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INTRODUCTION
Robert A. Heinlein

"High Frontier" is the best news I have heard
since VJ Day.

For endless unhappy years the United States has
had no defense policy- We had something called a
defense policy. . .but in the words of Abraham
Lincoln, "Caliinga tail a legdoes not malce it a leg. "

Under our prcsent policies what do we have?
H-bombs, airbornc, water-borne, and in silos,
capable of destroying anything, annr'herc on this
planet. Elitc troops second to none in our Marine
Corps, in our Army's B2nd Airbornc, and in our
Navy SEALs. Other amed forccs stationed around
thc world and on every ocean. Eycs in the sky that
can spot any missile launched in our direction.

And nonc ol these can even slow down an ICBM
launched at Washington.

(Or at your hometown.)
So we havc rodelbnse. Instead wc have somerhins

mislabclcd a "delbnsc policy," ca)led "Muru-

ally Assurcd Dcstruction," referrcd to a-s "MAD."

Never has Washington produced an acmnym
that litted so perfcctly. Picture two mcn at point-
blark range each with a .45 aiDed at thcotherman's
bare chest. That is MAD. Crazy. Insarre. And
.'tupid.

High Frontier places a bulletprool vest on our
bare chnsr. Hitsh frunrier is as non-aggr-essive a. a
bulletproof vest . There is no way to kill anyone with
High Fronticr-all that High Fron(icr can do is ro
keep others from killing us.

That is one ofthe two best aspccts of High Fron-
tier. It is so utterly peacefui that the most devout
parif ist tan suppon ir wilh a r lear cons, ienre-
indeed must suppoft it once he understands it. . .
as it tends to stop wars if war does happen. All who
supponed GROUND ZERO should support High
Frontier.

The other best aspect of High Frontier is that its
systems are nonnuclear. I am not one who gets upset
at hearing the word "nuclear" . . . but no one in his

ight mind wants nuclear explosions going on over
his head or any"where on this planet. It is happy in-
deed that the best defense we calIlr devise does not ca.ll
for nucJear explosions, To save ourselves we do flrl
need to blow up Moscow, we do zot necd to add to
the radioactive fallout on our lovely planet.

The designen of High Frontier calculate that this
new strategy will decrease our military costs. I am
not in a position to judge this. . . but, frankly, I
don't give a damn. A man with a burst appendix
can't allicrd to dicker over the cost of surgery.

But will High Fronticr in fact protect fie Repub-
lic? As an old Research and Developmenr "ngineer
with the pessimism appropriate to thc trade, I am
certain that most of the hardware described in the
High Frontier plan will undergo many changes be,
lore it is installed; that is the way R & D always
works. But I am equally certain that the problems
cal be solved.

The first stages of High Frontier, point delense of
our missile silos, we could staft building later this
afternoon; it involves nothing but well-known tech-
niques and oll-the-shelf hardware. That first stage
alonc could save us, as it denies to an enemy a free
chance to destroy us by a preemptive first strike. It
forces him to thinl twice, three times and dccide not
to try it.

But the keypoint is not whether this hardware will
do the trick; the key lies in a change of attitude. A
firm resolve to dzJmd the United States. . . rather
than resigning ourselves to the destruction ofour b€-
loved country. Ifwe will so resolve, then the develop-
ment of hardware is something we certainly know
how to do.

But we won't get there by throwing up our hands
and baring our necks to the executioner. God helps
those who help themselves; he does not help those
who won't try.

So let's try!
Robert A. Heinlein
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FOREWORD

Lt. Gcn. Daniel O. Graham USA (Ret.)
Dircctor

High l iontn I  is a p| ivatcl ,v lundccl c l lor l ,  con-
(hrrtc( l  Lrn( l(  r  rhc r(gis {) l  t  hc Hcri tagt l ' i runt la-

t ion. l ts pLr lposl  is to suk answcrs i rr  U S

tcthnolog,v, cspccial ly sPatc tcchnology. to thc

st l rr tcgi t  l ; r 'o l>lcr:rs thal  Pl i tg((  lhc Unircr l  St;r t r :s

anrl  tht  l r rrr '  \ \ r r l l<1.
. lhc 

0r ' ig iDs ol  thI  c l l i r f t  l i (  l ) rrck i r t  t l )c (Lrys

u l u r r  I  s , a s  r r  r r r i l i r a l y  r L r l v i s o l  t o  t l x r r - t i L r x l i t L r l c

Ronakl l { ta{an. l l i r l lv in thc carrrpaigrr I  rvas

anroDg rhosc i r)s isr ing thal  th|  only viabk ap-

p|oach l i r r  a rrNr rxlrrr in ist tat ion (()  colx \ \ ' r lh

g|r ,wing Dri l i t r r ' ,v i r rrbrrhnccs was ro inrPl( ' | r rcnt rr

basi t  changl in LLS. el i r rx l  s l f l l ( rgy ln( l  rrrakr i l
" t t r  hnologi lal  cn( l-rur on thc Sovicls."

