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T H E WHITS HOUSE 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Henry A. Kissinser AI::::. 

SUBJECT: Moduied Sentinel System 

ACTION 

March 5, 1969 

I recommend you read the a.uached memorandu."1'l 
on ABM i ssues. which attempts to pr·ovide some insight$ 
which amplify the p.resentation s you have already heard. 

Enclosure 
Tab A - Issues Concerning 
ABM Deployment 
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ISSUES CONCERNING A BM DEPLOYMENT 

The DOD pape r discus s.cs !ou•· options· for an ABM decision: 

1. Defense o£ cities against the Soviet Unio11. 

2.. Area Defe nse Aga inst Chinese ICBM (Sentinel). 

3. Modified Sentinel. 

4. No M;ssile De fense Deployment. 

DOO recommends. with the cna nimous endorsement of the 

Joint Chiefs o! Staff, alte rn«t ivc 3. 1'hi a paper disc u sses (!) ex.actly 

how in f <>ct the propos ed deployment differs from the Se11tinel system, 

(2) important dilfcrenccs of opin ion vdthin the Gover nment abou t the 

r eal rea.sons fo r go.ing ahead w ith this deployment, differe nces which 

could ·create ''ercdibility gap." problems c oncer ning the Administration' .s 

real intent, , and {3) legitimate iuues that can.be raised c oncerning thi$ · 

. 
de ploym,cnt . i ssues which we must be prepared to deal with if they arise 

in pub)ic debat~. 

Differences Between DO D P ro posal and Sen~! : 

The DOD proposal will save about $500 mi!Uon in the FY 69- 70 budget, * . . . 
' ' 

will delay initia l deployment 9 -1'2 months a ,;d full deplo yment by .a bout · 
' ' 

9 rno nths , a nd will h ave the fo llowing implications fo> our strategic posture. 
' ' 

· -~ The' F Y 70 ABM Military Const r u ction I'Judget will contain-$130'million 
for Orand Fol"ks AFB , North Dakota; $lll million for Boston; $67 million 

. .for .Whiteman AFB, Missouri; and $70 million for Wa shington D. C; plus 
$79 million for planni ng, design and survey work at other sites. 
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Pei~nse of Minuteman 

Sentinel 

Provided some dcfens~ of Minuteman and 
an oplion for additional dc!cnse by putting 
r adar sites n c:>ar four M inuteman fields. 
Additional 264 m i ssiles wo uld be neede d 
for first level of effective d e fense (other 
levels could be deployed to meet greatel' 
threats by accurate MIRVs) 

Modified Sentinel 

No real ehan~:e; (cwc;r SFrlnti will 
be deployed in Minuteman f ields , but 
they will be better d istri buted . 

A rea Dolensc 

Comple te protection aga in&t early; 
untiophisticated Chinese ICBM 
threat, or against accidental ICBM 
attAc k by any country. Protection 
against more sophisticated Chinc6c 
thr eat. 

No significant area. protec tion of 
bombet·s o~· ci.tie s aga inst a ttacks 
from Soviet ballistic miui le sub­
m .. r ines (SLBMs) or !1·actional 
orbita l bombardment systems 
(FOBS). 

·, 

Provides more extensive a.roa defense 
in all diJ·cct:ions but i s thinne r in some 
direc Li ons and has some. ga.p s . Some­
what lowe~ growth potentia l because 
sy s te m h a. s fewer radar s . 

By reducing number and relocating 
radar and missile site& and b)' enabling 
ra.dara to look other tha.n Northwa;rd, . 
provides protec tion £or bomber bases 
and citic s aga inst Soviet submarine 
launched o r orbital space Launched 
attacks, (Rada:-s and m i s s iles will be 
relocate d away from clUes . ) 

Eliminates defense of Ala·ska. and Hawaii 
by deleting radars, mis silo dcployn,ents 
the re. 

