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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 22, 1984 

Dear General Graham: 

It has come to our attention that fundraising solicitations 
for High Frontier recently sent out by you contained copies 
of the President's letter of June 3, 1983, thanking you for 
dedicating your book to him. 

The ~resident adheres to a policy of generally not endorsing 
particular fundraising projects, no matter how laudable the 
objectives of the organizations benefitting from the 
fundraising. This policy is necessary in light of the vast 
number of requests the President receives, and because the 
White House is unable to monitor such fundraising 
activities, which would be necessary were the President to 
lend his name to them. The inclusion of the.President's 
letter in the solicitation for High Frontier, however, is 
likely to be construed by recipients as an endorsement of 
the fundraising, in violation of this policy. The letter 
was not written for use in fundraising and should not be 
used for that purpose. 

I hope you will recognize the reasons we must adhere to this 
policy, and understand that it is in no sense intended as an 
adverse reflection on you or High Frontier. Now that you 
have been alerted to our concerns in this area, I trust that 
you will refrain from using the President's letter in any 
future fundraising activities. 

Sincerely, 

G'l by FFF 

Fred F. Fielding 
Counsel to the President 

Lt. General Daniel o. Graham, USA, Ret. 
High Frontier 
Suite 1000 
1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005 

FFF:JGR:aea 2/22/84 
bee: FFFielding/JGRoberts/Subj/Chron 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 22, 1984 

Dear General Graham: 

It has come to our attention that fundraising solicitations 
for High Frontier recently sent out by you contained copies 
of the President's letter of June 3, 1983, thanking you for 
dedicating your book to him. 

The President adheres to a policy of generally not endorsing 
particular fundraising projects, no matter how laudable the 
objectives of the organizations benefitting from the 
fundraising. This policy is necessary in light of the vast 
number of requests the President receives, and because the 
White House is unable to monitor such fundraising 
activities, which would be necessary were the President to 
lend his name to them. The inclusion of the President's 
letter in the solicitation for High Frontier, however, is 
likely to be construed by recipients as an endorsement of 
the fundraising, in violation of this policy. The letter 
was not written for use in fundraising and should not be 
used for that purpose. 

You may be aware that the publisher of your book, Devon 
Adair Company, inquired last summer if our office h~d any 
objection to reprinting the same letter from the President 
on the jacket of your book. We were compelled to object to 
this contemplated use of the letter, on the ground that it 
could be construed as an endorsement by the President of a 
commercial product. The same basic concern to avoid the 
appearance of Presidential endorsement applies in the case 
of an appeal for funds by a particular non-profit 
organization. 

I hope you will recognize the reasons we must adhere to this 
policy, and understand that it is in no sense intended as an 
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adverse reflection on you or High Frontier. Now that you 
have been alerted to our concerns in this area, I trust that 
you will refrain from using the President's letter in any 
future fundraising activities. 

Sincerely, 

Fred F. Fielding 
Counsel to the President 

Lt. General Daniel o. Graham, USA, Ret. 
High Frontier 
Suite 1000 
1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 22, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED F. FIELDING 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JOHN G. ROBERTS~ 

Use of President's Letter in 
Solicitation for High Frontier 

You have asked whether the proposed letter to Lt. General 
Daniel O. Graham {ret.), objecting to his use of the letter 
from the President in fundraising for High Frontier, should 
include mention of the fact that we objected to Graham's 
publisher's contemplated use of the same letter on Graham's 
book jacket. I considered this when drafting the proposed 
reply to Graham and decided not to mention the correspon
dence with the publisher for two reasons. First, it is not 
clear that Graham was aware of the effort to use the letter 
on the book jacket, or our objections to that proposed use. 
The request came from Devon Adair, publisher of Graham's 
book, and the letter from Devon Adair stated that they 
obtained a copy of the President's letter to Graham from 
Gregory A. Fossedal, co-author of the book. Our reply went 
to Devon Adair, not Graham. Thus, while Devon Adair doubt
less would have cleared the matter with Graham before 
actually using the letter, it is not clear that they did so 
before asking if we had any objections, nor is it clear that 
they advised Graham of our objections. Accordingly, I was 
reluctant to assume Graham knew of our objections to use of 
the Presidential letter on the book jacket (though I will 
admit the odds are that he did). 

Second, we objected to the use of the Presidential letter on 
the book jacket on the ground that it could be construed as 
Presidential endorsement of a commercial product -- the book 
itself. Graham's use of the letter in fundraising is not 
objectionable on that ground, since High Frontier is not a 
commercial enterprise. Thus we cannot, strictly speaking, 
contend that Graham should have known he could not use the 
letter in fundraising, even assuming he knew we had advised 
that it could not be used on the book jacket. Of course, 
anyone aware of our objection to use of the letter on the 
book jacket should have been forewarned at least to the 
extent of clearing any other use of the letter with our 
office. 
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A revised draft of the letter to Graham, noting the book 
jacket incident, is attached. I have also attached an 
updated version of the original proposed reply, in the event 
you find my reasons for originally omitting the book jacket 
incident compelling. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 20, 1984 

~IBMORANDUM FOR FRED F. FIELDING 

FROM: 

SUB .. TECT: 

JOHN G. ROBERT~ 

Use of President's Letter in 
Solicitation for High Frontier 

You have asked for my views on the use of a letter from 
President Reagan to Lt. General Daniel o. Graham (ret.) in a 
direct mailing fundraising solicitation by Graham's organi
zation, High Frontier. Graham and High Frontier are dedi
cated to promoting the "Star Wars" defense against nuclear 
attack endorsed last year by the President. Graham wrote a 
book on the subject and dedicated it to President Reagan. 
The President wrote a note in response praising Graham and 
High Frontier for providing "an invaluable service." 

Last August Graham's publisher asked for-permission to use 
the letter on the book jacket. We objected to this contem
plated use on the ground that the appearance of the letter 
on the jacket could be construed as Presidential endorsement 
of the book, in violation of our policy against any 
Presidential endorsement of a commercial product. I noted 
in my memorandum to you that I doubted we could legally 
prevent Graham from using the letter on his book if he 
decided to do so. 

Now Graham has enclosed a copy of the same letter in a 
fundraising mailing for High Frontier. If Graham had asked 
us, we would have objected to such use of the letter, since 
it could readily be construed as an endorsement by the 
President of the fundraising effort. As it is the damage 
has been done, and I think the best we can do is advise 
Graham of our objection and ask him to cease use of the 
letter in his fundraising. Again, I doubt there is much we 
can do legally if Graham chooses to ignore our objections, 
but perhaps they will suffice to prevent a repetition. 

Attachment ~ ~ / 
- I ~;,_.\! // c)/l 
~ ~- ~ '), \,_,, 



THE WHJTE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 3, 1983 

Dear Dan: 
~, 

It was very ki-nd of you to dedicate your book 
to me. I appreciate the important work that 
you and your colleagues have done to prepare 
the way for a more secure America. 

You -- and all those who have made the High 
Frontier project a reality -- have rendered our 
country an invaluable service for which all 
future generations will be grateful. I value 
greatly your continuing efforts to help us 
build a national consensus and to find the 
difficult answers for the profound strategic 
problems that face all of us in this nuclear 
age. 

God bless you! 

Lt. General Daniel o. Graham, USA, Ret. 
High Frontier 
Suite 1000 
1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 







Please make your check 
payable to: 

High Frontier 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FORM 

TO: General Daniel 0. Graham 
HIGH FRONTIER 

0 YES, General Graham -o- I will help your 
organization in its efforts to bring President 
Reagan the vital national support he needs to 
overcome those liberals who oppose an ICBM
stopping shield over America. 

_ I am enclosing your "matching gift" check for 
$15 - along with my own made out for 
$ ________ _ 

NAME--------------------------

CITY ____________ STATE _______ ZIP ___ _ 

0 If my donation is received after the "matching gift" challenge is met, you 
may use it in other ways to advance the work of High Frontier. 

0 If my donation is received after the "matching gift" challenge has been met, 
·please return it. 

0 I do not wish to contribute to your nuclear missile defense program. 
However, I am returning your check so that you may send them to another 
responsible American. 

NOTE: All contributions are fully tax-deductible. 



Dear Fellow American 

The last time I 
I am sure you.. rememb1 

It explained hm 
free America fr< 
missiles largel~ 
proven successf1 

It also revea.lec 
been fighting PresidE 
produced and deployec 

Now, in this lei 

Daniel O. Graham 
Lt. General, USA (ret.) 

It 1 s a check. And even though it is made out 
to our national defense organization, it has 
NOT been sent to you by mistake! 

You see, it is up to you to decide whether we can use 
this check to help President Reagan win for all of us that 
potent yet long-smothered missile defense system. 

But before I tell you how to make that decision, let 
me be sure that you really understand just how effective 
and fool-proof this anti-missile "umbrella" is. 

The heart of this system is a space-based network of 
what some defense experts call "shotgun satellites." These 
are inexpensive non-nuclear satellites that would use a 
remarkably simple device to knock out any massive ICBM 
attack by the Soviets. 

It works like this: 

Since a single anti-missile satellite could normally 
knock out only one Soviet ICBM -- and since hitting even one 
demands great accuracy -- this network of "shotgun satellites 11 

would instead fire clouds of high-velocity pellets at any 
incoming wave of missiles. 

Tests already conducted clearly prove that even one 
pellet striking a ballistic missile at high speed 

(over, please) 
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Dear Fellow American: 

Daniel 0. Graham 
Lt. General, USA (ret.) 

The last time I wrote to you, I enclosed a book that 
I am sure you remember well. 

·It explained how our government could virtually 
free America from the threat of Soviet ballistic 
missiles largely by using technology that was 
proven successful as far back as 1959! 

It also revealed how certain members of Congress have 
been fighting President Reagan's efforts to get this system 
produced and deployed so that it can finally protect us. 

Now, in this letter, I am enclosing· another unusual item. 

It's a check. And even though it is made out 
to our national defense organization, it has 
NOT been sent to you by mistake! 

You see, it is up to you to decide whether we can use 
this check to help President Reagan win for all of us that 
potent yet long-smothered missile defense system. 

But before I tell you how to make that decision, let 
me be sure that you really understand just how effective 
and fool-proof this anti-missile "umbrella" is. 

The heart of this system is a space-based network of 
what some defense experts call "shotgun satellit~s." These 
are inexpensive non-nuclear satellites that would use a 
remarkably simple device to knock out any massive ICBM 
attack by the Soviets. 

It works like this: 

Since a single anti-missile satellite could normally 
knock out only one Soviet ICBM -- and since hitting even one 
demands great accuracy -- this network of "shotgun satellites" 
would instead fire clouds of high-velocity pellets at any 
incoming wave of missiles. 

Tests already conducted clearly prove that even one 
pellet striking a ballistic missile at high speed 

(over, please) 



will destroy it totally. So you can imagine the 
power of a whole network of satellites each carrying 
up to 24 ready-to-fire "clouds" of these pellets. 

Defense scientists assure our High Frontier group that 
this part of the system alone would wipe out 80% of any mass 
ICBM attack while it is still over Soviet territory! 