, , \s lnI  rrs I  t  rrrr l t l  <l t  tcfrr) i r l (  .  l l l  ; r ( lv is( ' fs l { )  NI f

I {crrgarr iLgl .ccr l  wit l r  this corclLrsiotr  al  l ( rrst  in

l r l i r c i p l c  : r r  r h c  t i r r r c .  l l o w t l t r ' .  r t s  t i r l t  p i L s s c ( 1 .

this r  olr  l i r l |<l i r rrr t  ntrLl  : r1rp|oach lo  l l i ( )rral

sctrui ty- issrcs l tct t lu l  i r rro lhr roir l r rr  ol  lhc(nyi

the tcarrr  ol  ath' isols r)n s(t  Lrf i ly rnat l (  rs lx gan rr)

r(rrccntr:r lc instcat l  rrr t  lhc artr()unts ( ,1 rrxrnc) '

ncr, t lu l  ro l lv i tal izc rr i l i r ) ! i ,  onqoing l l  n lagon I) fo '
gl turs iu)( l  on rhc r l rr i<k I ixcs" ncct ssary i l  t l r t

Unitcr l  Statcs wclc to Iur l<l  i ts own withirr  thc con-

l fx l  ol  r / / rrdr l  str t rcgy iurr l  thxt l inc. l l t t  ( lart t r

clelt'nsc trudgt was (onc ovcr linc itcrr by linc

ir t  nr with i r  v i t :w tr  l t  pair ing past danragc to U.S.

rapal: t i l i t ies with incrcastr l  fcsour(rs.  Ncw Pm-
grar l  cxpcnrl i tu lcr * ' t  lc l t ronrnrenclcr l  to plrre as

quickN as possiblc thc stratcgic gaps btrwcen

U.S. and Sl) \ ' ict  capabi l i t ics which art  knrrwtt  col-

l , r  r r r , l v  . r s  r h ,  s r r r , l , ' s  ' , t  v r r l n r  r , l ' r l i t t  
'

S(rnx: ol  tho teaDr (()n( inucd to l rr l i r :vt :  that a

. n , ' r ,  c r , : , l l v  , ' n , l  r , '  I ' r r r ' . ' l \  " ' u r r , l  a l r ,  r ' r r ; ' r i r r  t , ,

th is incrcrncnlal  approach crruld be lbund. bur

nonc ol  us were qurte sur(:  r t  thc trnlr  what rhe

altcrnat ive might [ : r .

In early 1981, Congressrnan Newt Cingrich of

Gcorgia and I discussed the lirture ofthe new Ad-
Dinistration in thc national security field. Mr.
Gingrich shared my apprchcnsion that large
Department of Delcnsc budgct incrcases alonc
would not solve military problcms, ancl migh( not
bc suslaincd even by the new pro-dclcnso Con-
gress for more than two years. Wc discusscd thc
poss ib i l i t i t s  o l  sc t r i r rq  k , r rh  a  n ,w  s t ra r ( { i r  i r p -
proach an(l a l(\ 'hD{)l{)gi(:al cn(l-run on thc Sovi( ts
(o meet Prcsidcn( Rcagan's commitmcn( to a
"margin ol salcly." We clecidcd ({) go to work;n
carncst to lbrmulatc such an approach.

Thc lundamcntal stmrcgy changc rcquircd was
thc rcplaccmcnt ol lhc Mulual Assurcd l)cs(ruc-
tnrn (MAD) &)ctrinc which hacl shapcd-rathcr,
anrful-our stratcllic lbrcc posturc and hacl
undcrgirdcd thc U.S. approach k) arms conlrol.
Thc MAD doctrinc postulales that stmtcgic './/rrn
rr), systcms arr dcsrabil izint rnd l)nrv,xdl ivc. a
thcory that has led to a l"rcc World scriously
vulncrabie to nuclear atlack and blackmail.

A lhouqh  m i l i t a ry .p , , k r sm.n  ha , l l r om I im(  l o
t ime denicd that MAD was U.S. policy, thc
political machincry adhered to it in essencc. Cer-
tainly SALT ncgotiations had been mnducted as
if MAD were ollicial U.S. strategy. SALT I at-
r lmpted to disal low srarlqrr dcfense by negating
any significant antiballistic missilc clforts. On the
other hand, SALT I accommodatcd ur massive of-
lbnsive nuclear buildup then undcr way in the
USSR and permitted a prolifcration of city
busting MIRVs on our side.

U.S. negotiators later accepted a SALT II
Treaty which was badly flawed in detail and
which in general merely increased overall the
limits on offensive nuclear power to accomrnodate
quite obvious Soviet programs. Before the Senate
rebelled and permitted SALT lI to dic, the stan


