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MEDIUM ANTI-TANK DEFENSE: THE CASE FOR THE RETURN OF THE
TANK DESTROYER by MAJ James A. Cope, USA, 44 pages,

This monograph discusses the nature of the medium
range antl-tank battle and the |napproprlateness of the
Dragon missile for that battle. An examinatlion of the
Bradley Infantry Battallon concludes that the Echo company
ls unneces=ary. The Light Infantry Division requirement tfor
an anti-tank gun system |s alsoc considered. The need for a
canneon for medlum range antl-tank defense (s explored.

Medium range anti-tank defense s the anti-tank battle
fought from 2,000 meters to close range. The nature of the
Soviet tank threat and the speed of Soviet attacks are
studied for thelr Impact on miassile-only defense. The
historical use of the tank destroyer as a tank killer on
the Eastern Front and the Amerlcan misuse of the tank
destrover (n the West are rev]ewed,

FPotential beneflts from reintroducing tank destroyers
are conslicered by examining the German experlience |n World
War II. The substitution of the tank destroyer for the M-1
tank In an antl-tank role is a suggested cost effective
change. The tank desiroyer |s proposed as a potentijal
launch medium for the hyperveliocity missile. Addlitionally,
adoptlon of the technology of large callber, high velocity
cannons mounted on armored cars |s proposed 2s the cptlion
whlich could provide the Light Infantry Division with a
better medium range ant|-tank defense.

This monograph concludes that the tank destroyer in
both its wheeled and tracked versions {3 a feasible medium
range anti-tank weapon. Flnancialiy and tactically the tank
destroyer |s currently the best avallable medium range
anti-tank alternative to the M-1 tank.




INTRODUCTION

Today’s too few defense dollars must be reserved for
the most erficient weapons systems. It is common knowiedge
that there has been no real growth ln the defense budget for
the past three years. The future looks equally or more
bleak for the growth of defense spending. Therefore, it s
our responsibllity as soldiers to cdetermine the most cost
effoctlive solutions to milltary problems. |

Thie monograph explores one cf the most dlfflcult and
important tactlcal questlions facling U.S. forces today:
medium antl-tank cefense, deflned as the anti-tank battle
waged from a dlstance of 1,000 to 2,000 meters. Anti-tank
defense has long been one of the military’s primary
concerns. For the last thirteen years the problem of medium
anti-tank defense has been insoluble. Long range (heavy)
antl-tank defense, on the other hand, has been admirably
aolved with a succession of sSe.l-automatic command to line
of sight (SACLOS) missiles, the most promlnent of which is
the tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided misasiie
(TOW) .

Fundamentally, the critical problem of the.most
dangerous, least |lkely conflict |s conventicnal anti-tank
defense. Recently the Army Tir:s devoted three consecutive
Issues to future antl-armor concerns. In the generally

accepted scenario for war In Europe, the most dangercus,




least likely conflict {8 a Warsaw TMact deployment of an
awesome armor threat. In the mid-1980’s, the Soviet Army
alone had 53-55,000 front-line tanks deployed with a further
$,000 in war regerve staocks.(1) The United States cannot
afford to match this torce vehlicle for vehicle.

Third World milltary activities aiso need tn L. watched
carefully. The Third wWorid, llke the Developed World, has
its share of armed forces wlth signlficant armored threats.
-ndia, fcr lnstance, bullds its own tanks. Evan.ln our
hemisphere potentlal adversaries (both the Cubans and
Nicaraguans) have tanks, Brazil !s a major arms manufacturer
(to Include tank bullding), and several other naticns have
virtage U.S. tanks. Intervention In our own hemisphers
requires conslderation of the armored threat. Two Grenadlan
armored cars caused {remendous problema during tihie early
phases of Urgent Fury.

Currently, U.S. forces are saddled wlth the Dragon. a
glow missile with a weak warhead. Anyone who has served (n
an infantry platoun usince the Introduction of the Dragon is
dissatisfied with this miss|ie systen. The Dragon s clumsy
to tire, difficult to conttol In filght, and has a large
back-tlast. A Dragon gunner engaging an enemy tank at 1,0Q0
meters {the maximum sffective range) would have to fly the

migslile fcr ten seconds wlth no offset from the back-blast

Signature while withln coaxial machine gun range of




attacking tanks, Engagements of this kind will be
extremely difflcult for the gunners.

A new anti-tank sclution for the medium range battle is
requlired to provide protection and staying power for the
infantry. The U.S. Army currently has several types of
infantry, all of which rely on the Dragon for mecium
antl-tank defense. For medium antl-tank engagements, the
best means of engagement may well be a raplid-fire,
high-veloclty cannon. The high-veloclity cannon achleves
muzzle velocitles that requlre a fraction of a second for a
praojectile to trave! 2,000 meters, wner=2as the Dragon
requlicres ten seconds to travel! 1,000 meters.

"Certainly [t |s pocr economy to use a $35,000 medium tank
to destroy anotner tank when the job can be done by a gun
costing a fraction as much. Thus the friendly armored force
ls freed to attack a more proper targeti, the opposing force
as a whole." General Les!le J. McNair 1942(1)

General McNair was correct In 1942 as €ar as he went.
What he neglected to say was that the gun needed to be
mounted on a proper platform. This monograph will argue
that the proper platform |ls a tank chassis without a turre:
simlilar to vehicles the German and Soviet armies used in
World War [1 that were known as assault guns. This modern
day assau.t gun, which |s hereafter referred to as a "tank
destruyer,” may well be the most cost effective andg

Suirvivable anti-tank weapon. The tank cesStroyer must be as




Immune to anti-tank flre as a tank 128; (1t must be tough .

enough to siug [t out with tanks tce to toe. )
In order to evaluate the tank destroyer’s ablillity to

meet the challenge of the medium antli-tank battle, this

monogQraph acdresses the current threat and potential future

antl-tank warfare requirements and then examines the .

historlcal racord of anti-tank warfare.




