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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Henry &A. Kissginger ,':’1-”:
SUBJECT: Madified Sentinel System
1 recornmend you read the attached memorandum

on ABM issues, which attempts to provide socme insights
which amplify the presentations you have alrcady heard.

Enclpsure
Tab A - [ssues Concerning
ABM Deployment
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ISSUES CONCERNING ABM DEPLOYMENT

The DOD paper dist;uﬁscﬁ-!ﬂur oplions for an ABM n:lcc:-isiﬂn:

1, Defense of cities against the Soviet Union.

2. Arca Defense Against Chinese ICBM (Sentinel).

3. Modified Sentinel.

4. No Missile Defense Deployment.

DPOLD recommends, with the wnanimous endorsement of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, alternative 3. This paper discusses (1) exactly
how in fact the proposed deployment differs from the Sentinel system,
(2) important differences of opinion within the Government about the

real reagons for going ahead with this deployment, differences which

could create "credibility gap” problems concerning the Administration's

~ real intent, and {3} legitimate issues that can be raised concerning this

deployment, issues which we must be prepared to deal with if they arise

in public debate.

Differences Between DOD Proposal and Sentinel

The DOD proposal will save about $500 million in the FY $9-70 budget, *
will delay initial deplnymeﬁt 9-12 m-:-r:l:ﬁu and full deployment by about

% months, and will have the following implications for our strategic pust-;gre.

% The FY 70 ABM Military Construction Budget will contain$13¢ million

for Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota; $111 million for Boston; $67 million
.. for Whiteman AFB, Missouri; and $70 million for Washington D.C; plus
$79 million for planning, design and survey work at other gites,
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Defense of Minuteman

Sentinel

Provided some defense of Minuteman and
an oplion for additional defense by putting
radar sites near four Minuteman fields.
Additional 264 missiles would be needed
for first level of efifective defense {other
levels could be deployed to meet preater

threats by accurate MIRVs)

Modified Sentinel

No real change; fewer Sprints will
be deployed in Minuteman fields, but
they will be better distributed.

Arca Dn[ensn_

Complete protection against early;
unsophisticated Chinese ICEM
threat, or against accidental 1CBM
attack by any country. Protection
against more sophisticated Chinesc
threat.

No significant area protection of
bombers or cities against attacks
from Soviet ballistic missile sub-
marines (SLBMs) or fractional
orbital bombardment aystems
(FOBS).

Provides more extensive arca deflenss
in all directions but is thinner in some
directions and has sorne gaps. Some-
what lower growth potential because
system has fewer radars,

By reducing number and relocating
radar and missile sites and by enabling
radars to look other than Narthward,
praovides protection for bomber bascs
and cities against Soviet submarine
launched or orbital space launched
attacks., {(Radars and missiles will be
relocated away from cities.)

Eliminates defense of Alaska and Hawaii
by deleting radars. missile dtplm}rmEnt**-:
there,

Defense of National Command Authorities

Same as for rest of country,

Adds about 20 Spartan, 50 Sprint
missiles to protect Washington, D.C,
against moderately heavy Soviet attack.
(Protection may also be put in for
Colorado Springs. )

Protection or Damapge Limitation Apainst USSR

'¥-€" =+ S
e
-'-‘\'."

L 'i.n';:r}.r hmlted and only against attacks

'h. “I"from North; not designed for this

‘purpose. However, maintains option
of cities defense against Soviet threat.

Still very limited, but better directicnal
coverage.

No.rational basis for later installation
of & cities defense.
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The chart shows that the basic change in the physical system is
the improved directional coverage of the radar system, which protects
thé bomber bases against Soviet SLBM or FOBS attack, Otherwise, the

| .
area defense system is somewhat thinner, except arcund Washington, but

wlth better regional distribution of Sprint missiles. Pecause the modified

I
si,rau:m has fewer radars, its growth potential is less than that of

J

Sentinel. The Minuteman defensge features and the virtual absence of major

damage limiting capaiblity vis-a-vis the Soviets are about the same for

|
both systemns.
f

The relocation of the radar and missile sites away from cities will

—

'not in and of itself alter the capabilities of the system il the new sites

remain within 50 miles of the cities but will substantially reduce or eliminate the

growth polemtial if the sites are beyond 50 miles.