Defense of National.Commo.nd Authorities 

Sa.me as for rest of country; Add!~ a.bout ZO Spartan, 50. Sprint 
missiles to protect Washington, D. C. 
a~rainst moderately heavy Soviet attack. 
(Prot.ection may also b e put in for 
Colorado Springs. ) 

;!"rotection or Damage Limlfation Against USSR 
.. , 

>V.eirv ll·~it~d and Only agaii\St attael<s 
~':#io111 North;. not dulgned for this 

nu.rnnse. Howev~r , ma.inta.lns option 
of c;itie s defense agains t Soviet threat. 

• 

Still very limited, but better directional 
covere.ge. 
No , ration.a.l basis for later lnataUa.tion . 
of a cities defense. 
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The chart shows that the basic c h ange in t he physical system is 

I . 
the improved directional c over a ge of. the radar system, which protects 

' 
th~ bomber bases against Soviet SLBM or FOBS attack. Otherwise, the . 

I area defense system i s somewhat thinner , except around Washington. but 

with better regional d i$tr ibution o f Sprint m is silc s. Because the m odified 
I . 

sYstem has fc.wer radars, its growth potentia l is les s than that o! 

d,cntioe l. The Minut~:man defense feature& and the virtv.al absence o£ majo r 

damage limiting capability vis-a-vis the Soviets are about the same !or 

Lth syst ems. 

I 
• 

I 
fnot h' nnd of itself alter the capabilities of the system i( the uew sites 

'Ihe re location of the radar and missile sites away from cities will 

' 
rcn>ain with in 50 miles of the dtleo but wi ll substantially reduce or eliminate the 

growth potential if the s ites a.ro> beyond SO miles. 

Maj or Diffcrencos of Opinion 

lt is important to recogni~e that believers in at leas t t\vo !unda.mcnta.Uy 

different views have united behin d the _Modif ied Sentinel proposal. 

l. One view i s th.a,t the Modlfied Sentinel deplo)·ment fills impo r tant 

ga.ps in the protection of out' dcterrt:nt and provides options for meCting 

possible new threats to our dete rrent that 1\ave not yet appeared, such ae 

accu rate Soviet MIRVs. A rea protcct.ion o f our population is a ·va luable 

f eature of this deployment, but no greater protection of ou r cities should 

be contemplated. becaus e thie would stimulate a costly a~ms race. 

Increase the instability in lT . S. -Soviet strategic rel a tionships, and 

u ltimately l eave us no be tte r ofi. 
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2. The second view regards the deploymen t p r imarily il.li a u~o!ul 

first step .toward obta ining a major damage lim iting capability against 

the Soviet Union as well a s a necessary s t ep in m a intaining a n i nvulnerable . 
deterrent. Holders o! thi s view fully expect to propose additio nal deploy -

mcnt s fo r the defense of citie s l !'-ler on .u nle s s arms control agreements 

make such deployments u nnccc .. ary . T hey will do so even iC th e growth 

option is elimi nated !rom the Modi!iccl Sentinel d eployment. 

The Modified Sentinel proposal can be supported by both groupo as 

long as the radars and their defending missiles are dep loyed within 

ZS-50 miles o! c ities and as long as there arc prosp ects £or strategic 

arJn.s li.n1itat ion agrcc rnents whic h Would make subseque nt U. S . def"nsive 

deployments unneces;;, ry. Rada.1·s located beyond abot.tt SO mites are not 

. as of!cc ti'v e for city' defense a nd canr>ot c~ntro1 the 'spl'int missiles that 

would be deployed around cities in a popu latio n prote ction system. Thus, 

. . . 
growth t.o such a s ystqn wou ld be virtually i mposs ible wi thout major 

investments !or extra rada r s. 

