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CONFIBENTIAL ~ 

MR. LARRY R. TAYLOR 
Chief of the Executive Secretariat 
U.S. Information Agency 

MR. FITZHUGH GREEN 
Associate Administrator of 
International Activities 
Environmental Protection Agency 

MR. JAMES GEER 
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SUBJECT: Public Affairs Materials on Reykjavik 
Meeting - II (U) 

Attached for use by your official spokesman and others who have 
press and media contacts are talking points and authoritative 
statements by senior USG officials on the results of the Reykjavik 
meetings between the President and Soviet General Secretary Gor
bachev in Iceland, October 11-12. Please ensure appropriate distri
bution. The White House Issue Brief entitled "The President's 
Iceland Meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev" can be used for 
public distribution. (U) 

As was the case prior to Geneva, all USG officials are being in
structed to adhere totally to the press guidance provided by the 
President's own statements and approved by the White House and 
Department of State. No official will be authorized to originate 
public statements regarding the Reykjavik meeting that go beyond 
statements made publicly by the White House or Department of State. 
All written remarks concerning US-Soviet relations must be approved 
in advance by the White House or Department of State. Should public 
statements by other US Government officials on particular aspects of 
US-Soviet relations seem desirable, these may be undertaken only 
following the specific approval of the White House. Requests are to 
be submitted to the Executive Secretary of the NSC. (-ef" 
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ICELAND TALKING POINTS 

U.S. went to Iceland in order to narrow differences where 
£QSSible, between US and Soviet positions and lay gro~nd~ork for 
mere productive negotiations. 

By that measure, meeting a success. Achieved significant 
movement on START, INF, Nuclear Testing; even aspects of ABM/SD~, 
though latter obviously remains formidable obstacle. 
Specifically: 

START: Agreement on 50% offensive warhead reduction, to 
be implemented by reductions to 1600 SDNVs, 6000 warheads; 
important advances in counting rules; Soviet recognition of 
requirement for "significant cuts" in heavy ICBMs. 

INF: 100 global warhead limit (zero in Europe) a major 
advance (over 90% reduction for Soviets) ; freeze on short-range 
INF, pending negotiation of reductions. 

Nuclear Testing: Plan for US ratification of TTB/PNE 
treaties (contingent on adequate verification) , to be followed by 
negotiations on further testing limitations in phase with nuclear 
weapons reductions. 

ABM/SDI: Both sides moved on minimum time sides should 
limit themselves to research, development and testing of 
strategic defenses (US from 7 1/2 years to 10, contingent on 
adequate verificati~n, and coupled with plan for 50% reduction ir. 
strategic forces in 5 years, elimination of all ballistic 
missiles in 10. Soviets moved from 15 years to 10; though very 
significant differences remain on overall approach.) 

Significant headway as well on other pillars of the 
relationship: 

On human rights, U.S. stressed crucial importance of 
this issue; Soviets agreed to regularize discussions. 

On regional conflicts, two sides had vigorous 
discussions of Afghanistan, Central America, Angola, Cambodia, 
Middle East, and Iran-Iraq; U.S. laid down important markers 
concerning Soviet behavior. 

On bilateral exhanges, sides agreed on a work plan to 
accelerate negotiations in a number of areas including 
consulates, space cooperation, nuclear safety. 

In arms control we intend to build on Iceland results to 
seek further progress at Geneva. 

Gorbachev has said that Iceland proposals are still on 
the table. 

Ball now in Soviet court to assure continuation of 
Iceland momentum. 
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.. Soviet attempt at Iceland to ho~d progress in ~ areas o: 
~~ms control hostage to acceptance of Soviet views on ABM/SDI a~ 
unconstructive and unfortunate position; retrogression from 
Gorbachev's Geneva sununit agreement to move forward in areas of 
common ground. 

Historic opportunity to reach agreements in other key 
arms control areas demands responsible Soviet behavior; if 
opportunity lost, world will clearly understand where blame lies. 

U.S. ready now to proceed, as matter of highest 
priority, to reach agreements on START, INF, Nuclear Testing 
along lines discussed at Reykjavik. 

ABM/SOI issue requires further work to reconcile fundamental 
US/USSR differences. 

Soviets sought to kill by ban on essential testing 
outside the laboratories. 

Important for Soviets to understand SDI not a bargaining 
chip but a key element of US approach to more secure world for 
all. 

Case for transition from offense to defense-based systems a 
compelling one; in both countries' interests. 

Only realistic hope to eliminate nuclear "balance of 
terror," threat of massive anihilation. 

Wholly non-threatening to Soviet Union; no significant 
offensive potential in SDI systems (Soviet specialists understand 
this) . 

U.S. offer to share benefits of strategic defense a 
generous one; belies Soviet allegations of U.S. intent to exploit 
technological lead to Soviet disadvantage. 

SOI essential to U.S. even with agreement on reduction and 
ultimate elimination of ballistic missiles, in order to hedge 
against abrogation, cheating, and third country threats; provide 
continuing incentive for offensive reductions; and offer 
stability during critical transition period and insurance 
thereafter. 

Scale of deployment will depend, in part, on scope of 
threat. 

Hope sober reflection will lead Soviets to recognize that 
SDI is not a threat to be killed through negotiation, but a key 
element of our mutual transition to a safer and more secure 
world. 
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We will be working to lay the logic of this position 
b~fore the Soviets at Geneva, while trying to move them to 
proceed now to lock up agreements in other areas where major 
progress--ricorded_at Reykjavik. 

In short, Reykjavik was worthwhile; no second thoughts about 
wisdom of acceding to Gorbachev's request for pre-summit dis
cussions. 

Road to agreement with Soviets is never smooth; ideo
logical differences, distrust, divergent strategic outlooks and 
force structures complicate progress. 

Reykjavik represents an important chapter in ongoing 
arms control dialogue between two countries. 

Clear understanding of others' positions and 
motivations necessary for productive negotiation; progress 
achieved on that score as well as substantively in key areas. 

We emerged having narrowed differences, and with clear 
appreciation that Soviets' obsession with SDI represents the most 
significant obstacle to be overcome at this point. 

Opportunities created by Iceland discussions too important 
to let languish. U.S. hopes for further near-term progress based 
on: 

Essential balance, fairness, and mutual benefit of 
those agreements which were shown by discussions in Reykjavik ·to 
be achievable. 

Soviets' capability to assess the negotiating climate 
realistically, and recognize when time has come to deal. 

President's strong and unwavering position on 
essentiality of developing, testing, and ultimately deploying 
SDI. 

Soviets' understanding that historic opportunities may 
well be forfeited if it does not reach agreement in time 
remaining to this US administration. 

Strong support of U.S. public has been and will continue to 
be essential to US success in complex task of reaching 
comprehensive and enduring settlements with Soviets. 

Patience, persistence, and supportive Congress 
vital as well. 

Renewed economic dynamism, refurbished U.S. military 
strength, and Allied cohesion also play critical roles. 
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.. _ Gorbachev's challenge at this point is to rise to occasion 
in statesmanlike manner and collaborate with us in reachi~g 
agreements which will lay foundation for stable long-term 
strategic relationship between the two countries, leading to 
ultimate eliminat~on of nuclear weapons. 



WHITE HOUSE ISSUE BRIEF 
October 16, 1986 

'!HE PRESIDENI'' S ICEIAND MEETING WITH GENERAL SECRETARY GORBAOfEV 

Executive Surnnary 

The President went to Icelarrl to prarote the main objectives of American foreign 
policy: true peace arrl greater freed.an in the \\'Orld. He rret with General 
Secretary Gorbachev for 10 hours of frank arrl substantive direct talks. We 
achieved our objectives. 

The President focused on a broad four point agenda for inproved u.s.-soviet 
relations: Htnnan Rights; Anns Reductions; the Resolution of Regional Conflicts; 
arrl Expanding Bilateral Contacts and Cormn.inications. 

Increasing arrl Overwhelming Public Support 

Private media polls imnediately following the Icelarrl meeting found overwhelming 
support by the American people for the President. 

o The Wall Street Journal/NBC News and the New York Tirres/CBS News polls 
registered 71% arrl 72% (respectively) approved of the President's harrlling of 
the Icelarrl meeting. 

Building Upon Iceland Meeting 

o Never before in the history of anns control negotiations has so much pr09"ress 
been made in so many areas, in so short a tirre. 

o The U.S. and Soviet Union came very close to an agreement that would secure 
massive reductions of the rrost threatening weapon systtms: offensive 
ballistic missiles. 

o Mr. Gorbachev's non-negotiable ternis on the President's Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) would have perpetuated America's vulnerability to Soviet 
missiles. Where the security of the American people and our Allies is 
involved, no agreement is better than a bad agreerent. 

o SDI was a main in::lucarent for the Soviets to negotiate for deep cuts in 
offensive arsenals. SDI remains the best insurance policy that any future 
anns reduction agreanents will be inplerented and canplied with by the 
Soviets. 

o Notwithsta.rrling the disagreements on SDI, the President is calling upon the 
Soviet leadership to follow thrcugh on anns reduction accanplishments at 
Reykjavik arrl continue to discuss our differences on strategic defense, which 
have been narrowed. 

o We will vigorously pursue, at the same tirre, prQ9'ress in other areas of the 
agerrla, especially htnnan rights. 

For additional information. call the White House Office of Public Attairs; 456-7170. 



WHITE HOUSE ISSUE BRIEF 
Octoberl6, 1986 

AR-15 REDUCTION AT ICELAND -- HISIURIC PR:X;RESS 

Unlike the past, the U.S. is OCM dealing fran a position of strength and 
confidence. General Secretary Gorbachev suggested the Iceland meeting, and the 
President accepted in an effort to further the US/Soviet dialogue in all fa.ir 
areas of the agerrla. 

o Because of U.S. strength and confidence, and the i.rrlucarent of SDI to 
negotiate, unprecedented progress was made toward dramatically reducing 
offensive nuclear arsenals. 

o Mr. Gorbachev held progress in all areas, including arms reduction, hostage 
to his non-negotiable danarrl that the U.S. cut back and effectively kill SDI. 
'nle President insisted that SDI remain viable under the tenns of the 1972 ABM 
Treaty, which, unlike the Soviet Union, the U.S. has canplied with. 

o To break the deadlock, the President offered: A 10 year cacrnitment not to 
deploy any future strategic defense systan, coupled with 50% reduction in 
U.S. and Soviet strategic forces in the next five years and mutual and total 
elimination of all U.S. and Soviet ballistic missles over the following five 
years. 

o Mr. Gorbachev rejected the President's offer, refusing to allc:M SDI testing 
-- the heart of any research program. 

CUrrent Impa.sse; Future Opportunities 

o Mr. Gorbachev's non-negotiable terms on SDI would have perpetuated Arrerica's 
vulnerability to Soviet missiles. Where the security of the American people 
and our Allies is involved, no agreement is better than a bad agreernent. 

o The USSR wants to continue to base global security on the threat of mutual 
annihilation. President Reagan seeks a safer world with peace and deterrence 
based increasingly on defensive means. 

o In 1984, when the Soviets failed to achieve their objectives to weaken NATO's 
defensive capability in Europe, through negotiating intransigence and 
continuing SS-20 deployments, they walked out of all nuclear anns 
negotiations. In 1985, they were back at the table and, in 1986, for the 
first tirre, dramatic progress has been made tCMard mutual reductions. 

o The President believes that additional meetings can build on the rnajor 
progress tcMa.rd arms reduction and achieve final breakthrough agreements. 
The President's invitation for a U.S. Surnnit -- the objective that Iceland 
was interned to prepare for - remains open. 

For additional information. till the White House Office of Public Affairs; 456-7170. 



WHITE HOUSE ISSUE BRIEF 
(Icelarrl Continued) 

SDI Not the Problem: It's the Solution 

o In SDI, we are investigating defensive systerns to enhance future security for 
America an:i our Allies by being able to destroy attacking missiles. It will 
have no offensive function. There is no rational reason to OPf:Ose SDI research. 

o Insurance -- Why should the Soviets, in OPFQsing SDI, insist that America arrl 
its Allies ranain vulnerable to Soviet missile attack? Strategic defenses 
would help urrlerwrite anns reduction agreem:nts against cheating or 
abrogation, while deferrling against attack fran other countries. 

o By denying a potential attacker hope of gaining meaningful military benefit, SDI 
is the best lever to achieve real arms reductions. SDI deters use of offensive 
systerns, thereby rerrlering future investrrents in offensive systerns imprudent. 

o The Soviets have longstanding and massive strategic defense programs of their 
own, going well beyorrl research, and have the only operational anti-ballistic 
missile system in the world, a system they are steadily improving. 

o By refusing the President's far-reaching arms reduction offer arrl making his 
own non-negotiable demand on the United States, Gorbachev refused an historic 
opportunity for progress toward ridding the world of nuclear weapons. 

o Nonetheless, the ideas and progress for radically reducing and ultimately 
eliminating nuclear weapons presented at Reykjavik can be built upon at the 
table in Geneva. 

Human Rights 

Respect for h1..l!tail rights is as :imp::>rtant to peace as arms reductions because peace 
requires trust. The President told Gorbachev the Soviets' human rights performance 
is an obstacle for improved relations be~en our two countries. 

o A country that breaks faith with its own people cannot be trusted to keep 
faith with foreign p:iwers. 

o The Soviet Union signed the 1975 Helsinki Accords. The Soviets should abide 
by them - allowing free emigration arrl the reunification of divided 
families, and religious and cultural freedans -- instead of throwing those 
who monitor the Soviet cat1pliance (e.g. Yuri Orlov) in jail. 

o We will continue to press for improvarents in the caning weeks and rnonths. 

o The Soviets, for the first time, agreed to regular bilateral discussions on 
humanitarian and h1..l!tail rights issues. 

Expa.rrled cultural exchanges -- The President reaffirmed his ccnrnitment to continue 
to broaden and expand people-to-people exchanges - where Soviet citizens arrl 
Americans may see first hand rnore of each other's country and culture. 

Regional Conflicts -- The President raised the serious problems caused in the 
world by Soviet military occupation of Afghanistan, and continued military support 
of the regimes in Angola, Nicaragua, and Cambodia, that are waging war on their 
own people. We cannot take seriously the token troop "withdrawals" fran 
Afghanistan which they have announced. 