What about the other 20%? With modern radar, a chain 
of carefully placed non-nuclear ground launched projectiles 
would easily destroy almost all of these remaining ICBMs. 

Naturally,- Qnce the Soviets are faced with such a 
fool-proof anti-missile shield, they will start looking for 
ways to overpower it. 

That's where the third part of this system comes in. 

Even as we are getting the first two parts into place, we 
would be working on a "second generation" of anti-missile 
satellites. With America's superior scientific brainpower, we 
could have particle beam and laser-firing satellites in orbit 

ready and waiting for whatever the Soviets come up with. 

As you can see, the system I'm talking about here 
would mean an end to today's frightening "balance of 
nuclear terror!" In short, the menace of a world 
ravaged by nuclear devastation would be virtually 
eliminated. And the cost would not be that great. 

But by now you must be wondering what all this has to do 
with the facsimile check enclosed. So let me explain. 

The book I sent to you and thousands of other concerned 
Americans with my last letter has won enormous popular support 
for President Reagan's drive to get this missile-defense 1 

system into action. 

Yet many liberals in Congress are still fighting 
against it -- insisting instead on a nuclear freeze, 
or major U.S. concessions in the arms talks with the 
Soviets. (Either of which would still leave the 
world facing a nuclear nightmare.) 

However, if we can get copies of the book I sent you 
into the hands of thousands more Americans, the support they 
would gain for the President would surely be dramatic. 

In fact, many in Congress who now oppose his plan for 
the missile-defense system I've told you about would almost 



certainly have to give in. Because these liberals fear 
informed and angry voters more than anything else. 

Yet mailing those books takes money. Far more 
money than our non-profit group has been able to 
raise ... until recently! 

Just the other day a major foundation concerned with 
America's defense made a substantial sum of money available to 
our High Frontier organization. 

But there is a string attached to this money! 

You see, the foundation that donated it wants us to mail 
out as many copies of our book as we possibly can. So they 
attached the following requirement to that donation: 

We may not use any of their money for our book
mailing campaign until we have at least doubled 
it with contributions from the American public. 

This isn't an unusual requirement. It's called a "matching 
gift" program. Colleges and hospitals use them to double the 
funds they get from corporate and other large donors. 

And that is why I've sent you the enclosed check. 

It represents one part of the "matching gift" fund made 
available to us by that defense-minded foundation. And if 
you will return that check along with one of your own for the 
same amount (or more), you will literally be doubling the 
dollars you send us! 

To put it another way, every check we get for $15 
or more will permit us to mail out at least 60 
copies of our book, WE MUST DEFEND AMERICA, instead·. 
of a mere 30. 

As I said before, an astonishing number of those Americans 
who have already gotten this book are now solidly behind President 
Reagan on this issue of national survival. 

So the more books we can send out, the more concerned 
Americans we will win over in support of our penetration-proof 
High Frontier missile defense system. 

And the more Americans we have demanding that their 
representatives in Congress vote in favor of this 
system, the sooner America -- and the world -- will 
be free of the nuclear threat that now hangs over· 
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us all. 

So please send a contribution of your own that at least 
equals the check enclosed. 

Remember, your gift will literally double in dollars 
when you do! And that will permit us to send out twice as 
many copies of WE MUST DEFEND AMERICA as we're able to 
right now. 

I'm confident that a responsible and concerned American 
like you won'~ let us down. After all, the check you send 
will be helping to free not only our nation from the threat 
of Soviet nuclear ICBMs -- but your own loved ones as well! 

Thank you. 

Sin~erZJ 

Daniel O. Graham 
Lt. Gen., USA· (Ret.) 

PS: If you should decide not to help us with a check of 
your own, please take a moment to return the enclosed 
matching-gift check so that we can invite another 
responsible American to match it. 



' 
THE WHITE HOUS 

WASHINGTON 

June 3, 1983 

Dear Dan: 

It was very kind of you to dedicate your book 
to me. I appreciate the important work that 
you and your colleagues have done to prepare 
the way for a more secure America. 

You -- and all those who have made the High 
Frontier project a reality -- have rendered our 
country an invaluable service for which all 
future generations will be grateful. I value 
greatly your continuing efforts to help us 
build a national consensus and to find the 
difficult answers for the profound strategic 
problems that face all of us in this nuclear 
age. 

God bless you! 

Lt. General Daniel O. Graham, USA, Ret. 
High Frontier 
Suite 1000 
1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, o.c. 20005 



Please complete all portions of this form, making certain to sign the Petition 
Form and check the appropriate boxes on the Acknowledgement Form. 
Return entire form to I,-IIGH FRONTIER in the postage-paid envelope pro-
vided for your convenience. · 

(For use !2!!]y by the individual or individuals named below) 

FRED FIELDING 
W H 0 2ND FLCOR 
EXECUTIVE OFC OF 
f\ASHINGTCN 

PRES C33 
DC 20500 

Do we have your name and address listed correctly? 
If not, please make corrections here. 

RtKlll~llfttJLlif 1m111 J~im 
TO: General Daniel 0. Graham 

HIGH FRONTIER 

I appreciate receiving my free copy of your book, WE MUST DEFEND 
AMERICA. I agree wholeheartedly that we must immediately take the nec
essary steps to educate the American people to the fact that we presently 
have no means of defense against Soviet missiles - despite the fact that such 
a defense system is well within our technological capability! You can count 
on my help! 

O I have signed the petition below for you to deliver to President Reagan, 
showing him that I support High Frontier and his new defense strategy 
against Soviet missiles. 

D I am enclosing my most generous gift of 
D $15 O $25 O $50 D $100 O $1,000 D $ other 
to help pay for the critical work you are doing in telling the American 
people how defenseless we are against a Soviet missile attack. 

D My contribution is at least $25. Please enter my subscription for one 
year to your newsletter. 

Please make checks payable to: High Frontier 
Contributions are Tax Deductible. 

Dear President Reagan: 

The Preamble to the United States Constitution states clearly that one of 
the purposes for establishing that Constitution is to provide for the common 
defense of the American people. 
Yet the shocking truth is that the United States has no defense, in fact it is 
literally helpless, against a Russian nuclear missile attack. 
I want you to know that you can count on my full support for your pro
posal for a new defense system that will defend and protect our nation from 
the threat of a nuclear missile attack. 

SIGNATURE 



Dear Fellow .American: 

Daniel 0. Graham 
Lt. General, USA (ret.) 

As a retired 1trrrry General, I could just collect my pension and 
spend my time sailing, fishing and playing with my grandchildren. 

But I can't. I owe them much more than that. 
"" .• 

Besides' as mucll as I Id love to spend my time in such pleasant 
activities, I couldn't really enjoy them knowing what I know. 

Knowing, my friend, that my country, my children and my grand
children are totally helpless against a nuclear attack by the Soviet 
Union or any other nation with nuclear missile capabilities. 

Let me repeat that, because it 1 s amazing how many .Americans don't 
realize that very basic fact: · 

We have no defense whatsoever against any long- range 
nuclear missile attack! 

If an enemy power were to launch a nuclear missile strike against 
us, there is nothing we can do to stop even one of those missiles from 
reaching its target! 

And so, having spent more than three decades in the Army, through 
three wars, to help keep my country secure from foreign aggression, I 
can't just sit back and watch while this great nation is threatened 
more than at any other time in our history. 

Especially when I know that it doesn't have to be this way. 

That's why I spend eight to ten hours a day, six days a week working 
with High Frontier. 

I hope you've heard about High Frontier. We've been in the 
news a lot, especially since President Reagan's courageous speech on 
)iarch 23 when he connnitted this nation to a course of action that 
stresses defense for the first time in three decades. 

Apparently, most Americans had been living comfortably in the 
belief that, with our advanced weapons systems, we were invulnerable to 
attack. 

Unfortunately, my friend, nothing could be further from the truth. 
We are very vulnerable. 

That's because our entire safety -- yours, mine, our nation's -
has been based for years on a misguided policy called .!:'!Utual ~sured 
Destruction, or MAD. 
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And MADness is what it is. 

This policy assumes that the Russians or any other enemy force 
will not launch a nuclear attack against us because they know we could 
retaliate against them. 

But if that assumption proves false, MAD provides no means of 
stopping Russian missiles from reaching and destroying .American cities! 

So you and I and our children are forced to live our lives under 
the constant threa~ of nuclear annihilation! 

.. 
If you will take the time to read the enclosed book I've written, 

We :Must Defend .America, you will quickly see that it doesn't have to be 
tfiis way.· 

!vfy friend, we've known for more than 20 years how to defend 
against long range missiles. 

We have, right now, all the technology necessary to put the 
President's program into effect! 

It won't be an easy task, however. It's going .to require the 
tremendous grassroots commitment the President asked for. 

That's one reason why I was pleased to receive the enclosed letter 
from President Reagan and wanted to share it with you. 

I guarantee the President and I guarantee you, that as long as 
there is <L."1 opportunity to insure an .America free from the threat of 
nuclear missile attack, I will do everything in my power to make that 
opportrntlty happen. 

And I can assure you that that dedication is shared by everyone 1 

in the wonderful group of volunteer scientists, engineers and strategists 
who make up High Frontier. 

But we can't do it alone. We desperately need your help. 

We need to launch the largest public education effort this country 
has ever seen! 

Following President Reagan's speech, there was an immediate outburst 
of criticism and mockery in the liberal news media which termed his 
strategy "Star Wars" and "Buck Rogers" fantasy. 

This criticism as always came from the radical left who oppose the 
President strictly on idealogical grounds. 

They saw in the President's speech a.fundamental threat to their 
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unilateral disannament, nuclear-freeze, accommodate the Soviets policies. 

While they will not admit it the radical left must continue to have 
the prospect of nuclear holocaust in order to create attention for them
selves. 

They use the threat of nuclear war to turn out crowds, organize 
protests, and finance the rest of their left-wing agenda. 

The last thing they would want is an America secure from Soviet 
threats. 

,, 

They would prefer that we be forced to lay down our arms and rely 
on the Russians' honorable intentions - - the same honorable intentions 
the Russians have applied to Poland and Afghanistan . 

.And of course, there are the Soviets themselves. Within hours of 
President Reagan's speech Soviet Premier Yuri Andropov denounced the 
plan with this statement: 

"All attempts at gaining military superiority over the 
U.S.S.R. are futile. The Soviet Union will never allow them 
to succeed. It will never be caught defenseless by any threat. 
Let there be no mistake about this in Washington." 

My friend, I say to you that it's time we took control of our own 
destiny, of our own security. 

I find little comfort in a "defense" system that only assures me 
that even if our great nation is totally destroyed, we can still punish 
our attackers with a retaliatory launch. 

· I find a lot more comfort in a system that would keep enemy missiles 
from ever getting here in the first place. I agree with President Reagan 
that it 1 s far better "to save lives than to avenge them. 11 

And I think you agree with that also. 

That's why I'm writing you today and asking for your help. In two 
ways. 