\ T hus, some of the ehiefs w ould probably o ppose ·remote locati0ns for 

the radars.· ·on the other ha nd: i1 the ;adars and m i ssiles stay within 50 n)i!~s 

of the cities, it would probably be impossible to con~ince Congreseio11al and 

other c ritics of Sentinel that the new' system is ne>t also an initial s tep 

toward a. thick system; the reloca t ions th a t do take place will probably 

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

of th e aystem. An admi n i s tration pledge not to deploy a thick s ys tem, 

while l e aving t h e r a da r imlssile • iteo withi n 50 miles o f c ities, would p robably 

/ 
both be opposed by some Chief s a.nd scorne d bv critics. 'vho will 

" 
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. 
challenge the Administration to support its p ledge by mo,'ing the radars 

and m i ssiles farther out. 

Three aHernatives are: 

l. Preclude growth to a cities defense by placing all sites beyond 

50 miles of cities, c<mcede that DOD officials and the JCS may have 

disagreements on this point~ and live with the resulting criticism --

pc:t·hapa overt attempts to change the Admin.is t.l·ation's plan-- fron1 the 

Congress ional Armed Servic es Cornmi tLcos and others favoring a t11ick 

d efense. 

2 . Pledge not to deploy a thick system but leave tbe option open 

in fact and face "credibility gap" ch~rges and charges that the site 

relocations a r e a <:)rnical attempt to reduce public opposition. 

3. Indica.te that there· are no plans to deploy a thick system, that 

wo 110w believe it would be sdf-dc fca:.ing to do so , but tha t it would be 

!ooliah to throw away the option , since we do n't kn.ow what the Soviets 

might do in the future. This ratio nal e would mean contin ued heavy 

oppo silion by A Bl\( critics. 

Sov~et reaCtions are Likely. to be based n1o s::e on what: th~Y learn 

of the modified system tha::> on the Aclministrati~n rationale. Whether or 

not we ~ublicly hold the cities defeuso option open, the Soviets will note 

tbe 'del etion o! the Alaska ana Haw·aii defen ses and·th·e elimination of 
/ 

radar/missile sites near New York, Chicago, and Salt Lake City. Therefore, 

they can conclude on their own that the Modified Sentinel deployment look a · 

sig,ni!ieantly les& like a prelude to cities de fense than Sentil\el. 

. . ... 
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Ke}r [ssucs 

• I Command and Control, One particularly tho rny issue ahould be 
' 

bigb.lighted at the outs~t. As noted, the m&jo r new capa bility is 

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

I : 
• 

paper points O\tt that S L BM war ning time Wo \i ld be 3- 15 minutes. 

~hus , bc calise it tal<C3 minutes to report a possible a ttack to the 

I 
J?resident and get n.uclear r e l ease authority , s uch authority for <io.!ensi vc 

' r issiles m ight l>ave to be predelegat~ t o the ABM defen se commander. 

pute:rwise~ the time between warning and release authority ma.y mean 

/th~ missiles cannot be intercepted. 

I 
It is possible , howeve r, that the natur e o ( the requi red prc:dcleaa.ti.o n 

. authority will no t be ~i gnificantly <)iffere nt from ·(he current situation 

with res pect to our nuc lear ai r de!ct\50 eysten".. s. 

'rechnita.l l$sues. The1·e are two kin ds o( t echnical questions tbat 

. will arise: (1) How well will the. s~stcr:'> perform i n fuUi lli ng its primary 

, missions? a nd (2 ) How well will the system perfo rm against .th:.:eats 

o ther U1an thos~ !o.r whic h i t w~s d¢s~gned? 
' 

l. For t he system to wor k as advertised, a number of technical 

problems must be solved. Examples follow: 

a . The radiation from a Spartan m issile exploding above the 

-----···· 

atmoaphei-e could "black out" th e defens e s y otem's r adars and complicate 

the conduct of a coordinated or effic i ent defense . 

. TOP SECRET 
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b. Similarly, exploding S partan missiles co 

Minuteman and Ti tan m i s siles bei ng fi r ed in retaliatio :1 to a· Sovie t 

a ttac.k. Thi s might r equire a c ostly c oo r dinating system o r restrict! ve 

operational pl·ocedures. 

c. The system can operate ln an "area defense mode" with 

ccntl·~ t dite·ction over the dof¢nsc: oparo.tion, in "regiona l deiensc mode .. 

with I"'\OL'O d.ecCl'ltraliz.ed control, a nd in 11autonornous mode," with a ll 

. ' 
r a dar s ites operating independe ntly . A problem with the first modo i s 

the rapid and dc ta ilc:d exchange o! information about inc oming weapons 

am o ng lhe various command center & so that missiles aren• t wa sted . 