Major Differences of Opinion

It is important to recognize that believers in at lsast two fundamentally
different views have united behind the Modified Sentinel proposal.

l, One view is that the Modified Sentinel deployment fills important
gaps in the protection of our deterrent and provides options for meeting
possible new threats to our deterrent .that have not yet appeared, such as
accurate Suﬁet MIR Vs, Ar;e.a protection of our ;Qnyﬁla.tian is a valuable
feature of this deployment, but no greater protection of our cities should
be contemplated because this would stimulate a costly arms race,
increase the instability in U, 5. -Soviet atrategic relationships, and

ultimately leave us no hetter ofi.
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2, ﬁe second view regards the deployment primarily a¢ a uscful
fir st step toward obtaining a r::mj#r damage limiting capability against
the Soviet Union as well 46 & necessary step in maintaining an invulnerable
deterrent. Helders of this view fully expect to propose additional deploy-
ments for the defensc of cities laler on unless arms control dgreements
make such deployments unnecessary., They will do so even if the grawth
option is eliminated from the Modificd Sentinel deployment.

The Modified Sentinel proposal can be supported by both groups as

long as the radars ané their defending missiles are deployed within

25-50 miles of citics and as long as there arc prospects for strategic
arms limitation agrecments which weould make ;ubsequem U.5. defensive
deployments unnecessary. Radars located beyond about 50 miles are not
as ef.fm:ti‘ve. for city defense .a.n:l cannot -:-Inntrn::-l the Sprint migsiles that
would be .dEplG}FEd around cities in & pdpulatiaﬁ protection system. Thus,
gre}lwth to such a system would be virtual]i.f impossible "-'.-'i.l‘.h-:ll;l.t major
investrents for extra radars.

Thus, some of the Ehi;zfs would probably oppose remote locations for
the radars.” On the other haqd. if the radars and miésiles.ﬁta}r within 50 miles
af the cities, it would probably be impossible to convince Cuﬁgre;aainnal and
other critics of -Sentinel that the new system is not also an iI'Il.iti.-'-'l.l step

toward a thick system; the relocations that do take place will probably

be viewed by ABM critics simply as an attempt to reduce public criticism

of the system. An administration pledge not to deploy a thick system,

while leaving the radar/missile sites within 50 miles of cities, would probably

i -

both be opposed by some Chiefs and scorned bv critics. who will
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challenge the Administration to support its pledge by moving the radars
and missiles farther out.

Three alternatives are:

L. Preclude growth to a citics defense by placing all sites beyond
%0 miles of cities, concede that DOD officials and the JCS may hawve
disagreements on this p{}int,. and live with the resulting criticism --
perhaps overt attemnpts to change the Administration's plan - - from the
Congressional Armed Services Commitiees and others favoring a thick
defense.

€. Pledge not to depley a thick system but leave the option open
in fact and face "credibility gap" charges and charges that the site
rclocations are a cynical attempt to reduce public oppositicon,

3, Indi-:a.i:e_ that there are no plans te deploy a thick system, that
wo new believe it would be sclf-deleating to do so, but that it weuld be
IauliaEh to throw awavy the optlion, since we don't know what the Soviets
might do in the future. This rationale would mean continued heavy
opposition by ABM critics,

Soviet re-a.'::tin:ms are likely to be based n]ﬂ-lf:E on what th?jr- learn
of the modified system than on the Administration rationale. Whether or
not we publicly hold the cities defense option open, the Soviets will note
the ‘deletion of the Alaska and Hawaii defensc¢s and the elimi}r:.ati.ﬂn' af
radar/missile sites near New York, Chicago, and Salt Lake City, Therefore,
they can conclude on their own that the Modified Sentinel deployment looks

significantly less like a prelude to cities defense than Sentinel.

TOP SECRET
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ey Issues

|' Command and Contrel, One particularly thoray issue should be
highlighted at the outsct. As noted, the majer ncw capability is

defense of bomber bases against SLBM and FOBS attack. The DOD

paper points out that SLBM warning time would be 3-15 minutes.

hus, because it talkes minutes to report a possible attack to the

I
President and get nuclear release authority, such authority for defensive

T .
missiles might have to be predelegated to the ABM defensc commander.

#mﬂrwise. the time between warning and relcase authority may mean

|'th-:: missiles cannot be intercepted.

It is possible, however, that the nature of the required predelegation

authoxity will not be significantly different from the current situation

with respect to our nuclear air defense systenis,

' Techniéal Issues., There are two kinds of technical questions that

will arise: (1) How well will the system perform in fulfilling its primary

missions? and (2) How well will the system perform against threats

. other than th-::s;a fov which it was designed? -

1. For the system to work as advertised, a number of technical

problems must be solved. Examples follow:

2. The radiation from 2 Spartan missile exploding above the

atmosphere could "black out' the defense system's radars and complicate

the conduct of & coordinated or efficient defense.