First, I'd like to let President Reagan know that the American 
people wholeheartedly support his defense strategy. To do that, I would 
like to deliver at least 100,000 signed petitions like the one enclosed, 
to the President-Uo later thari March 1, 1984. 

So I hope you'll sign and return your petition right away . 

.And we also need to continue building the national consensus that 
President Reagan referred to in his letter to me. 

We must utilize every resource available to us -- speakers, writers, 
radio, television. 

We have to locate supporters of High Frontier and supply them with 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 8, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED F. FIELDING 

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERTS~ 
SUBJECT: Fundraising Letter From 

Daniel o. Graham for High Frontier 

On February 22, 1984, you wrote General Daniel 0. Graham, 
advising him not to use a letter from the President in 
fundraising solicitations for High Frontier. You recently 
received a solicitation from Graham identical to the one 
that prompted your February 22 letter, except that the 
"matching gift check" is dated April 6, 1984 rather than 
January 30, 1984, indicating that the package was prepared 
well after Graham received your letter. I do know that 
Graham did receive your letter, since an aide to Graham 
telephoned you about it shortly after it was sent. The call 
was referred to me, and in response to the aide's question I 
assured him that the policy against the President endorsing 
fundraising projects was applied in a uniform fashion. 

The attached draft letter to Graham reiterates your advice 
of February 22, and asks for a response from Graham con
cerning whether he intends to comply with that advice. 

Attachment 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 8, 1984 

Dear General Graham: 

On February 22, 1984, I wrote you concerning fundraising 
solicitations for High Frontier that contained copies of the 
President's letter of June 3, 1983, thanking you for 
dedicating your book to him. In my letter I alerted you to 
the President's policy of generally refraining from 
endorsing particular fundraising projects, and advised you 
that the inclusion of the President's letter in the 
solicitation for High Frontier was likely to be construed as 
an endorsement of the fundraising in violation of this 
policy. As I noted in my letter, the President 1 s letter 
"was not written for use in fundraising and should not be 
used for that purpose." 

It has come to our attention that High Frontier fundraising 
solicitations containing the President's letter -- in 
apparent disregard of my letter of February 22 -- are still 
being distributed. I recentlv received such a solicitation 
with the umatching gift check" dated April 6, 1984, well 
after your receipt of my letter. Please advise me at your 
earliest opportunity whether the latest distribution of 
fundraising material containing the President's letter was 
inadvertent or whether you have decided to disregard my 
letter of February 22. 

Sincerely, 

Fred F. Fielding 
Counsel to the President 

Lt. General Daniel O. Graham, USA, Ret. 
High Frontier 
Suite 1000 
1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

FFF:JGR:aea 5/8/84 
bee: FFFielding/JGRoberts/Subj/Chron 



Dear Fellow American: 

Daniel 0. Graham 
LL General. l \S~.\ \r-ci 

The last time I wrote to you, I enclosed a book that 
I am sure you remember well. 

It explained how our government could virtually 
free America from the threat of Soviet ballistic 
missiles largely by using technology that was 
proven successful as far back as 1959! 

It also revealed how certain members of Congress have 
been fighting President Reagan's efforts to get this system 
produced and deployed so that it can finally protect us. 

Now, in this letter, I am enclosing another unusual item. 

It's a check. And even though it is made out 
to our national defense organization, it has 
NOT been sent to you by mistake! 

You see, it is up to you to decide whether we can use 
this check to help President Reagan win for all of us that 
potent yet long-smothered missile defense system. 

But before I tell you how to make that decision, let 
me ·be sure that you really understand just how effective 
and fool-proof this anti-missile "umbrella" is. 

The heart of this system is a space-based network of 
what some defense experts call "shotgun satellites." These 
are inexpensive non-nuclear satellites that would use a 
remarkably simple device to knock out any massive ICBM 
attack by the Soviets. 

It works like this: 

Since a single anti-missile satellite could normally 
knock out only one Soviet ICBM -- and since hitting even one 
demands great accuracy -- this network of "shotgun satellites" 
would instead fire clouds of high-velocity pellets at any 
incoming wave of missiles. 

Tests already conducted clearly prove that even one 
pellet striking a ballistic missile at high speed 

{over, please) 



will destroy it totally. So you can imagine the 
power of a whole network of satellites each carrying 
up to 24 ready-to-fire "clouds" of these pellets. 

Defense scientists assure our High Frontier group that 
this part of the system alone would wipe out 80% of any mass 
ICBM attack while it is still over Soviet territory! 

What about the other 20%? With modern radar, a chain 
of carefully placed non-nuclear ground launched projectiles 
would easily destroy almost all of these remaining ICBMs. 

Naturally, once the Soviets are faced with such a 
fool-proof anti-missile shield, they will start looking for 
ways to overpower it. 

That's where the third part of this system comes in. 

Even as we are getting the first two parts into place, we 
would be working on a "second generation" of anti-missile 
satellites. With America's superior scientific brainpower, we 
could have particle beam and laser-firing satellites in orbit 

ready and waiting for whatever the Soviets come up with. 

As you can see, the system I'm talking about here 
would meap an end to today's frightening "balance of 
nuclear terror!" In short, the menace of a world 
ravaged by nuclear devastation would be virtually 
eliminated. And the cost would not be that great. 

But by now you must be wondering what all this has to do 
with the facsimile check enclosed. So let me explain. 

The book I sent to you and thousands of other concerned 
Americans with my last letter has won enormous popular support 
for President Reagan's drive to get this missile-defense 
system into action. 

Yet many liberals in Congress are still fighting 
against it -- insisting instead on a nuclear freeze, 
or major U.S. concessions in the arms talks with the 
Soviets. (Either of which would still leave the 
world facing a nuclear nightmare.) 

However, if we can get copies of the book I sent you 
into the hands of thousands more Americans, the support they 
would gain for the President would surely be dramatic. 

In fact, many in Congress who now oppose his plan for 
the missile-defense system I've told you about would almost 



certainly have to give in. Because these liberals fear 
informed and angry voters more than anything else. 

Yet mailing those books takes money. Far more 
money than bur non-profit group has been able to 
raise ... until recently! 

Just the other day a major foundation concerned with 
America's defense made a substantial sum of money available to 
our High Frontier organization. 

But there is a string attached to this money! 

You see, the foundation that donated it wants us to mail 
out as many copies of our book as we possibly can. So they 
attached the following requirement to that donation: 

We may not use any of their money for our book
mailing campaign until we have at least doubled 
it with contributions from the American public. 

This isn 1 t an unusual requirement. It's called a "matching 
gift" program. Colleges and hospitals use them to double the 
funds they get from corporate and other large donors. 

And that is why I've sent you the enclosed check. 

It represents one part of the "matching gift" fund made 
available to us by that defense-minded foundation. And if 
you will return that check along with one of your own for the 
same amount (or more), you will literally be doubling the 
dollars you send us! 

To put it another way, every check we get for $15 
or more will permit us to mail out at least 60 
copies of our book, WE MUST DEFEND AMERICA, instead 
of a mere 30. 

As I said before, an astonishing number of those Americans 
who have already gotten this book are now solidly behind President 
Reagan on this issue of national survival. 

So the more books we can send out, the more concerned 
Americans we will win over in support of our penetration-proof 
High Frontier missile defense system. 

And the more Americans we have demanding that their 
representatives in Congress vote in favor of this 
system, the sooner America -- and the world -- will 
be free of the nuclear threat that now hangs over 



us all. 

So please send a contribution of your own that at least 
equals the check enclosed. 

Remember, your gift will literally double in dollars 
when you do! And that will permit us to send out twice as 
many copies of WE MUST DEFEND AMERICA as we're able to 
right now. 

I'm confident that a responsible and concerned American 
like you won't let us down. After all, the check you send 
will be helping to free not only our nation from the threat 
of Soviet nuclear ICBMs -- but your own loved ones as well! 

Thank you. 

Daniel 0. Graham 
Lt. Gen., USA (Ret.) 

PS: If you should decide not to help us with a check of 
your own, please take a moment to return the enclosed 
matching-gift check so that we can invite another 
responsible American to match it. 



THE ITE H l SE 

June 3, 1983 

Dear Dan: 

It was very kind of you to dedicate your book 
to me. I appreciate the important work that 
you and your colleagues have done to prepare 
the way for a more secure America. 

You -- and all those who have made the High 
Frontier project a reality -- have rendered our 
country an invaluable service for which all 
future generations will be grateful. I value 
greatly your continuing efforts to help us 
build a national consensus and to find the 
difficult answers for the profound strategic 
problems that face all of us in this nuclear 
age. 

God bless you! 

Sincerely, 

Lt. General Daniel O. Graham, USA, Ret. 
High Frontier 
Suite 1000 
1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.c. 20005 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 27, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED F. FIELDING 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JOHN G. ROBERT~ 
Correspondence From L. Arnold Pyle 
Concerning Letter He Received From 
General Daniel O. Gr a.ham For High Frontier 

You staffed this item to me for direct response, and I have 
prepared and signed the attached proposed response. Mr. 
Pyle of Jackson, Mississippi wrote the President to note his 
objection to representations about America's defenses in 
fundraising material distributed by High Frontier. You will 
recall that the material in question contained a copy of the 
supportive letter from the President to High Frontier's 
leader, General Daniel Graham, and that by letter dated 
February 22, 1984, you objected to use of this Presidential 
letter in fundraising by High Frontier. It seemed appro
priate to point out in my response to Mr. Pyle that our 
office had objected to High Frontier's use of the Presi
dential letter, since Mr. Pyle could well assume, on the 
basis of the letter, that the White House was in some sense 
affiliated with High Frontier. Before sending the response 
to Pyle, however, I wanted to make certain you had no 
objection to the reference to our earlier letter to Graham. 

Attachment 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 27, 1984 

Dear Mr. Pyle: 

Thank you for your letter to the President concerning 
fundraising material sent to you by High Frontier. That 
letter was only recently referred to this office. Along 
with that letter you enclosed a copy of a letter you wrote 
to General Daniel o. Graham of High Frontier, objecting to 
certain statements in the material distributed by High 
Frontier. 

High Frontier is an independent organization and is not 
affiliated with the President or the White House. The 
representations in its literature are its own. Indeed, you 
may be interested to learn that this office recently advised 
High Frontier to cease using a letter the President wrote to 
General Graham about his book in fundraising material for 
High Frontier. As we stated in our letter to High Frontier, 
the President adheres to a policy of generally not endorsing 
particular fundraising projects, no matter how laudable the 
objectives of the organization benefitting from the fund
raising. We were concerned that the unauthorized inclusion 
of the letter from the President in the fundraising materials 
would create the false impression that the President had 
endorsed the appeal for funds. 

Thank you for the supportive comments in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Roberts 
Associate Counsel to the President 

L. Arnold Pyle, Esquire 
Pyle, Harris, Dreher & Mills 
Post Office Box 23004 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 
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I.. AR.NOLD PYLE 
WIUlAM A. PYLE 

PYLE, HARRIS, DREHER & MILLS 

AlTORNEYS AT LAW 

SUITE 390, 111 CAPITOL BUil.DING 
111 EAST CAPITOL S'mEET 

JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39201 

2!8856 ' , .I • 
........... ~:,.,-(_,, .. , 

MAIUNO ADDRESS: . 