Tb.e problem exist s fo1· the r egiona l rnode to a lesser extent . 

A proble m with the antoo.omous m ode is de v e lo ping an e!£ective tncans 

of dc fe oding prcferentj.ally agai ns t those: misslles \ltith the greatest 

d ttm a g c potential. 

d . Kill assessments, i. e. deciding whether an incoming 

weapon h:...s b~en destroyed, must be ba sed on information on how 

c lose to th e weapon the warhead expl oded and on how 11hardJ 11 i.e . 
• 
&xplosion resistant, the wea:pc:)n is . 'We · have no choi ce but to niake 

.. 
. ~sa\lrnption_s about weapon ·hzi:r~nes s . A .v~~ong assumption can mea..~ tha.t 

a w eapon may be allowed to get th'r ough to its target. ~\ 

2, An argument raised by critics i s that the system can be defeated 

by h eavy a ttacks which overwhelm the defe nding radars and their 

m i ssiles and by sophisticated attac ks using p.., netration aids. Thus, a 

TOP SECRET 
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thi n area defense system can provide no .significant population 

prOtection against the Soviet Union and only litnit.ed protection against 

I 

a sophistic.ated Chine•e threat. 

Such argum ents are generally couect, T he Administration 

c~n. make no cla im th;:.t the system will be e l !cctive against other than 

l 
surprise a ttacks on bombers, accidental attacks. or early Chinese 

' ' ICBM attacks, and vory limited attacks on Min\\te man . . 
/ The rerna.in.i ng issues are discussed in torn1s of the major missions 

of Al:IM system s . 
' 
I 
I 
I 

Defense of Minute m a n 

Why Should W c P la n to Protect Minut~man 1 

The hi ghest Soviet th roat currently ostlmat cd by the intelligence 

community would not be enough to dcatt·oy ou1· ~1inutcman force 

thronghout most o£ th e 19 70s. However, the Crca.te r Tha.n Expected 

th reat used by OSD in Ioree p la11n ing a ssumes the Soviets d eploy enough 

accu~ate M!RVs to destroy all of our Minuteman by 1976. Thus, OI\C 

of the three componcnt6 of our strategic post;ur~ could. be taken out , 

s o that our retaliatory c apability WO\l l<l d opend on the cifectivoness <;>f 

,;ur bombers and Ollr POLARIS/POSEIDON •ubma.riries.'· 

T he principa l argument fo r b'!ying the o ptio n to protect Minuteman 

• 
·now is, first. that we want to buy insur ance against two very u nlikely 

but possible events: (1) the greater tha.n expected threat will become 

the actual threat a !ew years .rrom now, meaning that oUr Minuteman force 
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I 
will become highly vulne r able by 1976, and (2) our bombers a nd b a ll i•tic 

. 
m i.ssile s ubmar i nes will either become vulnerable to attack or fa il to 

• 

' work as expected so that our reta liatory capability isn 't a ssured. That 
. 

i s ( we want our eggs in three baske t s , not two. Second, we plan to u s e 

o ur Min'uten1.an. to destroy· Soviet fo rces and thereby lilnit da1nage to . ' I . . 

u~ and our Allies . Thcre!o t:e w o wa nt to preserve at Least som~ of tho 

damage limiting c<.pability of ou r M i nute man force . . 

Ho,vcvcr , o.ot a single m ember o! U'le JCS wants to ptan ·now to tako 
I . 

' rp tile option to install a significant M inuteman ddense. A ll want the 

bption to do so, but they als o want to wa.it a nd s e e if~ how . and when the 

I threat deyclops. · 

ls An ABM System the Bes t .!:!,?tcctio n fo r Minuteman? 
. . 