THE THREAT

Tﬁe tank |s the gquintessentlial offensive weapon cor the
post Werld War I world. In tre stalemate of trench warfare
on the Western Front, all traditlional military methods
falled. Moblllty had disappeared from war. To break the
stalemats, the British developed an all-metal-protected,
tracked vehicle. The logical descendant of thls early
vehicle, the modern main battle tank, is a tracked vehicle
that nas a chassls mounted turret equlpped with a high
veloclty cannon combined wl!th a coaxial machline gun. The
whuole vehicle |s protected with the best avallable armor.
Historicaily, tanks have done tremendous damage both
physically and psychologically as a part of offensive
operatlions.

The Soviet Unlon and Its surrogates have huge numbers
of tanks. As stated ear!ler the Soviet Unlon alone had
53,000-55,000 front-line tanks |n service by the mid-1980’s.
Marsha! of Tank Forces, P.A. Rotmlstrov, has sald, "Only
armour can assure the rapld and total destruction of the
enemy. It alone can achieve sw|ft and declsive victory
under modern condlitlons. Armour |s the baslic maneuver
element of the Soviet Army--it plays the Jdecli!sive role In
the attack."(3) Soviets intend to achleve 20-40 tanks per

kilaneter cf breakthrough front.(4) Thigs magsing of armor

used as part of a combined arms attack preceaed by a fire




atorm has the potentlial of overwhelming anti-tank
defenses.(5) Large masaes of tanks have traditlonally been
seen as lucrative tactical nuclear targets. It is not
within the purview of this monograph to discuss the use of
tactlcal nuclear weapons.

The preponcerance of tanks in the Soviet Army comblined
with those of the Warsaw Pact provide the U.S. Army with
more tank targets than the U.S. Army has anti-tank missiles,
This |s a somewhat dislngenuous statement slnce the U.S,
Ariny would not confront the Warsaw Pact singly and, more
importantlyv, antl-tank defense would be a comblned arms
battie. The medium anti-tank chalienge cannot be minimized
and glibly left to antli-tank missiles as the nature of the
threat would overwhelm a Dragon-based defense,.

The 1984 version of Taktika still maintains that the
high paced cffense is the key to victory. The maln effort
in this attack Is that of the armored force whose attack is
carcied out at 12 kilometers an hour allowing tanks to fire
an almed shot from btrief halts.(6) The Soviets are striving
to increase that tempo to 20 kl'ometers per hour,(7) the
same tempo used by the OPFOR at the National Training
Center. This pace of attack, between 200 to 350 meters per
mlnute, procduces a direct fire weapons engagement that may

last as little as 12 to 20 nminutes, (This |8 based on the

max imum TOW rance of 3750 meters.)




The Soviets realize that the anti-tank defense is basea
on anti-tank miseiles. They intend tc neutrallze the
antl-tank gulded missiles with munitions and jamming. All
operi sources agree that a Soviet attac: will be masked by
massive use of smoke comblined with lntense indirect fire.
The Soviets also intend to jam the guldance systems of
antl-tank gulcded missiles.

Historlcally, most tank battles take place on brokan
ground at ranges less than 1,000 meters. This situation has
resuited In the Western armies’ belief that COL Swinton’s
1916 dictum {(which has become a modern mantra’, "The best
antli-tank weapon |s another tank," |s valld.(8) Thus NATOQO
Intends to defeat Warsaw Pact tanks wlith NATO tanks ana
antl-tank guldecd missile=z (ATGMs).

The threat posed by the Soviets has another dimenslion.
The Sovliets Intend to use thelir 2Sis (SP 122mm howlitzers) as
assault guns with a major anti-tank mission. Their 251
batteries, whose basic load contains a significant amount of
high explosive anti-tank (Heat) rounds, will be accompanying
the conmbined arms assault elements and be fired at less than
5,000 meters. Reports in Ygevennvy Vestnik of current
Sovieltl training practices In these units atress the use cf
direct lay antli-tank engagements.(9)

As stated previously, the densgity of armored vehicles
attacking the defense is such that these vehicies coulac wel!

overwhelm a missile only based anti-tank defense. The

-




comblnation of the artlillery fire storm, battlefleld

obscurants. and the roliling nature of terral!n (nowhere |s

terraln absoiutely flat) will provide those NATO missile

system gunners that survive the initlal fire storm all the

targets they could wish for.

While the U.S. develops more and better missiles, the

Soviets are developling better armor. Recent articles |n the

Army Zlimes speculate on the next generatlon of Soviet armor

anc express expectatlons that some sort of exotlec armor,

el .2r proactlve or electromagnetic, |s beling developed.

The canger of a breakthrough In armoc technology iIs that |t

would mare obmolete the current generatlion of ATGMs, thereby

gutting NATO s an“!{~tank defense.(10)

Large caliber, high velocity canncns malntaln an

abllity to defeat these future armor devel!opments.<(i11) The

dense long rnd penetratour travellng at sufficlent speed will

maintain lts edge over armor. It should also pe ~c" .o that

anothar solution to the anti-tank prcplem, the

hyper-velocity missile, also has the potential to be

launched/fired from tank cannons of a callber equal to or

greater than 120mm.<t12?

