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(Reagan/Dolan)
October 13, 1986
5:00 p.m.

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION
ICELAND MEETING
MONDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1986

Good evening. As most of you know, I have just returned
from meetings in Iceland with the leader of the Soviet Union,
General Secretary Gorbachev. As I did last year when I returned
from the summit conference in Geneva, I want to take a few
moments tonight to share with you what took place in these
discussions.

The implications of these talks are enormous and only just
beginning to be understood. While we parted company with an
American offer still on the table, we are closer than ever before
to agreements that could lead to a safer world without nuclear
weapons.

But first, let me tell you that from the start of my
meetings with Mr. Gorbachev I have always regarded you, the
American people, as full participants. Believe me, without your
support, none of these talks could have been held, nor could the
ultimate aims of American foreign policy -- world peace and
freedom -- be pursued. And it is for these aims I went the extra
mile to Iceland.

Before I report on our talks though, allow me to set the
stage by explaining two things that were very much a part .of our
talks, one a treaty and the other a defense against nuclear
missiles which we are trying to develop. You've heard their

titles a thousand times -- the A.B.M. treaty and §.D.I. Those
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letters stand for anti-ballistic missile and strategic defense
initiat;ve.

Some years ago, the U.S. and the Soviet Union agreed to
limit any defense against nuclear missile attacks to the
emplacement in one location in each country of a small number of
anti-aircraft type missiles capable of intercepting and shooting
down incoming nuclear missiles. Thus leaving our real defense a
policy called Mutual Assured Destruction, meaning if one side
launched a nuclear attack, the other side could retaliate. This
mutual threat of destruction was believed to be a deterrent
against either side striking first.

So here we sit with thousands of nuclear warheads targeted
on each other and capable of wiping out both our countries. The
Soviets deployed the few non-nuclear anti-ballistic missiles
around Moscow as the treaty permitted. Our country didn't bother
deploying because the threat of nationwide annihilation made such
limited defense seem useless.

For some years now we-have been aware that the Soviets have
been researching a nationwide defense. They have installed a
great radar system at Krasnoyarsk (?) which we believe is
designed to provide radar guidance for non-nuclear anti-ball%stic
missiles protecting the entire nation. This is a violation of
the A.B.M. treaty.

Believing that a policy of mutual destruction and sléﬁghter
of their citizens and ours was uncivilized, I asked our military
a few years ago to study and see if there was a practical way to

destroy nuclear missiles as they left their silos rather than to
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just destroy people. This is what we call §.D.I. and our
scientists researching such a system are convinced it is
practical and that several years down the road we can have such a
system ready to deploy. Incidentally we are not violating the
A.B.M. treaty which permits such research. If and when we deploy
the treaty also allows withdrawal from the treaty upon 6 month's
notice. S.D.I., let me make it clear, is not a nuclear weapon.

So here we are at Iceland for our second such meeting. 1In
the first and in the months in between, we have discussed ways to
reduce and in fact eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. We 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. So far, no success.

On Saturday and Sunday, General Secretary Gorbachev and his
foreign minister Shevernadze and Secretary of State George Shultz
and I met for more than 10 hours. We didn't limit ourselves to
just arms reductions. We discussed what we call violation of
human rights on the part of the Soviets, refusal to let people
emigrate from Russia so they can practice their religion without
being persecuted, letting people go to rejoin their families,
husbands and wives separated by national borders should be
allowed to reunite. In much of this the Soviet Union is
violating another treaty -- the Helsinki pact they had signed in
1975. Yuro Orlov whose freedom we just obtained was imprisoned
for pointing out to his government its violations of the pact,

its refusal to let citizens leave their country or return.




We also discussed regional matters such as Afghanistan,
Angola, Nicaragua, and Cambodia.

But by their choice the main subject was arms control. We
discussed the emplacement of intermediate range missiles in
Europe and Asia and seemed to be in agreement they could be
reduced and possibly eliminated. Both sides seemed willing to
find a way to reduce even to zero the strategic missiles we have
aimed at each other. This then brought up the subject of S.D.I.
and whether deployment of such a system would violate A.B.M. I
offered a proposal that we continue our present research and if
and when we reached the stage of testing we would sign now a
treaty that would permit Soviet observation of such tests. And
if the program was practical we would both eliminate our
offensive missiles and then we would make available the S.D.I.
system to the Soviets and others. I explained that even though
we would have done away with our offensive weapons, having the
defense would protect against cheating or the possibility of a
madman sometime deciding to create nuclear missiles. After all,
the world now knows how to make them. I likened it to our
keeping our gas masks even though the nations of the world had
outlawed poison gas after World War I.

We seemed to be making progress on reducing weaponry
although the Genetai'Secretary was registering opposition to
§.D.I. and proposing a pledge to observe A.B.M. for a numgér of

years as the day was ending.
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Secretary 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 separated us. With respect and gratitude I can
inform you they worked until 2 a.m.

Yesterday (Sunday morning) our four came together again and
took up the report of our two teams. It was most promising.

They proposed a 1l0-year period in which we began with the
reduction of all nuclear explosive devices, bombs, cruise
missiles, intermediate range, short range, and strategic
missiles. They would be reduced 50 percent in the first 5 years
and totally eliminated in the next 5. During that time we would
proceed with research, development and testing of S.D.I. All
done in conformity with A.B.M. provisions. At the 10-year point
we would invoke the clause permitting 6 months notice, at which
time we would proceed to deploy at the same time permitting the
Soviets to do likewise.

Here the debate began. The General Secretary wanted wording
that in effect would have kept us from developing the S.D.I. for
the entire 10 years. In effect, he was killing S.D.I. and unless
I agreed all that work toward eliminating nuclear weapons went
down the drain -- cancelled.

I told him I had pledged to the American people that :I would
not trade away S.D.I. -- there was no way I could tell our people
their government would not protect them against nuclear

destruction. I went to Reykjavik determined that everything was

negotiable except two thingq;'pgr freedom and our future.

-
.




I am still optimistic that a way will be found. The door is
open and the opportunity to begin eliminating the nuclear threat
is within reach.

So you can see, we made progress in Iceland. And we will
continue to make progress if we pursue a prudent, deliberate,
and, above all, realistic approach with the Soviets. From the
earliest days of our Administration, this has been our policy.

We made it clear we had no illusions about the Soviets or their
ultimate intentions. We were publicly candid about the critical
moral distinctions between totalitarianism and democracy. We
declared the principal objective of American foreign policy to be
not just the prevention of war but the extension of freedom.

And, we stressed our commitment to the growth of democratic
government and democratic institutions around the world. That is
why we assisted freedom fighters who are resisting the imposition
of totalitarian rule in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, Cambodia,
and elsewhere. And, finally, we began work on what I believe
most spurred the Soviets to negotiate seriously -- rebuilding our
military strength, reconstructing our strategic deterrence, and,
above all, beginning work on the Strategic Defense Initiative.

And yet at the same time we set out these foreign policy
goals and began working toward them, we pursued another of our
major objectives: ihat of seeking means to lessen tensions with
the Soviets, and ways to prevent war and keep the peace. : |

This policy is now paying dividends -- one sign of this in
Iceland was the progress on the issue of arms control. For the

first time in a long while, Soviet-American negotiations in the
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area of arms reductions are moving, 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 I mentioned, one such issue is human rights. As
President Kennedy once said, "And, is 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 faith with foreign powers. So, I told
Mr. Gorbachev =-- again in Reykjavik 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 deeds that follow. When it
comes to human rights and judging Soviet intentions, we are all
from Missouri: you have got to show us.

Another subject area we took up in Iceland also lies atbthe
heart of the differences between the Soviet Union and America.
This is the issue of regional conflicts. Summit meetings :canixot
make the American people forget what Soviet actions have meant
for the peoples of Afghanistan, Central America, Africa, and

Southeast Asia. Until Soviet policies change, we will make sure
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that our friends in these areas ~-- those who fight for freedom
and independence -- will have the support they need.