For additional information. call the White House Office of Public Affairs; 456-7170. 



WHITE HOUSE ISSUE BRIEF 
O:tober 16, 1986 

'ffiE STRATEx;IC DEFENSE INITIATIVE (SDI ) 

The U.S. and her Allies are defenseless against a deliberate or accidental nuclear 
attack. 

o The U.S. presently deters nuclear attack by threatening retaliation. SDI 
offers a safer and rrore rroral alternative: anploying technology to protect 
people instead of threatening their annihilation. 

Challenge for the Present and Insurance for the Future 

o SDI is a broad-based program to dem::>nstrate the feasibility of effective 
strategic defenses. Like the Apollo Project, SDI is a revolutionary program 
that rrerits a full-scale national effort. 

o SDI taps the finest scientific minds in the U.S. and other countries to 
investigate a range of defensive technologies. This research will lead 
toward an infonred decision on defensive options in the early 1990s. 

o SDI has induced the Soviets to negotiate for deep cuts in offensive arsenals. 
It is the best insurance policy that any future aimS reduction agreanents 
will be implemented and canplied with by the Soviets, and it guards against 
ballistic missile attack by third countries. · 

SDI Progress 

o Serre in Congress would cripple SDI with short-sighted budget cuts giving the 
Soviets a key concession they have not been able to win through negotiations. 
Sustained research has already produced major technical advances: 

June 1984 a non-nuclear interceptor destroyed an unarmed warhead in 
space; 
Fall 1985 successful laser tests canpensate for at:nospheric distortion 
while tracking rockets in flight; 
Spring 1986 -- A high-p:wer laser destroyed a static 
target; 
June 1986 -- a self-guided missile intercepted a target rroving at three 
tirres the spee:i of sourrl; 
September 1986 -- successful Delta launch, track, and 
intercept in space of target vehicles. 

SDI: Also a Prudent Hedge Against Existing Soviet Strategic Defense Programs 

o The Soviet Union has upgraded the world's only deployed Anti-Ballistic 
Missile defense system, which protects Greater Moscow, and is constructing a 
large missile tracking radar in Siberia, in violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. 

o The Soviets have deployed the ~rld's only operational weapon for destroying 
satellites. 

For additional information, call the White House Office of Public Affairs; "456-7170. 



WHITE HOUSE ISSUE BRIEF 
CX:tober 15, 1986 

PUBLIC SUProRr FOR SDI 

-
The media and political oP{X>nents of SDI have fourrl it convenient to present SDI 
in caricature, as the "so-called 'Star Wars' proposal." It is no worrier that ma.ny 
Arrericans are confused about the President's proposal arrl think the U.S. currently 
has a defense against missiles! 

o An Associated press-Media General poll released in August found that 60 
percent of Arrericans felt that the U.S. had either a gcx::xi or an excellent 
defense against a Soviet missile attack. 

o In fact, the U.S. is utterly defenseless against Soviet rockets. 

Arrericans Want Enhanced Security 

When the Arrerican people are asked to evaluate concepts, rather than the labels 
such as "Star Wars," they SUP{X>rt SDI. Evidence: 

Two days after the President's return fran Iceland, polls taken by major news 
organizations showed the public supports President Reagan's refusal to surrender 
his Strategic Defense Initiative. 

--- A New York T.llres/CBS News poll shows 68 percent support. _ 
- Nearly 60 percent polled by the Washington PostfABC News poll said Reagan 

should retain his camri.tment to SDI. 
-- According to the Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll, only 15 percent of the 

American people think SDI is a bad idea. 

Penn+ Schoen Associates (9/27/86) 

Question: SDI is a research program to develop a system to destroy incaning 
nuclear missiles before they reach their targets. Do you favor or oppose the U.S. 
going ahead with the research and develoµnent phases of SDI? 

Favor -- 81% Oppose -- 13 % 

~estion: If such a system could be developed, would you favor or oppose using it 
in the United States? 

Favor 78% Oppose 13% 

Ki!l2 News (1/4 / 85 - 1/ 6/85) 

Question: Do you favor or oppose developing such defensive weapons (which use 
lasers and particle beams to shoot down enemy missiles), or what? 

Favor -- 49% Oppose - 44% 

Heritage Foundation/Sindlinger & Co. Poll (5/27/85) 

89 percent of the Arrerican people would support a Strategic Defense program if it 
would make a Soviet Missile attack less likely. 

For additional information, call the White House Office of Public Affairs: 456-7170. 



WHITE HOUSE ISSUE BRIEF 
(SDI support Continued) 

- SDI -- Enhance Peace/Safer World 

Gallup Organization (1/25/85 - 1/28/85) 

Question: In your opinion, would developing this system (Star Wars or space-based 
defense against nuclear attack) make the 'WOrld safer fran nuclear destruction or 
less safe? 

Make 'WOrld safer -- 50% Make 'WOrld less safe -- 32% 

Decision Making/Information (2/8/86 - 2/9/86) 

Question: SDI, is a good idea because it will help deter a Soviet attack, increase 
the chance of reaching an anns control agreement, arrl reduce the risk of war. 
Others say that SDI, is a bad idea because it will upset the balance of ~r, 
accelerate the anns race, and increase the risk of war. Is SDI research a good 
idea or a bad idea? 

Good idea -- 62% Bad idea -- 31% 

SDI -- Technical Feasibility 

CBS News/New York Times (1/2/85 - 1/4/85) 

Question: Ronald Reagan has proposed developing a defensive nuclear system in 
space that would destroy incaning missiles before they reach the United States, a 
system sane people call Star Wars. Do you think such a system could 'WOrk? 

Yes -- 62% No -- 23% 

SDI -- Anns Reduction 

Louis Harris and Associates (3/2/85 - 3/5/85) 

Question: Agree or disagree ••. Once the Russians knew we were successfully building 
a new anti-nuclear defense system, they would be Irn.lCh rrore willing to agree to a 
treaty that 'WOUld halt the nuclear anns race. 

Agree -- 52% 

Gallup Organization (1/25/85 - 1/28/85) 

Disagree -- 44% 

Question: Would the United States' developing this system Star Wars, a 
space-based defense against nuclear attack, increase or decrease the likelihood of 
reaching a nuclear arms agreenent with the Soviet Union? 

Increase -- 47% Decrease -- 32% 

For additional information. Clll the White House Otflce of Public Affairs; 456·7170. 



October 16, 1986 

THE IMPORTANCE OF SDI 

-~The President's Strategic Defense Initiative offers our best 
hope of a safer world where our and our Allies' security would no 
longer rest on deterrence through the threat of mass annihila
tion. 

--SDI is a research and technology development program to demon
strate by the early 1990s the feasibility of effective defenses 
against ballistic missiles for the U.S. and our allies. The most 
promising concepts involve layered defenses for targeting missiles 
in all phases of their flight--boost, mid-course, and terminal. 

--SDI is critical to progress toward arms reduction agreements. 
It brought the Soviets back to the negotiating table and now acts 
as the necessary lever that for the first time has them talking 
seriously about deep reductions of the most dangerous weapons-
offensive ballistic missiles. 

--SDI is not only the needed lever to get the Soviets to reduce, 
but is also insurance underwriting arms reduction agreements by: 

o deterring the use of offensive armsi 

o removing any incentives for again building up offensive 
forces; -

o guaranteeing that cheating won't pay; and, 

o protecting against the potential threat of a madman 
obtaining ballistic missiles. 

--The importance of SDI is underscored by the Soviets' long-
-standing and extensive strategic defense programs. These 
include: 

o the world's only ABM defenses, surrounding Moscow, which 
they are steadily improving; 

o construction of a large phased array radar near 
Krasnoyarsk, in violation of the ABM Treaty; and 

o research, development and testing, including for example 
a $1 billion annual program on lasers alone, employing some 
10,000 scientists and engineers. 

--We cannot let the Soviets have a monopoly on strategic defenses. 
Possessed by both sides, such defenses can be stabilizing. 
Possessed by the Soviet Union alone, effective strategic defenses 
would be devastating to U.S. security. 



--In short, we think it far better to rely increasingly on 
defensive systems--that threaten no one--with sharp reductions of 
offensive nuclear weapons, near term elimination of ALL US and 
Soviet ballistic missiles, and hopefully over time the ultimate 
elimination of ALL nuclear weapons. SDI is the key to that 
future. 



THE WHITE BOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For IJ1111ediate Release October 13, 1986 

8:00 P.M. EDT 

ADDRESS BY THE ?RESIDENT 
TO THE NATION 

The Oval Office 

THE ?RES ID ENT: Good e ven ing . As most of you know, : 
have just returned from meetings in Iceland with the leader of the 
Soviet Union, General Secretary Gorbachev. As I did last year when 
returned from the summit conference in Geneva, I want to take a few 
moments toni~ht to share with you what took place in these 
discussions. 

The implications of these talks are enormous and onl1 
just beginning to be understood. we proposed the most sweeping and 
generous arms control proposal in history. we offered the comp:ete 
e limination of all ballistic mi ssi:es -- Soviet and American -- ::om 
the :ace of the ~art h by 1996. whi:e we ?a:ted com?any with this 
American offer sti ll on the table, we are closer than ever before to 
agreements that could lead to a sa:er world without nuclear wea?ons. 

But first, let me tell vou that, from the start of my 
meetings with Mr. Gorbachev, I have-always regarded you, the Ame:ican 
?eO?le, as full ?artici?ants. Believe me, without four s u99or=, no ne 
of these =alks could have been held, nor could the ultimate aims of 
American foreign policy -- world ?eace and freedom -- be pursued. 
And it is for these aims I went the extra mile to Iceland. 

_ 3efore I :eport on our ta lks though, allow me to se: :he 
stage by explaining two things t hat were ver1 much a par t of our 
talks, one a treaty and the other a defense aga in st nuclear missi:es 
which we are trying to develop. Now you've hear~ the ir titles a 
thousand times -- the ABM Treaty and SDI. Those lette:s stand :o:, 
A3M, anti-ba lli stic missile, SDI, st:ategic defense initiative . 

Some years ago, the United States and the Sovie= Union 
ag:eed to limit any defense against ~uclear missile attacks to c ~e 
em?lacement in one location in each country oE a small nJm~er o: 
~is~iles capabl2 of intercepting 3~d shooti~g down i~~omi~3 n~c:~~= 
missiles, thus l ea vi ng our ceal defense -- a policy called ~~tua: 
Assu:ed Dest:uction, meaning if one side l aunc hed a ~uclear ac:ac~. 
the o ther side could retal iate. And this mutual threat oE 
destruction was believed to =e a deterrent aga in st either side 
striking first. 

So here we s it with thousands of ~uclear war heads 
targeted on each other and capable o~ wip i ng ou t both o~c coun::ies. 
The Soviets deployed the few anti-ba::istic missiles ar ound ~cscow as 
the treaty perm it ted. Our country didn't bothec deploying becaJse 
the threat of nationwide anni hilation made such a limited jefen3e 
seem useless. 

~ a y je d~~~:=;~~g ! ~3~i~n~~~e de~~~se. :~e~· ~3~~ ~~3:~::~~ 

~ode : ~ :!~a: 3: ~:as~oya:s~ ~~~c~ ~e ~e:~e ·; e :s ~ =::: :c 3: 
cadar sytem designed to provide :ada: gu id ance :or anti-ca l 
missiles protecting the entire nation. ~ow this i s a viola 
the ABM Treaty. 

!l ~ ..... Q - -----

on -:>E 
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Believing that a policy of mutual destruction and 
slaughter of their 'citizens and ours was unciviljzed, I asked our 
military a few years ago to study and see if there was a ?ractical 
way to destroy nuclear missiles after their launch but before they 
can reach their targets rather than to just destroy people. well, 
this is the goal for what we call SDI and our scientists researching 
such a .system ace convinced it is practical and that several years 
down the road we can have such a system ready to de?loy. Now, 
incidentally, we are not violat~ng the ABM Treaty which permits such 
research. If and when we deploy the treaty -- also allows withdr:i.wal 
from the Treaty upon six months' notice. SDI, let me make i t clear, 
is a non-nuclear defense. 

So here we are at Iceland for our second such meeting. 
In the first and in the months in between, we have discussed wa ys to 
reduce and in fact eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. ~e and the 
Soviets have had teams of negotiators in Geneva trying to work out a 
mutual agreement on how we could reduce or eliminate nuclear weapons. 
And so far, no success. 

On Saturday and Sunday, General Secretary Gorbachev and 
hi s Foreign Minister Shevardnadze and Secretary of State George 
Shultz and I met for nearly 10 hours. We didn't limit ourselves to 
just arms reductions. We discussed what we call violation of human 
r i ghts on the part of the Soviets, refusal to let people emigrate 
f:om Russia so they can practice their religion without being 
?e:sec'..lted, l etting ?eople go to rejo in their :amilies, husbands :i. :-.d 
wives separated by national borders being al lowed to reu nite. 

In much of this the Soviet Union i s violating anot her 
agreement -- the He l sinki Accords they had signed in 1975. !uri 
Orlov , whose freedom we just obtained, was imprisoned for ?Ointing 
OUt ':O his government its violations oe t!'lat ?aC':, i :s :e:usa !. ':O ~e': 
citizens leave th e ir country or return. 

We also discussed regiona: matters such as Afghanistan, 
_Angola, Nicaragua, and Cambodia. But by their choice the main 

S'..lbject was arms control. 

We discussed-the emp l ace ment of intermed i ate-::i.nge 
mis s i~ es in Europe and Asia a nd seemed to be in agree me nt the y could 
be dra st ically reduced. aot h sides seemed willing to find a way t= 
:educe e ven to zero the strategic ballistic missiles we have :i.imed a: 
each other. Thi s then ':>rought up the S'..lbject of 3 DI. 