W. LARRY HARRIS 
KENNEiH R. DREHER 
JERRY I.. MILLS February 2, 1984 

POST OFFICE BOX 23004 
JACKSON, MISSlSSlPPl 39205 

TELEPHONE & TELECOPIER: 

(601) 355-0600 C. SCOTT WOODS 

Honorable Ronald Reagan 
The President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am taking the liberty to enclose .herewith 
a copy of a letter which I have just forwarded to 
General Daniel 0. Graham. I am sure that General 
Graham's intentions a~e good, but I sincerely 
believe that such literature .. as he is putting out 
is not in the best inte·rest of the Country, nor 
is it in the best interest of your campaign for 
reelection. 

I am a seventy-one year old~ extremely patriotic 
American, and I believe very strongly that this 
Co1.mtry must maintain a strong defense against any 
and all kinds of attacks which the Russians may 
muster against us. 

I would like to say to you that I have been 
extremely pleased with the manner in which you have 
conducted the affairs of the high office of the 
President of the United States for the past three 
years, and I was extremely gratified to hear your 
announcement last Sunday evening that you were going 
to seek reelection. I can assure you that you will 
have my whole-hearted support. I do not have a lot 
of money to put into the campaign, but I am a member 
of your Task Force and I do hope to make small 
contributions from time-to-time. 



PYLE, lIA.RRIS, DREHER &. Mn.LS 

Honorable Ronald Reagan 
February 2, 1984 
PAGE TWO 

May God bless you in your cc;mtinued eff01:t.s 
to restore this.beau~iful Countrv of ours to a state 
of sanity, dignity and patrotism·. 

LAP :jp 

Enclosure 



. PYLE, HARRIS, DREHER & MILLS· 

AITORNEYS AT LAW 

SUITE 390, 111 CAPITOL BUILDING 
111 EAST CAPITOL STREET 

JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39201 

MAllJNO ADDRESS: I.. ARNOLD PYLE 

WlLUAM A. PYLE 
W. LARRY HAAAlS 
lCENNETH R. DREHER 
JERRY I.. MILLS 

POST OFFICE BOX 23004 
JACKSON, MIS.SlSSlPPI 39205 

February 1, 1984 
C SCOiT WOODS 

General Dayx£ 0. Graham 
High Frq,lrtier 
Post Q,f:fice Box 37053 
Wa~ngton, D.C. 20013 

~ar General Graham: 

TELEPHONE & TELECOPia; 

(601) 355..()600 

I am in receipt of your mailing which was 
obviously prepared many months ago, .but it bears no 
date. Among other things it contains a lot of 
language about such things as "We have no defense 
whatsoever against any long-range nuclear missile 
attack!", and a petition to The President with the 
language, "Yet the shocking truth is that the · 
United States has no defense, in fact it is literally 
helpless, against a Russian nuclear missile attack." 
It is my feeling as an ordinary, extremely patriotic 
American citizen that this kind of language in 
documentation being used for the purpose of soliciting 
funds for the operation of your good-will mission under 
the name of HIGH FRONTIER is extremely unfortunate. 
I do not believe that it is appropriate to say to the 
American people that we have no defense against 
Russian attacks in light of the information we get 
through the news media that billions of dollars in 
tax revenue has been expended by the Department of 
Defense since the closing of World War II for the 
_purpose of preparing this Country against Russian attack. 

I am very much pleased with The President's 
efforts to restore this Country to a state of 
sanity and to restore dignity and patrotism among 
our people. I do not believe, however, that the 
way you are going about it helps him in the least. 



PYLE, HARRIS, DREHER & MILLS 

General Daniel 0. Graham 
February 1, 1984 
PAGE TWO 

The statements contained in your mailing are, 
in my judgment, so absurd that no sensible person 
would fall for these exaggerated claims and, in fact, 
are going to be quite concerned about the Country 
having spent the kind of money it has over the past 
few years and now say to the people that we have 
nothing available to defend us against the Russian 
attacks. 

to give 
I frankly do not feel like it is appropriate 
your agency money to put out such propaga~ 

~ly, u 
L. Aj~# /~::..--

LAP :jp 

Enclosure 
·_,,,//. 

cc: L.'rhe President 
United States of America 
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A Panel Discussion 
On ADV AN CED STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

July 10, 1984 

with an introduction by 
Lew Lehrman 



Publication by CITIZENS FOR AMERICA EDUCATIONAL 
FOUNDATION, September, 1984. 

Lew Lehrman, Chairman. 
Jane Potter, Editor. 



INTRODUCTION 

There is no single instinct more compelling, to a nation as 
to an individual, than the instinct for survival, for self-defense. 
It is a deep and abiding moral law of human nature. Our 
President assumes the obligation, under oath, to protect and 
defend the territory and the citizens of the United States; and 
indeed, the issue of national strategic defense promises to emerge 
as the gravest concern facing our country in the years ahead. 

Today America is held hostage under a terrible shadow, 
under the threat of nuclear annihilation, simply because we 
are still trapped in the twisted logic of the mid-'60s, logic which 
led us to MAD-the doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction. 
The men who took part in this seminar, and whose remarks 
are transcribed here, are acknowledged authorities on the sub
ject of defense, and men with a profound moral commitment 
to the peace and lasting security of this nation. And it is for 
them, the scientists and strategists, to reveal this doctrine for 
the fearful balance of terror that it is, and to state with President 
Reagan that it is better to save lives than to avenge them. This 
panel, part of a seminar hosted by the Citizens For America 
Educational Foundation on July 10, addresses the most essential 
of the questions-and the misconceptions-about strategic 
defense. 

America is indeed at a crossroads. Our present military strat
egy is profoundly flawed; it is the cause of widespread discon
tent, both left and right. Those who advocate a nuclear freeze 
and those who advocate unilateral disarmament, themselves 
misled, are in danger of misleading others. Answers are never 
to be found in panic or despair, but rather through faith in 
ourselves and in the strength of reason. Technological obstacles 
can be overcome. A system of self-defense is not provocative 
or.strategically destabilizing; indeed, it may be our surest route 
to real, significant, and verifiable arms reductions. There is a 

.. practical solution to the terrible dilemma posed by MAD strat
egists-· and it is as simple and compelling as the solution found 
by Alexander the Gr~at to the riddle of the Gordian knot. 



By now it is evident that there can be no solution within the 
knot of contradictions which is MAD. It is time for America 
and the free world to take the first step along another path. 
President Reagan has said, "Peace through strength is more 
than a slogan; it is a reality." The purpose of the panel, and 
the reason for this subsequent publication, was to bring the 
facts to light, that we may see and judge that reality for ourselves. 
We have today a moral imperative to change the arms race into 
a race for peace and security. Let us seek a return from madness 
to reason, from despair to hope. 

Lew "Lehrman 
August, 1984 



BELL 
We do have a distinguished panel, and we went to the trouble 

to get it because the issue that we are going to address-strategic 
defense-has more and more of a chance to emerge as the 
national security issue of the 1980s, most particularly in the 
second Reagan term. To underline that, an article appeared 
in today's Wall Street journal entitled, "From Arms Control to 
Controlled Security"; I'm sure many of you took a look at it, 
by Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Advisor under Pres
ident Carter. The significance of this article is that it is a kind 
of breakthrough from what might be thought of as the other 
side of the debate on the national security issue. There are 
three points that he makes, among others. One; that arms 
control as a means of preserving the peace internationally is 
failing. Two, that for the first time it is at least possible that it 
is in the interests of the Soviet Union to initiate a first strike 
against the United States. And three, that the policy response 
to those first two points should be strategic defense. That the 
"defense" for the first time in many years has become com
petitive with the "offense" really is the greatest hope for world 
peace for the rest of this century. 

Coming from that source, President Carter's National Secu
rity Advisor, this is a momentous statement, and it underlines 
why it is not only that we have taken the trouble to bring together 
this outstanding panel, but why they have agreed to come. If 
we are correct, if this is the crucial issue for the national security 
of the United States and the world, and if it is also true that 
this is the issue, thanks to President Reagan's so-called "Star 
Wars" speech of 1983 and also due to the work of some of the 
men on this panel, then it is likely to become the key issue in 
the area of national security. 

The first panelist, Karl R. Bendetsen, is the retired Chairman 
and Chief Executive Officer of Champion International Cor
poration. He is a former Chairman of the Panama Canal Com
mission and has held many other distinguished positions in the 
P~n~9gon and as a national security advisor over several Pres
idencies. Most pertinently, he more than perhaps anyone else, 
deserves the credit for bringing to the attention of President 

l 



Reagan, by means of a special advisory panel, the overwhelming 
need to move in this direction in a policy sense. So it is with 
great pleasure that I introduce our first panelist, Karl R. Ben
detsen. 

BENDETSEN 

Thank you very much for that splendid introduction. Your 
statement in and of itself is a fine preliminary to what we are 
considering. What you have said has a factual b~sis, which I 
might summarize. 

Since signing SALT I in 1972, the Soviets have proceeded 
inexorably to build their strategic forces. As the United States 
has shown restraint, the Soviets now enjoy a three-to-one lead 
in ICBM warheads and a four-to-one lead in missile throw 
weight. The backbone of the Soviet ICBM force consists of 818 
large modern missiles, that carry a total of over six thousand 
warheads. Half of their silos have been rebuilt and hardened 
in the last five years. None of ours have. 

In addition to this, the Soviets have deployed nearly four 
hundred SS-20s. These are so-called Intermediate Range Mis
siles. But these can be converted quickly to intercontinental 
range either by adding a third sta~e-and they have a vast 
supply of third stages ready-or by removing two of the three 
warheads in the nose cone. Soviets are also testing two new 
ICBMs which they call XS-24 and -25 solid fuel missiles, which 
can be deployed in a mobile mode so they would be very hard 
to detect and keep track of. Soviet missiles add up to a pow
erfully overwhelming first-strike capability. All of our subma
rines in port, all of our planes on the ground, could be destroyed 
with only a quarter of their ICBM force. Holding the rest in a 
paralyzing reserve, they would make it nearly inconceivable for 
us to use any missiles launched by such submarines as were 
then at sea or to use any airborne weapons carried by our 
strategic aircraft. 

Now the purpose of the Soviet first-strike capability is not to 
launch World War Ill, it is to intimidate the United States into 
total submission, or to put it another way, into total surrender. 

2 



Present Soviet power, offset by no credible U.S. deterrent, leads 
U.S. allies to question U.S. credibility. 

The immoral concept of MAD-Mutually Assured Destruc
tion, that is to say-has never been accepted by the Soviets in 
the first place. Here at home, the same crowd that initiated the 
disarmament of the United States in 1960 under the first Ken
nedy Administration and brought about MAD, and the sci
entists who joined them then and are still on their side, say that 
we should not develop strategic defenses, and that science 
cannot really develop a strategic deterrent or if so, not until 
well into the next century. I repeat, MAD is an immoral concept 
that led to a treaty prohibiting defenses against nucle1;1r missiles, 
a commitment that the United States government then made 
that it would not defend its people. 