Fihally, there was a fourth item. This area was that of
bilateral relations, people-to-people contacts. In Geneva last
year, we welcomed several cultural exchange accords; in Iceland,
we saw indications of more movement in these areas. But let me
say now the United States remains committed to people-to-people
programs that could lead to exchanges between not just a few
elite but thousands of everyday citizens from both our countries.

So I think then you can see that we did make progress in
Iceland on a broad range of topics. We reaffirmed our 4-point
agenda; we discovered major new grounds of agreement; we probed
again some old areas of disagreement.

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 signings.

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

And on this point, I know you are also interested in the
question of whether there will be another summit. There was.no
indication by Mr. Garbachev as to when or whether he planﬁ to
travel to the United States, as we agreed he would last yéir in
Geneva. I repeat tonight that our invitation stands and that we
continue to believe additional meetings would be useful. But

that's a decision the Soviets must make.
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But whatever the immediate prospects, I can tell you that I
am ultimately hopeful about the prospects for progress at the
summit and for world peace and freedom. You see, the current
summit process is very different from that of previous decades;
it is different because the world is different; and the world is
different because of the hard work and sécrifice of the American
people during the past 5-1/2 years. Your energy has restored and
expanded our economic might; your support has restored our
military strength. Your courage and sense of national unity in
times of crisis have given pause to our adversaries, heartened
our friends, and inspired the world. The Western democracies and
the NATO alliance are revitalized and all across the world
nations are turning to democratic ideas and the principles of the
free market. So because the American people stood guard at the
critical hour, freedom has gathered its forces, regained its
strength, and is on the march.

So, if there is one impression I carry away with me from
these Octpber talks, it is that, unlike the past, we are dealing
now from a position of strength, and for that reason we have it
within our grasp to move speedily with the Soviets toward even
more breakthroughs.

Our ideas are out there on the table. They won't go away.
We are ready to pici‘up where we left off. Our negotiatogf are
heading back to Geneva, and we are prepared to go forward‘

whenever and wherever the Soviets are ready. So, there is

reason -- good reason -- for hope.
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I saw evidence of this in the progress we made in the talks
with Mr. Gorbachev. And I saw evidence of it when we left
Iceland yesterday, and I spoke to our young men and women at our
Naval installation at Keflavik [KEF-la-VICK] =-- a critically
important base far closer to Soviet naval bases than to our own
coastline. As always, I was proud to spend a few moments with
them and thank them for their sacrifices and devotion to country.
They represent America at her finest: committed to defend not
only our own freedom but the freedom of others who would be
living in a far more frightening world -- were it not for the
strength and resolve of the United States.

"Whenever the standard of freedom and independence has
been... unfurled, there will be America's heart, her
benedictions, and her prayers," John Quincy Adams once said. He
spoke well of our destiny as a Nation. My fellow Americans, we
are honored by history, entrusted 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."

l_ . It is in pursuff of that ideal I went to Geneva a yeﬁ? ago
<§ﬁaﬁﬁo Iceland 1ast week. And it is in purquit of that ideal

that I thank you now for all the support you have given me, and I

again ask fo: your hglp}and your prayers as we contingg_our
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journey toward a world where peace reigns and freedom is

enshrined.

Thank you and God bless you.
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(Dolan)
October 13, 1986
4:30 p.m,

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION
' ICELAND MEETING
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Good evening. As most of you know, I have just returned
from meetings in Iceland with the leader of the Soviet Union,
General Secretary Gorbachev. As I did last year when I returned
from the summit conference in Geneva, I want to take a few
moments tonight to share with you what took place in these
discussions.

The implications of these talks are enormous and only just
beginning to be understood. While we parted company with an
American offer still on the table, we are closer than ever before
to agreements that could lead to a safer world without nuclear
weapons.

But first, let me tell you that from the start of my
meetings with Mr. Gorbachev I have always regarded you, the
American people, as full participants. Believe me, without your
support, none of these talks could have been held, nor could the
ultimate aims of American foreign policy -- world peace and
freedom -- be pursued. And it is for these aims I went the extra
mile to Iceland.
i;7:/50, let me report to\you, the talks with General Secretary

Gorbachev -- lasting more an 11 hours -- were hard and tough

but extremely useful. During long discussions on both Saturday
and Sunday, he and I made considerable headway. We moved toward
agreement on drastically reduced n ers of intermediate range

nuclear missiles in both Europe and Asia. We approached

-
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agreemeht on sharply reduced strategic arsenals for both our

countries. We made progress in the area of nuclear testing.

at what was intended to be merely a preparatory meeting
re summit conference, we had with the Soviets the most
intense and far-reaching discussions to date, and we almost made
an historic hreakthrough. But there remained toward the end of
our talks one area of disagreement. While both sides sought
reduction in the\number of nuclear missiles and warheads
threatening the worxld, the Soviets insisted that we sign an
agreement that would\deny to me -- and to future Presidents for
10 years =-- the right\g? develop, test, and deploy a defense
against nuclear missile;\for the people of the United States.
This we would not and couiq not do.

\
That was the deadlock é¢ Hofdi House late Sunday afternoon.

Then, the American delegatiog\;ecessed and caucused, and we
returned to the table with the\Qost sweeping and generous arms
control proposal in history. \\

We offered the Soviets a lo-ygar program for the complete
elimination of all ballistic missilé -- Soviet and American --
from the face of the Earth by 1996, plus at least a l10-year delay
in American deployment of a strategic defense against nuclear
weapons, during which time we would obser@g\the terms of the
current A.B.M. treafy. Astonishingly, Mr. Gorbachev rejected it.

Instead, he made a non-negotiable demand \at the United
States end at once all development of a strategié\gefense for the
free world -- and insisted that we confine our pro&kgm strictly

to laboratory research. Unless we signed such a commigment, he
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said, all the agreements of the previous 11-1/2 hours of

negotia;io were null and void, including our last proposal.

To give\in to his demands would have meant giving up
America's defeRsive program. That would have forfeited our
children's opportunity to live in a world free of the fear of
nuclear attack. &hat would have sacrificed the future security
interests of the Am:}{?an people, in exchange for a Soviet
promise. And this we éguld not do.

Again and again, wé\git the same obstacle. The Soviets told
us their demand was a singig package. They said there would be
no deals on any aspect of a;h§ reduction unless we also agreed to

their unacceptable terms on tﬁg Strategic Defense Initiative.

They held other issues hostage thle trying to kill our strategic
\

\

\

defense. \
So we ask -- and the world musE\ask: Why did Mr. Gorbachev
reject our offer? Why are the Sovieté\afraid of a strategic

. - \
defense against nuclear missiles? \

Not a single Soviet citizen has anthing to fear from such
an American defensive system. We have eveﬁ\offered to share the
benefits of such a system with the Soviets. \Qhat defensive
system -- even if developed and deployed =-- wéﬁ;d harm not
people, but only ballistic missiles, after they\ﬁad been fired.
It threatens no one”and would harm nobody. 4

In refusing our offer and making his non-negotiable démand
on the United States, Mr. Gorbachev refused an histori¢ \

opportunity to rid the world of the threat of nuclear war.

Nevertheless, we have come too far to turn back now. So tonight
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ADDRESS TO THE NATION ON ICELAND

Good &vening. ;I'm sure most, if not all, of you know I'm

just back from Icefand where at the invitation of General
Secretary Gorbachev of the Soviet Union, I met with him to
discuss the gravg problems facing our two countries. I'm

;h\the outcome of those meetings because in a

N\

very real sense you are full participants in such meetings. They

reporting to yo

have to do th the kind of world we'll all live in, whether

nue to be free 'and at peace.

we'll con/

~ Before I report on our talks though, allow me to set the
stage by explaining two things that were very much a part of our
talks, one a treaty and the other a defense against nuclear
missiles which we are trying to develop. You've heard their
titles a thousand times -- the A.B.M. treaty and S.D.I. Those
letters stand for anti-ballistic missile and strategic defense
initiative.