I offered a proposal that we continue ou: ?resent 
research and if and ·..;hen '"'e reached the stage of testing we . .,o u!d 
sig n now a treaty that would permit Soviet obser~at:on of such :est5. 
And if the program was ?ractical we wo~ld both el i min ate ou: 
offensiv e missiles, and then we would sha:e the benefits of a:: ·1 ance:: 
defenses. I exp lained that even though we would have done awa y wi :h 
ou r offensive ballistic mi ss ile s, having the defense wou:d ~~ocec: 

against cheating or the ?OSsibility of a madman sometime dec : ding := 
c:eate nuclear missiles. Af:er all, the world now know s how :o r.a ~ e 

them. I lik ened it to our keeping our gas masks even though :he 
nation s of the . .,or l'.3 had outlawed ?O ison gas after :.;orld ·..;a : :. 

We seemed to be making ?rogress on r ed ucing wea?on: 
al~~ough the Gen era ! 5ec=~~ary was :egi3te:ing opposi ~ ion =~ s: ~~~ 

;:~pos~~g a ?ledge to obse: ~ ~ ~BM ~or ~ ~~~~e: of -; ~a:; 35 :~e a: 
·,..as e!'lding. 

' !CR::'. 
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S~cretary Shultz suggested we turn over the notes our 
note-takers had been making of everything we'd said to our respective 
teams and let them work through the night to put them together and 
find just where we'·were in agreement and what differences seoarated 
us. With respect and gratitude, I ~an inform you those teams worked 
through the night till 6:30 a.m. 

Yesterday, Sunday morning, ~r. Gorbachev and I , with ou: 
foreign ministers, came together again and took up the report of ou: 
two teams. It was most promising. :'!':e Sovie_ts had asked Eor a 
10-year de l ay in the deployment of SDI programs. 

In an effort to see how we could satisfy their concerns 
while protecting our principles and security, we proposed a 10-year 
period in which we began with the reduction of all strategic nuclear 
arms, bombers, air-launched cruise missiles, intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, submarine launched ballistic missiles and the 
weapons they carry. The y would be red~ced 50 percent in t he first 
five years. During the next fi ve years, we would continue by 
el im inat ing all remaining offens i ve ballistic missiles, of al l 
ranges. And dur i ng that time we wou ld proceed wit h resear ch , 
development and test i ng of SDI -- al l done in conform i t y with ABM 
provisions. At the 10-year point, with all ballistic missiles 
eliminated, we cou ld proceed to deploy advanced defenses, at t he same 
time permitt ing the Sov i ets to do ~ikewise. 

And here the debate began. The General Secretar y wan t ed 
wording tha:, in effect, would ha ve ~ e ?t us f:crn developing the SD! 
for the ent i re 10 years. In ef fe ct, ~e was ~~lli ng SDI. And un!ess 
I agreed, all that work toward eli~ina:ing nuclear weapons would go 
down the drain -- cancel!ed. 

• told him I had pledged :o t he American ?eop :e that : 
wou:d not t:ade away SDI -- there wa s no way I cou:d tell ou: ?eop:e 
~~e~: ~ov~:~~e~~ ~ould ~ot ? rotec: : ~~~ ~gai~s~ ~~c:~a: des: : ~c ~ ion. 
: we nt to ~e ykj a v~~ d ete r~in ed th a t e~~cyt~i~g ~a3 ~es o~ia~!e ~x=e?~ 
t wo t hing s: our fre edom and our futu:e. 

I'm s till optimisti c tha~ a wa y will oe eound. 7he doo: 
i s open and t he opportunity to be g.in elirninat-:ng :::e :iucl_ea: threa: 
i s within :e ac h . 

So vou can see, ·,;e :nade ==~cres s i:i ' :::e:.a:id . . ;n·:! we ·#i::. 
cont~nue ~c ~ak~ ?regre ss if we ?Urs~e i ?rudent, delibe:!te, an~, 
above all, r ea li st ic aooroach with the Soviets. orom the ear lie s: 
days of our adm inistra tion, this has !::een our policy. fie :nade 
clear we had no illusions about the Scviets or t'.:eir ul t imate 
inten t ions. We were oubliclv c a ndid a~out the c:i:ical :nora~ 
distinctions betwee n i:otalit~rianism and democ:acy. ~e declared =~~ 
princi?al obj ect iv e of American :orei~n polic :i :o ':>e :iot just t:-. e 
orevention of war but the extension o~ :reedom. A:id, we s::essed =~= 
~ommitment to the growt h of de moc ratic government and de~oc:atic 
in s titutions around the world. And t~at's wh y we assis:ed ~=e~~~~ 
fight ers who are resisting the imposi:ion of totalitar i an =~ le i~ 
Afghanistan, ~ica:agua, Angola, Cambodia, and e : sew::e :e. And , 
finally, ~e began work on what I b~~iev~ most 5?~r :ed : ~e Sovi~ts : ~ 
negotiate ser i ousl y -- rebuilding ou: :nilit ar y st:enst h , 
recons::uct i:'lg o u r s.tratei;ic Ceter:~:-:::e, and, =.:::o·.;e a.:~ , :.e-;~:-ln:~~ 
work on the Strateg ic Defense Initiative. 

And yet, 3t t~e sa~e ti=e ~e set :~: ~~ese ~~=~~ .. 
oal3 and ~esan ~or~ing t~ward t~e~, ~~ ?~ = s~ed l~~t~e: ~ ~ ~ 
o~ac~~ves : :~a~ ~f see ~~~s ~ea~s :: :~35~~ : ~~s-~~E #-- · · 

~ ·= -: -=. :· 
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Now, this policy is now paying dividends -- one sign of 

this in Iceland was the proqress on the issue of arms control. For 
the ~rat ti•• in a long while, Soviet-American negotiations in the 
area of arms reductions are 110vin9, and moving in the right direction 

not just toward'arms control, but toward arms reduction. 

But for all the progress we made on arms reductions, we 
must remember there were other issues on the table in Iceland, issues 
that are fundamental. 

As l mentioned, one such issue is human rights. As 
President Kennedy onc..e said, "And, i s not peace, in the last 
analysis, basically a matter of human rights?" 

I made it plain that the United States would not seek to 
exploit improvement in these matters for purposes of propaganda. But 
I also made it plain, once again, that an improvement of the human 
condition within the Soviet Union is indispensable for an improvement 
in bilateral relations with the United States. For a government that 
will break faith with its own people cannot be trusted to keep fa i th 
with foreign powers. So, I told ~. Gorbachev -- again in Reyk j avik 
as I had in Geneva -- we Americans place far less weight upon the 
words that are spoken at meetings such as these, than upon the Jeeds 
that follow. When it comes to human rights and judging Sov i et 
intentions, we ' re all from Missouri -- you got to show us. 

Another subject area we took up in Iceland also lies at 
the heart of the differences between the Soviet Union and America. 
This is the issue of regional conf lict s . Summit meetings cannot make 
the American peop l e fo r;et what Soviet actions have meant for the 
peoples of Afghanistan, Cent r al Awerica, Africa, and So utheast As i a. 
Until Soviet policies change, we will make sure that our friends in 
these areas -- those who f :ght for :::eedom and :ndepende nc e -- will 
have the s upport they need. 

F ina llv, there ·..ras a f::n.:::"':h item. i\nd thi s a::ea was t:-.at 
of bilateral ::elations, oe oole-to-oeoo l e contact s. In Geneva la st 
year, we welcomed severai cultural· ex~hange accords; in Iceland, we 
saw indications of more movement in these areas. But let me say now 
the Uni ted States remains committed to people-to-people programs that 
could lead to exchang~s between not just a few e lit e but thousa nds of 
everyday citi.zens froarboth ou r cour:.t:ies. 

So I think, then , that vou can see that we did make 
progress in Iceland on a broad rang~ of topic s . ~e rea ffir~ed our 
four-point agenda; we discovered =a:or new ,;::01..:nds of a 9reer.1ent; ·.;e 
probed again s ome old areas of disa;:eement. 

And let me return agai~ to the SOI :s s ue. realize scme 
Americans may be asi< i ng tonight: W:"'.'f not a ccept !'1r. Gor·::iache v' s 
demand? Why not give up SOI for th:s ag:eement? 

We ll, the answer, my f:iends, i s simple. SOI is 
i\merica ' s in s urance policy that the Soviet Union would i<eep the 
commitmen t s made a t Reykjavik. SOI :s America's security guarantee 
-- if the Soviets should -- as they have done too often in the ?asc 
-- fail to comply with their solemn commitments. SDI is what brouGht 
the Soviets back to ar~s control talks at Gene va and Iceland . s:ir·:s 
the key to a wor ld wi thout nuclear weapons. 

The So i ets unders tand this. 
resources for a lo longer ti~e than we, 
wo r ld' s only oper a :onal ~issi:e ~e:ens e 
:a~i~a~ of t~~ 5ov 2~ ~ ~:~~-

~OR£ 

Tii e y ha v e devoted fa:: ~o:e 

to the i:: own SD I . The 
~~ea y surr oun~s ~osc~w , :~e 
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What Mr. Gorbachev was demandin9 at Reykjavik was that the United 
States a9ree to a new version of a 14-year-old ABM Treaty that the 
Soviet Union has a1ready violated. I told him we don't ~ake those 
kinds of deals in the United States. 

And the American people should reflect on these critical 
questions. 

How does a defense of the United States threaten the 
Soviet Union or anyone else? ~hy are :he Soviets so adamant that 

- ~erica remain forever vulnerable to Soviet rocket attack? As oi 
today, all free nations are utterly defenseless against Soviet 
missiles -- fired either by accident or design. Why does the Soviet 
Union insist that we remain so -- forever? 

So, my fellow Americans, I cannot promise, nor can any 
President promise, that the talks in Iceland or any future 
discussions with Mr. Gorbachev will lead inevitably to great 
breakthroughs or momentous treaty s ignings. 

We will not abandon the guiding principle we took to 
Reykjavik. ~e prefer no agreement than to bring home a bad agreement 
to the Unit ed States. 

And on this point, I know you 're also interested in the 
question of whether there wi ll be another summ i t. There was no 
indication by ~r. Gorbachev as to when or whether he plans to travel 
to the United States, as we agreed he ~ould las t year in Geneva. I 
repeat tonight t~at our invitat ion s:a~ds and that we continue to 
believe add i t ion a l ~e et i ngs wo uld be ~s ef~l. aut that's a dec ision 
the Soviets must ~ake. 

aut whatever the immed i ate prospects, I can tell :ou that 
I'm ultimate ly hopeful about the prospects for p rogress at the summit 
and i:>: ·"'orld ?ea.ce and t:eedom. "!au 5ee, ::~e ·: .Jrre:-ic 3"...l:n;nic ?races.; 
is very different from t hat of previo us decades; it's d 1fre rent 
because the world is different; and the world is different because of 
t he hard work and sacrifice of the American people during the past 
five and a half years. You r energy has restored and expa nd ed our 

- economic might; your support has :estored our ~ilita.t,J strength. 
You r courage and sense of national ~nity in ti~es of =r isis have 
give n pause to our adversaries, hearte ned our friend s, and inspired 
the world. The Western democracies an~ the NATO alliance ar e 
revitalized and all across the wor ld nations ar e t~rnin3 to 
democr atic ideas and the princ i ples of the free market . So because 
the American ?eople stood gu ar d at the critical hour, freed om has 
gathered its forces, regained its strensth, and :~ on t~e march. 

So, if there's one i~pres~1on r ca:ry awa y with ~e from 
these October calks , it i s that, unli~e :he ?ast, we 're deal~~g now 
from a position of strength , and Eor c~.at reason ·,;e have it ·.; i chi:1 
ou r gr asp to move speedily wit h the Soviets toward e ve:1 ~ore 

b reak th roughs. 

Our ideas are out ~ ~e re on t~e ta~le. T~ej ~on't ~o 
away. ~e're ready co pick up where we :e~t off. Ou r negotia:o cs ace 
head ing back to Geneva, and we're pre~ared to go forwa r d wnenever and 
wherever the Sov iets are ready. So, c~ere's reason -- good reason 
for hope. 

I saw evidence of this in :he prog:ess we ~ade :n : ~e 
t a lks with ~r. ~orbachev . And : saw e?idence of it w he ~ we l e ft 
::eland ~ester~av, and : s:o~~ :~ =~= :~~~; ~en 3nd ~o~e~ a: ~ 1~= 
~aval in;ta!ia::;n at ~2 ~Li ~~< -- a :::::=a~~~ t~90=:3~~ ~as~ ~3~ 
c:osec t~ Sovie: ~avai ~as~5 :~a~ :~ =- ~ 0~~ :oas:~:~e. 
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As always, I ..,as proud to spend a Eew moments •i':.h them 
and thank them for their sacrifices and devotion to country. !he y 
represent America at her finest: committed to defend not only our 
own freedom but the f :eedom of others who would be living in a Ear 
more fr igh tening world -- were it not for the strength and resolve of 
the United States. 

·~henever the standard of freedom and independence has 
been .•. unfurled, there will be America's heart, her benedictions, and 
her ?rayers,• John Quincy Adams once said. He spoke well oE our 
destiny ~s a nation. My fellow Amer i cans, we're honored by history, 
entr usted by destiny with the oldest dream of humanity -- the dream 
of lasting peace and human freedom. 

Another President, Harry Truman, noted that our century 
had seen two of the most frightful wars in history. And that "The 
supreme need of our time is for man to learn to live together in 
peace and harmony.• 

It's in ?Ursuit of that idea: I went to Geneva a yea: ago 
and to Iceland last week. And i t's in pursuit of that id eal t~at : 
th ank you now foe al: t he s upper':. you'v e given me, and : agai n lsk 
for your help and your prayers as we continue our journey toward a 
wor ld where peace reigns and freedom i s ens h r ined. 

Thank /OU and God bless you . 

S::: ?.:·L ::::::-
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~R. HOWARD: Good afternoon. This briefing in ON THE 
RECORD, but not for camera, and our briefer is Admiral John 
Poindexter. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Because these issues are so comolex, 
we made a decision yesterday evening that we would go ON THE RECORD 
with a great deal of detail about the discussions and talks in 
Iceland. So what I'd first like to do is to go through each of the 
major areas, spec i fically in the arms control, because I think the 
arms control areas are the most complex, and indicate to you what -
how the discussions went and what we achieved, and then after ! 
finish all that, I'll take your questions. And then I may read 
something to you at the end, which is kind of a closing statement. 

Q Why don't you read that first? 