There will pbe ample armor targets for everysne on a

European battleflield. There |s no drop-off in the nature of

the threat (n several potential Low Intensity Conflict

scenariocs. Soviet clients thrcughout the world have tanks;

some have the capability to build theitr own tanks (e.g.




India)>. The U.S. Army’s Light Infantcy Divisions suffer
from a lack of organlic anti-tank weapon3 (this a subject
that will be revisited later.> The world-wide armor threat
guarantees that |f U.S. troops are coemmlitted In a

contingency migaion they wli! nead an |mproved mecdium range

anti-tank capabillty.




KCHO COMPANY AND THE TANX DESTROYER

As currently organi_ed in the Bradley Mcchanlzed
Infantry Battalion, tne antlarmor ccompany (Echo Company’ is
both unnecessary and redundant. In the Bradley Battalion
every Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle (BFV) Is a TOW
missile launcher. The Echo Company’s claim to fame, the
Improved Tow Vehlcle (ITV), provides simlliar anti-tank
missile support. Howvever, the ITV, which |s based on the
Mi113, iIs nelther as fast nor as tactically aglile as the BFV.
Therefore, the Ecio Cumpany currently gives the Bradley
Battallion Commander no additicnal capabllity. Whereas the
Echo Company’s assets do strengthen the long range antl-tank
capa.ity of the Bradlevy Battallion, there i3 & question as to
whether the additlonal long range antl-tank capaclity |s
necessary or Justiflable.(13)

The ITV is singularly unsuited for (ts role in the
modernized Mechanl|zed Battalion. Thla system is too slcw
and rnot agile enocugr to keep up wiith the BfVs and tanks.

The |imited capabllities of the ITV do not justify lts
lnclusion in tane BFV equlpped battallon. The ITV |s capabie
of only two antli-tank engagzements at 2,000 meters every
minute. (This rate of flre |s achleved only with everything
golng perfectly. The computatlion comes from ten seconds

time cf flight per missile, forty seconds to reload, and two

migsiles loaded in the hammerhead launcher prior to firing.»>




This provides flve minutes of canbat with the ten missile
basic 1oad.(14) Whureas the twelve ITV asystems {n a Bradley
battallon are redundant, they can be used as a structure
around which a better alternative for medium-range anti-tank
defense can be constructed. A new Echo Company could bs
bullt using a cannon based tank destroyer rather than the
ITVs,

The tank !s currently regarded as the best ant|-tank
weapon because of (ts hlgh velocity, large callber,
rapid-fire cannon. The reason that most suggest that the
tank |8 such a good antli-tank weapon is (ts rapid fire and
forget capabllity. The tank is capable of more than two
antli~-tank engagements a mlinute; tne basic load of most
Western tanks s 3 to 4 t.mes that of the number of missiles
on an ITV,

The historlcal avidence of World War Il suggests that
the Soviets and Germans both flel!ded an effective anti-tank
weapcn that was as capable as a tank but was cheaper to
bulld: the tank destroyer-/assaul!t gun. The Germans
experlenced such exceptional success with this weapon that
by early 1944 thls weapon was the malnstay of the German
anti-tank gdefense and had accounted for 20,000 tank kills on
all fronts.(1S)

The tank destroyer is an antli-tank vehicle consisting
of a tank chassis with no turret but equipped with a tank,

cannon. The design (pictured on the follrwing page)

11




Proposed tank destroyer design.(16)




proposed by Paul-Warner Krapke (i7) has a very low profile
with a traverse of 15 degrees to elther side and -10 to +15
degrees elevation. The vehicle [s manned by a créw of only
3 with the driver doubllng as the loader since the vehicle
|s not designed to fire while on the move,(18)
Survivabllity of the vehicle will be quite good and, as
General Guder!an has said, "The more efficlent the
protectlion, the better the crew’s morale.*(19) The frontal
armecr protection l|s 900mm and the top of the vehicle is:
bomblet proof.¢(20) This results in a vehicle 40 to SO tons
in weignt that Is proof against ATGM and most tank
cannons.(21). Purther tecnnical design criterla from Krapke

follow.

*Since a casemate design assures mproved frontal
protection by lowering the silhouette and allowlng thicker
frontal armor to be used, particular attention has been pald
to these two aspects. The glacis armour plating |s Inclined
at less than 30 degrees from the horizcontal and has an
under-layer of special armour. The glacls plate [s "spllit”
to accommodate the gun barrel. A low silhouette (s all the
more desirable as kill probabll ity curves have demonstratec
the Importance of the vehicle’s low height.

Abave the level of the skirts the hull sides sl ope
sharply Inwards. The only opening in the roof |s for the
commander’s hatch, and both roof and hatch are proof against
bomblets. The engine alr-intakes and exhausts are situatec
on the sides and at the rear. The rear mounted powerplant
|s mounted In such a way as to leave room for crew access
and ammunition replenishment by a rear door. The vehicle |s
equipped with a NBC system working at slight overpressuce.
An explosion-suppression system |s fltted (n the battle
atation ~nd engine compartment. Ammunition |8 stowed at the
lowest polnt In the vehicle, most of it outside the battle
station, below and to the s|de of the.power-plant. There is
stowage space for a greater number of rounds than in an M3T.
Finally, a swivelling shovel Is fitted at the front to
‘erable the vehicle to dig itselr in under cover."(22>
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This vehicle would be compatlble with current main battle
tanks (MBTs) for both parts and ammunlition thereby lessening
the loglstlics strain. The Soviet and German approaches