Some years ago, the U.S. and the Soviet Union agreed to
limit any defense against nuclear missile attacks to the
emplacement in one location in each country of a small number of
anti-aircraft type missiles capable of intercepting and shooting
down incoming nuclear missiles. Thus leaving our real defense a
policy called Mutual Assuﬁed Destruction, meaning if one side
launched a nuclear attack, the other side could retaliate. This

mutual threat of destruction was believed to be a deterrent

against either side striking first.
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So here we sit with thousands of nuclear warheads targeted
on each other and capable of wiping out both our countries. The
Soviets deployed the few non-nuclear anti-ballistic missiles
around Moscow as the treaty permitted. Our country didn't bother
deploying because the threat of nationwide annihilation made such
limited defense seem useless.

For some years now we have been aware that the Soviets have
been researching a nationwide defense. They have installed a
great radar system at Krasnoyarsk (?) which we believe is
designed to provide radar guidance for non-nuclear anti-ballistic
missiles protecting the entire nation. This is a violation of
the A.B.M. treaty.

Believing that a policy of mutual destruction and slaughter
of their citizens and ours was uncivilized, I asked our military
a few years ago to study and see if there was a practical way to
destroy nuclear missiles as they left their silos rather than to
just destroy people. This is what we call S.D.I. and our
scientists researching such a system are convinced it is
practical and that several years down the road we can have such a
system ready to deploy. Incidentally we are not violating the
A.B.M. treaty which permits such research. If and when we deploy
the treaty also allows withdrawal from the treaty upon 6 month's
notice. 8.D.I., lef.me make it clear, is not a nuclear weapon.

So here we are at Iceland for our second such meetiné. In
the first and in the months in between, we have discussed ways to
reduce and in fact eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. We and

the Soviets have had teams of negotiators in Geneva trying to



Page 3

work out a mutual agreement on how we could reduce or eliminate
nuclear weapons. So far, no success.

On Saturday and Sunday, General Secretary Gorbachev and his
foreign minister Shevernadze and Secretary of State George Shultz
and I met for more than 10 hours. We didn't limit ourselves to
just arms reductions. We discussed what we call violation of
human rights on the part of the Soviets, refusal to let people
emigrate from Russia so they can practice their religion without
being persecuted, letting people go to rejoin their families,
husbands and wives separated by national borders should be
allowed to reunite. In much of this the Soviet Union is
violating another treaty =-- the Helsinki pact they had signed in
1975. Yuro Orlov whose freedom we just obtained was imprisoned
for pointing out to his government its violations of the pact,
its refusal to let citizens leave their country or return.

We also discussed regional matters such as Afghanistan,
Angola, Nicaragua, and Cambodia.

But by their choice the main subject was arms control. We
discussed the emplacement of intermediate range missiles in
Europe and Asia and seemed to be in agreement they could be
reduced and possibly eliminated. Both sides seemed willing to
find a way to reduce even to zero the strategic missiles we have
aimed at each other; This then brought up the subject of S.D.I.
and whether deployment of such a system would violate A.B:ﬁ. I
offered a proposal that we continue our present research and if
and when we reached the stage of testing we would sign now a

treaty that would permit Soviet observation of such tests. And
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if the program was practical we would both eliminate our
offensive missiles and then we would make available the S.D.I.
system to the Soviets and others. I explained that even though
we would have done away with our offensive weapons, having the
defense would protect against cheating or the possibility of a
madman sometime deciding to create nuclear missiles. After all,
the world now knows how to make them. I likened it to our
keeping our gas masks even though the nations of the world had
outlawed poison gas after World War I.

We seemed to be making progress on reducing weaponry
although the General Secretary was registering opposition to
S.D.I. and proposing a pledge to observe A.B.M. for a number of
years as the day was ending.

Secretary 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 separated us. With respect and gratitude I can
inform you they worked until 2 a.m.

Yesterday (Sunday morning) our four came together again and
took up the report of our two teams. It was most promising.
They proposed a 10-year period in which we began with the
reduction of all nuéiear explosive devices, bombs, cruise
missiles, intermediate range, short range, and strategic .
missiles. They would be reduced 50 percent in the first 5 years
and totally eliminated in the next 5. During that time we would

proceed with research, development and testing of S.D.I. All
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done in conformity with A.B.M. provisions. At the 1l0-year point
we would invoke the clause permitting 6 months notice, at which
time we would proceed to deploy at the same time permitting the
Soviets to do likewise.

Here the debate began. The General Secretary wanted wording
that in effect would have kept us from developing the S.D.I. for
the entire 10 years. In effect, he was killing S.D.I. and unless
I agreed all that work toward eliminating nuclear weapons went
down the drain -- cancelled.

I told him I had pledged to the American people that I would
not trade away S.D.I. -- there was no way I could tell our people
their government would not protect them against nuclear
destruction. I went to Reykjavik determined that everything was
negotiable except two things, our freedom and our future.

I am still optimistic that a way will be found. The door is
open and the opportunity to begin eliminating the nuclear threat

is within reach.
/

==
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I call on the SpViet Union to build on the agreements we reached,

and not to tear down the nearly-complete structure we erected in

Iceland because of our differences over the single issue of

S.D %,
made progress in Iceland. And we will continue to make
progress if we pursue a prudent, deliberate, and, above all,
realistic approach with the Soviets. From the earliest days of
our Administration, this has been our policy. We made it clear
we had no illusions about the Soviets or their ultimate
intentions. We were publicly candid about the critical moral
distinctions between totalitarianism and democracy. We declared
the principal objective of American foreign policy to be not just
the prevention of war but the extension of freedom. And, we
stressed our commitment to the growth of democratic government
and democratic institutions around the world. That is why we
assisted freedom fighters who are resisting the imposition of
totalitarian rule in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, Cambodia,
and elsewhere. And, finally, we began work on what I believe
most spurred the Soviets to negotiate seriously =-- rebuilding our
military strength, reconstructing our strategic deterrence, and,
above all, beginning work on the Strategic Defense Initiative.
And yet at the same time we set out these foreign policy

goals and began working toward them, we pursued another of our
major objectives: that of seeking means to lessen tensioﬂs with
the Soviets, and ways to prevent war and keep the peace.

This policy is now paying dividends -- one sign of this in

Iceland was the progress on the issue of arms control. For the
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first time in a long while, Soviet-American negotiations in the
area of arms reductions are moving, 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.
Ao 5 s booned
such 1sSue is human rights. As President Kennedy once

said, "And, is not peace, in the last analf¥sis, basically a

matter of human rights...?" re in the Oval

fé leading an effort simply to
ve up to the solemn commitment on
\n 1975, Orlov's

at Helsinki Mr.

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 bilaferal relations with the United States. For a
government that will break faith with its own people cann;t be
trusted to keep faith with foreign powers. So, I told

Mr. Gorbachev -- again in Reykjavik as I had in Geneva -- we

Americans place far less weight upon the words that are spoken at
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meetings such as these, than upon the deeds that follow. When it
comes to human rights and judging Soviet intentions, we are all
from Missouri: you have 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 conflicts. Summit meetings cannot
make the American people forget what Soviet actions have meant
for the peoples of Afghanistan, Central America, Africa, and
Southeast Asia. Until Soviet policies change, we will make sure
that our friends in these areas -- those who fight for freedom
and independence -- will have the support they need.