Q Yes, could we get to -- is there anything 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The bottom line first. 

Q Yes. 

Q -- that deals with the speech tonight? 

Q Because ..,e do :i ave t hat ?OOl :eport. 

Q We' re i.:? a;ainst a deadline 

ADMIRAL PO! NDEXTER : A: l right. 

Q that's ;oing to force us to --

Q Is it true -- did you :eally kneel at the fe et ~= 
the press on the plane yesterday? \Laughter.) 

Q He asked our apo lo;i es. 

ADM IRAL ?OINDEXT:.R: '.'lot very long . It was too 
uncomfortable. 

This very short state~ent here kind of summarizes what : 
think was the bottom line. ~e offered the Soviet side an agree ~ent 
concern ing strategic de:enses tha: held the ?rorn i se of a far sa:e: 
and more stab l e world -- a world Jn~urdened by offensive ballist:: 
~issiles in which defense ..,ou:d se: ve to ensure us both a;ainsc . .. ..• 
countries that might aq ui re t hese ~i ssiles and would ensu:e the ::ee 
world against Soviet cheating. 

In response to Soviet concerns, we offered to defer the 
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deployment of strate9ic defenses for 10 years, until after all 
ballistic ai11ile1 have been eli•inated. And we aqreed that during 
the 10 years in vhich the disarmaaent process went forward we would 
abide by the ter.J of the ABM Treaty. 

But Mr. Gorbachev demanded more than that. He demanded 
that we agree to limit research on strategic defense immediately in a 
manner that went far beyond the restrictions of the ABM Treaty. This 
demand could have no other purpose than to force the Onited States to 
abandon any hope of successfully developing the defenses that we 
would acquire to ensure that the disarmament process did not leave us 
hopelessly vulnerable to Soviet cheating as the last of our ballistic 
missiles were dismantled. And it would have required that we now 
abandon meaningful research on strategic defense without any 
assurance that the other elements of our proposed agreements would in 
fact be implemented fully and properly. 

~ORE 
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Again and again, the President asked Mr. Gorbachev what possible 
objections he could have to the deployment of defenses after ten 
years. And after having eliminated all offensive ballistic missiles. 
Again and again, tht President pressed him to explain how defensive 
systems, wholly lac~ing in offensive capability could threaten the 
Soviet Onion. The President never received a satisfactory answer, or 
even a plausible response. 

To go through each of the areas -- well, let me give you 
a little bit of color, I guess, first. (Laughter.) We went to 
Iceland --

Q Empty-handed. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Not empty-handed, by any stretch of 
the imagination. (Laughter.) 

Q It's better than empty-headed. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's the Soviet line, though. 

Q You've got that down, Belen. (Laughter.) 

Q Come on --

Q Let's go. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We went to Iceland very 
well-prepared. Granted, we took all of you by surprise by agreeing 
to go so rapidly, but don't forget that we have been working toward a 
summit in the United States sometime near the end of this calendar 
year. We have been working for months on all of our arms control 
proposals, we had had expert-level meetings with the Soviets, both in 
Moscow and in the United ~tates, as well as Geneva. So we very well 
knew what their positions were, and what our maneuvering room was. 
We had had expert- and political-level meetings in the other areas of 
our agenda on regional issues, human rights and bilateral issues. 

But because we weren't sure whether the Soviets were 
ready to move on these various issues, we thought the best that we 
could probably hope to ge~ out of Iceland was a focusing of the 
agenda for a Washingto11._summit. But we were surprised, pleasantl/ 
surprised, that the Soviets were ready to talk in detail about some 
of the obstacles to progress, especially in Geneva. 

So, out of the heads of state meetings and the 
working-level meetings that we held all throughout Saturday night an~ 
early Sunday morning, we were able to reach some significant 
solutions to many of the obstacles to progress. In the STAR~ are3, 
we agreed with the Soviet Union that both sides, in a START agree ::ient 
at some point in the future, would come down to 1,600 strategic 
nuclear delivery vehi cles on each side, that we would come down to 
6,000 nuclear warheads on each side. We cleared up some of the 
problems that we'd been having with the Soviets on the counting 
rules, on how you count those 6,000 warheads. 

We wanted to, and did engage them in discussions of some 
sublimits that we think should exist in a START agreement, but the/ 
were unwilling, at least at Iceland, to agree on any of these 
sublimits, so those sublimits remain a matter for negotiation i~ 
Geneva. They did say, though, that they were prepared to make 
significant cuts in the heavy ICBMs, ~hich is a very high priority 
for us. And we were ~nable to pin them down, though, on exactly what 
"significant• means. 3ut I think we':e moving in the right 
direction. 

Q "1ha t ·..-as the SO ?e:cent, '::hen? 

MORE 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. The 50 percent, essentially 
is the 6, 000 ·nuclear warheads -- is about 50 percent of where we are 
today. 

Q B\Jt in the sublimits there were no percentages? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We had some percentages. I don't 
want to get into t hose right now, because we don't have agreement on 
them. But they we r e unwilling to agree to some of the specific sub
limits. They were unwill i ng in Iceland to agr~e to a structure of 
sublimits. They said why not disagree on the 6,000 and then both 
sides can have whatever mix they want to make up the 6,000. We're 
not prepared to do that, because we want to make sure that we get 
proportional cuts in the more urgent, prompt delivery systems, such 
as the ICBM's. 

Q Was this over a five-year period? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: In the discussions in -- on START up 
to this point, there wasn't any d iscus sion of time periods. I'll get 
to that in a minute. That came later. 

Q Was this the first time they've ever made the 
suggestion that they were willing to make significant cuts in the big 
ICBM' s? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't have --

Q heard that before? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't have my arms control expert 
here and I'm not sure enough to answer your question. I believe it 
is the first time, but I can't swear to that. 

Q Well, presumably they're referring to the 308 
ss-1as. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, exactl y. 

Q And do you have any notion what they mean by 
-s-ignif icant cuts at a ll? 

ADMIRAL POIN DEXTE R: No. 

Q What would be significant from our perspect ive? 

ADM I~~L POINDEXTER: : don't wan: to get i nto that -
gets into our negotiating position t hat's not agreed upon yet. 3 u: 
the y say significant; we'll have to wait and see what that mea ns. 

All ri ght. So, all of those things : hat I went ove: we:! 
agreed upon in t he discussions on START. 

Q .,.hen? This was on Saturday? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it was Saturday and Saturca::· 
night, Sunday morning -- the late night meeting. 

Q When you Admiral, when you say these are agreed 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, yes --

Q do you feel that they remain agreed upon, desp~:e 
:he failure to reach an overall agree ment? 

~~:n"1:~r.. ?O!~DEXTER: 'he::, we are ~oing t:>, as ::-.e 53 ·: · 

i n the negotiating business, ooc~et these various oieces that hey' ve 
said they would agree to. I think clearly whethe:· they will a m~ : 
now that they have agreed to these things or not remains to be seen, 

MORE 
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but in the .. •tings they did a9t•• to them and we will try to hold 
them to that a9reement at some point in the future. 

Q o~dn't Gorbachev say that all of these proposals 
remain ~n the tabre? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Gorbachev -- that's what I was going 
to add, Sam. In the press conference, at least the summary of it 
that I read that he conducted in Reykjavik last night -- my read of 
that is that he's leaving these things that they're prepared to agree 
to on the table. So we will hold him to that. 

Q As linked or 

Q a link'? 

Q as a link package or as a package in its 
individual 

MR. SPEAKES: Let me make a suggestion. Would it be 
better to have John walk everybody r i ght through the whole th i ng, 
hold your questions until he finishes and then pick them up. 

Q Yes. 

Q Yes. 

MR. SPEAKES: Because he's going to answer a lot of them 
as he goes through and he'll go through the negotiating back and 
forth in the evening and Sunday. 

MORE 



A.QMlRAL POINDEXTER: All right. On INF, it was raised on 
Satarday afternoon. Our position was that the Soviet SS-20s in Asia 
must be addressed fnd they auat be reduced by some a110unt, roughly in 
proportion to th• reductiona in Europe. The Soviet position was 
zero-zero in Euro~ for both sides, and they wanted a freeze on the 
syJtema in Asia with the U.S. having the right to deploy an equal 
number in the United States a1 they had in Asia. That was 
unacceptable to us because we have DOt wanted to shift the locust of 
the proble• fro• Europe to Asia and burden our Asian allies with a 
problem -- a bigger problem than they now face. 

Also because of the mobility of the SS-20s, they could be 
moved back and forth across the Ural Mountains, and because in the 
Western part• of Asia the ss-20 can still reach parts of Europe, we 
felt that we had to simply get the• to agree to some sort of 
reduction in Asia. 

So the President held out there for cuts in Asia and 
finally on -- and the negotiating -- the working group that night 
held firm with that position for the Soviets. And finally on Sunday 
morning, Gorbachev agreed to make some cuts in Asia. What he agreed 
on was 100-100 warheads globally. ~ith the 100 for the Soviets in 
Asia and the 100 for the U.S. in the United States. 

We agreed to that. That would make a 100 percent 
reduction in Europe and an 80 percent reduction in Asia. Or, stated 
another way, that would bring the Soviets from today 1,323 warheads 
down to 100. 

On INF, earlier in the discussions, they had agreed on 
freezing their short-range INF and ~eginning negotiations on 
short-range INF after the long-range INF agreement was signed. There 
was discussion on verification. We have three major points that we 
want to get accepted on verification -- an exchange of date both 
before and after the reductions take place; second, we want on-site 
observation of the destruction of the weapons; and third, we want an 
effective monitoring arrangement to put in place after the weapons 
are destroyed with the provision for on-site inspections during this 
monitoring. 

The Soviets although did not want to -- as usual, they 
did not want to get int9 detail in talking about verification, 
indicated t~at - in princi-ple.. they didn't have any problem with those 
provisions. But I'm not naive enough to think that we don't have a 
lot of hard work ahead negotiating out these verification provis lons. 
But we're very pleased with this a;reement on INF. We think that 
this substantial r eduction in Asia accounts for what we were loo ~ ing 
for and certainly the zero-zero in E'Jrope is desi.rable from our poi.r.t 
of view. 

On nuclear testing, l : r.i.nk you're all familiar with c ~ e 
statement that the President ~ade, ~r Larry made for the President, 
the night we arrived in Iceland, w~lch was a slight change to our 
game plan on nuc lear testing. Are you familiar with that, or do yo~ 
want me to go through that? 
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Q we're familiar with that. 

ADMIRAit POINDEXTER: Okay . The in the discussions 
with the Soviets, they essentially agreed with that sort of game plan 
-- that we would begin negotiations i n which the first item wou l d be 
improved verification procedures, and we would not move beyond that 
first agenda item until it was agreed upon, and then we would move on 
to negotiating further limitations on nuclear testing, with the 
ultimate goal being a comprehensive test ban, as we reached the po i nt 
that we no longer have to re l y on strategic nuc l ear weapons for 
~eterrence. 

Now, t here was disagreement, though, with the Soviets on 
how we characterize such negotiations. They want to characterize t he 
negotiations as negotiating a comprehens i ve test ban and we want to 
characterize it as negotiations on further limitations on nuclear 
testing. And there is, of course -- the reason for the difference in 
the way i t's descr i bed, there's a -- each s i de has a slight different 
objective out of a set of negotiations l i ke this. 

They want us to agree to a comprehensive test ban very 
soon . We have ind i cated that we will agree to a comprehensive test 
ban in the future, but it's in conjunction with a program that brings 
the offensive forces down so at the time you reach zero strategic 
nuclear weapons, at that point we wou l d be wil ling to agree to a test 
ban. 

But I t h i nk, as time goes on, we wi l l be able to work 
this out with t he Sov i ets and begi n a set of negotiat i ons in t he 
nuc l ear testing a r ea that will res ul t in improved ver i fication 
procedures. And t hen we can get t he t wo treat i es fu lly rat i f i ed and 
move on t o di s cu ss ing f urt her limi tat i ons. 

So all of these things that I've said were agreed upon at 
this po i nt are he l d hostage by General Secretary Gorbac hev to our 
agreeing to what t hey want on the ABM Treaty. Their opening posit i on 
in the meetings in Iceland was that t he Un i ted States shou l d agree 
not to withdraw fr om the ABM Treaty for ten years and t hat *e also 
agree to modifying t he ABM Tr eaty to make it more restr ict i ve than i t 

_9 resently is, even under our r est ri cted def initi on . o f the ABM T:ea ty. 

Q That was t he i r ope ni ng pos ition on S~t ur~ay mo rnfng ? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Th a t 's cor r ec t . I n e f :ec t, t ~e y 
have -- that's not a new posit io n f o r t hem . Th e i ha ve ~ a i ntai n e d ~h a: 
fo r a l ong pe riod of t ime in ~e n e v a , t ha t the y wa nt us to agree t o 
t i gh ten ing up, ~ a ki ng more r est rictive -- t hey r e f er to it as 
strengthen ing the ABM T:eaty . 

Q The t en years was new. 

ADM I RAL POI~DEXTER: The t en years was new in : ce:a nc . 
Beca use up to t hi s po i nt, t hey had been ta l ki ng about ~ ? t o 15. 
Reca l l when the y fi rst started talking about thi s -- and : •ve :ost 
track of t i ~e, ~u t Gor t ac ~ e v ~a lk ed a ~o u t 15 t o 20 yea rs . And t ~en 
i n -- I guess t hat was t he i r Jun e proposal in Ge neva, :s to 20 yea rs . 

-. MORE 
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And · then, in Gorbachev's letter to the President, in response to the 
President's letter ,to him of July the 25th, Gorbachev said up to 15 
years, and in Icel,nd, they came to 10 years. 

O Yes, sir. You mentioned -- you indicated that you 
believe that these agreements remain viable, yet Mr. Gorbachev holds 
him hostage to --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, let -- yes? 

O I ' m wondering whether they are viable in their 
separate parts, in your view, or whether it still is all .interlinked? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, they're still linked. But let 
me go on, because I haven't quite finished the basic facts here. The 
Sunday morning session was devoted almost exclusively -- well, they 
got the INF issue out of the way rather rapidly, and the rest of the 
session was devoted essentially to ABM and SDI. 