The Soviets are not playing for anything less than to win. 
They subjugate Poland, invade Afghanistan. They intimidate 
countries on their borders. The President told the nation on 
March 23, 1983, in his eloquent address, that we should develop 
a strategic defense initiative so that our allies can defend them
selves against this power. The MAD treaty, however, does not 
prohibit research and development nor does it prohibit space 
weapons. 

Not only do the Soviets have the power to destroy us, they 
have the power to destroy our intelligence and communications 
satellites which are not defended todaf. Soviets are now urging 
us to meet them to negotiate a treaty to prohibit all steps for 
defense against nuclear missiles and prohibit defensive weapons 
in space. If we agree to that, we would totally refrain. They 
would not. They would continue to do what they've been doing 
all along. They have indeed for many years been developing 
space weapons and space defenses against our nuclear missiles 
and other nuclear weapons. They have indeed developed, and 
have up there now, offensive satellites to destroy our intelli
gence and communications satellites. They have been inten
sively working toward the development on their part of ground
based. defenses against our nuclear weapons in spite of the 
treaty which prohibits that. They started years ago: They are 
pateutly violating the treaty between us which prohibits defenses 
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against nuclear missiles. And they would have us defer alto
gether, while they go all out. 

Now the scientists who call themselves the Concerned Sci
entists, who are saying that the research and development 
would carry us well into the next century, and that it is very 
doubtful that we could do it, remind me of Copernicus. He 
propounded the theory that the earth was not the center of 
the universe, and that the earth revolves around the sun. As 
long as this heresy was merely a theory, it was grudgingly 
accepted by the establishment as merely a theory. But when 
the good scientist Galileo brought in the hard facts that proved 
that the earth was not the center, he was condemned and 
incarcerated. Now let us not let that happen to the many fine 
scientists who say that they can do it, and if it's done properly, 
in a short time. 

One more subject. The Defense Department is a very fine 
department. It was created in 1947 by the Congress. It has three 
departments and a defense layer. Its lead time from the initi
ation of projects to deployment of them, since 1955, has length
ened from five years to fourteen years. The Defense Depart
ment is absolutely essential. But we must remember that this 
project must have a Manhattan Project approach. Remember 
the Manhattan Project which developed the first atom bomb? 
Don't shudder. Remember that the first atom bomb and the 
second one saved five million liv<!s that would have been lost 
without it, if we had had to invade Japan. 

Thank you. 

BELL 
Thank you, Mr. Bendetsen. I'm next going to call on Lieu

tenant General Daniel Graham, retired. Dan is a graduate of 
West Point, and he has been both Deputy Director of the CIA 
and the Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, DIA. I 
first got to know Dan when he did a very rare thing among 
those who have risen so high in the national security establish
ment of this country. He resigned on an issue of policy. He 
resigned from the Ford Administration, at the same time that 
James Schlessinger was fired, and he went on to become a 
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national security advisor to Ronald Reagan. I think it's fair to 
say that Dan, more than any other single individual, has been 
able to publicize this issue through his High Frontier program 
and through his many writings, and put it on the national 
agenda in the larger society, as well as help Mr. Bendetsen and 
others get it onto the plate of President Reagan as his major 
defense initiative. It's with great pride that we introduce Lieu
tenant General Daniel Graham. 

GRAHAM 

I'm delighted to be part of this effort that's going on today. 
I'm proud to be associated in whatever way I can with CITI
ZENS FOR AMERICA, and the sort of thing they're trying to 
do. Also, I'd like to say that the High Frontier effort which has 
been going on since the middle of 1981 has been made possible 
by the people, a lot of people who are in this room. I don't 
know that I recognize them all, but I recognize several hundred 
thousand dollars that have come into High Frontier as a result 
of the kind of people that are gathered here together. And 
God bless you-for once, something has paid off. 

In March, 1982, we first made public the findings of the High 
Frontier study which said essentially that we can develop a 
defense against Soviet long-range balli~ic missiles. Yes, we can 
do it at a reasonable cost. Yes, we can do it within the political 
framework that we have to use. 

Between that time and March, 1983, we captured one great 
supporter, which was the President of the United States. Thanks 
to efforts of people like Karl Bendetsen and others in this 
room, we were able to do that. And now you see this issue 
bubbling up, with the Brzezinskis of this world and others 
wondering if they aren't on the wrong wicket by opposing the 
actual defense of the people of the United States for the first 
time in fifteen, sixteen years as a matter of policy. 

We have found as we go around this country and talk to the 
average American that we only need to make two points in 
order to get them aboard High Frontier. One is, strangely 
enough, to convince them that they are not defended from 
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long-range ballistic missiles. Two out of three Americans, by a 
scientific poll taken by the Heritage Foundation some time ago, 
believe themselves to be defended from long-range ballistic 
missiles. This is not because the American people are stupid, 
it is because the American people simply cannot conceive of a 
policy adopted back in the mid-1960s by Robert McNamara 
that somehow the non-defense of the American people was a 
good thing, that we should mandate the non-defense of the 
American people, that it was provocative and destabilizing to think 
about defending the American people. Why? Because we'd 
adopted this crazy idea of Mutually Assured Destruction which 
says the only way we shall defend ourselves· is to threaten to 
slaughter Russians after they've slaughtered us. It put us in the 
military in the position of looking forward-not looking for
ward, but dreading the day-when Americans were being incin
erated by nuclear weapons, and we should say, "Feel good 
about it. We are now going to go slaughter a bunch of Russians." 

That is hardly in line with the American military ethic which 
is so well stated, I believe, in the final stanza of the "Star
Spangled Banner." It says, "so long as free men shall stand 
between their loved homes and the war's desolation." It does 
not say, "so long as free men stand ready to heap desolation on 
the other man's house." We have gnawed at our own military 
ethic, and we've lost the moral high ground that we should 
have had all along. That mor<ft high ground can be regained 
by following what we have advocated in High Frontier, what 
we have advocated successfully with the help of people like 
those gathered here today: that is, that we shall not merely 
avenge people, we will save them. As the President said so 
eloquently, would it not be better to save lives than to avenge 
them? That's the perfect polemical question. How do you say 
no to that? You cannot. The American people do not. 

We have run a survey in the state of California, and we asked 
the question, "Do you support or oppose space-borne weapons 
to intercept long-range nuclear ballistic missiles?" Now we thought 
that we would get an advantage out of that because of all of 
our talks around the country, that we'd come out better than 
50 percent. The results were absolutely astonishing. 82.3 per-
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cent of the Californian voters polled said, "Gol Do itl" And it 
didn't make any difference whether they were Democrats or 
Republicans or Independents. It didn't make any difference 
whether they considered themselves conservatives, or moder
ates, or liberals. They said, "Go do it." Which shows that the 
American people sometimes have better sense than those who 
purport to lead them. This result was of course astonishing 
because in the state of California you can get 20 percent against 
Motherhood-in San Francisco maybe 60 percent. 

We then decided we had to do a nationwide poll, before the 
liberal establishment told people how they ought to vote on 
thi-. issue. But we were beaten to the punch by the Committee 
on the Present Danger. They polled and asked essentially the 
same question and the answer came back four to one in favor 
of High Frontier-type systems. 

Now, in this case you'd think we'd have the battle won. Well, 
we don't have the battle won, because in the 20 percent against, 
you can bet your bottom dollar, are a lot of powerful, powerful 
interests. This includes everybody who is running for President 
on the Democratic side, who say that to defend the people is 
provocative and destabilizing-taking us back fifteen years. 
They are still following that policy, which really only could have 
been devised by a man who'd ushered an Edsel through the 
Ford company. These people cling to the proposition that MAD 
is the way to go. These people really benefit by having the threat 
of enormous destruction, of catastrophic destruction, of apoc
alyptic destruction hanging over the heads of Americans. And 
they don't want us out from under that threat. And the reason 
they don't want us out from under that threat is because that 
terrible threat allows them to get Americans to do things they 
would not otherwise do. They get Americans to support things 
they would not otherwise support. 

Take, for example, the polls about nuclear freeze. They 
polled the people about nuclear freeze and a majority said, 
"Yes, we'd like to have a nuclear freeze." The next question 
was, "Would you trust the Soviets to keep a nuclear freeze if 
we got one?" And they said, "No!"-in the same numbers. So 
what they were trying to do-and what they very nearly did 
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do-was to get American citizens to agree to something that · 
made no internal logic to them either. And the way they did it 
was to terrify-to march through the schools and tell the kids 
that their eyeballs were going to melt in a nuclear war, to 
frighten people to death with things like the "Day After" show 
and so forth. I don't think that's the way we should select a 
policy. And I don't think that's what we should be handing out. 
And I'm delighted to say that is not what we have to hand out. 

What we can say today is that the technology is available, 
through the great heritage we have in superior technology in 
the United States, to get a defense in place against the most 
awesome threat the country has ever faced:· the threat of 
destruction within 35 minutes of a decision to do so, by all those 
Soviet long-range missiles. We can do that. And we can do it 
in short order if we want to do it, if the political will is there to 
do it. And I'm here to tell you, ladies and gentlemen, that the 
political will is out there among the people. 

Now if we can get at some of the elites, as the Wall Street 
journal suggested we are doing, and if we can get at the political 
establishment to say, "Yes, Americans, we will use our tech
nology to defend you against these weapons," then it will be 
done. And it will be done quickly. And it will be done at 
reasonable cost. These things can be done, these things must be 
done. And I'm honored and pleased that CF A is part of the 
effort to get that done. Thank you very much. 

BELL 
If there is anyone who can tell us whether this is technolog

ically possible it is our next speaker. Dr. Robert Jastrow is the 
Founder and the retired Director of the Goddard Institute for 
Space Studies of NASA. And he was the first Chairman of 
NASA's Lunar Exploration Committee. He taught Physics, 
Astronomy and Geology for twenty years at Columbia, and he 
is now Professor of Earth Sciences at Dartmouth. He is author 
of many, many books and has written a recent article entitled, 
"Reagan Versus the Scientists: Why the President is Right." 

Dr. Robert Jastrow. 
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JASTROW 

Thank you, Mr. Bell, fellow guests, ladies and gentlemen. I 
was reminded by the remark about Copernicus of the fact that 
when Galileo got into trouble it wasn't the church, actually, that 
was mad at him but his fell ow professors in astronomy and 
mathematics who were going to have to rewrite their lecture 
notes. They ganged up and sicked the church on him. And 
there's a lesson in that for us today. Professors can be a problem 
by the way; that's not what I was going to say, but it's just a side 
remark. They contribute a lot, but they have a mentality like a 
laser beam, especially my fellow physicists, as I think Dr. Key
worth will agree. It is very penetrating but very narrow. And 
their success in dealing with severely limited problems, where 
variables are known, the constraint,s are dear, gives them a 
certain arrogance that is causing us some trouble-we who are 
interested in the safety of this nation. 