Finally, there was a fourth item. This area was that of
bilateral relations, people-to-people contacts. In Geneva last
year, we welcomed several cultural exchange accords; in Iceland,
we saw indications of more movement in these areas. But let me
say now the United States remains committed to people-to-people
programs that could lead to exchanges between not just a few
elite but thousands of everyday citizens from both our countries.

So I think then you can see that we did make progress in
Iceland on a broad range of topics. We reaffirmed our 4-point
agenda; we discovered major new grounds of agreement; we probed

again some old areas of disagreement.

night: Why not

accept Mr. Gorbachev's dem .D.I. for this
agreement?
The answer, my is America's

insurance policy at the Soviet Uxion would keep th ~qgmmitments
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made at Reykjavik.| S.D/I. is America's security guarantee =-- if

fail to comply with their solemn commitments. S.D.I. is what

the capital of the/Soviet Union

demanding at Reykijik was th the United States agree to a new

questions.

How does/a defernse of the Uﬂ'ted States threaten the Soviet
Union or anygne els¢? Why are the\Soviets so adama that
America remgin forgver vulnerable tq Soviet rocket attack? As of
today, all free nlations are utterly fenseless against \Soviet
missiles --| firgd 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, fhat the talks in Iceland or any future

discussions with Mr. Gorbachev will lead inevitably to great

breakthroughs or momentous treaty signings.
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We will not abandon the guiding principle we took to
Reykjavik. We prefer no agreement than to bring home a bad
agreement to the United States.

And on this point, I know you are also interested in the
question of whether there will be another summit. There was no
indication by Mr. Gorbachev as to when or whether he plans to
travel to the United States, as we agreed he would last year in
Geneva. I repeat tonight that our invitation stands and that we
continue to believe additional meetings would be useful. But
that's a decision the Soviets must make.

But whatever the immediate prospects, I can tell you that I
am ultimately hopeful about the prospects for progress at the
summit and for world peace and freedom. You see, the current
summit process is very different from that of previous decades;
it is different because the world is different; and the world is
different because of the hard work and sacrifice of the American
people during the’ past 5-1/2 years. Your energy has restored and
expanded our economic might; your support has restored our
military strength. Your courage and sense of national unity in
times of crisis have given pause to our adversaries, heartened
our friends, and inspired the world. The Western democracies and
the NATO alliance are revitalized and all across the world
nations are turning‘fo democratic ideas and the principles of the
free market. So because the American people stood guard éf the
critical hour, freedom has gathered its forces, regained its

strength, and is on the march.
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So, if there is one impression I carry away with me from
these Oqtober talks, it is that, unlike the past, we are dealing
now from a position of strength, and for that reason we have it
within our grasp to move speedily with the Soviets toward even
more breakthroughs.

Our ideas are out there on the table. They won't go away.
We are ready to pick up where we left off. Our negotiators are
heading back to Geneva, and we are prepared to go forward
whenever and wherever the Soviets are ready. So, there is
reason -- good reason -- for hope.

I saw evidence of this in the progress we made in the talks
with Mr. Gorbachev. And I saw evidence of it when we left
Iceland yesterday, and I spoke to our young men and women at our
Naval installation at Keflavik [KEF-1la-VICK] =-- a critically
important base far closer to Soviet naval bases than to our own
coastline. As always, I was proud to spend a few moments with
them and thank them for their sacrifices and devotion to country.
They represent America at her finest: committed to defend not
only our own freedom but the freedom of others who would be
living in a far more frightening world -- were it not for the
strength and resolve of the United States.

"Whenever the standard of freedom and independence has
been... unfurled, tﬁére will be America's heart, her
benedictions, and her prayers," John Quincy Adams once sai&. He
spoke well of our destiny as a Nation. My fellow Americans, we

are honored by history, entrusted by destiny with the oldest
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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 is in pursuit of that ideal I went to Geneva a year ago
and to Iceland last week. And it is in pursuit of that ideal
that I thank you now for all the support you have given me, and I
again ask for your help and your prayers as we continue our
journey toward a world where peace reigns and freedom is
enshrined.

Thank you and God bless you.



(Reagan) -

ADDRESS TO THE NATION ON ICELAND

Good evening. I'm sure most, if not all, of you know I'm
just back from Iceland where at the invitation of General
Secretary Gorbachev of the Soviet Union, I met with him to
discuss the grave problems facing our two countries. I'm
reporting to you on the outcome of those meetings because in a
very real sense you are full participants in such meetings. They
have to do with the kind of world we'll all live in, whether
we'll continue to be free and at peace.

Before I report on our talks though, allow me to set the
stage by explaining two things that were very much a part of our
talks, one a treaty and the other a defense against nuclear
missiles which we are trying to develop. You've heard their
titles a thousand times -- the A.B.M. treaty and S.D.I. Those
letters stand for anti-ballistic missile and strategic defense
initiative.

Some years ago, the U.S. and the Soviet Union agreed to
limit any defense against nuclear missile attacks to the
emplacement in one location in each country of a small number of
anti-aircraft type missiles capable of intercepting and shooting
down incoming nuclear missiles. Thus leaving our real defense a
policy called Mutual Assured Destruction, meaning if one side
launched a nuclear attack, the other side could retaliate. This
mutual threat of destruction was believed to be a deterrent

against either side striking first.




Page 2

So here we sit with thousands of nuclear warheads targeted
on each other and capable of wiping out both our countries. The
Soviets deployed the few non-nuclear anti-ballistic missiles
around Moscow as the treaty permitted. Our country didn't bother
deploying because the threat of nationwide annihilation made such
limited defense seem useless.

For some years now we have been aware that the Soviets have
been researching a nationwide defense. They have installed a
great radar system at Krasnoyarsk (?) which we believe is
designed to provide radar guidance for non-nuclear anti-ballistic
missiles protecting the entire nation. This is a violation of
the A.B.M. treaty.

Believing that a policy of mutual destruction and slaughter
of their citizens and ours was uncivilized, I asked our military
a few years ago to study and see if there was a practical way to
destroy nuclear missiles as they left their silos rather than to
just destroy people. This is what we call S.D.I. and our
scientists researching such a system are convinced it is
practical and that several years down the road we can have such a
system ready to deploy. Incidentally we are not violating the
A.B.M. treaty which permits such research. If and when we deploy
the treaty also allows withdrawal from the treaty upon 6 month's
notice. S.D.I., let me make it clear, is not a nuclear weapon.

So here we are at Iceland for our second such meeting. In
the first and in the months in between, we have discussed ways to
reduce and in fact eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. We and

the Soviets have had teams of negotiators in Geneva trying to
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work out a mutual agreement on how we could reduce or eliminate
nuclear weapons. So far, no success.

On Saturday and Sunday, General Secretary Gorbachev and his
foreign minister Shevernadze and Secretary of State George Shultz
and I met for more than 10 hours. We didn't limit ourselves to
just arms reductions. We discussed what we call violation of
human rights on the part of the Soviets, refusal to let people
emigrate from Russia so they can practice their religion without
being persecuted, letting people go to rejoin their families,
husbands and wives separated by national borders should be
allowed to reunite. In much of this the Soviet Union is
violating another treaty -- the Helsinki pact they had signed in
1975. Yuro Orlov whose freedom we just obtained was imprisoned
for pointing out to his government its violations of the pact,
its refusal to let citizens leave their country or return.

We also discussed regional matters such as Afghanistan,
Angola, Nicaragua, and Cambodia.

But by their choice the main subject was arms control. We
discussed the emplacement of intermediate range missiles in
Europe and Asia and seemed to be in agreement they could be
reduced and possibly eliminated. Both sides seemed willing to
find a way to reduce even to zero the strategic missiles we have
aimed at each other. This then brought up the subject of S.D.I.
and whether deployment of such a system would violate A.B.M. I
offered a proposal that we continue our present research and if
and when we reached the stage of testing we would sign now a

treaty that would permit Soviet observation of such tests. And
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if the program was practical we would both eliminate our
offensive missiles and then we would make available the S.D.I.
system to the Soviets and others. I explained that even though
we would have done away with our offensive weapons, having the
defense would protect against cheating or the possibility of a
madman sometime deciding to create nuclear missiles. After all,
the world now knows how to make them. I likened it to our
keeping our gas masks even though the nations of the world had
outlawed poison gas after World War I.