After the break that came, I guess at 1:30 p.m. or so on 
Sunday when they stopped the morning session, Secretary Shultz and I 
and some others met with Shevardnadze and some of his people at 2:00 
p.m., in which we sat down and tried to see if we could find some way 
of getting around th i s problem with the Soviets wanting us to adhere 
to the ABM Treaty for 10 years, and make this more restrictive change 
to the ABM Treaty. 

After the session that t he Secretary and I had with 
Shevardnadze, we met with the Pres i dent when he came back to Hofd i 
House, and we worked out a compromise position, a new proposal for 
us, that the President then tabled when he met with Gorbachev at 3:00 
p.m. It was about 3:30 p.m., I guess. And the proposal goes l i ke 
this: that the United States is prepared not to withdraw, or is 
willing not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for five years, during 
which time both sides would achieve the SO percent cuts that they had 
agreed upon in START, and the United States would continue the 
research, development and testing which is permitted by the ABM 
Treaty, and at the end of the five- year period, if the reductions 
take place, 

•s• :zrnmn 
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and if the Soviets are willing to continue to reduce offensive 
ballistic missiles for the nest five years so that by 1996, in this 
case, both sides wpuld have eliainated all offensive ballistic 
missiles. Under ~ose conditions the United States would be prepared 
not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for the second five-year period, 
so for a total of 10 years. 

At the end of that 10-year period, both sides would be 
free to deploy a strategic defensive system if they so chose unless 
both sides agreed otherwise. 

Now we felt that that was an imminently fair position, it 
was a change to what we have proposed in the past, but we thought 
that if Gorbachev was really interested in eliminating offensive 
ballistic missiles, this would clearly indicate to him that we were 
not interested in developing any sort of first-strike capability and 
we couldn't see that there was any way that deploying a strategic 
defensive system after the offensive ballistic missiles were 
eliminated could in any way threaten the Soviet Onion. 

After tabling this proposal, Gorbachev almost immediately 
said that they didn't agree, and they came forward with a revision to 
ours, which would have had us agree that all research, development 
and testing of space-based strategic defense systems would be banned 
except that that was done in the laboratory. 

O Was that tied to reductions? Was that their version 
of the ABM side of t he equation? 

ADM I RAL POINDEXTER: ~hat is correct. That was also -
that was t i ed to red uctions. 

O May I just -- is this the -- when they came forward 
with this counterproposal, was it one that you suggested earlier, you 
were really familiar with from the Saturday d i scussion? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, they had never -- they hadn't 
put it quite t hat precisely, and l i nked in that way. They had ta l ked 
about wanting to make mo.c..e restrictive the prov i s i ons on researc h , 
development and testing in t he ABM Treaty, 

MORE 
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and they had talked in ter .. of strengthening it. 

Q so, they had on Saturday morning said they wanted to 
make more restrict i ve the treaty. And here came the exact language 
of the proposal. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. The way that they 
would make it more restrictive. 

Q Thank you. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: At that point, or shortly after 
that, both- sides caucused and we went over their rewrite of our 
proposal and moved their rewrite back in our direction by insisting 
on the ability to conduct research, development and testing, which is 
permitted by the ABM Treaty during the whole 10-year period. Their 
counter to our first one did not make explicit that at the end of the 
10-year period, both sides would be free to deploy a strategic 
defensive system. They, obviously, would want to interpret that as 
being uncertain at that point and still open to negotiations at the 
end of the 10-year period, which we were unwilling to accept. 

So we added the research, development and testing that's 
permitted by the ABM Treaty back into their proposal and we added the 
ability at the end of the 10-year period to deploy strategic defense 
-- we added that back in. After the caucus, the President -- in the 
caucus, the President decided that would be our last and final offer 
and he took that back in and Gorbachev would not agree. He insisted 
upon the research being restricted to the laboratory. 

Now 

O How long did that take, Admiral? Did that -- a:te: 
the President goes back in with his final offer and the General 
Secretary turns him down, how long is this discussion at this ?Oi nt? 

was --

be about 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, let's see, I lost track. I t 

Q 5:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: -- 3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. It wo uld 
I guess 

Q 5:35 p.m.? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: ~ell, you probably have i t ~e:t~: 
than r. I don't remember -- yes, I don't rememcer the t i:nes, =e-::3:.:3e 

wasn't looking at my watch. 

MR. SPEAKES: a•s just the end time of the second 
meeting . !t started 3t 4:3 3 p.:n. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: It was the 
they went back in after the cau=us until we 
about 7:30 p.m. 

time from the -- ~~e n 
they finally ~=~ke 

Q Do you have any color on that in terms of what was 
said and how it finally was broken off? 

AD!'\IRAL POINDEXTER: The ?resident said that after :he y 
had discussed it for a good long period of time, he realized t hey 
weren't going to get anyplace and so the ?resident pulled his pa~e:s 
together and got up. And Gorbachev got up and they both walked o:.:t. 

Q Can you exp ~ ain how serio usly wo~ld the Sovie: 
:est:ictions on test i ng ~~:: ~s? 

ADMIRAL PO!SDEXTER: ~ell, it would be, we t~ink, 
essentially killing the SOI ?rogram. 

Let me just see if I've got any other ?Oints l want to 

!-!ORE 
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aak~.and then · I vant to assess vhat I think all this means and then 
I'll take youc questions. 

t 
Q Well did the President say anything when he pulled 

the papers togeth~c? 

Q Was there an exchange on that? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I'm sure there was but I don't have 
it verbatim and so I don't want to --

Q Do you have the gist of it -- I mean 

Q Can you take that question? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Beg your pardon? 

Q Could you take that question? It's a fairly 
important historical point, what was said in the meeting, and I 
wondered if you would take the question and get us an official --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: They want us to take the question on 
exactly what the President said when he got up. 

MR. SPEAKES: We take a lot of questions. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. (Laughter.) 

MR. SPEAKES: We'll ask him when he comes over tonight 
and see if he --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. We'll take the question. 

Q Do you have the tone of it? 

MR. SPEAKES: We'll take a family newspaper first. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I think that the President was 
somber. We recognize -- the President certainly recognized that what 
he was proposing was an historic proposal. It would have resulted in 
10 years in both sides eliminating a~l b~llistic-missiles. The world 
would be a lot safer. But o.ur problem rs and we're not questioning 
the sincerity or the trustworthiness of the present Soviet leaders, 
but the history 

Q Why do you want insurance, then? 

Q Let him finish. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Let ~e finish here. The history of 
the relationship is such that in the past they have not complied wit~ 
treaties. And when the national security of the country depends on 
the Soviets complying with a treaty such as this, and the national 
security of much of the free world, then it absolutely essential and 
the only prudent thing to do is to have some sort of insurance poli cy 
against failure to make the reductions or failure to comply with the 
total ban on into the future. 

The other problem is the problem of nuclear weapons 
possessed by third countries -- if at some point in the future 
non-proliferation breaks down, nuclear weapons spread -- I mean, 
there are third countries today that have nuclear weapons that we 
would prefer not have them -- and it is only prudent and reasonable 
that not only the United States but :he Soviet Union , in :eaiity, 
would want some sort of defensive system to 3uard against 
non-compliance or the weapons of a third country. 

Now I think those are all of the main ?Oints wanted 
to make so I'll open it up to questions now. 

MORE 
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Q I'• -- what I don't understand is why you expected 
that the Soviet• vduld buy off on this in view of their -- the 
poai~ion that you say has been their traditionaf position they've 
maintain~ about SOI. Why was there a surprise that they wanted to 
restrict it to the laboratory and stick so strongly to this view? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, you know, one has to try to 
assess, you know, why are the Soviets opposed to SOI? Now, 
presumably, one of their concerns would be that they don't trust JS, 
maybe, and they would think that what we were doing is working on a 
system that, once we achieved it, would give us a first-strike 
capability. So, you know, if we're willing before deployment to 
eliminate all offensive ballistic missiles, then the problem of 
first-strike doesn't exist. So if that was their problem, this would 
have solved it. 

0 Admiral, I'm going to make sure I understand you 
now. You're saying the President broke off the final hour of the 
talks, and at that point, can you give us any sense of what Gorbachev 
said, when the President took his papers --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I just -- you know, we have been so 
busy today 

O I understand that 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER and we have not gone back, and I 
have not read the translators' record, so I don't know exactly what 
was said. 

O But what did Gorbachev do when the ?resident took 
his papers? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That Gorbachev folded up his folder 
and he got up, and they both got up, and they both walked out of the 
room. 

O Admiral, is it correct that at no ?Oint during these 
discussions the U.S. side-tried to, say, sweeten the pot by delving 
into the difference bet·ween the narrow interpretation of 63M and :he -
broad interpretation? You never told the Soviets, well, insfe ad of 
this -- confined only to the laboratory, let's tal~ about defini:ions 
of what's in the treaty right now. ~hat never took ?lace? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, that did not, and '/OU "10.i:c n::it 
expect that to take ? l ace in such a short sess ion. Tha~'s a ve:; 
complex subject. 

O John, can you give us a little help on what's s oin; 
to happen in the speech tonight -- what the President's try in; -~ 
achieve, and --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: ~~at he's trying to achieve i3 a 
clearer understanding by the A~erican people what he proposed to t~e 
General Secretary, what that would have meant in terms of a sa~e: 
world, why the strategic defense system is essential for our ~.it.ire, 
and why he was -- i s unwilling and strongly supported by all of ~is 
advisers -- unwilling to gi ·,,re up the possibility of having a 
strategic defensive system in the next 10 years. 

MORE 
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See, the problem here is -- I mean you can argue that, 
wel1, why not just restrict yourself to the laboratory for the ten 
years, then if you,want to deploy a system, you go abead and do it. 
But the problea --"there are several problems with that. One is that 
we feel that, frankly, SOI has been what has brought the Soviets back 
to the negotiating table. We think that SOI will be the guarantor of 
their following up on the reductions they agreed to, and that, in the 
end, it will be the insurance policy against non-compliance. 

_ Now, if you don't have a healthy SOI program, at the 
ten-year point, it's not a threa 

t because you're still going to have maybe another ten 
years before you would ever be able to deploy such a system. 

Q Admiral? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Barry. 

Q Yes. You just said t hat, frankly, that SOI is what 
brought the Soviets back to the negotiating table. That suggests 
that you understand clearly that they see it as a bargaining chip, do 
you not? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, bargaining chip is not the 
right way to describe it. I think it's the lever that makes the 
bargaining possible. And what I'm adding today, as I think we've 
said before but maybe not put so much emphasis on it, we've always 
felt that it was the thing that would guarantee compliance. 

Q But is it not clear ~rom this weekend session that, 
in fact, wit hout the Soviets see ing : : as a bargaining chip which 
drew them back, that that's where its value lies almost exclusively? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, : disagree because I don't th ink 
that we're through with this process. The Soviets in the past have 
broken off negotiations on various Swbj ects and they come back. And 
I think that it's going to take a little time. 9oth sides need to 
reflect on what happened and we're go~ng to continue to push ahead 
for progress in all the areas. And as I said in the beginning, even 
tb.ough he has linked all these other agreements to our agree ing to 
their position on the ABM ~eaty , he himself has said that those 
agreements are st i ll out there. 

Way in the back. 

Q Sir, why have you a:: allowed :his impr ession to go 
o ut over the world s ince the confere n~e was ove r that we lost, t~at 
we failed, that we're the cause of everything t hat fa iled, and ~:om 
what you say in your speech here toda;, it sounds lik e there's a :ot 
of good t hi ngs here? 

ADM IRAL POINDEX7ER: we::, we think 

Q we've lo st this :niti at ive on public relat:ons o: 
propaganda by not saying somet hing -- this ~tterance sooner. 

ADMIRAL PO INDEXTE R: We can't control what the press 
pr i nts or what the med i a s hows on t~ei : ~elevision. (L a ug~ ter. i 
'1ait, wa i t. 

Q On t hat point, Ad~i:al 

ADMIRAL POINDEX7ER: ~e::, r 
answering her question. We have ~= :e:: •; e 
out . Secretar y Shu::z had a ?ress c:n:er 
7~e ?resident S?cke at ~eflavik . 

MORr 

ust ~ant to finish 
1 ~ ard t o get our ~---: 
ne e : as: ni;ht :n ::e~~n~ . 
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I ~ad staff aembers on the press plane flying back last night. 
spent an hour and ~ half on the record on Air Force One trying to set 
the record straigHt. And that is why the President is going on the 
air tonight. 

Sow 

0 
focus on that. 

Well, that speech tonight, Admiral, if we could 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Just a second. 

Q Do you feel that the Soviets reneged on their 
promise, not as a link with SDI, but with INF? 

M)MIRAL POINDEXTER: They certainly backed -- went back 
on a position that we thought they had agreed on before. 

Now, Terry? 

Q On that point, will the speech tonight try to deal 
with the disappointment that has been expressed by some allies, and 
some of the public response, including the Congressional and others? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well --

Q Will the President try to deal with that? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, I think so, in laying out the 
facts of what was proposed, why he took the position that he did, and 
why we feel that the Soviet position is so -- not understood by us as 
to why they won't agree to what is -- what we feel is a very 
reasonable, fair, non-threatening plan. And I'm convinced that we 
have a very strong understandable position, and the American people 
and the Congress, once they understand all the facts, will be very 
supportive. I'm very optimistic. 

Q Admiral, I wonder if you could tell us if, at the 
end of this 10-year plan, the agreement had been imolemented, what 
would have been left in the way of strategic bombers, -=ruise 
missiles, and other non-ballistic weapons -- tactical ~uclear 
weapons? 

ADMI::<AL POINDEXT~R: Yes, our orooosal wou:d have left 
the -- well, they would have been reduced ~nd~r the START agree ment, 
but we weren't proposing to make reductions in the non-ballistic 
missile strategic weapons in the second five-1ea: pe:~od. we were 
proposing just offensive ballistic missiles. 

Q So what wo uld have been left in the arsenals of =ot~ 
countries? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXT~R: 

and air-breathing aircraft. 
It would have been c:u~se mi ss i :es 

Q Admiral, the way you describe this today, t he 
Soviets made a series of consessions on Saturday and Sunday -- S7AR", 
some things on testing, INF on Sunday morning -- then finally came in 
at the end with the threshold that the President couldn't meet. Has 
anybody in the administration, reflecting on the whole range of 
events, come to the conclusion or even thought that maybe th i s was a 
trap that Gorbachev was setting ~or Reagan? 

