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Defend America Now!

High Frontier recently queried over 650,000 conservatives and discovered that over 60 percent didn't know that we can't stop even a single missile.

Respondents, aware of the threat of missile attack from watching CNN accounts of the 1991 Gulf War, generally reacted with outrage--especially when they learned this appalling fact results from deliberate policies made at the highest levels.

Russia and China retain hundreds of ballistic missiles carrying thousands of nuclear warheads that could be launched at America--this sobering fact exacerbates concerns stemming from the unpredictability of the governments that control these weapons. And by the end of this decade, ballistic missiles from North Korea, Syria, Iran, Iraq or Libya may threaten Americans.

Today, our only defense is revenge. We warn that if another country were to kill millions of innocent men, women, and children, we would retaliate. This strategy of revenge, called Mutual Assured Destruction, is appropriately nicknamed MAD. This distasteful, if not immoral, strategy designed to deter the Soviet Union, makes no sense today, if it ever did.

And in the new world disorder, our total vulnerability could be--and has been--used to threaten to blackmail the U.S. As Clinton's first Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin, often stated, we could become the deteree rather than the deterer.

During China's early 1996 confrontation with Taiwan, Chinese officials let it be known that they did not expect the U.S. to interfere because the U.S. was not prepared to trade Los Angeles for Taipei.

We must no longer be terrorized by the threat of destruction--we must work toward assured survival. We need only political will to succeed.

In 1981, Lieutenant General Daniel O. Graham, USA (Ret.), former Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency and Founder of High Frontier, organized a team of eminent scientists, engineers and strategists to find a sound strategy for the defense of America. The result was the historic report, High Frontier: A New National Strategy. It was distributed to key government officials in March 1982, and the following year President Ronald Reagan adopted the High Frontier concept and launched SDI, the Strategic Defense Initiative.

British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher called President Reagan's decision to launch SDI "the single most important of his presidency." She and knowledgeable witnesses of subsequent events, including former Soviet officials, believe SDI accelerated the end of the Cold War.

The $30 billion invested in SDI between 1983 and 1993 produced the technology and approved programs to end America's total vulnerability to missile attack by the end of this decade.

But these programs were scuttled when President Clinton cut over 60 percent from planned SDI funding and retained only efforts to defend America's overseas troops, friends and allies. Now, President Clinton is negotiating with Russia to increase the 1972 ABM Treaty's restrictions, making it impossible to build the most effective, least expensive defenses.

This "strengthening" of the ABM Treaty is not in the U.S. interest. The principals who negotiated the Treaty agree that either its terms should be amended to permit the most effective defenses--including space-based defenses as advocated by High Frontier and adopted by SDI--or the U.S. should withdraw from the Treaty as permitted under its terms.

On the 20th Anniversary of the ratification of the 1972 ABM Treaty, President Richard Nixon declared the ABM Treaty had been overtaken by the Cold War's end and that to significantly strengthen strategic stability and security in the face of the growing ballistic missile threat, the U.S. should develop space- and ground-based defenses. The main architect of the Treaty, Henry Kissinger, testified in August 1995 that the time had clearly come "to consider either amending the ABM Treaty or finding some other basis for regulating the U.S.-Russian strategic relations. . . The ABM Treaty now stands in the way of our ability to respond in an effective manner" to the proliferation of ballistic missiles, "one of the most significant post-Cold War threats."

We should be willing to cooperate with Russia in building defenses--but if they refuse, we should withdraw and build the most effective, affordable defenses feasible.

A panel of former senior national security officials convened by the Heritage Foundation recommended these should be global defenses--first, from the sea and then from space.

Heritage's "Team B " was led by High Frontier's Chairman, Ambassador Henry F. Cooper, President Reagan's Negotiator at the Geneva Defense and Space Talks with the Soviet Union and President Bush's SDI Director. It concluded that the urgent threat was clear, present and growing--and recommended the earliest possible defense by upgrading the Navy's Aegis air defense system, in which we have already invested $50 billion.

In spite of strong Congressional support and funding over the past two years, the Clinton Administration has delayed this important Navy program. Now, after no less than six independent internal reviews, Clinton's Pentagon has finally included this critical program as a "core" theater defense program to defend our overseas troops, friends and allies. But it continues to impose constraints -- alleged to be required by the ABM Treaty, "dumbing-down" these sea-based defenses so they cannot defend the American people. Incredible! Such is their devotion to that relic of the Cold War.

Nevertheless, for $2-3 billion over the next 4-5 years, if the political powers that be permit, the U.S. Navy can place 650 defensive interceptors on 22 cruisers deployed around the world. The first cruisers can begin defending America and our overseas troops, friends and allies by early in the next decade--if we can get over this infatuation with the ABM Treaty. This sea-based defense should be improved and supplemented as soon as possible with space-based interceptor and laser defenses--with the necessary funding, also beginning early in the next decade.

A program to build this global sea- and space-based defense would cost less annually than is currently being spent to build far less capable ground-based defenses that will be able to protect only limited areas.

We can afford effective defenses. We know how to build them. We should end America's total vulnerability now.
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