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I thought you'd be as pleased as we are with the enclosed.

ad

Jack Coakley

PROJECT DIRECTOR: Lt. Gen. Daniel G Graham, USA (Ret.) - PROJECT STAFF: Bernice Coakiey, Administrative Assistant « John J. Coakley, Public Relations
Greg A. Fosseda ®ublic Information « Arnold Kramish, Defense Technology « Vicki McCowan, Administrative Chief
Marianna Mela. JD_ Coi.nsel » Hon. John Marse. Stratenv « Rria ian Rohart Richardann {IQAE /Rat ) Mananamant Quetame



THE WHITE HOUSE

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!

Sincerely,

(st (mpoms

\niel 0. Graham, USA, I

1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, .... 20005



ishington, D.C. 20005 e

April 8, 1983

The Honorable Edwin Meese III
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Ed:

I think we should get together for 15-20 minutes to discuss how High
Frontier and our supporters can best back the President., His defensive
strategic thrust has thrown the "nuke-freeze” cabal into some disarray.
Despite an attempt at trivialization by the media, I believe he has

scored big.

Regar

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

DOG:vvm
cc: Morton Blackwell

PROJECT DIRECTOR: Lt. Gen. Daniel 0. Graham, LISA fRet.) - PROJECT STAFF: Bernice Coskiey, Adminstrative A 1nt « John J. Cosidey, Public Relatr
Greg A. Fossedal. Public Inf 1 « Arnold Kramish, Defense Technology + Vicki McCowan, Aoministrative Chief
Marianne Mele, J.0., Counse! « Hon. Jonn Morse, Strategy « Brig. Gen. Robert Richardson, USAF (Ret.), Management Systems
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April 8, 1983

The Honorable William P. Clark
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Judge Clark:

I think it would be useful if I could have a short chat with you
about how best to deploy High Frontier's supporters to bear behind the

President. o
Re ds, ii
é{/ &
a 0. am

Lt. Gen., USA (Ret.)

DOG:vvm
cc: Morton Blackwell ~

PROJECT DIRECTOR: Lt. Gen. Dsnisi O. Graham, USA (Ret.) - PROJECT STAFF: Bernice Coakley, Administrative As  nt « John J. Coskley, Public Relations
Greg A. Fossedal, Public Information « Amold Kramish, Defense Technology « Vicki McCowan, Administrative Chief
Marianne Mele, J.D., Counsel + Hon. John Morse, Strategy + Brig. Gen. Robert Richardson, USAF (Ret.), Management Systems
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THE WHITE HOUSE

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 col’ aigues have done to prepare

tbe 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,

(Comssis. Rungom,

Lt. General Daniel 0. Graham, USA, Ret.
High Frontier

Suite 1000

1010 Vermont Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005
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Titan missiles. But what has the Soviet Union done in these
intervening years? Well, since 1969, the Soviet Union has

built five new classes of ICBMs, and upgraded these eight times.

As a result, their missiles are much more powerful and accurate than
they were several years ago and they continue to develop more, while
ours are increasingly obsolete.

The same thing has happened in other areas. Over the
same period, the Soviet Union built four new classes of submarine-
launched ballistic missiles and over sixty new missile submarines.
We built two new types of submarine missiles and actually withdrew
ten submarines from strategic missions. The Soviet Union built
over two hundred new Backfire bombers, and their brand new
Blackjack bomber is now under development. We haven't built a
new long-range bomber since our B-52's were deployed about a quarter
of a century ago, and we've already retired several hundred of those
because of old age. Indeed, despite what many people think, our
strategic forces only cost about 15 percent of the defense budget.

Another example of what's happened: 1In 1978, the

¢ lets had 600 intermediate-range nuclear missiles based on land
and were beginning to add the SS-20 -- a new, highly accurate mobile
missile, with three warheads. We had none. Since then the Soviets
have strengthened their lead. By the end of 1979, when Soviet
leader Brezhnev declared "a balance now exists," the Soviets had
over 800 warheads. We still had none. A year ago this month,
Mr. Brezhnev pledged a moratorium, or freeze, on SS-20 deployment.
But by last August, their 800 warheads had become more than 1200.
We still had none. Some freeze. At this time Soviet Defense
Minister Ustinov announced "approximate parity of forces continues
to exist." But the Soviets are still adding an average of three
new warheads a week, and now have 1,300. These warheads can reach
their targets in a matter of a few minutes. We still have none.
So far, it seems that the Soviet definition of parity is a box
score of 1,300 to nothing, in their favor.

So, together with our NATO allies, we decided in 1979
to deploy new weapons, beginning this year, as a deterrent to their
S5-20's and as an incentive to the Soviet Union to meet us in serious
arms control negotiations. We will begin that deployment late
this year. At the same time, however, we're willing to cancel
our program if the Soviets will dismantle theirs. This is what we've
called a zero-zero plan. The Soviets are now at the negotiating
table -- and I think it's fair to say that without our planned
deployments, they wouldn't be there.

Now, let's consider conventional forces. Since

1974, the United States has produced 3,050 tactical combat aircraft.
By contrast, the Soviet Union has produced twice as many.