A:::l!'l:RAr. POINDEXT!:R: ".¥e ll, : don't t !'l i:-:~ '.: ·.o1as a :: 3;:. 
: thi~k, JOU k ~ow, we ha ve known a ll along that :he~ ~e:e :i~Kin; 
progress i n START to agreeme~t on the ABM Tr~aty, a~d 
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their way of ·thinkin9 about strategic defense. So we were not 
surprised by that, but frankly, ve saw a possibility of making an 
historic aove forwfrd here and that's why the President was willing 
to move to stay in ·coapliance with the ABM Treaty for a 10-year 
period, which is twice as lon9 as we've ever talked about before with 
the possibility of getting this major reduction in our strategic 
forces. 

Q Well, if you knew all along that it was linked to 
that, although clearly from your description you didn't know at the 
outset how -- the specific language they were going to propose, why 
did you leave -that to the end? Oidn' t . anybody calculate that that 
was the toughest thing to do and they may come in at the end with a 
proposal you couldn't --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, no -- we -- I don't want to 
mislead you. I mean, it was very clear from the beginning -- before 
we got up there, as I said -- the connection with START. When we got 
to Iceland, it became clear -- the discussions -- and, as the 
discussions went on it became clearer -- and I think their position 
may have hardened a little bit, too, that they were linking the 
progress in START -- not only START, but INF and nuclear testing to 
our agreeing to their provisions on the ABM Treaty. 

Q Admiral, you made a major point here -- and others 
have, too -- that the SOI got them at the negotiating table. What's 
the point of being at the negotiating table if SDI prevents you frcrn 
reaching any agreement? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, SDI is not just simply a 
mechanism to get them to the negotiating table. We view SDI as the 
mechanism to eliminate ballistic missiles. That's been the vision 
all along that SDI would eventually make ballistic missiles obsolete, 
because they would be vulnerable to such a system. And so it does~'t 
make any sense just to use it for the factor of getting them to t he 
negotiating table if you don't follow through. Because that's what 
drives the whole process we feel. 

Way in the back. 

Q 
th! _meeting? 

Was there any discussion of tec hnology sharing at 

ADMIRAL PO I NDEXTER: Yes. The President reiterated h: s 
proposal to share technology with. the Soviet Union and ind i cated t hat 
he was willing to sign a treaty now t hat wo uld be triggered at s c ~e 
point in the f ut ure when we dec i ded to go i nto f ull scale eng i nee::~; 
and development of ~ uch a s ystem. And at t hat ?Oint, as he co l d :~ ! 
General Secretar y in t he July 25th letter, we' d be ?repared to s l : 
down and offer t hem a ?la n to s hare t he benef i ts of SDI. 

Q At what ?O in t in the meet i ng ~as t hat s ~gg es: ic ~ 
made? 

ADMIRAL PO! SDEXTER: That was made on Sat urda y a f :er ~o=~ · 

Q What was t he i r response to it? 

ADMIRAL PO !~DEXTER: This was si mply -- ~ u t ! must "' a ~ e 
clear, I mean, t hi s was a re i teration of what he told the Genera l 
Secretary July 25 th . ~he i r ces?onse i s the y don't bel i e ve t hat ~e 
would actually s hare it • i t h t t em. 

Q Sell i t or give it to t hem -- t he tec hnolog y? 

ADMIRAL PO:SDEXTER: I ' m sorry. 

Q 

Q 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We have said share. We have not 
specifically 9otten in to the details of how we would share, because 
at this point it i• too difficult, not knowin9 exactly how the 
systems are actually 9oin9 to be desi9ned and built, to figure out 
what sharin9 arrangements mi9ht be possible. And you can also -- you 
can envision sharin9 that doesn't necessarily involve both sides 
havin9 the equipment, their command and control systems that could be 
shared and all sorts of other things. 

O Admiral, what evidence is t here now to refute the 
notion that both were at a serious impasse -- that each sid~ was i n 
an intractable position and relations and negotiations have 
essentially gone down the drain. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it's our observation that the 
Soviets have taken very tough positions that look insurmountable in 
the past. Just for example, on INF -- they have consistently said 
they wouldn't make any reductions in Asia. Well, they're prepared to 
do that. And I th i nk that we need to continue discussions with them 
and explore -- if they're doing this in good faith and we don't have 
any real reason to doubt otherwise, then we may be able to explain to 
them and overcome t heir concerns by adjusting our position a little 
bit. 

O But it seems at this point t hat SOI for each side is 
somewhat of a sine qua non. How do you get over this hurdle that you 
mentioned earlier that the Soviets perhaps mi strust us and think that 
we're going to use this for offens i ve purposes? How do you get over 
that? 

ADM I RAL POINDEXTER: Wel l , now, at one point we did t h ink 
t hat t he Soviets -- one of their concerns of SDI was t he i r fear t hat 
we wou l d somehow develop an offensi ve system t hat could strike 
targets on earth. And we spend a lot of time looking at that -- the 
physics of t he matter don't make t hat a realistic threat and we have 
talked i nformally with their scient i sts, they understand that. That, 
frankly, is a propaganda point with them and they aren't really 
worr i ed about t hat. 

O They just came out wi th a st udy last week t hat 
reiterates that. 

ADMIRAL POI~DEXTER: We ll , t he y simply t he prob l em i s 
that fr om a, let's say, a space-based l aser -- you can't get 
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enough energy down through the at:DOsphere to the Earth to cause 
massive destruction. t think -- you know, even with the largest type 
of laser that ve'v4 thought about, it would take something like a 
week to burn a city block. And that's not a credible threat. And if 
you want to destroy targets on Earth, the systems we've -got today do 
that a hell of a lot better -- and cheaper. 

Q Can you achieve a deployable SDI system in 10 years 
without going outside the existing ABM Treaty? I thought the 
existing threaty restricts certain things you need to do to make a 
full-scale SOI --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, that is correct. Well, when 
you run it under the treaty, you run into problems when you begin to 
integrate the components into a system. And limiting the research, 
development and testing to the laboratory, we will need to calculate 
exactly how much time that would add to the development process. But 
it would be substantial, and we don't think that it is the same 
credible incentive to continue with the reductions. We'd also have 
problems on the Hill in terms of Congress continuing to support the 
program. 

Jerry? 

Q But excuse me. Can I follow-up? You said that 
after 10 years, you would then deploy. So if you stayed with an ADM 
for 10 years, what you're saying is, you would not be able to deploy, 
then, under the existing treaty. Is that right? That was the 
President's second ?roposal, another five years under ABM. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. The President's second 
?roposal would add some more time on the end. It would probably be 
maybe as much as a couple of years. 

Q Twelve years --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Maybe 12 years. 

Jerry? 

Q Si r, when the- President and all of the senior 
advisers left Washington to go to Iceland, what was the element of 
surprise when the Sovie ts mad e so many, in spite of concessions, la id 
down -- characterized the "99 yard line.• Can you describe that to 
~e? Did you ex?ec t that? 

ADMIRAL ?O:~o~XT~R: We ll, as ! said earlier, Jer:y, we 
weren't sure exactly what issues they were ?repared to ~ove on. :he! 
didn't move on an y issues that hadn't been discussed. : wou:d say :~ 
Geneva, they have talked about strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
around liOO in that category, we've talked about num~ers around 
6,000, plus or minus a couple of thousand. Counting rules was an 
achievement, and that gets rather comple x, but it involve s how yo u 
count the bombers with the bombs and the short-range attack ~issi:es. 

The movement on Asia was hoped for, and we were ?:eased 
that they moved. I don't know whether I would characterize it as 
unexpected. It's just that I think the point here is that when we 
went to Iceland, we thought that the only thing that we might ge t out 
of i t was just a decision by the two he ads of state that we would 
push on INF, for in stance, and nuclear testing, so that by the ::~e 
of the Wa shington meeting, they would be ?repared to sign agree~e~~s. 

What we didn't expect them to do in Icela 
f:-ankly, · .. as to ag ee :o :nake ::-.ese :noves i:l 5-r'AR':', : 
~eves are not surp ising; it's just that we didn't th 
:eady to do that, ecause in ~orbachev's last letter 
?:esident, ! don't even think he ~entioned START. 
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Q So vhen you vent to Iceland, in effect, you had the 
summit there you e~pected to have in Washington? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, I don't think so. - I wouldn't 
call that a SWlllllit because there vasn't enough time and there was no 
joint statement issued at the end. Even if we had reached all these 
agreements, we probably would have been much more closed-mouth at 
this point and had a very short thing, that they me~, worked on the 
agenda and 

O May I follow that up, sir? Given that you had 
rather minimal expectations when you left, and came back without 
those mainly INF, impulse or a sullllllit date -- is the President 
sorry he went to Reykjavik? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Not at all. Not at all. We think 
that we've made -- we know what solutions are possible in these areas 
where there's been conflict in the past and if we can figure out a 
way to bring the Soviets to our way of thinking about defense, I 
think that there's great promise. 

O Admiral, you said last night that now we know each 
other's barriers a little more clearly. You've also said that each 
side would go back and reassess, but that the President also wants to 
pursue these issues in other fora in Geneva. How long a time period 
will this reassessment take? When will you be able --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: .Well, our negotiators -- yes -- our 
negotiators are heading ~ack to Geneva -- if not today, they'll 
probably leave tomorrow. I mean we're --

Q But will they take this matter up immediately or 
will they first take a reassessment t i me and go over what was and was 
not --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Karpov, their chief negotiator and 
the one that handles the defense and space talks, was in Iceland. 
Max Kampelman who handles it for us was there . And they were both -
they!.Le both fully involved in all the discussions in Iceland. So 
they will pick up the agenda and ~ep working on it, keep tr ying to 
hammer away. And we'll try to get them to agree in Geneva to these
INF provisions and to the START provisions. 

Q ~hy would they agree the:e if they didn't ag:ee ~n 
Icel and? 

ADMIRAL POISDEXT2R: You know , it 's like a drop of wate: 
on a rock. You know, just keep trying, just keep tr yi ng. 

Q Do you thir.k Goroachev will chang e his r.ind and 
trans!er to Karpov new instr~ctions on this is s ue? Or you hope he 
will? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXT$R: ~ot right away. 

Q Admiral, how do you read what you describe as the 
failure of the Ge neral Secretary to give the President t he 
satisfactory or even plausible explanation for his concerns about 
SDI? 

ADMIRAL POI~DEXTER: Well, that's a hard question that 
don't ...,ant to speculate on the :ecord. I've got some ideas as ~o 
what --

Q You said it's not a ~atcec of questioni~g ~~ s 
s incerity. Nhat does that leave? 

ADMIRAL ?OISDEXTER: Well 

Q Could he have been testing our commit~ent? 
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Q Ypu said they don't trust us. 

MR. SPEAKES: Tell them you need it on background --

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Let me -- let's 90 on 
BACKGROUND and I'll answer that question. I think there are two 
possibilities. One is that Gorbachev has gotten himself out on a 
political limb so far on being opposed to SOI that he can't figure 
out a way to back off of it. So I don't think politically that he 
could go back to Moscow -- assessing and thinking about it since :ast 
night, I don't think that he --
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he llAY have felt that he couldn't go back to Moscow, agreeing to a 
plan in which we could say that he gave in on SOI. That's one 
poaaibi~ity. 

The other possibility ia that their rhetoric about their 
willingness to reduce offensive ballistic missiles has gotten out in 
front of reality. In other words, their claims about wanting to and 
being willing to reduce offensive, nuclear ballistic missiles, is 
beyond what they're really prepared to do at this time. 

Q Sir, can vi get back to the 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: Back ON THE RECORD. 

Q -- back to the question of SDI timing, were there 
not the strictures of the ABM Treaty, how soon could you deploy? In 
other words, bow much are you actually giving away by saying we won't 
deploy for 10 years? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I don't have a precise answer 
to that because we still don't have -- we're not at the point in our 
research and development to be able to specify the milestones that 
precisely. But that, Charles, ia not so much the point as it is of 
the necessity we see of having a healthy, strong SDI program moving 
ahead as rapidly as we can afford because we think in the end it is a 
much safer way for us to be -- either with our having ballistic 
missiles or if we don't have them -- and certainly if we don't have 
them. 

Q Let me follow-up on that, because you've given us 
two other time spectrums in saying that by the Soviet system it would 
take you an additional 10 years to reach a point of deployment, and 
by the President's proposal it would take you perhaps an additional 
two years. Earlier on you proposed this 5-2-6 month thing. Where 
would you have been in that sense? What I'm trying to do is 
establish the real technology vis-a-vis proposals here. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, what we have -- what we've 
generally said is sometime in the mid-90s, a lot of that -- it 
depeDdS still of-course on_:-- there's a lot of guess work, educated 
to be sore, as to bow long it's going to take to get some of these 
technology improvements that we need, but 10 years is roughly rig ht 
and that's why in the original proposal we agreed to a five-year, 
two-year, six-month provision and we think that's on the optimisc ic 
side as to what we'd be able to do. 

Q Admiral, was there any discus~ion at al l of t~ese 25 
Soviet Union employees? Did that come up? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. The Pres iden t had not oian ned 
to raise that. That was to be a discussion between Shu lt z an~ 
Shevardnadze. And to my knowledge I don't thin~ it was disc ussed 
because there just simply wasn't time. Shultz and Shevardnadze, 
except for the first hour of the meetings on Saturday, participated 
in all the other head-of-state meetings and so I'm relativelf sure 
that George didn't have time to discuss that. But our ;>osition l~ 
still firm that 25 leave --

Q Today -- the dead ~ine? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Beg your pardon? 

Q Today's the deadline? Tomorrow's the de adline? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Tomorrow, I think , i s the deac:.::-.e. 
But I haven't talked to the Secretary about this and he may feel 
because t hey did agree to t alk together about it i n Ic e ~and. :f :~ey 
haven't had an opportunity to do t hat, we may want to adJ USt tha t a 
iew days. 