We seemed to be making progress on reducing weaponry
although the General Secretary was registering opposition to
S.D.I. and proposing a pledge to observe A.B.M. for a number of
years as the day was ending.

Secretary 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 separated us. With respect and gratitude I can
inform you they worked until 2 a.m.

Yesterday (Sunday morning) our four came together again and
took up the report of our two teams. It was most promising.
They proposed a l0-year period in which we began with the
reduction of all nuclear explosive devices, bombs, cruise
missiles, intermediate range, short range, and strategic
missiles. They would be reduced 50 percent in the first 5 years
and totally eliminated in the next 5. During that time we would

proceed with research, development and testing of S.D.I. All
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done in conformity with A.B.M. provisions. At the 10-year point
we would invoke the clause permitting 6 months notice, at which
time we would proceed to deploy at the same time permitting the
Soviets to do likewise.

Here the debate began. The General Secretary wanted wording
that in effect would have kept us from developing the S.D.I. for
the entire 10 years. In effect, he was killing S.D.I. and unless
I agreed all that work toward eliminating nuclear weapons went
down the drain -- cancelled.

I told him I had pledged to the American people that I would
not trade away S.D.I. -- there was no way I could tell our people
their government would not protect them against nuclear
destruction. I went to Reykjavik determined that everything was
negotiable except two things, our freedom and our future.

I am still optimistic that a way will be found. The door is
open and the opportunity to begin eliminating the nuclear threat

is within reach.
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Good evening. As most of you know, I have just returned
from meetings in Iceland with the leader of the Soviet Union,
General Secretary Gorbachev. As I did last year when I returned
from the summit conference in Geneva, I want to take a few
moments tonight to share with you what took place in these
discussions.

The implications of these talks are enormous and only just
beginning to be understood. While we parted company with an
American offer still on the table, we are closer than ever before
to agreements that could lead to a safer world without nuclear
weapons.

But first, let me tell you that from the start of my
meetings with Mr. Gorbachev I have always regarded you, the
American people, as full participants. Believe me, without your
support, none of these talks could have been held, nor could the
ultimate aims of American foreign policy -- world peace and
freedom -- be pursued. And it is for these aims I went the extra
mile to Iceland.

So, let me report to you, the talks with General Secretary
Gorbachev -- lasting more than 11 hours -- were hard and tough
but extremely useful. During long discussions on both Saturday
and Sunday, he and I made considerable headway. We moved toward
agreement on drastically reduced numbers of intermediate range

nuclear missiles in both Europe and Asia. We approached
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agreement on sharply reduced strategic arsenals for both our
countries. We made progress in the area of nuclear testing.

So, at what was intended to be merely a preparatory meeting
for a future summit conference, we had with the Soviets the most
intense and far-reaching discussions to date, and we almost made
an historic breakthrough. But there remained toward the end of
our talks one area of disagreement. While both sides sought
reduction in the number of nuclear missiles and warheads
threatening the world, the Soviets insisted that we sign an
agreement that would deny to me -- and to future Presidents for
10 years -- the right to develop, test, and deploy a defense
against nuclear missiles for the people of the United States.
This we would not and could not do.

That was the deadlock at Hofdi House late Sunday afternoon.
Then, the American delegation recessed and caucused, and we
returned to the table with the most sweeping and generous arms
control proposal in history.

We offered the Soviets a l0-year program for the complete
elimination of all ballistic missiles =-- Soviet and American =--
from the face of the Earth by 1996, plus at least a 10-year delay
in American deployment of a strategic defense against nuclear
weapons, during which time we would observe the terms of the
current A.B.M. treaty. Astonishingly, Mr. Gorbachev rejected it.

Instead, he made a non-negotiable demand that the United
States end at once all development of a strategic defense for the
free world -- and insisted that we confine our program strictly

to laboratory research. Unless we signed such a commitment, he
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said, all the agreements of the previous 11-1/2 hours of
negotiation were null and void, including our last proposal.

To give in to his demands would have meant giving up
America's defensive program. That would have forfeited our
children's opportunity to live in a world free of the fear of
nuclear attack. That would have sacrificed the future security
interests of the American people, in exchange for a Soviet
promise. And this we could not do.

Again and again, we hit the same obstacle. The Soviets told
us their demand was a single package. They said there would be
no deals on any aspect of arms reduction unless we also agreed to
their unacceptable terms on the Strategic Defense Initiative.
They held other issues hostage while trying to kill our strategic
defense.

So we ask -- and the world must ask: Why did Mr. Gorbachev
reject our offer? Why are the Soviets afraid of a strategic
defense against nuclear missiles?

Not a single Soviet citizen has anything to fear from such
an American defensive system. We have even offered to share the
benefits of such a system with the Soviets. That defensive
system -- even if developed and deployed =-- w?uld harm not
people, but only ballistic missiles, after they had been fired.
It threatens no one and would harm nobody.

In refusing our offer and making his non-negotiable demand
on the United States, Mr. Gorbachev refused an historic
opportunity to rid the world of the threat of nuclear war.

Nevertheless, we have come too far to turn back now. So tonight
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I call on the Soviet Union to build on the agreements we reached,
and not to tear down the nearly-complete structure we erected in
Iceland because of our differences over the single issue of
S.D.Is

We made progress in Iceland. And we will continue to make
progress if we pursue a prudent, deliberate, and, above all,
realistic approach with the Soviets. From the earliest days of
our Administration, this has been our policy. We made it clear
we had no illusions about the Soviets or their ultimate
intentions. We were publicly candid about the critical moral
distinctions between totalitarianism and democracy. We declared
the principal objective of American foreign policy to be not just
the prevention of war but the extension of freedom. And, we
stressed our commitment to the growth of democratic government
and democratic institutions around the world. That is why we
assisted freedom fighters who are resisting the imposition of
totalitarian rule in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, Cambodia,
and elsewhere. And, finally, we began work on what I believe
most spurred the Soviets to negotiate seriously -- rebuilding our
military strength, reconstructing our strategic deterrence, and,
above all, beginning work on the Strategic Defense Initiative.

And yet at the same time we set out these foreign policy
goals and began working toward them, we pursued another of our
major objectives: that of seeking means to lessen tensions with
the Soviets, and ways to prevent war and keep the peace.

This policy is now paying dividends -- one sign of this in

Iceland was the progress on the issue of arms control. For the
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first time in a long while, Soviet-American negotiations in the
area of arms reductions are moving, 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.

One such issue is human rights. As President Kennedy once
said, "And, is not peace, in the last analysis, basically a
matter of human rights...?" Only last week, here in the Oval
Office, a heroic champion of human rights, Yuri Orlov, described
to me the persecution he suffered for leading an effort simply to
get the Soviet government to live up to the solemn commitment on
human rights it had signed at Helsinki in 1975. Mr. Orlov's
suffering is like that of far too many other individuals in all
walks of life inside the Soviet Union -- including those who wish
to emigrate.

In Iceland, human rights was a critical part of our agenda.
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 faith with foreign powers. So, I told
Mr. Gorbachev -- again in Reykjavik as I had in Geneva -- we

Americans place far less weight upon the words that are spoken at
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meetings such as these, than upon the deeds that follow. When it
comes to human rights and judging Soviet intentions, we are all
from Missouri: you have 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 conflicts. Summit meetings cannot
make the American people forget what Soviet actions have meant
for the peoples of Afghanistan, Central America, Africa, and
Southeast Asia. Until Soviet policies change, we will make sure
that our friends in these areas -- those who fight for freedom
and independence -- will have the support they need.

