation, in WE tanks and 0th 

something to obsauaing the evolu- 
tion of a new 

arms would j d y  play their part. 

of versatile 6eeM 
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a b  hlppared Wkb tanks. 
Many p.titi..1 d militaly ieodm, 
- n n d k t h m , t b t  

canetoarpartnorhing 

hnisld" when thae QlccgseJ were 

ground& ipskr that infantry isstill the 
one and only priacipol am. 

So armcued fcuces were held back 
for same p i a l  occasion, wben they 
could be used in the cavalry role, or 
ranks went E k  to supporting the 

This was particularly me of the 
idantry. 

palticipah of tanks in the Pacific 
cam*. Tbere, in tbc island hap 
pin apmlioI.I%anlysmallbodieso€ 

d divkian m the Philippines but 

&d-morethanbadion 
size, were and, in fact, could only be 
used. The J a w  produced an ar- 

I& too bad made no p r o p s  beyond 
tbe idea of infantrgarrompanying 
tank and used tbe division up in 
platoon attacks. 

Similarly, the initial employment 
a€ armorin the tint phase of the Xor- 
m a d y  apavions was restricted, both 
by the ditficulties of Nch an assault 

and th conditions of the 

ite! of disappointments and 
mions. not 

allwasregrrssfon. True, methods 
used did nat exploit fully the advan- 
t a p  of mechanized mobility-nor 
could this always be exploited for 
many masons. But they were able to 

k$Xl?ad build-up. 

thegene&pcrdmistic 
Yet. m 
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