DOD calculations show that i\l'}M i s the cheapest way to protect 
' 

Minuteman capability (specifically, to insure 300 su.rviving Minutema n) 
. . . . 

against the threa t of accurate 's o vie t .MI.RVs when compared to the 

. principal a lternative: pla.cins_ ou~ M inuteman in h~rd rock silos a.nd 

buying no ABMs. Howc vc t, il is l ikely t hat b e c ause of technica!. 

uncertainties, DOD would not rely sole ly on AB.M to protect Minu teman 

i£ the GTE threat emerged; some s i lo hardening would probably also be do ne. 

Also, there arc wide differenc e s o f opinion about what di!!erent opti,ons 

· will really cost. lt appears that questions of cost are not decisive in 

c hoosing how best to pro tect Minuteman and that active Minuteman 

ddense is a relatively efficient c ho ic e !o r the preser.t GTE threat. 

TOP SEC RET 
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10 

It is not essential to the maintenance of our deterrent to dec ide 

now to buy the option to defe nd Minuteman if we accept currE:t\t 

Inte lligenc e estimates of probable Soviet threats. This option s hould 

be view ed as an insurance policy against unlikdy but possible Sovie t 

tb rc!lt$ and as o.n additional gua rantee that our strategic ;eta.liatol'y 

postu re wi ll p e rform r e liably. 

Defense oC Strategic Bomber Forces 

U . S . bombers and tanker s aro vul ner able to a sur prise attack 

by Soviet submariri.c -launche d mtssilc:e · -perhaps on depressed 

traj ec tories ... -whose l aunch co\lld not be known in time to get even 

our al~ rt bombers of£ the ground. With the· early warning systems 

OOD plans to deploy. a s fc~J a s l5'io ot' our bombe1·s would survive 

·. a .s urpr:iSe d epressed traj.ectoi·y Si..EM nttacl< by 197 4. assuming th e . . . . 
Hi~n-Nl?P Soviet thr eat. At l east half o f our bombers could survive 

\an attack H. the mi~siles did not come in o.n depressed traj e ctor ies . 
• • 

T he alte:rnatiV'eS Cor protecting O\lr bomber& again s t depr essed 
. . . 

. 
trajectorie s are: 

l . Disperse them to many base& to increase and complicate So viet 

targe ting problem. 

Z. · Buy more capability to d e tect a nd destroy Soviet submarines 

before they can launch a signUicant number of SLBM.s . 

TOP SECRET . . 
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3, Put a sil'.eablc h·action·of the bomber !or~:e on airborne a.let·t. 

4. Buy area ABM protection for our bomber bases. 

DOD argues against the first three on the basis of high cost and 

doubC£ul effectiveness. However, there. are. a. number o£ shortcomings 

in their analysis: 

. l. They do not indicate how much of. the cost of th"ir ABM system 

is iucurrcd to defend th.e bombers, so com.paring the costs of alternatives 

is impossible. 11 may be they belie ve bomber defense is largely a b y-product 

of providing capability fo~; othe r purpos"s, e. g. defending against the 

Chinese threat or th.c Minuteman option. If not, the bomber defense 

rationale is open to the c.h~u·gc that othe1.· alternatives a:re potentially 

mo1·e efiicicnt .. 

2. The bomber alert rate ca.n he changed on short notice. Hence. 

if we noted Soviet s~bmarincs getting in position for possible attack, 

particularly during. a crisis, a large part of our force could be put on 

airborne a.le~t. This may be adequate insurance against threats to our 
. ' 

bombers .. . ' 

Cone lu sion. 

Ori balance, the ABM bombc< defense is ;><obably justified if it 

· ·- is viewed as a low cost by-product of a system deployed for othe< 

reasons. W c would probably never justily an ABM deployment solely . . 

to defend bombers against SLBMs. 

TOP SECRET 
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De.fe11 SC A gainst Chinese ICI3M $ 

The DOD proposal would p rovide virtually complete pro\octlon a&a,inst 

a Chinese first strike w ith u nsophisticat ed !CBMs in the m id-19_i Os . 