Finally, there was a fourth item. This area was that of
bilateral relations, people-to-people contacts. In Geneva last
year, we welcomed several cultural exchange accords; in Iceland,
we saw indications of more movement in these areas. But let me
say now the United States remains committed to people-to-people
programs that could lead to exchanges between not just a few
elite but thousands of everyday citizens from both our countries.

So I think then you can see that we did make progress in
Iceland on a broad range of topics. We reaffirmed our 4-point
agenda; we discovered major new grounds of agreement; we probed
again some old areas of disagreement.

And I realize some Americans may be asking tonight: Why not
accept Mr. Gorbachev's demand? Why not give up S.D.I. for this
agreement?

The answer, my friends, is simple. S.D.I. is America's

insurance policy that the Soviet Union would keep the commitments
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made at Reykjavik. S.D.I. is America's security guarantee -- if
the Soviets should -- as they have done too often in the past --
fail to comply with their solemn commitments. S.D.I. is what
brought the Soviets back to arms control talks at Geneva and
Iceland. S.D.I. is the key to a world without nuclear weapons.

The Soviets understand this. They have devoted far more
resources for a lot longer time than we, to their own S.D.I. The
world's only operational missile defense today surrounds Moscow,
the capital of the Soviet Union. What Mr. Gorbachev was
demanding at Reykjavik was that the United States agree to a new
version of a l4-year-old A.B.M. treaty that the Soviet Union has
already violated. I told him we don't make 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? Why are the Soviets so adamant that
America remain forever vulnerable to Soviet rocket attack? As of
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 signings.
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We will not abandon the guiding principle we took to
Reykijavik. We prefer no agreement than to bring home a bad
agreement to the United States.

And on this point, I know you are also interested in the
question of whether there will be another summit. There was no
indication by Mr. Gorbachev as to when or whether he plans to
travel to the United States, as we agreed he would last year in
Geneva. I repeat tonight that our invitation stands and that we
continue to believe additional meetings would be useful. But
that's a decision the Soviets must make.

But whatever the immediate prospects, I can tell you that I
am ultimately hopeful about the prospects for progress at the
summit and for world peace and freedom. You see, the current
summit process is very different from that of previous decades;
it is different because the world is different; and the world is
different because of the hard work and sacrifice of the American
people during the past 5-1/2 years. Your energy has restored and
expanded our economic might; your support has restored our
military strength. Your courage and sense of national unity in
times of crisis have given pause to our adversaries, heartened
our friends, and inspired the world. The Western democracies and
the NATO alliance are revitalized and all across the world
nations are turning to democratic ideas and the principles of the
free market. So because the American people stood guard at the
critical hour, freedom has gathered its forces, regained its

strength, and is on the march.
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So, if there is one impression I carry away with me from
these October talks, it is that, unlike the past, we are dealing
now from a position of strength, and for that reason we have it
within our grasp to move speedily with the Soviets toward even
more breakthroughs.

Our ideas are out there on the table. They won't go away.
We are ready to pick up where we left off. Our negotiators are
heading back to Geneva, and we are prepared to go forward
whenever and wherever the Soviets are ready. So, there is
reason -- good reason -- for hope.

I saw evidence of this in the progress we made in the talks
with Mr. Gorbachev. And I saw evidence of it when we left
Iceland yesterday, and I spoke to our young men and women at our
Naval installation at Keflavik [KEF-la-VICK] =-- a critically
important base far closer to Soviet naval bases than to our own
coastline. As always, I was proud to spend a few moments with
them and thank them for their sacrifices and devotion to country.
They represent America at her finest: committed to defend not
only our own freedom but the freedom of others who would be
living in a far more frightening world -- were it not for the
strength and resolve of the United States.

"Whenever the standard of freedom and independence has
been... unfurled, there will be America's heart, her
benedictions, and her prayers," John Quincy Adams once said. He
spoke well of our destiny as a Nation. My fellow Americans, we

are honored by history, entrusted by destiny with the oldest
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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 is in pursuit of that ideal I went to Geneva a year ago
and to Iceland last week. And it is in pursuit of that ideal
that I thank you now for all the support you have given me, and I
again ask for your help and your prayers as we continue our
journey toward a world where peace reigns and freedom is
enshrined.

Thank you and God bless you.




(Reagan)
ADDRESS TO THE NATION ON ICELAND

Good evening. I'm sure most, if not all, of you know I'm
just back from Iceland where at the invitation of General
Secretary Gorbachev of the Soviet Union, I met with him to
discuss the grave problems facing our two countries. I'm
reporting to you on the outcome of those meetings because in a
very real sense you are full participants in such meetings. They
have to do with the kind of world we'll all live in, whether
we'll continue to be free and at peace.

Before I report on our talks though, allow me to set the
stage by explaining two things that were very much a part of our
talks, one a treaty and the other a defense against nuclear
missiles which we are trying to develop. You've heard their
titles a thousand times -- the A.B.M. treaty and S.D.I. Those
letters stand for anti-ballistic missile and strategic defense
initiative.

Some years ago, the U.S. and the Soviet Union agreed to
limit any defense against nuclear missile attacks to the
emplacement in one location in each country of a small number of
anti-aircraft type missiles capable of intercepting and shooting
down incoming nuclear missiles. Thus leaving our real defense a
policy called Mutual Assured Destruction, meaning if one side
launched a nuclear attack, the other side could retaliate. This
mutual threat of destruction was believed to be a deterrent

against either side striking first.
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So here we sit with thousands of nuclear warheads targeted
on each other and capable of wiping out both our countries. The
Soviets deployed the few non-nuclear anti-ballistic missiles
around Moscow as the treaty permitted. Our country didn't bother
deploying because the threat of nationwide annihilation made such
limited defense seem useless.

For some years now we have been aware that the Soviets have
been researching a nationwide defense. They have installed a
great radar system at Krasnoyarsk (?) which we believe is
designed to provide radar guidance for non-nuclear anti-ballistic
missiles protecting the entire nation. This is a violation of
the A.B.M. treaty.

Believing that a policy of mutual destruction and slaughter
of their citizens and ours was uncivilized, I asked our military
a few years ago to study and see if there was a practical way to
destroy nuclear missiles as they left their silos rather than to
just destroy people. This is what we call S.D.I. and our
scientists researching such a system are convinced it is
practical and that several years down the road we can have such a
system ready to deploy. Incidentally we are not violating the
A.B.M. treaty which permits such research. If and when we deploy
the treaty also allows withdrawal from the treaty upon 6 month's
notice. S8.D.I., 1e£ me make it clear, is not a nuclear weapon.

So here we are at Iceland for our second such meetiné. In
the first and in the months in between, we have discussed ways to
reduce and in fact eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. We and

the Soviets have had teams of negotiators in Geneva trying to
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work out a mutual agreement on how we could reduce or eliminate
nuclear weapons. So far, no success.

On Saturday and Sunday, General Secretary Gorbachev and his
foreign minister Shevernadze and Secretary of State George Shultz
and I met for more than 10 hours. We didn't limit ourselves to
just arms reductions. We discussed what we call violation of
human rights on the part of the Soviets, refusal to let people
emigrate from Russia so they can practice their religion without
being persecuted, letting people go to rejoin their families,
husbands and wives separated by national borders should be
allowed to reunite. In much of this the Soviet Union is
violating another treaty =-- the Helsinki pact they had signed in
1975. Yuro Orlov whose freedom we just obtained was imprisoned
for pointing out to his government its violations of the pact,
its refusal to let citizens leave their country or return.

We also discussed regional matters such as Afghanistan,
Angola, Nicaragua, and Cambodia.