MORE 



--·--·"'~~·~~~~<;; *'""'' ... ~~-•• ::_ ~;.. 

z:m:mc -

o Admiral, what is it in the September 19th letter 
that took the President to Iceland? And, in effect, didn't he break 
off-~he talks? Be picked up his marbles and went home • 

• 
ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, no. The --

Q I mean, what was it that Gorbachev told him in this 
letter that took him to Iceland? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, Belen. The President generally 
is ~lways willing to talk and he felt that it was possible to get 
some decisions in some of these areas like INF, in particular. Be 
thought that if you made it clear enough to Gorbachev that he wasn't 
going to agree on INF unless Asia was addressed, that he could get 
Gorbachev to move. And, in fact, he did. And the President still 
believes -- as I think I've told many of you before -- that be can be 
very persuasive in a face-to-face conversation. Now 

Q Well, what did Gorbachev tell him? I mean, did he 
say we can negotiate here and we can 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No. Wha't he said was -- and I don It 
think I brought the letter with me -- what he said was that he 
thought that it would be helpful if both heads of state met promptly 
in Iceland or another location to discuss the issues that are between 
us so that when we meet in Washington, progress can be made and out 
of these discussions he envisioned that there would be instructions 
to their foreign ministers to proceed ahead in making progress in 
specific areas. 

O Admiral? Admiral, you mentioned that you were 
surprised that the Soviets opened the agenda in a far more ambitious 
range than you had expected. You went in with a fairly modest agenda 
hoping to get INF, nuclear testing, and then go on to Washington 
summit. What puzzles me is now you're talking about pocketing INF. 
Did nobody on our side try to pocket INF when that was agreed to and 
say to the Russians, look, if we don't come out with a whole big 
package, can you at least agree to keep INF separate and let's go on 
to a Washington summit and take care of START and SDI at a later 
date? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Certainly wa tried that. And that 
would be our pre fer able way of do-i ng- it. we are --

Q When did you try that in the two days of tal ~ s? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That was t:ied f:om the ~ery 
!:leginning w:ien arms control ·-- when t'.ie ?:es id ent .=iscussed ou: 
?OSition on arms control on Saturday afternoon. And that was 
discussed in the working talks on Sac~rday night and Su~day ~orning. 

J And did t he y i:nmed i a':ely, then, lin k I~F to SDi? 

ADMIRAL POI~DEXTER: Yes. And that -- although in 
Gorbachev's discussion on Saturday afternoon, it was not clear out 
reviewing it in hindsight, it's prett y clear that even on Saturda y 
afternoon he was linking progress in all the areas to our agreement 
on ABM and SDI. 

Q What I'm trying to find out is were you, perhaps, 
lulled into a going along with a very dramatic range of objectives in 
Reykjavik and did not sufEiciently stick to yo ur moderate agenda and 
not insist enough to hold the things to what could !:le ac hi eved 
in stead of ;oing for the whole thin; and lose eve:ything? 

ADMIRAL ?OISDEXTER: ~c. :oc k , ·•e're :lot : ~ :!': i .5 -: :-.::--.; 
to ?lay games, you know. ~e're i n :his to make ?:og:ess on :hese 
many serious issues that divid-e •JS. If t hey' re ;:re?ared to :a:i< 
about making -- agreeing to solutions to some of these knotty 
problems -- and, you know, it may seem trivial to you, but in terms 
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of reaching a START agreeaent, getting agreement on count i n9 rules i s 
an +mportant achieveaent. And we' re not -- it they're offer i n9 to 
talk about these things -- if they offer to talk about these thin9s, 
we're not 9oing to~say, well, we didn't talk about them. We're 
always ready to talk and we' re always ready to reach ag_ree111ents. 
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sue· they've got to be agreements that are in our interests. 

o tlhat is going to happen to SALT II now? Anything 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Interesting question. SALT II 
interim restraint did not come up over the whole weekend in Iceland. 

Q Sir, could r follow up on that? 

O Did the President not make up his mind about --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: He has not made up his mind yet. He 
will by the end of the year. 

0 You said that the -- that Gorbachev went beyond the 
ABM restrictions in his counterproposal, but isn't it true that there 
is controversy within this administration and certainly in this 
country, including among the authors of the ABM Treaty, exactly what 
those restrictions are? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You are correct. There -- we have 
-- we are presently following what we call a restricted -
restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty. We believe that a 
broader interpretation is legal. This is a result of a very 
substantial legal analysis of the treaty and the negotiating record, 
and there are some disagreements with some Members of Congress, and 
Abe Sofaer, the Counselor at State, and Paul ~itze are working with 
the Congress to resolve this misunderstanding, and if at some point 
in the future we want -- the President decides to move to the broader 
interpretation, we will certainly be consulting with Congress. 

But the point I want to make is that what Gorbachev is 
talking about is not the difference between what we call the 
restrictive interpretation and the broad interpretation. He is 
talking about modifying the treaty to make it more restrictive than 
either side ever intended for it to be in the beginning. 

Q But would his position coincide with --

a -- the broad or the narrow interpretation? 

Q Would his position coincide with the 
Warnke-Reinlander interoretation? would Gorbachev'3 oosition 
coincide with the ·,.;arnke-Re in~and er interpret:ition o:" the .l.BM 7:eat;-? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I am not that familiar with that --
their S?ecific interpr etation, so I can' t answer that. 

Q In Reykjavik, Admi:al, were you -- was the 
administration offering five and 10 iear3 delay on the broad or :he 
narrow interpreta tion of the ABM Treaty? 

ADMI~~L POINDEXTER: Our oosition on that is that : he 
five-year -- the way it was worded, it would be the 3ame posit ion 
that we've had since the July 25th letter to Gorbachev -- that we 
still reserve the right to go to the broad interpretation of the 
treaty at some point in the future, but at ?rese~t we are -- our 
program is designed to be consistent with the restrictive 
interpreta tion, and that is what we're still following. 

J So it's real:y the broad one. As ~ar as Gorbac hev 
is conce:~ed, he is entitled to sa y, t~at's what the 1 ':e up to . 

J Ad~i:al, J OU said that -- to 
:eminded this morning about Robert ~c~amara's 
was supposed to sto~ infiltration in Vietnam. 
make progress, why allow a chance to get this 
held hostage to someth~ng that may or may not 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I'll use a word that has been 
used in th• press for -- recently. Our problem is that we are afraid 
that the reductions that we would get without SDI would be illusory. 

MR. BOWARD: One last question, please • 
...;-

O Admiral, you said -- Secretary Shultz gave us a very 
bleak report on the outcome of the su1111Dit. He not only said you came 
away with nothing, but indicated that he does not expect any sort of 
su1111it. There's no talk at all of a su1111Dit in '87. You seem to be 
trying to put a better face on it now, and as a matter of fact over 
in Brussels today he seemed to be trying to put a better face on it. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I think last night everybody 
was tired. 

Q Do you disagree with the assessment that Secretary 
Shultz gave us immediately after the su111111it? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I think -- you know, we recognize 
that there was the possibility here of achieving an historic 
agreement. And when we were unable to do that, everybody was 
somewhat disappointed. But I think, on reflection, everybody 
involved in the process -- and we were all tired. We'd been working 
hard and you become deeply involved in the issue. But upon 
reflection, I think overnight we realized that we've made significant 
progress and the possibility of, indeed, getting agreement outside of 
an agreement of SDI and ABM is a significant possibility. 

Q Well, whose move is it now? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't think that I would want to 
characterize it that way. Our negotiating position will be reviewed 
and we will reflect on what moves they made and, as I said earlier, 
try to figure out some way to figure out what their concerns are, if 
they're being -- if they're negotiating here in good faith and if we 
find some way of convincing them that it's in both of our interests 
to move forward to a strategic defensive system. 

You see, the think that's so imponderable here is if~ 
they're really serious about reducing nuclear weapons, it doesn't 
make any sense that they should be concerned whether we deploy a 
strategic defensive system or not at that ?Oint in the future beca ~ se 
we would have -- exce?t for our air-breathing and cruise missiles, we 
wo uldn't have any nuclear wea?ons to attack t hem with. And t hat -
then you have to get into the question that I addres3ed on back;ro~nd 
as to, well, why won't Gorbachev agree. And maybe time will he~? 
solve some of those problems. 

Q Admiral, you mentioned SALT :r, and the ?res i d e~ : 
has not decided yet. ~ould you expect that, whether or not yo~':e 
able to hold the Soviets to the concessions they have made ?iece ~e3 ~ 
will be part of that decision? 

ADMIRAL POI~DEXTER: I'm sorry, I missed the first ~a:~, 
and I've really got to go. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

5:15 ?.M. E:':' 
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MR. BUCHANAN: Let me just 3tate the ground rules ver y 
briefly. The President will be first. He will be ON THE RECORD, 
brief opening remarks, Q and A for 15 minutes, followed by the 
Secretary of State, the same thing; Don Regan, the same thing; and it 
will be over in an hour. We'll have a transcript available in Room 
45 for everyone here, and we are going to release the transcript 
today to the press . 

THE PRESIDENT: Please, s i t down, and welcome to the 
White House. It is a particular pleasure to have you here so soon 
after returning from a meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev, and 
that meeting marked new progress in U.S.-Sov i et relations. 

For the first time on the highest level we and the 
Soviets came close to an agreement on real reductions of both 
strategic and intermediate-range weapons. For the first time we got 
Soviet agreement to a worldwide figure of 100 intermediate-range 
warheads for each side -- a drastic c ut. For the first time we began 
to hammer out details of a 50 percent cut in strategic forces over 
five years. We were just a sentence or two away from agreeing to new 
talks on nuclear testing. And maybe most important, we were in sight 
of an historic agreement on completely eliminating the threat of · 
offensive ballistic miss~les by 1996. 

I can't help remembering being to l d just a few ;ears ago 
that radical arms r eduction was an i~oossible dream, but now it's on 
the agenda for both sides. I think tje first t h ing t hat i s important 
to do is to put the se talks and what occurred i nto perspect ive. 

You'll recall that just over a week ago i n talk i ng abou t 
going to Iceland, I said that we d i d not seek nor did we expect 
agreements. We described our trip as a base camp before t he sum.~ it 
to be held here in the United St ates. And if t here was a s~rprise in 
Reykjavik, it was that we discussed so much and mo ved so far. No one 
a week ago would have thought t here could have been agree ment in so 
many areas. While we didn't sign a document, and there remains 
significant differences, we must not =i stake the absence of a fi na l 
agreement for the absence of progress. 

Historic gains were achie ved. As you know, after a g~ea t 

deal of discussion, our talks came down to the Strateg i c Defense 
Initiative -- SDI. I offered to delay deployment of advanced 
strategic defense for 10 years wh i le both sides eliminated all 
ballistic missiles, but General Secretary Gorbachev said t hat his 
demand that we give up a l l but l aboratory research on SOI -- in 
effect kill t he p rogram -- was non- ne~otia b le. 

Now t he Sovi ets have made a strategi c defense ?r os ra rn fo : 
years, the y 've breac hed the ABM Trea: y , and as I noted l ast n i ght, 
ma y be preparing to put in place a nat i onwide ABM s ys t e m. For ~s : o 
abandon SDI would leave them with an i1UJ11ediate per~anent advantage 
and a dangerous one, and this I would not do. Abandoning SDI wou l d 
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also leave us without an insurance policy that the Soviets will live 
up to arms reduction agreements. 

_ Strategic Defense is the key to making arms reduction 
work. It protects us against the possibility that at some point, 
when the elimination of ballistic aissiles is not yet complete, that 
the Soviets may change their minds. I'm confident that the Soviets 
understand our position. They may try to see if they can make us 
back off our proposals, and I am convinced that they'll come back to 
the table and talk. 

So here's how I would sum up my meeting with Mr. 
Gorbachev in Iceland. We addressed the important areas of human 
rights, regional conflicts, and our bilateral relationship. And we 
moved the U.S.-Soviet dialogue on arms reduction to a new plane. We 
laid a strong and promising foundation for our negotiators in Geneva 
to build on. And I'm disappointed, of course, that Mr. Gorbachev 
decided to hold all agreements hostage to an agreement on SDI. But 
during our Geneva summit we agreed to move forward where we had found 
common ground, especially on a 50 percent reduction in strategic 
arsenals, and an INF agreement. I hope he will at least remember 
that commitment in the next few weeks, because for our part, we'll 
seek right away in Geneva to build on the democratic -- or the 
dramatic progress that we made in Iceland. 

Now I think you have a few quest ions. 

Q Mr. President, before going to Reykjavik you 
characterized Mr. Gorbachev as one of the more frank Soviet leaders 
with whom you have had dealings. Do you stand by that 
characterization or do you think Mr. Gorbachev has perhaps engaged in 
a little duplicity in Reykjavik? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I'm not going to use the word 
"duplicity• there, but I do say, having had an opportunity in these 
past several years and before him to speak to, while not their 
outright leaders -- their general secretaries, because they kept 
disappearing -- talk to other Russian leaders. And I think the very 
nature of the talks that we had in Iceland, and the fact that we were 
finding ourselves in agreemen; in the extent to which we would disar~ 
and all. 

But, yes, he was more open than I have experienced 
before, and it wasn't until we then got down to this proposal of 
theirs with SDI, but we ran into a roadblock and finally -- and ~e 
made it plain then that everything that we'd been talking about was 
contingent on our agreeing to that one phase. 

But there's -- no, I'm not saying to you he's an easy 
mark in any way. He's totally dedicated to their system, and 
frankly, I think he is -- I think he believes sincerel1 the i r 
propaganda about us -- that we're beholding to indus tr ial and 
military complexes and so forth. 

Q Mr. Pres ident, now that you have met t hat base ~a~p, 
is the summit how important right now is t h is summit that was 
~riginally schedu led for after the election? Is there a chance t~at 
there will be a s ummit , or doesn't it matter? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, he brought up the matter of S U~u i t, 
and referred to it several times as if he was expecting to be he:e 
for the summit. I have to say that our negotiators -- arms 
negotiators -- have gone back to Geneva. All of t hese things have 
gone with them, and it contains a ll of the notes and ~emorandums :: c~ 
all of the meetings as to the exte nt of the agreement : hat we ~a~ 
:eached wi th regard to t he various ~1pes of ~ i ssi l es and so fort~. 