I would like to say at the start that my admiration for the 
President is just unbounded-not only for his defense policies 
but for his economic policies. This is very much a minority view 
in the academic circles in which I sometimes travel, especially 
on the campus on which I'm now teaching, where I keep a very 
low profile on these matters. But I think that the President's 
proposal for a strategic defense is th~ most important step taken 
for the enhancement of the security of the American people 
since the second World War. A step in which the President, 
with his tremendous common sense, says, "Here are two fellows 
with six guns pointed at one another's head, and if either one 
twitches, both are dead." That is, in Pentagon language, a 
defense that doesn't degrade gracefully. If it fails, the failure 
is catastrophic. And it's a bad arrangement. 

President Reagan also said, with his basic wisdom (which you 
don't learn in graduate school-if anything it gets knocked out 
of you), "It's better to save lives than to avenge them." General 
Graham repeated that great remark-and that's good sense. 
But it doesn't sit very well with many of my fellow scientists, 
and with the academics and the journalist followers in general. 
One could speculate in private on the reasons, but whatever 
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those reasons are, it is a fact that many Ph.D.s are hostile to 
this straightforward reasoning. But they don't admit to their 
hostility, and this brings me to the point of my little remark; 
they disguise it under nominally scientific criticisms. They say 
it won't work. 

I've looked into those statements, as have others. General 
Abrahamson's staff is very competent, and they've helped in 
this and done a lot of the spade work. These statements are 
outrageous. For example, the so-called Union of Concerned 
Scientists put out a report signed and endorsed by some very 
distinguished scientists. Very competent people-but they 
couldn't have read the report they signed. They say thousands 
of satellites are needed for a defensive screen against the Soviet 
Union, the point being that each one of these satellites costs 
about as much as the Trident submarine-somewhere between 
one and ten billion dollars. They are dreadnoughts of the skies. 

The right answer has been known for a good ten years to 
people working in the defense community-responsible people 
acquainted with these problems. A Los Alamos report shows 
that the right answer is less than one hundred satellites-math
ematically worked out, checked ad infinitum. And I, when I got ·.· 
into this-physicists tend not to take someone else's word for 
matters in their own field-· I did some rough calculations of 
my own that assured me that that was the right ballpark: less 
than a hundred. The difference between that and this egregious 
exaggeration by Garwin and Sagan and that ilk is the difference 
between a reasonable and practical program which, as Dr. 
Keyworth said, can be fitted into the present budget projections 
for our strategic forces between now and the end of the 1990s, 
and a program which would cost many trillions of dollars. It 
casts an aura of impracticality over the President's proposal, 
and it is pseudo-science; there is no justification for this. It is 
just simply irresponsible. 

One other example, and then to the conclusion. A suggestion 
frequently made is that the Soviets can counter our defense 
easily. In fact on close examination none of these countermea
sures turns out to be either easy or feasible. You have to pay 
heavily in the payload cost. They nullify the offensive potential 
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of that terrible arsenal in the act of constructing countermea
sures. 

For example, it's possible to smear in a blade of a protective 
covering over the skin of a missile like the SS-18-which is a 
mammoth thing, by the way, an awesome ICBM that is twice 
as big as the MX. You never read this in the New York Times, 
but as we struggle over whether we will deploy twenty-one or 
a hundred MX missiles, the Soviets now have in the field 308 
of these SS-18s, each twice as big as an MX, carrying a total of 
three thousand terribly destructive and accurate warheads.You 
could protect this missile against our lasers by smearing a cov
ering on it. 

I engaged in a debate with Richard Garwin at the AAAS 
meeting in New York last month on this matter in which I 
pointed this out. Garwin said that this covering would weigh 
660 pounds, which seems a modest price to pay for protection 
against our defense. However, I did the arithmetic-and this 
is something you do on the back of an envelope, not with a 
computer. You just have to know the formula for the area of 
a cylinder and how big the missile is, which is in Ashford Carter's 
report, and is unclassified information. I have no access to 
classified information, I don't rely on it in rebutting this pseudo
science. This is all open literature. Anyway, the right answer is 
4.8. tons, assuming you leave the lower third of the missile 
uncovered which is sort of conventional wisdom in this field. 
4.8 tons iS 60 percent of the payload of the SS-18, which is eight 
tons. Reducing the destructive potential of the most fearsome 
weapon in the Soviet arsenal by 60 percent is not a bad return 
from the American side of the community. Reducing it by 60 
percent-not a bad return on the President's call to scientists 
to devise means of rendering these missiles impotent and obso
lete. I think it's a very good first start. 

Finally, as a physicist, I'm deeply disturbed by the politici
zation of the American physics community, and the scientific 
community as a whole, which extends into the highest reaches 
of the organizational structure. I can quote to you from the 
journal of the AAAS-which is the largest organization of 
scientists in the country-"TheJournal of Science," statements 
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which read like tkey come straight out of Pravda. I have one 
here that says the U.S. is "aggressive and provocative." That's 
a quote. It says that our Defense Department is working hard 
at developing ways of initiating a nuclear war against the Soviet 
Union. I've read the statements that come out of Russia on this 
matter, and they use the same language. 

The journalist fellow travelers of these fellows in the scientific 
community echo these thoughts. Anthony Lewis wrote in the 
Times a while ago, "The United States is the most dangerous 
and destructive power in the world." Again, one asks, how can 
anyone who reads the papers, and has his eyes open, draw this 
conclusion about these two countries? I don't know. 

So it has to be said plainly that these fellows, the Garwins, 
the Carl Sagans, are carrying on a campaign in which they are 
working actively to scuttle plans for defending the American 
people against the most terrible threat to their existence we 
have known since the founding of this republic. Their criticisms 
turn out, on examination by other Ph.D.s,-and it takes one 
Ph.D. to cancel another, at least in the public eye-to be invalid. 
So the criticism can't come from Secretary Weinberger. It's got 
to come from a fellow scientist. And these invalid and often 
factless comments, which are presented as serious scientific 
analysis, are accepted unquestioningly by the New York Times . 
and by sincere Congressmen and their staffers on the Hill. This 
group is putting an enormous amount of energy into an effort 
that can only be described as being in the interests of the Soviet 
Union-whether that is their intention or not-in its campaign 
of nuclear intimidation. And it is time, I think, for scientists 
who see things the way the President does on the defense of . 
this nation to speak up and say this is not science but pseudo
science. I personally intend to put all of my energy, all I can, 
into this effort in the next year. 

It is critical as we move into finding the support for the 
funding of the Strategic Defense Initiative in fiscal '86, when 
it takes its first big jump upwards and when the m©st serious 
attacks will be mounted on it by the Soviets on that side and by 
some people of our scientific community on this side. For 
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scientists this is the counterpart of what you good people are 
doing in the political and economic arena in your organization. 

Thank you. 

BELL 

Thank you, Dr. Jastrow. Thank you, and we will be calling 
on you as those appropriations come up for a vote next year 
or the year after that. And your expertise will be helpful to 
many of the people in this room as we attempt to win those 
appropriations and move the missile defense forward. 

There was a "round one" on this debate, and I remember 
talking to our next speaker, Richard V. Allen, about it as long 
ago as 1968 when he was Director of Foreign Policy Studies in 
the Nixon campaign. Our side, the side that wanted to defend 
the American people, lost round one of that debate, and one 
of the reasons that we lost round one of that debate is that 
Richard V. Allen, instead of becoming National Security Advi
sor to the President that we elected in 1968, became Deputy 
National Security Advisor to the President. He did attain that 
position, as you know, under President Reagan. And that is 
probably one very good reason why we are moving ahead with 
it at long last. We have a good chance with the Great Com
municator on our side to win round two of the missile debate 
because round one, which took place mainly in the late Johnson 
and Nixon years, was lost. We did decide to leave our people, 
and indeed our weapons, vulnerable in that first round of 
debate. 

Richard V. Allen has held so many positions, and our time 
is so limited, that I'm not going to name them all. I mentioned 
his two most eminent governmental positions and presently he 
is the Distinguished Fellow of the Heritage Foundation, Chair
man of its Asian Studies Center, and he is Chairman of the 
Defense Assessment Project. 

Richard V. Allen. 
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ALLEN 

It is a great pleasure to be here. And it is a great tribute to. 
the skills of Jack Hume and Lew Lehrman, and his competent 
staff and the organizers throughout the United States that you 
are able to be in Washington today and to celebrate this first 
important anniversary of CITIZENS FOR AMERICA. 

I have to immediately remind one of my fellow panelists that 
you don't have to get a Ph.D. to dispute the issues on defense 
because I was listening to Jesse Jackson just this morning on 
television, and I heard that the UnitedStates was an imperialist, 
war-monger, provocative power in the world that is destabiliz
ing all the forces of democracy. So perhaps if .you get Jesse 
Jackson in some of those scientific debates, Dr. Jastrow, things 
will be a lot better. 

Instead of attempting to ply you with a11y expertise, or pseudo
expertise, about the subject of strategic defense, let me put into 
perspective what has happened ih roughly the last twenty-five 
years. In 1960, John F. Kennedy was elected with what he 
thought was a mandate. In that mandate, or encompassed in 
that mandate, was the notion that the United States was certainly 
worth defending, that the United States would spare no burden . 
to defend its interests around the world, that we would stand 
with our friends whenever necessary and that implied in all 
this would be a defense policy ofwhich the United States could 
be proud. By October of 1962 the~United States had reached 
that great watershed. We were eyeball to eyeball with the Soviet 
Union and in confrontation over the emplacement of Inter
mediate Range Ballistic Missiles in Cuba, ninety miles off the 
shore of the United States. 

The result of that particular confrontation was highly satis
fying to some. Some concluded that the Soviet Union would 
henceforth no longer attempt to keep up with the United States, 
much less to overtake the United States in the field of defense
that is, of armaments. Some concluded that the Soviet Union 
would then withdraw and begin to pay more attention to the 
consumer needs of the Soviet citizen. Some believed that the 
Soviet leadership, having stared down the nuclear gun barrel, 
so to speak, and having gotten into deep hot water with its 
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Chinese allies, had finally come to the conclusion that its way 
was wrong. Others believed that the Soviet Union indeed was 
heading on some sort of convergence footing with the United 
States and that somewhere in the future, some indeterminate 
point, the United States and the Soviet Union would be on the 
same side, particularly as we drifted steadily leftward and they 
steadily toward our course. Ultimately, we would be able to 
come together to protect the peace, that we wouldn't really 
have to be concerned about defense. That was the beginning 
of the detente, as we came to know it in later years. 