But by their choice the main subject was arms control. We
discussed the emplacement of intermediate range missiles in
Europe and Asia and seemed to be in agreement they could be
reduced and possibly eliminated. Both sides seemed willing to
find a way to reduce even to zero the strategic missiles we have
aimed at each other: This then brought up the subject of S.D.I.
and whether deployment of such a system would violate A.B:h. I
offered a proposal that we continue our present research and if
and when we reached the stage of testing we would sign now a

treaty that would permit Soviet observation of such tests. And
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if the program was practical we would both eliminate our
offensive missiles and then we would make available the S.D.I.
system to the Soviets and others. I explained that even though
we would have done away with our offensive weapons, having the
defense would protect against cheating or the possibility of a
madman sometime deciding to create nuclear missiles. After all,
the world now knows how to make them. I likened it to our
keeping our gas masks even though the nations of the world had
outlawed poison gas after World War I.

We seemed to be making progress on reducing weaponry
although the General Secretary was registering opposition to
S.D.I. and proposing a pledge to observe A.B.M. for a number of
years as the day was ending.

Secretary 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 separated us. With respect and gratitude I can
inform you they worked until 2 a.m.

Yesterday (Sunday morning) our four came together again and
took up the report of our two teams. It was most promising.
They proposed a 10-year period in which we began with the
reduction of all nuciear explosive devices, bombs, cruise
missiles, intermediate range, short range, and strategic ‘
missiles. They would be reduced 50 percent in the first 5 years
and totally eliminated in the next 5. During that time we would

proceed with research, development and testing of S.D.I. All
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done in conformity with A.B.M. provisions. At the 1l0-year point
we would invoke the clause permitting 6 months notice, at which
time we would proceed to deploy at the same time permitting the
Soviets to do likewise.

Here the debate began. The General Secretary wanted wording
that in effect would have kept us from developing the S.D.I. for
the entire 10 years. In effect, he was killing S.D.I. and unless
I agreed all that work toward eliminating nuclear weapons went
down the drain -- cancelled.

I told him I had pledged to the American people that I would
not trade away S.D.I. -- there was no way I could tell our people
their government would not protect them against nuclear
destruction. I went to Reykjavik determined that everything was
negotiable except two things, our freedom and our future.

I am still optimistic that a way will be found. The door is
open and the opportunity to begin eliminating the nuclear threat

is within reach.
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from the summit conference in Geneva, I want to take a few jéi;fﬁt;//
moments tonight to share with you what took place in these -

. . o - ’_/i/
discussions. , —— e e e

GplBut first, let me tell you that from the start of my

>
% meetings with Mr. Gorbachev I have always regarded you, the
K z American people, as full participants. Believe me, without your
‘ \% support, none of these talks could have been held, nor could the
i§~ ¥ ultimate aims of American foreign policy -- world peace and
5& *i freedom -- be pursued. And it is for these aims I went the extra
é é i\ mile to Iceland. HP\“
3 So, let me report to you, the talks with General Secretary bg
§? f%:fz Gorbachev -- lasting more than b% hours -- were hard and tough 3?
2 3 but extremely useful. During long discussions on both Saturday f
i:\ D and Sunday, he and I made considerable headway. We moved toward A
i \Ti&t agreement on drastically reduced numbers of intermediate range J \;i\
b '  nuclear missiles in both Europe and Asia. We approached - yéq:
¥ agreement on sharply reduced strategic arsenals for both ovur N yvf '

parted

*M

()

1 eed

“ countries. We made progress in the are nuclear testing

at Lhat wav atea te _bLe! )7 phcay s
Qtfut there remained toward the end of our talks

disagreement. While both sides sought reduction in the number o

nuclear missiles and warheads threatening the world, the Soviets
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insisted that we sign an agreement that would deny to me -- and
to future Presidents for 10 years -- the right to develop, test,
and deploy a defense against nuclear missiles for the people of

the United States. This we would not and could not do.

lzaat was the deadlock at Hofdi House late Sunday afternoon.
Then, the American delegation recessed and caucused, and ‘;?;
returned to the table with the most sweeping and generous)arms
control proposal in Am can history. |

We offered the Soviet

from the face of the Earth
Mr . ~Gorbaehew—and-Mr. Gorbachev rejected it.
QEnstead, he made a non-negotiable demand that the United
States end at“jnce all development of a strategic defense for the
Chg ¢

free world - at we confine our program strictly to laboratory

research. Unless we signed such a commitment, he said, all the

live in a world free of the fear of nuclear attack. That would

S
have sacrificed the future security interes,/;f the American

~

people, in exchange for a Soviet promise. And this we could not

do. K

My/fellow Americans, my m st solemn/éuty as Pre81dent is the

securxty of these United States\and the/safety of the American

(
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was my duty my country and >< (

/ bﬁfésue in my/marﬂ

had swo;ﬁ/;o proté/g

~ m’ 2 S OVj.E,LS,JS_QQt
ggain and again, we hit the same obstacle. The 7<
T e Wwe?d
Soviets told us their p:oposals-wef a single package. They said

there would be no deals on any aspect of arms reduction unless we
also agreed to their unacceptable terms on the Strategic Defense
Initiative. They held other issues hostage while trying to kill
our strategic defense.

So we ask -- and the world must ask: Why did Mr. Gorbachev

volsa s le 7
reject our offer? ) &&Mﬁ e 3
b ﬂ¢ﬁ9*
‘E& are the Soviets afraid of S$iP.I.? lﬁgt a single Soviet
gt PO, W have v
citizen has anything to fear from an American S.D.I. (Tﬁﬁf\ﬂiu4éutd»fa
defensive system -- even if developed and deployed -- would harm \Lu¢LL
not people, but only ballistic missiles, after they had been [ A
. he 04 [ Sl 4
fired. It threatens and would harm no—enen nct 4} ( 912;;
\
IIn refusing our offer and making his non-negotiable demand | ..tz
on the United States, Mr. Gorbachev refused an historic }PQ
T N

opportunity to rid the world of the threat of nuclear war.
Nevertheless, we have come too far to turn back now. So tonight
I call on the Soviet Union to build on the agreements we reached)
and not to tear down the nearly-complete structure we erected in
Iceland because of bur differences over the single issue pf
S:D. 1

lzf made progress in Iceland. And we will continue to make

progress if we pursue a prudent, deliberate, and, above all,

realistic approach with the Soviets. Ghet=me=pemind=your=tiraty=—"
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zprom the earliest days of our Administration, this has been our
policy. We made it clear we had no illusions about the Soviets

or their ultimate intentio we were publicly candid about the
-
-

critical moral distinctions between totalitarianism and
RO,
democracy. We s the principal objective of American
foreign policy %t just the prevention of war but the
extension of freedom. And, we stressed our commitment to the
growth of democratic government and democratic institutions
around the worl@,:lhat is why we assisted freedom fighters who
are resisting the ;hposition of totalitarian rule in Afghanistan,
Nicaragua, Angola, Cambodia, and elsewhere. And, finally, we
began work on what I believe most spurred the Soviets to
negotiate seriously =-- rebuilding our military strength,
reconstructing our strategic deterrence, and, above all,
beginning work on the strategic defense initiative.

And yet at the same time we set out*;hese foreign policy
goals and began working toward them, we pursued another of our
major objectitfs: that of seeking means to lessen tensions with
the Soviets,';ays to prevent war and keep the peace.

h&gs policy is now paying dividends == one sign of this in
Iceland was the progress on the issue of arms control. For the
first time in a long while, Soviet-American negotiations in the
area of arms reductions are moving, and moving in the right

direction: not just toward arms control, but toward arms

reduction.
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LEPt 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.