during World War I followed in general terms the design

criteria expressed previously with the result that the tanix
destrovyer/assault gun carrlied heavier armament and better
protectlon than a tank of correspcnding weight.(237; The
World ¥War ] tank destroyer/assault gun had an addit.onal
beneflt In that |t was cheaper to produce than a tank.<(24>
Modern light Infantry, similar to its llne infantry
forebearers from World War II, needs antl-tank augmentation.
The light Infantry dlvision, equlpped only with tne TOW and
Dragon, has no cannon based antl-tank system. As a medlium
anti-tank weapon, the Dragon |s lacking |In range and
durabllity. In "Infantry Magazine' MAJ McCraight has sald
*The Dragon |s not the preferred MAW for light (nfantry
since It lacks versatility for busting defense works, |s
least useful In cities, and requires prolonged gunner
exposure and |s toc delicate."<(25) There are wheeled
alternatives avallable that have already been deveioped.
The Belglans have a MECAR SOmm light welight gun system vhich
thelr advertising states can be installed on any lignf
armoured car. Adverst|sements claim:

~ Armor plercing fin stablllzed discarding sabot

(APFSDS) defeats spaced armour.,




- Muzzle veloclty above 1500 meters per second,. cdafeats
the NATQ medlum target at 2000 meters.

- Extremefy filat antl-tank trajectory with very low time
of flight.(26)
Also, Rhelnmetall has successfully mounted a NATO standard
10Smm tank cannon on a MCWAG.(27) Both the U.S. Army and
Marine Corps realize there i=s a need for a light assault gun
The two discussed above could be installed on the light
armcred vehicle (LAV) chass|8.{(28> The need to augment
light unlits has been such a concern that In 1980 LTG
Hollingsworth and MG Allen |n an article in "Armed Forces
Journal® called for a light armored corps as a strateglc
necessjity.<29) Clearly, there is a need for the light
Infantry to acquire petter medium range anti~tank weapons.

In the heavy divisions the reorganization of Echo

Company Into a tank de~troyver company of four platoons of
four guns each would provide the tactical commander with a
more effectl e, credible medium antl-tank defense. This
would provide the Bracdley Battallon Commandcer with a
rapld~-fire gun system with which to thicken the defense of
Fis Bradley Companies or use as a moblle tough anti-tank
reserve, The tank destroyer, belng as tough or tougher than
a tank, as far as armor |s concerned, allows for the tank
destroyer to engage in closer combat than an ITV., In simple
mathematlcs.the tank degtroyer will be abie tc engage in at

least two engagements per minute vith the advantage of being

14




able to flre and forget. Since the tank destroyer will have
a basic load of at ieast S0 rounds, each tank destroyer will
be 1nlcombat at least 25 minutes versus the 5 minutes of
combat per ITV, providing a five fold increase in the
anti-tank capebillity per vehlic'le.

The Introcductlion of the tank destroyer into the heavy
force will free tanks from defensive cutles, thereby
preserving a credible offensive capablliity. It Is not In

the best interest of the NATO alllies to use expensive tanks

[ &

which are best sulted for offenslve warfare {n defensive >
roles. M 100-5 states,

"In mounted warfare, the tank ls the primary offensive
weapon. Its flrepower, protection frem enemy fire, and
aspeed create the shock effect necessary to disrupt the
enemy’s operations and to defeat him. Tanks can destroy
enemy armored vehicles, [nfantry, and antltank gulded
misslle units. Tanks can bresak through suppressed defenses,
éxploit the succeass of an attack by striking deep into the
enemy’s rear areas, and pursue defeated enemy forces.
Armored unlits can also blunt enemy attacks and launch
counterattacks as part of a defense."(30)

The superb M-1 tank would be attrited down to insigniflcant
lavels |f |t was conmitted tu extensive medium range
detfenmsive battles. The M-1 procurement will! result in only
7,0C7 ¥M-13 and they would be consumed quickly fighting the
Soviet armored threat. On the other hard, use of the tank
destroyer would allow the Brigade and Division Commanders to

husband tank units as ressrves for coffensive actlonsgs as FM

100-5 recommends.




The tank cestroyer also Has llmited offensive
potential. While [t would not be designed'to fire on the
move |t could be used as an overwatch/flxling force for the
tank forces to use as 2 maneuver pivot. In World War 11 at
the end of the war the Soviets were using a tank platoon
made up cof two T-34s and an SU-85. The SU-85 was a tank
destroyer/assault gun used as a moblle base of fire from
whlich the tanks could maneuver. Nothing 3o radical |s
suggested for the U.S. Army, but rather the use of a tank
destroyer platoon that could be used as a medium range
overwatch/flxling force |s recommended.

A wheeled tank destroyer would be very usefu! in the
light Infantry division. As previocusly stated, virtually

anywhere [n the world the light Infantry division might be

comnl tted there would be a significant armored threat.
There !|s a need to increase the anti-armor capabllity to
some form of fire and forget syastem. The wheelea tank
destroyer |s off-the-shelf technology. Another possibility
is the towed anti-tank cannon. The Soviets still employ
this type of anti-tank gun, the T-10.¢(32> The U.S. could
develop a simliar system that could be towed bv the HUMMY
and lifted by the Blackhawk. This system would meet
stringent deplovabillty criteria at the expense of tactlcal

mebllity. The turreted wheeled 90mm or 105mm tank destroyer

appears to be the besgt option for the light infaniry.