TOP SECRET
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b. Similarly, exploding Spartan missiles co bmeonu K out

Miruteman and Titan missiles being fi n-:d in retaliation to a Soviet
attack. This might require a costly coordinating system or restrictive
operational procedures,

t. The system can operate in an "area defensc mode' with
central direction over the defenso eperation, in "regional defense mode"
with mere decentralized control, and in "autonomous mede, M with all
radar sites operating independently. A problem with the fipst \mm]r: is
the rapid and detailed exchange of information about ilncoming weapons
among the various command centers 50 that missiles aren't wasted,

The problem exists for the regional mode to a lesser extent,

A problem with the antonomous mode is developing an effective means
of defending preferentially against those missiles with the greatest
darnage patentlial. |

d. Kill assessments, i, e, deciding whether an incoming
weapon has been destroyed, must be based on information on how
close to the weapon the warhead exploded and on how "hard, " §, e.
éxpluaiun resistant, the wedpon is. We have no choice bat to make
-assumptions about weapon hardness. A wrong assumption can mean that
& weapon may be allowed to get through to its target. \‘
¢. An argument raised by :.;ritir:a ie that the system can be deiéataci

by heavy attacks which overwhelm the defending radars and their

missiles and by sophisticated attacks using penetration aids., Thus, a

TOP SECRET
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thin area defensc system can provide no significant population
protection against the Soviet Union and only limited protection against
|

a sophisticated Chinese threat.

. Such arguments are generally correct, The Administration

|
c:alin make no claim that the system will be effl¢ctive 2gainst other than

surprise attacks on bombers, accidental attacks, or early Chinese

I
ICBEM attacks, and very limited attacks on Minuteman,

| o

The remalining issues are discussed in terms ef the major missions
of ABM systems,
J Defense of Minuteman

te Protect Minuteman ?

i
| :
! Why Should We¢ Plan

The highest Soviel threat currently estimated by the intelligence

comrmunity would not be enough to destroy our Minuteman force

throughout moest of the 19702, However, the Greater Than Expected

threat used by OSD in force planning assumes the Soviets deploy enough
accurate MIRVs to destroy all of our Minuteman by 1976. Thus, one
of the three components of cur strategic posture could be taken out,

20 that our retaliatory ttlapahi]it}r ';.!.'r:ruiﬁ depend on the cfre::tivene;s of |

our bombers and cur POLARIS/POSEIDON submarines.’

The principal argument for buying the option to protect Minuteman
now is, first, that we want to buy insurance against two very unlikely
but possible events: (1) the preater than expected threat will become

the actual threat a few years from now, meaning that our Minuteman force

TCOF SECRET
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wi].l become highly vulnerable by 1976, and (2) our bombers and ballistic
missile submarines will either become vulnerable to attack or fail to
wark as expected so that our retaliatory capability isn't assured. That
is; wp want our eggs in three baskets, not two. Second, we plan to use
our Minuteman to destroy Soviet forces and thereby limit damage to

. .
us and our Allics. Therefore we want to preserve at least some of the
darmage limniting capability of our Minuteman force.
:r However, not a single member of the JCS wants to plan now to take

J.I]:r the opticn to install a significant Minuteman defense. All want the

.apt;nn to do so, but they also want to wait and see if, how, and when the

—

threa:l: devclops.

ls An ABM System the Best Protection for Mmuteman'-‘

DOD :al-::ulatmns show that .ﬁ.BM ig the cheape st wa} to protect

~ Minuteman -EELp:E.lbi.lit}' {specifically, .tn insare 300 surviving Minuteman]
against the threat of accurate Soviet MIRVs when compared to the

principal alternative: placiﬁg our Minuteman in hz_ulrd rock silos and

buying no ABMs. However, it is likely that because of technical
uncertainties, DOD woulc not rely sclely on ABM to protect Minuteman

if the GTE threat emerged; some silo hardening would probably also be done.
Alsqg, there are wid.el differ ennula of opinion about what different options

. will really cost. It appears that questions of cost are not decieive in
choosing how best to pratect Minuteman and that active Minuteman

defense is a relatively efficient choice for the presert GTE threat,

TOP SECRET
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Conclusion.

It is not essential to the maintenance of our deterrent to decide
now to buy the option to defend Minuteman if we accept current
intelligence estimates of probable Sevi¢t threats. This option should
be viawl*ccl as an insurance pelicy against unlikely bus passihle Soviet
threats and as an additional guarantee that our stratepic retaliatory
posture will perform reliably.

Defense of Strategic Bomber Forces

U.S5. bombers and tankers are vulperable to a surprise attack
by Soviet submarine-lannached missiles -- perhaps on depressed
trajectories -- whose launch could not be I.-'-.n-:élwn. in time to get sven
pur alert bombers off the -gr'm,ml:l. With the early warning sysiems
DOD plans to deploy, as few as 15% of our bombers would survive
'a.surprise depressed traj'et'.im:y SLEM attack by 1974, assuming the
High*ﬁl?l—"‘ Sovict threat. | At least half of our bombers could survive
.an attack if the mi:-;_-sile;a‘ did not come in on depres sed trajectories.