When that detente policy was elevated from the position of 
a tactic to a theology in the first Nixon Administration, much 
of what we had sought was lost. That is, what we had sought 
in terms of our own security was lost, some thought forever. 
As deterite unfolded, the theory was that the Soviet Union 
could gradually be coaxed into better behavior abroad, that the 
Soviet Union would stop undercutting the United States, and 
would irideed stop deploying weapons of mass destruction if 
the Soviet Union knew that the flow of technology and credits 
could ultimately be cut off by a determined United States in 
retaliatiorifor the Soviet Union's continued bad behavior. It 
never happened. 
An~ s()during the years of the Nixon and Ford Adminis

trations; apd on into the Carter Administration, our defenses 
lagg~d.8t~liu1izations that were crying in the wilderness, such 
as the,Co,p.iinittee on the Present Danger, tried to point out 
that if this trend continued the nation would be faced with 
disaster. Pf~sident Ronald Reagan took up the cudgels very 
early irithifdebate. He'd long been a proponent of a strong 
defense. He carne to a full understanding of the issues, obviously 
in prepa:ra~ibn for his race in 1976. Between 1977 and 1980, he 
spent an extraordinary amount of time-in fact, the most time 
he spent onany issue was the issue of the nation's defenses and 
how to get meaningful, balanced and equitable, verifiable arms 
control or arms reduction agreements. He became intrigued 
with the notion of defense, and it was as a consequence of his 
feeling about the entire subject that I believe strategic defense 
has finally been able to come of age in the United States. 
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The Reagan agenda is, on its face, a contradiction oft 
doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction-although we s 
haven't rid ourselves of that pernicious doctrine, as Dan G . 
ham and others have pointed out. The notion that someho 
Americans should let themselves be held hostage to Sovi 
missiles is indeed a strange concept. So President Reagan, · 
the process of trying to create a new foreign policy for t 
United States, decided that strategic defense could indeed se 
a very positive and useful purpose. Not only would it ma 
sense for America but it would make sense for the world. Th 
notion of defending, actually def ending ourselves, is not, h 
decided, provocative or destabilizing. If we could defend ou 
selves, then we could deter perhaps better than we have deterr 
through the process of the adoption of the doctrine of Mutual 
Assured Destruction, a doctrine which does nothing more tha 
permit the continued accumulation of weapons. And for wh 
purpose? Obviously, for the purpose on the side of the Sovi 
Union to intimidate, demoralize, and destabilize the Unite 
States and our Western allies. 

Ronald Reagan has often been depicted in the press, an 
caricatured, as a man with his finger on the nuclear trigge 
just itching to pull it. In point of fact, his strong support fo 
the notion of strategic defense may be the new watershed fo 
the United States. His decision will constitute a sea-change in 
the United States. It is nothing :wore and nothing less than the 
harnessing of the enormous technological talent that we have 
in the West, in the United States, in the service of defending 
the American people and our allies everywhere. Bear in mind, 
too, that President Reagan even indicated that he would not 
be uncomfortable with the notion that the Soviet Union should. 
also develop a similar capability. Because deterrence will really 
come when the other side is truly deterred. 

We have shifted, then, from a notion of simple accumulation> 
of weapons to kill, to the notion of trying to stop killing through 
the harnessing of technology on the ground and in outer space .. 
Nowhere is this more misunderstood than in Europe today. I. 
had the opportunity to spend last week discussing this with 
members of friendly governments and parties from various 



countries in Europe and in Asia at a conference in Oslo, Nor
way. No one understands, for example, that the fabled "Star 
Wars" approach is a strategic, non-nuclear defense in behalf 
of the United States. It is a space-based defense that does not 
require the use of nuclear weapons. It is widely misunderstood 
and therefore is vulnerable to continued Soviet propaganda. 
The accent must be, in the United States, that the mere accu
mulation of weapons does not constitute a strategy for us. Deter 
we must in the short term. But the innovative, inspirational 
theme of strategic defense can indeed come to the rescue of 
our country and can provide the kind of security Jhat will be 
in place for many, many years to come. Of course, it is not, 
and will not be considered to be perfect from the outset, but 
it's a start. 

The patronage of the President is exceptionally important 
in this regard. We should emphasize what is positive in this 
new strategy, what it is that def ends the American people, what 
it is thatis n1oral in this doctrine, and we should not at all accept 
the conclusion that it cannot come to pass through technological 
deficiency. We have the will. Of course, your interest, your 
participation in developing this campaign throughout the United 
States would be of enormous value to the people who have 
pioneered itfo date, people like Dan Graham and Karl Ben
detsenancl others, who have labored Iqpg and hard and against 
great. 9dds to get this, not only as a doctrine but as a strategy 
and a$ a pew scientific program, adopted. Do your best. The 
challenge. iS for each and every one of us. If we can't meet that 
challenge, who indeed can? 

Thank you. 

BELL 
Thank you, Dick. Our concluding panelist is George Key

worth, a nuclear physicist for thirteen years at Los Alamos. In 
1981 he was appointed Science Advisor to President Reagan and 
he is also Director of the Office of Science and Technology 
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Policy. Lew and I and others at CFA have met with Dr. Ke 
worth. We're very impressed with him. We look forward 
working with him, and we think you will too. Dr. Georg 
Keyworth. 

KEYWORTH 

Well, thank you very much. Let me focus on what I conside 
to be today the overwhelmingly important issue connected wit 
strategic defense. That issue is arms reductions. 

Strategic defense is a means to rewrite the strategic arm 
equation that we have lived with for more than two decade 
You know the strategy of mutual retaliation is actually some 
what dubious because it becomes, as we are seeing today, some 
what less stable as technology advances. I for one am not conten 
to bet the future of the world on the continuing ability t 
maintain a deterrent against the possibility of a successful pr 
emptive attack by the Soviets. And while I do understand th 
motivations of those people who believe that mutual retaliatio 
is only a transitional phase b~cause we're certain to find a safi 
haven through arms control, you know history is hardly encour 
agmg. . 

So far, in spite of their well··iht€n:tioned desires to negotiate 
weapons reductions, I don't see any realistic proposals that ar .. 
likely to take us from here to there. And when I say "there," I 
don't mean freezes or token arms reductions, which are unlikely 
to make a truly significant difference to nuclear instability. For 
me, "there" means drastic arms reductions. And that's precisely 
why the President proposed that we undertake a program to 
develop strategic defense. 

You know, he understands all too well that the surest way to 
bring about drastic reductions of weapons is to reduce drasti
cally the value of those very weapons. I, too, have great con
fidence that strategic defense is truly technically feasible. I 
wouldn't have said that a few years ago. But a number of recent 
advances have been so remarkable that the ovenvhelmingobsta
des that precluded an effective defense against ballistic missiles 
in earlier years have virtually evaporated. 
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So in spite of what you may hear opponents saying, this is 
not primarily a technical issue. But it is an issue of understand
ing how the introduction of a system, even an early, partial 
system, would have an immediate impact on arms balances. If 
each side is worried about the possibility that the other might 
attack pre-emptively-that is, start the big war because it thinks 
it can win at the outset by destroying the other's ability to 
retaliate, then the best way to defuse any such plans is to make 
it clear that a pre-emptive strike cannot possibly succeed. 

Does that mean that you have to have a perfect defense 
system thatintercepts each and every one of the enemy's attack
ing missiles? Of course not. A defense has to be effective enough 
to introduce only uncertainty into the attacker's detailed plan. 
If the Sovitts couldn't be certain that a pre-emptive strike would 
cripple our ability to retaliate, then they simply won't attack. 
Remember.in any arms reduction negotiations with the Soviets 
they do protect their land-based ICBMs above everything else. 
The reas:()11is that their defense plans call for their use in a 
pre-ernptJ,ve manner. But if the advent of strategic defense 
causes thell1,to write off the possibility of a pre-emptive attack, 
then theych<wean enormous force of land-based ICBMs with 
very little 1;1lilitary value. And that finally provides the long
missi.ngsotµI1lon basis for negotiating seriously about massive 
redu,qipps i9 land-based ICBMs-t1ie single most important 
arms .c9p,~~0Jqbjective before us. Perhaps you will read and 
you"o/ill:fjeardebate and discussion in the coming months that 
will teJl.}lS: al()t more about strategic defense and how it can 
provide 9tht;rimportant leverage for further reductions. But 
my point,is~imply that strategic defense can be that long awaited 
catalysffor.meaningful improvements in our quest for long
term nuclear>stability. I thank you very much. 

BELL 

Thank you, Dr. Keyworth. We are already into the time 
allotted for our stretch break, but I will take just a few questions. 
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QUESTION: Are the missile-tracking satellites vulnerable to being sh 
down? 

KEYWORTH 

Of course, today virtually all of our space-based systems ar 
potentially vulnerable. It's one of the characteristics of space 
There's very little up there except an occasional star and a lo 
of satellites that are clearly visible. We are .taking steps in def 
inition of this so-called "Star Wars" program to ensure th 
survivability of our space assets. There are many different way 
in which you can do that. I won't elaborate upon them all. Tha 
is an absolutely key issue. That very point you raise has bee · 
one of the hurdles that had to be overcome in the last fiftee 
years-since the debate that surrounded the 1972 ABM Treaty 
in order for us to take the confident position we have today. 

JASTROW 

Since I have no access to classified information I can speak 
freely-I just read Aviation Week. From that I learned that, in 
fact, these satellites will not be lal!:mched until the classic method· 
of protection have been built into them. That is a lot easier in 
the satellite than the missile because the weight is no penalty.· 
The methods are proliferation and decoys, that is, putting up 
dummy or multiple silent replicas of the active satellite, hard-· 
ening, that is armor, and guns; these will, by definition, be well 
equipped to shoot down oncoming intruding interceptor mis
siles. And those three methods will be employed in combination 
to make them dreadnoughts of the skies. A lot of expense will 
go into it and they won't be launched until they are relatively 
invulnerable. 
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QUESTION: What kind of funds have we allotted to start launching 
this program? And what are we going to be doing in reality to make 
sure this is a Manhattan project? 

KEYWORTH 

The Soviets today are spending, according to the best of our 
estimates, something well in excess of five billion dollars for the 
very specific, high-leverage technologies we're talking about 
here, let alone their existing system to defend Moscow. Next 
year we propose to spend slightly less than two billion dollars. 
The Congress has somewhat restricted that, but most of it will 
be developed. And I expect to see that program expand very 
rapidly over the next few years. 

In sharing many of Karl Bendetsen's sentiments let me point 
out to you that there is an enormous resistance to change in 
the bureaucracy in the government. And, I think, technically 
if we undertook this program in the same sense that we under
took the development of the atomic bomb in 1942, we could 
expect progress of comparable effectiveness in a comparable 
length of time. I say that purely technic<\Jly. I think you will see 
that stretched by a factor of several, at the very least, because 
of our failure to completely overcome this resistance to change. 
So your question is well taken. I wish I had a nice clear answer. 
We are trying as aggressively as possible with the very, very 
strong and critical support from the President to try to get this 
program firmly established and supported by the public. I think 
that's still in the process of happening. And I think many of 
the participants here today are strong contributors to that effort. 
But we are not there yet. 