The best use of a tank destroyer unit In a llght
Infantry division would be as an antl-tank company at the
brigade leve!.(33) In this case the brigade commander wouid
have the opportunity to relnforce the most dangerous avenue
of approach or maintain a mcblle anti-tank reserve. Tnls
would optimize use of thlis resource as the iight lnfantry e
brigade will llkely occupy a slightly greater frontage than
a Bradley Battallon.

It |s Importanct to remember that the nature of ground
is such that there are few perfect long range antl-tank
engagement areas. Ground s rot flat, even |n the deserts
as the descriptions cof the Arab-Israell! Wars or the
following passage from Hil] 78! concerning antl-armor battle

at the Natlional Tralnling Center {ndicates.

O

The T-72s and BMPs were appearing for only a few
seconds at a time, rising over the small rlidges running
between the lines of wadls perpendicular to thelr front and
disappearing as they deacended Into the next wadi. This
negatec the effects of the TIWs, which needed an unbroken
line of aight cn the enemy for the duration ot the missile’s
flight, more than ten seconds at 2,500 meters. For the
tanks it was ancother stcry. As scon as they had the target
in thelr cross hairs they could kll1! in a split second. The
same was true for the 25mm gun on the Bradley, although [t
could not nope to stop a tank. (LTC! Always recognized this
and tried to direct the fires accordingly, tank agalnsc
tank, Bradley agalnst BMP.(34)

Qulite clearly the tank destroyer would have success siml!lar

to that enjoyed by the tanks in the above passage, rather

than the difficulty experienced by the TOW,




HISTORY AS A PARADIGM

In World War II, the U.S. had an operaticnal tank
destroyer doctrline which was used in the European Theater of
Operatlions., Dr. Chcistopher R. Gabel of the Combat Studies
Institute has made an exhaustive study of V¥orld War 1l tank
destroyer doctrine. Brlefly stated the tank destroyer
doctrine was developed a= a reaction to the German
Blitzkrieg of 1940. The speed and shock of the Germen
victory over the French and British was a tremencous
catalyst for the U.S. mlllitary to develop new forme of
warfare, It was declded that the solutlon to the anti-tank
problem caused by the massed armor of the Blitzkrieg was to
mass units of tank destroyers to contain tne tank attack.
LTG Lesl!e J. McNair declded that the critical asset of the
tank destroyer would be gpeed. This caused the U.S. to
develop a specliflc type of tank destroyer: fast, lightly
armored, and equipped wlth a large canncon. The tank
destroyers were organized in independent tank destrovyer
bcttal.ons that were army level assets (roughly equivalent
to Corps level assets today’). The tank destroyer battalions
were massed to blunt tank penetratlons and flx tha enemy
armor, allowing the counterattack of U.S. armor to cestroy
it. The doctrine was never trled. By the time the U.S.

committed land forces to the war the Germans were no longer
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capaple of massed armored attacks on their Western
Front.(35)

The tank destroyers used by the U.3S. were poorly
armored, very moblle, aglle, and adequately armed. The
entire family of tank destroyers used by the U.S. sufferad
from its lnablllty to fight |t out wlth German armor one on
one. LTG McNalr, a maverick who did not believe in the
mantra; "The best antl-tank weapon (8 another tank," wanted
the army mobile. He belleved that the current tanks (early
194C’s) were adequate since he did not belleve tanks should
flght tanks.(36) McNalr preferred a tank destroyer whose
gun was blgger than that on a tank. The gun was mounted on
a tank chas=sis that had an open turret and the tank
destroyer was stripped of heavy armor protection to save
welght and Improve moblllity.(37) The flnal report of the
Flrst Unlted States Army assessed them thusly:

The tank destrovyer was createq for the primary mission
of cestroying the hostile armor. Its initial superiority
for thls mission lay in [ts superlor gun power. W!th the
development of more adequate tank cannon and due to the
ocfferslve nature of operation®s the need for thils
special-mission type of unit has ceased. DNuring operations
tank destroyers were required to assume tank missions for
which they were not equipped or tralned adequately and to
perform secondary missions as roving batteries, direct fire
assaylt gun action and augmentation of the flre of armored
units. The tank aestroyer miaslon as orliglnally concelved
has been superceded by the requirements for a klller tank.
Tank destroyers should be replaced by a tank which can equal
or outgun enemy tanks and which has sufficient armor to

protect itself and its crew from normal anti-tank ang tank
weapons. (38)
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The lesson appears to be that the U.S. version of the tank
destroyer was not tough enough. Had tank destroyers bDeen
more heavlly armorea the above assessment may well have been
- much more positive.(39)

The tank cdestroyer units were highly-motivated,
well-trained unlits taught to consider themselves elite «w!'th
all the attendant beneflits cof elite milltary unlits., . an
army gsset tank destroyers were organized |n {ndependent
battallons. Unfortunately, the tank destrcyer units were
se|ldom employed as battallons. Instead they were parcelled
out {n companies and platoons to augment infantry units.

Any unit tralined tc operate as a unit within the construct
of a certaln doctrine and then not utilized according to
that doctrine should not be expected to be successful. It
Is to the tank destrover soldier’s credlit that the tank
destroyers dld as well as they did.

Tactlcal use of the tank destroyers did not conform
Wwith their doctrine, The reality of war overcame the
peacet me doctrine. Tank destrcyers were used in rolegs they
were unsuited to as descrifted above In the Flrst (J.S. Army
agsseszment. Tank destroyers were also comblned with tanks
in both cffensive ana defensive combat. ﬁr. Gabel concludes
in - T : t
Qoctrine in World Wag I] that the tank destrover doctrine
was flawed and would not work pecause of the real!ity of war.