However , as the Chi ne se de vel op and deplo y penetration a ids lor 

their .m iuilos , they will be a b l¢ to inflict som e da mage on th e U. S . 

The system c ould be im proved la tex, how c ve1·, to insure low level s 

of damage against a sophisticated Chinese t hrea t into the 1980s. 

The cli!!crcnccs between the DO D propo•al and Sentinel arc: 

(a) c l im in otio n of protec t io» fo r Alaska and Hawaii a nd (b) elimina t ion 

o£ t h("CC other rad(t.r s ite s, two o! w hich had provided some protectio n. 

o f Chicago and New Yo r k ag3i nst a sophlstica l cd Chinese a tt3 c.k. 

By relating ou r A BM deploy m ent to the C h inese tlu·ea.t, w e would be 

providi ng a r a tionale £o r Curthcr growth in tho s y s tem. F o r exa m ple, 

both Cnieago and New York would b e vulnera blo unde r the p r oposed 

de ployment to a sophist i cated Chines e a t tack. Second , if w e tie the 

e lo m e nt too c losely to the Chinese th r eat, we m ak e i t diC!icu l t to 

' ~ ' . . . . . 
'give it up i£ we should want to in an arms Limitation agreeme nt . 

. T he q u e s tio n is, mus t wo j ustify the p r oposal. a s a defens e ~gaiast 

the C hinese? The answc:~ is probab ly no fo r the following r eason: if 
-~ 

we se t out to design a s yste m to defend only Minuteman a nd our bomber 

force, w e would almost certa inly come up witn the DOD propo sed 

deployme nt: There ue probably no feature s o! their p :_o_posal s olely 

for th e C hi.nese th reat . Thus, w e c a n ii we want a void providing a -
. ra~ona.le for further growth by not empha.sizina the Chinese t hreat . _ 
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We could justify the deployme nt as a d efense against C lt.ina with the 
I 

d efe nse o! our l'e ta.Hatory !orces a.5 an add-on. Alternatively we c ould - - "'·--·-:-.. 
' j Jti(y the deploy~cnt as a defense o~ our retaliatory forc e s and treat -·-----

tho defense against China as an add-on. 

! 
Defensive Damage Limiti:.!!,g_ 
' ' 
l A key i s s ue in a ny A UM deployment is the a mou.nt of damage 

llmiling ca pability intended a nd actually obtained. Tho<~gh the Modified 
' ! 

' r ent inel deployme!\t is not intended primarily t o defend U.S. citie c, it 

1docs provide s ome: protec tion. 1-'or exam ple. 

l. The DOD de ployme nt pro~cts aga inst a~~:.!;_tal.§J..t;a,c~om . . 
all q uarters. Suc h an at~ ca.nnstLh.~...d(llerre<,l. and,5ou!~£...s."rious -- .--
damage. 

~c deployment a ho provides significant popula t ion defense 

a ga inst a Chinese nttack. Howevor , such protec tion can b~nsidered 

almo&t entirely derivati ve from the ABM deplo.Yl!Lent required h}' oqr 

s trntcgic r ctaliat~ry.fox-ccs. ---
3. The deployment p r o vides Sqp>e defense agains t a dcliberal:' 

Soviet atta c k on our cities , though less so than Sentinel. 

The i e su.es are : 

1 , Is th is dama ge limiting c apab ility useful ? 

Z. If so, do we want to maintain the option to buy additional da mage 

limiting capability at some late~ time o r , a lte rnativ!"ly, do w e want to ·· .. 
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de.ny ourselve s this option on grounds that it is provocative to the 

Soviets and to de>mestic opponents o! ABM systems. 

3. 1! we elcc t the option, under what conditions do we take it 

up -- as a reaction to a visible Soviet threat or as an initiative which 

we judge will not be negate d by Soviet r eactions and thu s will leave 

us better off? On what basis shall we mako such j udgments? 
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