MORE
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is unrelated to any conceivable threat to this island country of
under 110,000 people and totally at odds with the pattern of
other eastern Caribbean states, most of which are unarmed.

The Soviet-Cuban militarization of Grenada, in short,
can only be seen as power projection into the region. And it is
in this important economic and strategic area that we're trying
to help the governments of El Salvador, Costa Rica, Honduras and
others in their struggles for democracy against guerrillas supported
through Cuba and Nicaragua.

These pictures only tell a small part of the story. I
wish I could show you more without compromising our most sensitive
intelligence sources and methods. But the Soviet Union is also
supporting Cuban military forces in Angola and Ethiopia. They
have bases in Ethiopia and South Yemen, near the Persjian Gulf oil
fields. They have taken over the port that we built at Cam Ranh Bay
in Vietnam. And now for the first time in history, the Soviet
Navy is a force to be reckoned with in the South Pacific.

Some people may still ask: Would the Soviets ever use
their formidable military power? Well, again, can we afford to
believe they won't? There is Afghanistan. And in Poland, the
Soviets denied the will of the people and in so doing demonstrated
to the world how their military power could also be used to intimi 1

The final fact is that the Soviet Union is acquiring what
can only be considered an offensive military force. They have
continued to build far more intercontinental ballistic missile
than they could possibly need simply to deter an attack. Their
conventional forces are trained and equipped not so much to defend
against an attack as they are to permit sudden surprise offenses
of their own.

Our NATO allies have assumed a great defense burden, in-
cluding the military draft in most countries. We're working with
them and our other friends around the world to do more. Our defensi
strategy means we need military forces that can move very quickly,
forces that are trained and ready to respond to any emergency.

Every item in our defense program, our ships, our tanks
our planes, our funds for training and spare parts is intended foi
one all-important purpose, to keep the peace. Unfortunately, a
decade of neglecting our military forces had called into question
our ability to do that.

When I took office in January 1981, I was appalled by
what I found: American planes that couldn't fly and American ships
that couldn't sail for lack of spare parts and trained personnel
and insufficient fuel and ammunition for essential training. The
inevitable result of all this was poor morale in our armed forces,
difficulty in recruiting the brightest young Americans to wear the
uniform ar = diff’ :ulty in convincing our most experienced military
personnel to stay on.

There was a real question then about how well we could
meet a crisis. And it was obvious that we to begin a major
modernization program to ensure we could deter aggression and pre-
serve the peace in the years ahead.

7 to improve the basic readiness
7. L
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forces and vital interests overseas. We're now on the road to
achieving a 600-ship Navy and increasing the amphibious capabilitice
of our Mai nes who are now serving the cause of 1 ice in Lebanon.
And we're building a real capability to assist our friends in the
vitally-important Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf region.

This adds up to a major effort, and it isn't cheap.
It comes at a time when there are many other pressures on our
budget, and when the American people have already had to make
major sacrifices during the recession. But we must not be misled
by those who would make defense once again the scapegoat of the
federal budget.

The fact is that in the past few decades we have seen
a dramatic shift in how we spend the taxpayer's dollar. Back in
1955, payments to individuals took up only about 20 percent of the
federal budget. For nearly three decades, these payments steadily
increased and this year will account for 49 percent of the budget.
By contrast, in 1955, defense took up more than half of the federal
budget. By 1980, this spending had fallen to a low of 23 percent.
Even with the increase that I am requesting this year, defense
will still amount to only 28 percent of the budget.

The calls for cutting back the defense budget come
in nice simple arithmetic. They're the same kind of talk that led
the democracies to neglect their defenses in the 1930's and
invited the tragedy of World War II. We must not let that grim
chapter of history repeat itself through apathy or neglect.

This is why I'm speaking to you tonight -- to urge
you to tell your Senators and Congressmen that you know we must
continue to restore our military strength. If we stop in midstream
we will send a signal of decline, of lessened will, to friends
and adversaries alike. Free people must voluntarily, through
open debate and democratic means, meet the challenge that
totalitarians pose by compulsion. It's up to us, in our time,
to choose and choose wisely between the hard but necessary task
of preserving peace and freedom and the temptation to ignore
our duty and blindly hope for the best while the enemies of freedom
grow stonger day by day.

The solution is well within our grasp. But to
reach it, there is simply no alternative but to continue this
year, in this budget, to provide the resources we need to preserve
the peace and guarantee our freedom.

Now, thus far tonight I have shared with you my
thoughts on the problems of national security we must face together.
My predecessors in the Oval Office have appeared before you
on other occasions to describe the threat posed by Soviet power and
have proposed steps to address that threat. But since the advent
of nuclear weapons, those steps have been increasingly directed
toward deterrence of aggression through the prom: of retaliation.
This approach to stability through offensive threat has worked.

We and our allies have succeeded in prever L(ng nuclear war for

more than three decades. 1In recent months, however, my advisors,
including in particular the Joint Chiefs of S¢ ff, have underscored
tI nece ty to break out
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