] contend that the doctrire was never tried even during the
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opportunity at the Battle of the Bulge. The large anti-tank
reserve of independent tank destroyer units that LTG McNair
had envisioned had been parcelled out to the diviaions. By
the time of the Bulge commanders were unable to use tank
destroyers according to their doctrine; they had been
conditioned by tactical reality as they understood it to use
them plecemeal in a variety of roles.

The Eastern Front of World War Il was another story.
The American concept of tank destroyers was never used by
slther side in the East. Both the Soviets and Germans
cdeveloped aimilar tank destroyers and aimilar employment
techniques. This monograph concentrates on tha German
experiencs as this experience has more relevance for the
modern U.S. anti-tank problem. In 1935 Erich von Mansteln
proposed the idea of tank destroyers besed on a tracked
chassis with a turretless gun. The Panzer and Artiliery
branches slowed tank destroyer production with branch
Jealousy. After the start of the war production goared.(40>
The Germans found the tank destroyers to be superb tank
killers whose s ccesses surpasaed the expectations of senior
German offlicers. Both the design and crew training
contributed to these successes,

The startling numbers of ‘kills’ claimed by SP(tank
destroyers) crews were met with a certalin amount of
gcepticlism until certain senior officers carrlied out
personal ingspections cf battlefields and were convinced that

the tallies had, lndeed, been accurate. To quote the
example of only one brigade: this, during a fifteen month
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pericod in Russia, desiroyed more tnhan 1,000 Soviet machines,.
When lt s considered that the average dally strength of the
brigade was twenty ‘runners’ and that the unlt must also
have spent some time out ¢of the llne refitting and resting,
the full measure of the flghting abllltv of the gun crews
can be gauged. According to Aifred Mueller and Hugo
Primozlc, two of Germany’s most able SP commanders, the
secret of the German victorlies lay in the fact that they
were better gunrers than the Ruasslans and ({n battle usually
scored the first shot. A comparliscn between the assault
artillery and the panzer arms also shows that, gun for gun,
the SPs galned more ‘kllls’ than did the tanks.(41)

By the end of the war German tank destroyers had accounted
fcc more than 30,000 tank kills. The greatest number of
these kills Qere on the Eaatern Front against the superbd
T-34 and other Soviet tanks.(42) The tank destroyers were
so successful that Soviet tanks were orderec to avold
vehlclie to vehicle duels |f at all possible.(43)

The Germans used thelr tank Jdestroyers fo- both
offensive and defenslve coperations. In the 1945 German
publicatlion "Leadersnip and Employment of Aszsault Artillecy”

the Army Hlgh Command set for the followling:

Assault guns are armoured artillery whose task {t lg to
serve in the front llne and to glve :slose support to the
infantry attack by beating down the enemy’s weapous or flre.
The platfcrm is mounted on tracks, capable of cross country
performance and armed elther with a gun or a how!ltzer.
Thirough a combination of fire-power, moblllty, armoured
protection and Instant caombat readiness, whether leading an
advance guard or forming the point unlit during a pursuit
battle, assault guns are the decisive means by which a
cammander can control the changling clircumstances of an
engagement; enabling a polnt of maxlmum effort to be formed
qulckly, to support a weak flank or to add power to a
counter attack.

The baslic organization |Is along the llnes of field
artillery and when used as front line artillery, SPs close
the gap formerly existing by providing maximum support
during those timee of crisis which occur during an attack.

22




In cases where fleld arti!lery Is unable to sunport front
line troops SP guns can be called upon, as o temporary
measure, to carry out that role. Assault guns have a
declisive effect whan formed Into a compact group and put In
at the point of main thrust. This effect |8 reduced or lost
complet2ly [f the unit ls split up.C(44>
The Germans alsc had the good sense to make the tank
desiroyer commandetr the expert on how to employ his unit,
German infantry commancers frequently sought out thls
expertise. (45

‘ The SP commander malntalned the closest possible
lialson with the unit he supported. The SP commander’s most
important llaison task was to ensure that the supported unit
commander understood that at certalin polnts In the battie
the tank destroyers would have to withdraw (o rearm and
refuel. This coorcination was criticel; fallure to do so
could cause panic. (S.L.A. Marshall had said {n Mea1 Agalnst
Filre that once one person or vehicle moved to the rear
without explanatlon the onus was off and a stampede tc the
rear could occur.?> The SP commander had to ensure that his
rearming and refuellng was staggered =0 that at no time were
all of his vehicles off the battlefield.{46>

In the autumn of 1942 a battle took place at the Sov.iet

town of Rzhev. Rzhev is signlficant because any German
attack on Mcscow or Soviet attack toward Smolensk must go
through Rzhev. A German panzer grenadier unit was attacked

by a strong Soviet combined arms attack of T-34g, infantry,

and artillery. On the first day the Germans had only 2 SPs
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(assault guns with 7Smm gune’ to relnforce the defense with
antl-tank weapons, The Soviets attacked with a fire storm
and dismounted infantry followed by T-34s with lnfantry
riding the tanks. Due to a fallure of execution the
dismounted Soviet infantry did not follow the fire storm
cloeely and the German grenadiers were able to reman their
defenses effectively and stop the dismountsd attack. To
blunt the T-34 assault the assault guns (SPs) were brought
up. Early on {n the flght one of the assault guns was
digsabled and yet the Soviet attack was halted by the
remalining assault gun together with close alr support by
Stuka dlive bombers which attacked to within {00 meters of
the German line. The lone assault gun accounted for nine
confirmed kills (German asgsault guns were only glvin credlit
for kills left on the battlefield).