The alternatives for ]:I.l'-n'l'.t'.l:t‘."lng our b-;rmbﬁ_rs against ';iﬂprﬂﬁﬂtd
trajectories are: _

l. Disperse them to many bases to increase and complicate Soviet
targeting problem.

2. Buy more capability to detect and destroy Soviet submarines

pefore they can launch a significant number of SLBMs.
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3. Fut a sizeable {raction of the homber force on airborne alert.

4. Buy arca ABM protection for our bomber bases.

DOD argues against the first thxee on the basis of high cost and
doublful effactiveness. However, there are a number of shortcomings
in their analysis:

1. They fll:! not indicate how much of the cost of their ABM system
15 incurred to defend the hﬂﬂ?l].‘lﬂl'ﬂ, 20 comparing the costs of alternatives
is impossible. Tt may be they belicve bomber defense is largely a by-product
of providing capability for other purposes, &.g. defending apainst the
Chinese threat or the Minuteman option. If not, the bornber defense
rationale is open to the charge that other alternatives are potentially
mozre efficient.

2, The homber alert rate can bhe changed on short notice. Hence,
if we noted Soviet submarines getting in position for possible atiack,
particularly during- a crisis, a larpe part of our ferce could be put on
airborne alert, This may be adequate insurance against threats to our
]:;Dl:nbEIE.- - .. . ' o g

Conclusion.

On balance, the ABM bomber defense is probably justified if it
- is viewed as a low cost by-product of a system deployed for cther
reasons, We would probably never justify an ABM deployment solely

to defend bombers against SLBMa.

TOF SECRET
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Defense Against Chinese ICBMs

The DOD proposal would provide virtually complete protection agaiﬁst
a Chinese first strike with unsophisticated [CBMs in the mid-1970s.
Howe¢ver, as the Chinese develop and deploy penctration aids for
their missiles, they will be able te inflict seme damage on the U, 8,
The system could be improved later, however, to insure low levels
of damage against a sophisticated Chinesc threat into the 1980s.

The differences between the DOD proposal and Sentinel are:!
(&) elimination of protection for Alaska and Hawzii and (b} elimination
of three ather radar sites, two of which had provided some protection
of Chicage and New York against 2 sophisticated Chinese attack.

By relating our ABM deployment to the Chinese threat, we would be
providing a rationale for further growth in the system. For example,
both Chicago and New York would be vulnerable under the proposed

deployment to a sophisticated Chinese attack, Second, if we tie the

—deployment too closely to the Chinese threat, we make it difficult to

L]

‘give it up if we should want to in an arms limitation agreement,
e =

. The question is, must we justify the proposal as a defense against

the Chinese? The answer is probably no for the following reason: if

J—

we set out to design a system to defend only Minuteman and our bember

. force, we would almost certainly come up with the DOD proposed

—_—

deployment. There are probably nc features of their pz;-:‘pesa.l m_:-lul}r

for the Chinese threat. Thus, we can if we want avoid providing a

o]

rationale for further growth by not emphasizing the Chinese threat,
—— s - —
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" Conclusion.

We could justify the deployment as a defense against China with the

defcnse of our retaliatory forces as an add-on., Alternatively we could

Pe— e L]

Justily the deployment as a defense of our retaliatory forces and treat

the defense against China as an add-on.
;S

e e ——— P

Defensive Damage Limniting

i A key issue in any ABM deployment 18 the amount of damage

limiting capability intended and actually obtained, Though the Modified

rnutinel deployment is not intended primarily to defend U, 8, cities, it

docs provide some protection. ¥or example,

] L. The DOD deployment protects against acgidental atigck from

R

e

all quarters. Such an attack cannot be dejerred and could do serious

e

damage.

r_"__'__.____._._.---r-n

\\\___ &. The deployment also provides significant population defense

against a Chinese attack, However, such protection can be considered
" : P T

almost entirely derivative from the ABM deployment requi r

strategic retaliatory forces.

S
—

3, The de..plﬂ‘,rmlent provides sgme defensec against a.delihera_tf

Soviet attack on our cities, though less so than Sentinel.

-

The ipsucs are: . _ .

1. Is this damage limitinz capability useful ?

Z, If so, do we want tc maintain the option to buy additional damage
Limiting capability at some later time or, altétﬁlﬂvx_el}',l do we want to

TOP SECRET
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deny curselves this option on grounds that it is provocative to the

¥
1
1
i

Sovicts and to domestic nppunr.;nts of ABM systerns.

3. If we elect the option, under what conditions do we take it
up == as & reaction to a visible Soviet threat or as an initiative which
we judge will not be negated by Soviet reactions and thus will leave

us better off ? On what basis shall we rmake such judgments ?
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