And so I have to believe that as they continue to look at 
that and see that there was only one major point of disagreement t~at 
we had that -- I'm going to continue to be optimistic. 
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o Mr. President, on the subject of the one sticking 
point that looms so large -- if you could just explain to us your 
reasons for the way you handled it, on one point particularly. When 
it became apparent that all of the concessions that General Secretary 
Gorbachev was willing to make in the offensive area were coRtingent 
on this demand with regard to SDI, did you feel that you had an 
option of saying, we'll get back to you -- we'll study this, we'll 
turn it over to our experts, I'll give it some more thought? If you 
had that option, you clearly didn't take it. You decided to make 
clear to him then and there and subsequently in public that you were 
rejecting it. Why was that necessary, particularly given the fact 
that you told us here only a week or so ago that no great agreements 
were expected out of this meeting? It's not as though we were all 
out there waiting for you to come out with either a big agreement or 
a big disagreement. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, actually, as a matter of fact he, 
himself, from the very beginning had said that what we were talking 
about is the necessity for coming to some agreements that would then 
lead to being able to sign things and finalize things at the 
forthcoming summit. 

So actually we progressed in those discussions farther 
than I think either one of us had anticipated we would. And with 
SDI, I think that is the absolute guarantee. First of all, I would 
pledge to the American people th·at there was no way that I would give 
away SDI. And looking at their own record -- the ABM Treaty 
they're in violation of that now. 

Now the ABM Treaty, which he kept referring to as if it 
was the Holy Grail, I asked him once what was so great about a treaty 
that had our governments saying to our people, we won't protect you 
from a nuclear attack? That's basically what the ABM Treaty says. 
On the other hand, we know and have evidence that they have been 
going beyond the restrictions of the ABM Treaty with their 
Krasnoyarsk radar, which shows the possibility of being able to 
provide radar-directed missiles in a defense not just for one spot 
Moscow, as the treaty had provided. We never, of course, took 
advantage of the fact that we could defend one spot. We didn't think 
that was a very practical idea. 

But that they are embarked on a strategic defense 
initiative of their own. And we feel that, first of all, there are 
other countries, other individuals, that now that everybody knows how 
to make a ballistic missile that could be and that are -- well, some 
have them already, others developing -- it's true that we are the two 
that endanger the world most with the great arsenals that we have. 

But this would be the guarantee against cheating. You 
wouldn't have to be suspiciously watching each other to see if the y 
were starting to replace missiles. This would be the guarantee 
against in the future a madman corning along. I've likened it, and ! 
explained it to him in this way, that right after World War I -- and 
I reminded him that I was the only one there old enough to remember 
these times -- the nations got together in Geneva to outlaw poison 
gas, but we kept our gas masks, and thank heaven we did because now, 
years later, poison gas is being more and more recognized as a 
legitimate weapon. 

Q But are you saying, sir, that he left you no choice 
but to say yes or no there on the spot, and that you had no option to 
say, very interesting, we'll study it, we'll get back to you? 

TH! PRESIDENT: There wasn't any need of that. There 
wasn't an y way that I was going to ~ack awa y ~rom that f:om SDI. 

Q ~r. President, are JOU confident that we are ~oins 
to have another summit? 

THE PRES !DENT: can't say that I'm confident, that I 
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have any pra·ctical evidence other than the fact that he several times 
r&ierrecl to the forthcoming summit that would take place here in the 
United States. 

Q What did you say when he said that? 

THE PRESIDENT: The only mention I made of it at all was 
at one point ! asked him legitimately -- I said, •would you like to 
propose a date -- suggest a date for that forthcoming summit?• And 
at that time his reason for not doing it, he said, was because, well, 
until we our people have all worked things out and we know about how 
long it's going to take to make the plans for the summit, why I think 
we should wait on naming a date. And that was the last time that it 
was mentioned. 

Q Was that after the deadlock, sir? Was that after 
the deadlock or before the deadlock? 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, that was before the deadlock, yes. 

Q Before? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

Q Mr. President, I'm puzzled about something. You two 
gentlemen talked for nearly 11 hours. Obviously there was harmony 
because there were unprecedented agreements between you two. And yet 
in the final analysis SDI became the major hang-up. I get the 
impression that all along Mr. Gorbachev never indicated to you that 
this was hanging back there in the dark. And my question is, was he 
deceitful? 

THE PRESIDENT: I'm not going to use that word or say 
that because where this came up was, both of us finally at a point 
proposed that -- on Saturday night -- that our teams take all of 
these voluminous notes that had been taken in all of the meetings and 
discussions with ~11 of the things that had been discussed, and they 
go to work that night, and they did, and they worked all night in two 
groups -- well, I mean there were two -- their groups and our groups, 
but two on each side. One of our groups was dedicated to putting 
together all the discussion tha.t we'd had cm human r iglfts and 
regional conflicts and so forth. They worked until, as I understand 
it, about 3:30 a.m. in the morning. And the other group was to go 
through all the things to come back and find where had we really been 
in agreement, where there was no problem between us, and where were 
the sticking points that had not been resolved? And I guess that 
group worked until about 6:00 a.m. in the morning, didn't the y? And 
then Sunday we went into that -- what was supposed to be a two-hour 
meeting and wound up being an all-day meeting. 

They brought back to us -- put together t he things that 
we had all proposed and that seemed that we could agree on, and the 
places where we were stuck. And that was the first time really that 
it became evident a bout SOI, because what I had proposed earl y on was 
what I talked about here. I told him that what we were proposing 
with SDI was that once we reached the testing stage we would -- well, 
before that, that right now we were ready and willing to sign a 
treaty -- a binding treaty that said when we reached the testing 
stage that both sides would proceed, because we told him frankly that 
we knew they were researching also on defense, nor was that ever 
denied. And we said we both will go forward with what we are doing. 
When we reach the testing stage, if it's us, we'll invite you to 
participate and see the tests. And it it develops that we have -
and I said or if you have perfected a system that can be this kind o: 
defense that we're talking about, then we sr.a:e, so that the:e won'~ 
be one side having this plus offensive weapons, but that we elimina:e 
the o ffensive weapons and then we make availab le to all who feel a 
need for it or want it this defense s ys :e~ so :hat safety i s 
guaranteed for the future. 

MORE 



- s -

o· Mr. President, you don't want to use the word 
•de~it,• but I'm still puzzled. You wouldn't -- it seems to me that 
you wouldn't have agreed with Mr. Gorbachev as you agreed if you had 
known that once you got to the 11th hour he would spring this all on 
SOI or nothing at all. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think this came out of the 
su111111ary then that came back from our teams to us where all of this 
was put together in a kind of an agreement. And what -- they weren't 
denying SOI openly. What they were doing was framing it in such a 
way that in a 10-year delay they would literally kill SOI, and there 
just wouldn't be any. 

Q Mr. President, did you tell Mr. Gorbachev that SOI 
was, as you described it to us, an insurance policy that they will 
live up to agreements to reduce weapons? And what did he say to you 
in response? 

THE PRESIDENT: I 'm trying to remember all the things 
that were said. I t was just that they were adamant, that -- and the 
use of words, it c ame down to the use of words, and their words would 
have ~ade it not just a 10-year delay, but would have meant that we 
would come to the end of the reducing the weapons and we -- well, SOI 
would have been ki lled. And we proposed wording that the research 
that we were carr y ing on would be carried on within the provisions of 
the ABM Treaty, and this wasn't good enough for them. 

MR. BUCHANAN: Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
Appreciate it. 

THE ?RESIDENT: The boss says I'm through here. You c3n 
take t hem up wit h t he Secretary of State. 

All right, t hank you ve: y much. 

END 2:40 P.:-t. EDT 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much, and welcome to the 
White House complex. I wanted all of you to come over this afternoon 
to hear first-hand about our meetings in Iceland and I have a 
terrible feeling that almost anything I say is going to have already 
been said about that trip. But before I turn to my report, let me 
first say that I couldn't have gone to Reykjavik without the hard 
work and dedication above and beyond the call of duty of you men and 
women that I see before me. You labored night and day to get us 
ready for that first meeting, and I know we sort of sprung it on you 
at the last minute. I ' m grateful to all of you for the fine work you 
did. And let me say thanks as well to the members of that small team 
that I took with me to the meeting. They worked around the clock and 
I mean that literally. A few of them got no sleep at all while we 
were there. 

I've long had great respect for everyone of them and that 
respect grew even stronger in these four days. They were an 
outstanding team and all Americans can be proud of them and of the 
work they did. And you can be proud of the fruit that your work is 
bearing, for the Reykjavik meeting may have set the stage for a major 
advance in the U.S.-Soviet relationship. 

At-Reykjavik, the Soviet Union went farther than eve~ 
before in accepting our goal of deep reductions in the level of 
nuclear weapons. For the first time, we got Soviet agreement to a 
figure of 100 intermediate range missiles -- warheads -- for each 
side worldwide. And that was a truly drastic cut. And for the f ir st 
time we began to hammer out the details of a 50 percent cut in 
strategic forces over five years. And we were just a sentence or two 
away from agreeing to new talks on nuclear testing. And maybe most 
important, we were in sight of a historic agreement on completely 
el iminating the threat of offensive ballistic missiles by 1996. 

Believe me, the significance of that meeting at Reykjavi k 
is not that we didn't sign agreements in the end, the significance i s 
that we got as close as we did. The progress that we made would've 
been inconceivable just a few months ago. 

On issue after issue, particularly in the area of arms 
reduction, we saw that General Secretary Gorbachev was ready for 
serious bargaining on real arms reductions. And for me, this was 
especially gratifying. Just five and a half years ago, when we came 
into office, I said that our objective must be -- well, it must not 
be regulating the growth in nuclear weapons -- which is what arms 
control as it was known had been all about, I know -- I said that our 
goal must be reducing the number of nuclear weapons, that we had to 
work to make the world safer, not just control the pace at ·.ihic':l : ': 
became more dangerous. And now, the Soviets, too, are talking about 
real arms reductions. 

And let me say that this wouldn't have been possible 
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without the •upport that we've had fro• the American people over the 
la•t five and a half year•. Becau•e the Aaerican people have stood 
belTtnd u• a• we worked over the year• to rebuild our nation's 
defenses, we went to the Iceland •••ting in a po•ition of strength. 
The Soviet• knew that we had the support, not only of a strong 
Allerica, but a uni _ted NATO alliance that wa• going ahead with 
deployaent of Pershing II and ground-launched cruise aissles. So, 
yes, it wa• this strength and unity that brought the Soviets to the 
bargaining table. 

And particularly iaportant, of course, was ,_.erica's 
support for the Strategic Defense Initiative. Now, ~s you know, I 
offered Mr. Gorbachev an iaportant conces•ion on soi.- I offered to 
put off deployment for a decade and I coupled that with a ten-year 
plan for eliminating all Soviet and American balli•tic aissles from 
the face of the Earth. 

This may have been the aost sweeping and important arms 
reduction proposal in the history of the world, but it wasn't good 
enough for Mr. Gorbachev -- he wanted more. He wanted us to accept 
even tighter limits on SDI that the ABM Treaty now requires. That 
is, to stop all but laboratory research. He knew this meant killing 
strategic defense entirely, which has been a Soviet goal from the 
start. And, of course, the Soviet Union has long been engaged in 
extensive strategic defense programs of its own. And unlike ours, 
the Soviet program goes well beyond research, even to deployment. 
The Soviet proposal would've given them an immediate one-sided 
advantage and a dangerous one. And I couldn't not, and would not 
agree to that. I won't settle for anything unless it's in the 
interest of America's security. (Applause.) 

Now, America and the West need SDI for long-run 
insurance. It protects us against the possibility that at some point 
when the elimination of ballistic missiles is not yet complete, the 
Soviets may change their mind. We know the Soviet record of playing 
fast and loose with past agreements. America can't afford to take a 
chance on waking up in 10 years and finding that the Soviets have an 
advance defense system and are ready to put in place more missiles -
or more modern missiles -- and we have no defense of our own, and our 
deterrence is obsolete because of the Soviet defense system. 

If arms reduction is to help-bring lasting peace, we must 
be able to maintain the vital strategic ba)ance which-for so long has 
kept the peace. Nothing could more threaten world peace than arms 
reduction agreements with loopholes that would leave the West naked 
to a massive and sudden Soviet buildup in offensive and defensive 
weapons. 

My guess is that the Soviets understand this, but want to 
see how much farther they can push us in public before they once 
again get down to brass tacks. So here's how I see the meeting in 
Iceland adding up. 

We addressed the important issues of human rights, 
regional conflicts and our bilateral relationship. And Mr. Gorbachev 
and I got awfully close to historic agreements in the arms reduction 
process. We took discussions into areas where they had never been 
before. The United States put good, fair ideas out on the table and 
they won't go away. Good ideas, after all, have a life of their own. 
The next step will be in Geneva where our negotiators will work to 
build on this progress. 

The biggest disappointment in Iceland was that Mr. 
Gorbachev decided to make our progress hostage to his demand that we 
kill our strateg ic defense program. But, you know, I've had s ome 
exp~rience with th i s kind of thing. One of my past jobs was as a 
negotiator of labor agreements in the motion picture industry, and 
got used to one side or another walking out of contract talks. I~ 
didn't mean that relations had collapsed or that we'd reached an 
i nsurmountable impasse, it sometimes meant that a little maneuvering 
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was going on. 

Well, it'a iaportant for us right now to see that the 
real progress that we aade at Reykjavik and to unite so that we'll be 
strong ~or the next stage in negotiations. And if we do that, I 
believe that we have it within our grasp to achieve some truly 
historic breakthroughs. 

t.ast week I described Iceland as a base camp on our way 
to the summit. Well, this week I want to report to you that I 
believe there exists the opportunity to plant a permanent flag of 
peace at that summit. And I call on the Soviets not to miss this 
opportunity. The Soviets must not throw this away, must not slip 
back into a greater arms buildup. The American people don't mistake 
the absense of a final agreement for the abaense of progress. We 
made progress -- we must be patient. We made historic advances -- we 
will not turn back. 

Thank you, again, all of you for all that you've done. 
God bless you. 

END 3:16 P.H. EDT 
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