The second day’s battle with four assault guns on the
German side was a repeat of the first day. The Soviet
comblined arms attack was beaten back with effective
antl-tank flre from the assault guns and timely close air
support from Stukas, Severa! times cduring the ccocurse of the
battle the German infantry was prepared to withdraw but the
timely arrlival of an assault gun kept them in their
trenchies. Rzhev was a German defensive success based on
comblned arms. The alr-ground coordination and the tactical
aglllty of the assault guns were the keys to this success,

The Stuka attacks stopped key Soviet armor attacks while che
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assault guns stopped the rest. The use of the assault guns
tock in a wide varlety of defensive missions, Including use
In statlc defense positions (primary, alternate, ana
supplementary poslitions); mobile defense: ana !imlted
counterattacke. Perhaps the assault gurs’ most Important
contributlcr was to stiffen the resclive of the grenadlers

holdling thelr positions. (47>
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO THE ARMY FROM ADOPTING A MODERN TANK
DESTROYER

The current generation of anti-tank missiles |s losing

whatever edge |t may have enjoyed over armor technology.

Mcdern Soviet tanks (T-80=) have 700mm of frontal armor plus

add-on blazer armor.<48> The abl!lty of current shaped

charge warheacs on the TOW and Dragon to penstrate a maximum

S00mm of armor(4%9) means that these miss!les cannot defea’ a

Soviet tank head-on. Modificatlon to the TOW warhead to

lmprove armoer penetration will result In Soviet armor

improvements. It has ever @en 30 in the competition between

armor and armoc klller.

The historlical evidence of the Eastern Front proves

that the tank destroyer ls an extracordlnarlily effectlive tank

killer. The tank destroyer as designed and used on the

Eastern Front was capable of all tactical missions. It was

superb in the defense where |t freec the panzers from the

anti-tank battle and allowed them to be kept in reserve for

the ccocunter-blow, the key to succesaful defense. The

defender must selze the inltlative and establish a form of

moral ascendancy by golng over to the attack.(S0) The tank

destrovers also demonstrated |lilmlited offenslve capabilllty

with the same shortcoming demonstrated by tanks: in close

country the tank destroyers needed infantry protection,

particularl!y when the close-in anti-tank weapons cf the




infantry improved wlth the introductlion of panzerfaust-type
weapons.

The World War Il experience on the Eastern Front 2lso
proved the tank destroyer to be an economlcal! alternative to
tanks. The German practice of using obsolete tank chassis
as the basls for many of thelr assault guna reduced the
casting costs. The onmission of turrets for the assault gun
approach resuited In a significant cost savings. In modern
terms the savings from (ncorporating tank destroyers Into
the combat unlits are st{l] obtalnable. The Lecpard II tank
designer Paul-Warner Krapke has said,

....the procurement costs of a tank destroyer can be as
much as 30X belcw thome cf an zssault tank. The princlipal
reascon for this |s that |t |9 a far less compiex weapon
system as [t does not need to possess the abllity to flre
accurately on the move -- one of the maln requirements of
the MBT. This means that |t can dispenss /lth the
tradlitional tank turret with all lt= assoc!ated equipment:
sophisticated turret drive and electclic or hydraulic
sllp~ring, gyrostablllzed maln armament and slghting system,
complicated computer, and pbull*-in test =quipment, and
furthermore |t can make do without the statlon for the
fourth crew member, the driver doubling as gunner. This not
only recduces procurement costs but llfe-cycle costs, which
over a normal span of 20 vears amount to about ten times the
procurement costs.(S51)

Spare parts for the automotl!ves and the gun system
should not cause any uncue problems. Because they are based
on MBT chasslias, tank destroyers are automot!vely compatible
for repalr partas. The cannon of a tank destroyer of the
Eastern Front type and the type that Paul-Warner Krapke

proposes uses the same gun as the MBT. As far as gpare
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parts for the gun are concerned the fire control system of
the tank destroyer is simpler than those of the MBT. It is
simpler and cheaper to upgun a tank destroyer than an MBT.
There |s potential for morale penefits from the tank
destroyer. In German experlience on the Eastern Front the
infantry stayed in lts holes and fought when the tank
destroyers were wlith them. The tank destrcyers calmed what
was known as ‘panzer fever,’ the fear of tants. The U.S.
Army‘’s !lght lnfantry unlts could be a candlidate for ‘panzer
fever’ as they have only Dragons for medium range antl-tank
deferse. Reinforcing/augmenting the light infantry with

tank destroyers could have decisive effects on the light

Ilnfantry’s staylng powar. The technology for

alr~transportable, wheeled tank destroyers |s avallable
rlght now and would not require any research and development
costs,

Tank cannons on tank destroyers are a cost effective
alternative to missiles. Walter Stone In a recent
loternatiognal Refense Review said *“....the time |s ripe for
the reintrocduction of the antl-tank gun. There ls also a
good sconomic argument, ir that ammunlition for guns (8 much
cheaper than any missile and many rockets.*(52)

As examples the Hellflire missile costs $25,000 and the FOG-M
(fleer-optic guided missile) will cost about $30,000.¢(53)
At some point the cost of these misslles'becomes 380

prohibitive it will not be cost effective to build up a
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stock plle. Tank cannon rounds, on the other hand, cost |n
the hundreds of dollars, can be produced relatively guickly
and cheapiy, and would be much easler to mass procduce. On a
cost basis only tank cannons are superb tank killers. [t is
important to remember that close to 2,00C meters, the limit
of medium range engagements, the tank cannon |s equal to or

better than an ATGM.