BENDETSEN 

I'll say a brief additional word about the Manhattan Project 
approach. The War Department was a very efficient organi-
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zation. It had two services. But at that time it was essential 
take the project out of the War Department totally. Nowt 
Defense Department is entirely a different matter. The S 
retary of Defense has no general staff; he has about twent 
three people reporting to him. By law he can make no gener 
delegation to anyone but the Deputy Secretary of Defens 
That's in the statute. The chiefs of each of the services, m 
of whom I've known well and admire, are the ombudsmen 
their services. The only staff at the defense level is the Joi .. 
Staff of the combined Chiefs of Staff. They come from th 
services; they are excellent officers-most of them below Ge ·· 
eral Officer level-but their futures are in their services. 
there are no compromises ever made in the Joint Chiefs 
Staff by the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Consequent! 
at base, this urgently needs a Manhattan Project approach ( 
remove it from the vast bureaucracy of the Defense Depar . 
ment. We cannot afford fifteen years. We can probably do th' 
in three or five. I hope you all really become interested i 
persuading the government to follow a successful compromis 
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QUESTION: What is your assessment of the Administration's progress 
in terms off unding, jJersonnel, and how they are setting this thing up? 

GRAHAM 

I can be a little tougher than Jay because he's in the apparatus. 
Let me tell you a little story that illustrates the problem. 

In 1956, Dwight Eisenhower was presented with a wild idea 
by a bunch of smart young Navy fellows. It was that you could 
build a great big nuclear submarine and that you could put 
missile silos in the submarine, that you could fire those missiles 
from under the water and come up through the water. And 
they would ignite after they got out of the water. You could 
keep that submarine located well enough that you could actually 
hit something. We didn't know how to do any of those things. 
But Eisenhower loved it. He said it was good for America 
because he was going to have a deterrent system that was going 
to be very difficult for the Soviets to locate. Do you realize that 
within less than four years, all of those technological hurdles 
had been jumped over and the first Polaris submarine put to 
sea? Now when we get around to trying to build a new fighter 
aircraft like an F-16, you get a decision thirteen years later. You 
get one aircraft. And we know how to build aircraft. We didn't 
know how to build a Polaris submarine. 

Nixon, around 1970, in order to get the Joint Chiefs to go 
along with the ABM Treaty, offered a product improvement 
on this Polaris submarine; it's called a Trident. So the Chiefs 
were bought off on it. Thirteen years later the first Trident 
submarine went down the waves. Is this because we've lost our 
technical know-how? NO! Is it because our industry doesn't 
know how to produce a submarine any more? NO! It's because 
we've loaded up red tape on top of the process to the point 
where we're killing our own security. And this is why what Karl 
Bendetsen says is true. You've got to get some kind of special 
management. 
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BENDETSEN: 

Let me add this one statement. For a budget item to 
cleared it has to have two thousand stops in the Pentagon. 

GRAHAM 

One other point was brought up by the gentleman over he 
which I think is very important and we haven't really touch 
on it. What are the Soviets up to? The Soviets are up to seizi 
military control of space. The only reason they haven't be 
able to do it yet is because they lag us in certain technologi 
Transportation-they don't have a shuttle. Micro-miniaturi 
tion. We make things small, light, and efficient so when we p 
a pound in space it does six or eight times as much work 
any pound that the Soviets put up. In other words, they ha 
to put a lot more weight up there to do what we can do. 

A third reason is our superior computer capability, which 
vital to being able to run any kind of defensive system again 
missiles. If they had that, given their efforts which started ba 
when I was running Defense Intelligence, they would hav 
military control of space today. They're working hard to get i 

If they succeed, if the Soviets get something like High Fro 
tier or some kind of space control system, they'll treat spa 
the same way they treat their J:tir space. And you know wh. 
happens in their air space. Certainly over two hundred peopl 
on the Korean airliner 007 know how they treat their air spac 
The Soviets, if they get this kind of capability ahead of us, wi 
say, "What do you mean you're sending up a shuttle? We hav 
not approved of the payload. You're not going to send up 
shuttle. If you do we'll shoot it down." That's the down side o 
not doing what we're proposing here today. We must do it fo 
the future of these United States; foryourchildren, yourgran 
children, and mine. We cannot allow a totalitarian system t 
seize the new high seas-which is space. 

BELL 

Thank you, General Graham, and thanks to the panel. 
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CITIZENS FOR AMERICA EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION is a non
partisan, non-prof it educational organization, created for the purpose of. 
reaffirming the basic values of our people and the standards by which they 
have traditionally assessed their government. 

The Foundation has two main objectives; first, to educate local leaders 
across the nation with the facts about federal public policy, specifically in 
the areas of the American economy and national security; and second, to 
help these leaders bring their ideas before the public through the local 
media. 

Contributions to the Foundation are tax deductible and do not count 
against your Federal Election Commission limits. Corporate and personal 
checks are welcome and should be made payable to "CITIZENS FOR 
AMERICA EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION." 
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Mr. Lew Lehrman 
CITIZENS FOR AMERICA EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION 
214 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E. 
Suite 320 
Washington, O.C. 20002 
202-544-7888 

Dear Lew: 
Yes, I would like to learn more about the vital public policy issues 

facing our country today. 
I'm interested in helping to communicate those issues to the public, 

and in working to reaffirm the traditional values and standards of 
government of our people. 

Please contact me and tell me more about CITIZENS FOR AMERICA 
EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION. 

City, State, Zip _________________ _ 

Home phone-------- Office phone ____ _ 

Clip out and mail to CITIZENS FOR AMERICA EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATION. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA~H!NGTON 

November 21, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIANNA G. HOL~AND 

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERT~ 
SUBJECT: High Frontier Solicitation 

Mr. Fielding was sent a High Frontier fundraising packet by 
an anonymous correspondent, who asked if it were legitimate. 
Our office previously objected to General Graham's including 
a letter from the President in his fundraising solicitation. 
The present packet does not contain the letter, or any other 
suggestion that the President has endorsed the fundraising. 
The material does state that funds are being raised to 
promote the anti-missile defense plan backed by the Presi
dent, but that is wholly accurate. No action is necessary. 

Attachment 
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Dear Fellow American: 

Daniel 0. Graham 
Lt. General, USA (ret.) 

' 
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What I am about to tell you may seem hard to believe. 
But as a retired Army general, I can assure you that every 
word is true. 

Right now, at this very moment, members of our own 
government are blocking a plan by President Reagan 
that would make America safe from attack by Soviet 
nuclear missiles! 

That's right, the U. S. has developed the ability to 
knock out entire waves of enemy ICBMs -- destroying most of 
them while they're still over Soviet territory -- without harm 
to any human life. 

And the President wants to start putting that know-how to 
work for our protection right now. 

But a group of liberal senators and congressmen are doing 
everything in their power to prevent Ronald Reagan from build
ing that missile-proof shield over America. 

These opponents of the White House are telling the press 
and anyone else who will listen that the President's plan is 
like something out of Star Wars ... a real Buck Rogers idea ••• and 
sure to be a costly failure. 

Well I want you to know that's a load of hogwash! 
' 

I can tell you from experience that we not only have the 
technology it would take, we've had most of it for a long time! 
And it's been successfully proven in actual tests. 

In short, we could honestly put a missile-destroying 
shield over America that would stop any Soviet ICBM 
attack. And we could start work on it tomorrow! 

It's not even very complicated. The heart of this system 
is a chain of what some defense experts call "shotgun satellites" 
placed in orbit to cover the flight-paths that Soviet ICBMs must 
follow when they're launched. 

These inexpensive, non-nuclear satellites would be armed 
with a remarkably simple device capable of breaking up any 
missile attack, no matter how massive it might be. 

1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W. •Suite 1000 •Washington, D.C. 20005 • (202) 737-4979 
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It works like this: 

Since a single anti-missile satellite could normally knock 
out only one Soviet ICBM -- and since hitting even one demands 
great accuracy -- our "shotgun satellites" would instead fire 
clouds of high-velocity projectiles (much like simple bullets) 
at the waves of incoming missiles. 

Tests already conducted clearly prove that even one 
projectile striking a missile moving at supersonic 
speed would destroy it totally. 

So you can imagine the protective power of a whole network 
of satellites each armed with 24 or more of these read-to
f ire "clouds" of projectiles. 

Defense scientists assure our HIGH FRONTIER group that 
this part of the system alone would wipe out 80% of any 
attacking missiles, many of them while still over the Soviet 
Union! A second layer of satellites can destroy 80% of those 
that get through the first, reducing the attack by a total of 
96%. 

As you can see, the system I'm talking about here would 
mean an end to today's frightening "balance of nuclear terror." 
In short, the menace of a world destroyed by nuclear war would 
be virtually eliminated! And the cost would not be that great. 

So why are all those 'veace loving' liberals in Congress 
fightin9 President Reagan's efforts to protect us with this 
highly effective defense aqainst nuclear attack. 

Many claim it would be "destabilizing" -- which simply 
means that it would upset the Soviets because they would not 
be able'to threaten us with nuclear attack anymore. 

Others are pushing for a "nuclear freeze," or major U. S. 
concessions in arms talks with the Soviets (either of which 
would still leave the world facing a nuclear nightmare) • 

In other words, these liberal politicians would rather 
negotiate with the Soviets than allow the President to build a 
defense against missiles that would start ICBMs on the road to 
becoming useless. 

The trouble is, these politicians are also the ones 
most favored by the press and the rest of the media. 

So most Americans hear only what THEY have to say about 
the President's plan for a missile-destroying shield 
over America. 



-3-

That's one of the reasons our HIGH FRONTIER organization 
was founded. Made up of concerned citizens and scientists, 
our group is determined to get the truth about this vital 
defensive system to all American voters. 

And we've done a pretty good job thus far. In fact, you 
may have already seen one of the articles of full-page "ads" 
we've managed to insert in newspapers all over the country. 

Such 
citizens. 
they want 
Reagan on 

efforts have aroused many thousands of our fellow 
And these voters have begun making it clear that 

their senators and congressmen to back President 
this issue of national survival. 

Yet we must reach countless more Americans if we really 
want to help the President win the support he needs to 
protect us with this defensive shield. 

That means getting the full story on national TV. And 
that, in turn, means money our non-profit group doesn't have. 

Which brings me to the facsimile check enclosed. 

I recently explained our need for funds to a foundation 
that's deeply concerned about Ai~erica's defense. After hear
ing me out, this group made a substantial contribution to our 
HIGH FRONTIER organization. 

But there is a string attached to that money. 

The foundation that donated it wants us to use it as 
"seed money" to raise funds for an entire multi-media campaign 
-- one that's big enough to get the truth about President 
Reagan's plan for missile-proofing our country INTO EVERY 
A.J11ERICAN HOME! 

So they stated that we may not use one cent of their 
money until we have at least doubled it with donations 
from the public. 

This isn't an unusual requirement. It's called a 
"matching gift" program. Colleges and hospitals use them to 
double the funds they raise from corporations and other large 
donors. 

And that is why I've sent you the enclosed facsimile 
check. 

It represents $15 worth the "matching gift" funds made 
available to us by that defense-minded foundation. 



Please make your 
payable to: 

General Daniel O. Graham 
HIGH FRONTIER 

Genera1 Graham -1 wil1 help your 
organization in its efforts to bring President 
Reagan the vita1 national support he needs to 
overcome those liberals who oppose an ICBM-
stopping shield over America. 

1 am enclosing your "matching gift" check(_s) 
along with my own made out for 

$~~~~~~~~~ 

0 Also, please send me a free copy of your 
book, WE MUST DEFEND AMERlCA. 
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