One such issue is human rights. As President Kennedy once
said, s not peace, in the*ﬁ;aa{/;naly51s, a matter of human
rights...?" Only last week, here in the Oval Office, a heroic
champion of human rights, Yuri Orlov, described to me the
persecution he suffered for leading an effort simply to get the
Soviet government to live up to the solemn commitment on human
rights it had signed at Helsinki in 1975. Mr. Orlov's suffering
is like that of far too many other individuals in all walks of
life inside the Soviet Union -- including those who wish to
emigrate.

LEE Iceland, human rights was a critical part of our agenda.
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 faith with foreign powers. If the best and

brightest inside~the Soviet Union == like Mr, Orlov -- cannot

~

So, I told Mr. Gorbachev -- again in Reykjavik 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 deeds that




Page §

follow. When it comes to human rights and judging Soviet
intentions, we are all from Missouri: you have 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/gi regional conflicts. T—told—Mr+—Gorbachev
that—the éﬁmmit}%%%ﬁzz/make the American people forget what
Soviet actions have meant for the peoples of Afghanistan, Central
America, Africa, and Southeast Asia. Until Soviet policies
change, we will make sure that our friends in these areas --
those who fight for freedom and independence -- will have the
support they need.

Finally, there was a fourth item. This area was that of
bilateral relations, people-to-people contacts. In Geneva last
year, we welcomed the signing of several cultural exchange

accords; in Iceland, we saw indications of more movement in these
j ——

areass But let me say now the United States remains committed to
people-to-people programs that could lead to exchanges between
not just a few elite but thousands of everyday citizens from both
our countries.

So I think then you can see that we did make progress in
Iceland on a broad range of topics. We reaffirmed our 4-point
agenda; we discovered major new grounds of agreement; we probed

again some old areas of disagreement.

And I realize some Americans may be asking tonight: Why not
accept Mr. Gorbachev's demand? Why not give up S.D.I. for this

agreement?

% -0




‘Eﬁe Soviets understand this. Tate=ismmhy they have
fod o ¥er lowgar iles = SDI,
4

devoted far more resources|[than we
The world's only operational missile defegpe today surrounds

Moscow, the @apital of the Soviet Union. 8@, what Mr. Gorbachev

«

% U Yoge o t
was demanding at Reykjavik was that the United Statew
VY my

ter=year extension of @B a fourteen-year-old ABM treaty that
Sy

the Soviet Union @ has already violated. I told him we don't make
s

those kindiof deals in the United States.
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The answer, my friends, is simple. S.D.I,/ is America's Fcelav

insurance policy that the Soviet Union would keep the commitments
made at Reykjavik. S.D.I. is America's security guarantee -- if
the Soviets should -- as they have done too oﬁten in the past =--
fail to comply with their solemn commitmentszz S.D.T. isszgiy to
world without nuclear weapons.
ﬁ

And the American people should reflect themsedwes on these
o
critical questions.

lE?W does a defense of the United States threaten the Soviet
Union or anyone else? Why are the Soviets so adamant that
America remain forever vulnerable to Soviet rocket attack. As of

Ldd, [y
today, wo—u free)fation/are utterly defenseless against Soviet

ﬁ -
meedear missiles -- fired either by accident or !z_design. Why

T
does the Soviet Union insist that we remain so =-- forever? >Z;
Ul
y my fellow Americans, I cannot promise, nor can any
all
President promise, that the talks in Iceland or qyﬁrfuture )x\\

discussions with Mr. Gorbachev will lead inevitably to great
breakthroughs or momentous treaty signings.

lEE.Will not abandon the guiding principle we took to
Reyk;?zik. We wewdd prefer ba—-;uve_: no agreement wether than 7

E———

bringjfa bad agreement heme to the United States.

lﬁfd on this point,~;-;;ow you are also interested in the
question of whether there will be another summit. There was no
indication by Mr. Gorbachev as to when or whether he plan; to

travel to the United States, as we agreed he would last year in

Geneva. I repeat tonight that our invitation stands and that we
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Yo /hmed;ake provpecy,

continue to believe additional meetings wguld be useful. But
that's a decision the Soviegs must make

lEpt whatever s, I can tell you that I
am ultimately hopeful about the prospects for progress at the
summit and for world peace and freedom. You see, the current
summit process is very different from that of previous decades;
it is different because the world is different; and the world is
different because of the hard work and sacrifice of the American
people during the past 5-1/2 years. Your energy has restored and
expanded our economic mightj your support has restored our
military strength. Your courage and sense of national unity in
times of crisis have given pause to our adversaries, heartened
our friends, and inspired the world. The Western democracies and
the NATO alliance are revitalized and all across the world
nations are turning to democratic ideas and the principles of the
free market. So because the American people stood guard at the
critical hour, freedom has gathered its forces, regained its
strength, and is on the march.

So, if there is one impression I carry away with me from
these October talks, it is that, unlike the past, we are dealing
now from a position of strength, and for that reason we have it
within our grasp to move speedily with the Soviets toward even

more breakthroughs. [~ A/ S .7 .

4s 1 saw evidence of this in the progress we made in the talks
with Mr. Gorbachev. And I saw evidence of it when we left
Iceland yesterday, and I spoke to our young men and women at our

Naval installation at Keflavik [KEF-la-VICK] -- a critically
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important base far closer to Soviet naval bases than to our own

coastline. As always, I was proud to spend a few moments with

them and thank them for their sacrifices and devotion to country.

They represent America at her finest: committed to defend not

only our own freedom but the freedom of others who would be

living in a far more frightening world -- were it not for the

strength and resolve &f‘f;eo;]nji:zdjos‘:a}‘eds.“‘th,hcc Lot beewn ... un F.,;A\'&i w-‘”
"Wherever the Banmier of liberty is unfurled, there shall be &

America's heart, her ﬁfﬁ;ﬁ?ﬁT;;d her-bené%;éézons," Joﬂhﬁka;;;’

once said. He spoke well of our destiny as a Nation. My fellow

Americans, we are honored by history, entrusted by destiny with

the oldest dream of humanity =-- the dream of lasting peace and

human freedom.

Another President, Harry Truman, noted that our centur%hggd
[/ 4

seen two of the most frightful wars in-histor "The
“&v/ R

supreme need of our ti is for man to learn to live together in

peace and harmony." 1 ?

It is in pursuit of that dream I went to Geneva a year ago

and to Iceland last week;—it—tg'iﬁfﬁﬁzgazzrof thaf—a;EEE‘I‘hqyejy

invi O visit us here for further discussions.

And it is in pursuit of that dréa at I thank you now for all
the support you have given me, and I again ask for your help and
your prayers as we continue our journey toward a world whgre
peace reigns and freedom is enshrined.

Thank you and God bless you.
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continue to believe additional meetings would be usefu%L But
that's a decision the Soviets must make.

But whatever the immediate prospects, I can tell you that I
am ultimately hopeful about the prospects for progress at the
summit and for world peace and freedom. You see, the current
summit process is very different from that of previous decades;
it is different because the world is different; and the world is
different because of the hard work and sacrifice of the American
people during the past 5-1/2 years. Your energy has restored and
expanded our economic might, your support has restored our
military strength. Your courage and sense of national unity in
times of crisis have given pause to our adversaries, heartened
our friends, and inspired the world. The Western democracies and
the NATO alliance are revitalized and all across the world
nations are turning to democratic ideas and the principles of the
free market. So because the American people stood guard at the
critical hour, freedom has gathered its forces, regained its
strength, and is on the march.

ikh:if there is one impression I carry away with me from
these October talks, it is tha:LAgnllke the past, we are dealing
now from a position oékarength,E!!iLior that reason we have it

within our grasp to move speedily with the Soviets toward even

ot Here on He Yablo . ’ﬂ* t o0
more breakthroughs. \E,Mo,;%aﬁ@\gk Wy va«. wt W m g m
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Iceland yesterday, and I spoke to our young men and women at our
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