(54

Development of the hyper-veloclty misc nd other
exotic technologles make the tank destroyer a . asiole
platform. The hyper-veloclty missile will be flred from two
systems: a wheeled carrler with a launcher system or from
the MBT cannon.<(55)> The hyper-velocity missile ls excltling
because of the tremendous energy caused by lts speed and
weight.

The basic tank killer missile lg rocket propelled and
can achleve speeds of 1,524 meters (5,000 feet) per Second.

At a gross weight of 77 kllograms (170 pcunds), the rocket
Wwill strike the target with a force of 117,348 kilograms per
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meter per second (58,703 pounds per foot per second).
There aren’ct a great many things short of the Rocky
Mountains that can shrug off that kind of impact.

At Mach S5, flight time |s about 2.5 secords over a
range of three kilometers (1.9 miles>, Even |f a tank
commander could see the missile at the moment it was flred,
there wouidn’t be time to maneuver out of its way. When the
hardened warhead (tungsten o~ depleted uranium) strikes the
target, not only will the b.'t penetrate but In so dolng It
w!ll]l shower the interlilor wlth semimolten and spalled
fragnents of metal knocked away from the armor plate and
wall construction. The sudden release of the missile’s
enerqgy may llterally burst the tank apart.(S6)

The expected devasting performance from the hypervelocity
missile on the battleflald plus |ts suitablillity to tank
destroyer adaptation combined with the relatively low cost

of $8-10,000 make thls missile a feaslble Opticon for medium

anti~tank defense.
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CONCLUSION

The Unlted States has habltually looked at war through a

telephoto lens with too much emphasis on the overvi!ew of war

and too little emphasis on the lower levels of war. The

long range engagemnent gets the most attentlon. Those

weapons procured to fight the long range fight are only

shown in thelr best light (perfect testing condltlons that

will not apply iIn war)>. The medium and cliose anti-tank

fight have been largely ignored for the last decace.

Perhaps the most critical time in a fight on the Central

Front wlil be the Soviet transition to attack formations at

medlum to clo=e range.(87)

The tank destroyer iI|s a ti/me proven, effectlive, medium

range antji-tank weapon that has added potentlal tactlical

benefit. The presence of tank destroyer= may lnfluence the

moral domalin of battle and keep the |[nfantry fighting when

thelr sengses tell them to run. The tank destroyer has

proved (tself{ as part ¢f the combined arms team as the

Battle of Rzhev has shown. Tactically, the tank destroyer

can alsoc be used to attack point targets other than tanks;

carry canlster rounds to use on troops ({n the open; be a

launch medium for hyper-velocity missiles; and aid in

attacks, as well as defense.

wWith military budgets becoming more and more an |ssue,

the tank destroyer (s a relativel!y inexpensive, virtually




off-the-shelf cptlen for antl-tank warfare. Everythlng
needed to bulld one has already been developed; the chassis,
gun, and fire controi system are In place. The only
research and development costs necessary would be those
requlired to conatruct prototypes. For the wheeled tank
destroyer options, the turrets and prototypes have already
been built by MECAR and Rhelnmetall. The tracked tank

_ destroyer can take advarntage of the superiority of the high
veloclty cannon and of the potential of the hyper-veloclty
missile versus the ineffectiveness of present ATGMs agalnst
lncreasingly exotlc armors. The case for cannon ammunition
being more cost eftective than misslles has already been
made above. The tank destroyer also preserves the tanks
(one of the Army’s most expensive systems) for the offensive
operations <(as dellneated In FM 100~-5) armor was designed to
perform.

The tank destroyer in either a towed form or wheeled
form would provide the llght infantry dlvision with
desperately needed antl-tank cdefense. Either ¢i these
optlions would be alr ceplovable and would not slow the
deploying dlivision. Providing an anti-tank unit at the
brigade headquarters would a!iow brigade commanders to
stliffen anti-tank defense on the most |ikely armor avenue of
approach. Wheeled tank destroyers have a great ceal of
tactlical mobility and aglliity and could be moved quickly

around the battlefleld to critical locations.
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The wheeled tank destroyer might also have utility for
the Military Police in thelr rear battle responsibilities.
The current antli-tank capability of the Millitary Police |s
taughable., If they should have to dea! with an armored
threat in the rear area, wheeied tank destroyers would
greatly enhanca thelr chances to defeat or at least contaln
the threat.

In thls age of intermediate nuclear force reduction
treatles and potentlial conventlonal rsductions, the tank
destroyer can be easjly censtrued as a defensive weapon. It
|s des|gned to perform a defensive mission flrst and
offensive operations only 48 neeced. If the Soviets are
using conver.ional reductlons tc lmprove thelr offensive
posture, as a noted Soviet affairs expert recently oolned,
than the tank cestroyer becomes even more potentlally
berefliclal. It would offset the Soviet preponderance of
tanks for fewer collars and be acceptable to public oplinlon
as a defensjive weapon.

The U.S. Army should reccnglider this historically
proven antl-tank cption az a legitimate answer to both the
medium antl-tank problem and the problem of contlinual
lmprovemen:s In armcr. The tank destroyer could fire both
the best anti-tank rcunds avaliable for cannons and serve as
a launch medium for the hyper-velocity missile wnen the

migsile g developed. [t |s time tor the Army and Marine
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Corps to seriously consider tank destroyer cptl!ons for both

the llght and hcavy forces.
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