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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 14, 1986 

DONALD T. REGAN 

The attached has been 
forwarded to the President. 

David L. Chew 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 14, 1986 

SITUATION ROOM NOTE 

UNCLASSIFIED 

In a press conference today, General Secretary Gorbachev gave an 
extremely detailed presentation of his meeting with President 
Reagan in Reykjavik. He emphasized that the meeting was an 
important event and was very useful in preparing the Soviets for 
a possible "step forward" toward disarmament. However, he 
stressed several times that any "reconstruction" was contingent 
on the us adopting a more realistic position than it had in 
Reykjavik. Gorbachev stated the proposals raised at the summit 
and reiterated that adherence to the ABM treaty and a nuclear 
test ban was an organic part of the Soviet proposal package and 
of any Soviet agreement. With regard to SDI, Gorbachev 
reiterated that it remains a "sore spot" and stumbling block to 
progress in the arms control area. He appeared to make jest of 
the President's remark to share results of work on SDI, 
commenting that the us does not even want to share dairy plant 
equipment. Gorbachev added that the Star Wars idea is aimed 
strictly at US military superiority. He concluded his speech 
with an assessment of the behavior of the US delegation at 
Reykjavik stating that its leadership depended on the military 
industry--and has turned the arms race into a business. (U) 

The above is based on a television broadcast of Gorbachev's 
speech. Transcripts have not yet been received. 

UNCLAISU:IED 



<TOR> 861014154249 

<TEXT>FBIS 088 
(USIA ALERT) 

1;2;10yDELandscapel3.6-@1;2;llyC 

USSR: GORBACHEV, IN ADDRESS, SAYS U.S. EMPTY-HANDED IN ICELAND 
LD141914 MOSCOW TELEVISION SERVICE IN RUSSIAN 1800 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TELEVISION ADDRESS BY CPSU GENERAL SECRETARY MIIQiAIL 
SERGEYEVICH 
GORBACHEV ON "VREMYA" PROGRAM, LIVE OR RECORDED -- VIDEO SHOWS 
GORBACHEV SEATED AT DESK FACING CAMERA) 

(EXCERPT) IT BECAME CLEAR, COMRADES, THAT THE AMERICANS CAME TO 
REYKJAVIK COMPLETELY EMPTY-HANDED. THE IMPRESSION WAS CREATED THAT 
THEY HAD COME THERE ONLY TO GATHER FRUIT INTO THEIR BASKET WITH 
EMPTY HANDS. 

THE SITUATION WAS DRAMATIC. THE U.S. PRESIDENT WAS NOT PREPARED 
TO DECIDE THE QUESTIONS OF PRINCIPLE IN A MAJOR WAY, TO COME PART 
W.AY TO MEET US, SO AS REALLY TO GIVE AN IMPULSE TO TALKS THAT WOULD 
PRODUCE RESULTS AND GIVE RISE TO HOPE. AND IT WAS PRECISELY FOR 
THIS THAT I CALLED UPON THE PRESIDENT IN MY LETTER IN WHICH I PUT 
FORWARD THE IDEA OF HOLDING THE URGENT AND IMMEDIATE MEETING SO AS 
TO GIVE A POWERFUL IMPULSE AT THE LEVEL OF THE TOP LEADERS OF THE 
TWO COUNTRIES. 
14 OCT 1939Z WG 



<TOR> 861014152622 

<TEXT>FBIS 084 
TASS REPORTS GORBACHEV PROPOSALS FORESHADOWED NEW EPOCH 
LD141851 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1848 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- A WHOLE PACKAGE OF BIG MEASURES 
PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET SIDE WAS PLACED ON THE TABLE OF THE SOVIET­
AMERICAN TALKS IN REYKJAVIK, THE GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU 
CENTRAL COMMITTEE MIKHAIL GORBACHEV SAID ON SOVIET TELEVISION 
TONIGHT. THESE MEASURES, IF ADOPTED, WOULD HAVE LAID THE BEGINNING 
OF A NEW EPOCH IN THE LIFE OF MANKIND, A NUCLEAR-FREE EPOCH. 

WHAT WE WERE SPEAKING ABOUT WAS ALREADY NOT THE LIMITATION OF 
NUCLEAR ARMS, AS WAS THE CASE IN THE SALT-1, SALT-2 AND OTHER 
TREATIES, BUT ABOUT THE LIQUIDATION OF NUCLEAR ARMS WITHIN A 
COMPARATIVELY SHORT PERIOD OF TIME. THE PROPOSAL CONCERNED 
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS. 
14 OCT 1912Z WG 

1;2;1C 



1;2;10yDELandscapel3.6-@1;2;llyDETitanlO-Rllm<ORIG> FBIS 
<TOR> 861014152852 

<TEXT>FBIS 085 
USSR: GORBACHEV -- REAGAN NOT PREPARED TO SOLVE QUESTIONS 
LD141858 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1857 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- THE AMERICAN PRESIDENT WAS NOT 
PREPARED TO SOLVE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS IN A BIG WAY, TO COVER HIS 
PART OF THE ROAD SO AS REALLY TO GIVE AN IMPULSE TO RESULTFUL AND 
ENCOURAGING TALKS, STATED THE GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL 
COMMITTEE MIKHAIL GORBACHEV WHEN APPEARING ON CENTRAL TELEVISION 
TODAY. BUT IT IS TO THIS THAT I CALLED THE PRESIDENT IN MY LETTER 
INVITING HIM TO THE MEETING TO GIVE AN IMPULSE TO THE TALKS ON 
NUCLEAR-SPACE ARMS, HE SAID. 
14 OCT 1916Z WG 



i;2;lbyDELandscapel3.6-@l;2;llyDETitanlO-Rllm<ORIG> FBIS 
<TOR> 861014153108 

<TEXT>FBIS 086 
USSR: GORBACHEV ON CONTRADICTIONS IN U.S. STAND 
LD141902 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1859 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- EUROPE DESERVES TO BE RID OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS, TO STOP BEING A NUCLEAR HOSTAGE, MIKHAIL GORBACHEV, 
GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL COMMITTEE, HAS STATED, 
SPEAKING OVER THE SOVIET TELEVISION. AS FOR THE PRESIDENT, IT WAS 
DIFFICULT TO HIM TO OPPOSE HIS OWN "ZERO OPTION" WHICH HE HAD 
BOOSTED FOR SO LONG. AND STILL, WE FELT THE INTENTION OF THE 
AMERICANS TO DISRUPT THE AGREEMENT UNDER THE GUISE OF THEIR SPECIAL 
CONCERN FOR THEIR ALLIES IN ASIA. 
14 OCT 1923Z WG 



<TOR> 861014154748 

<TEXT>FBIS 090 
USSR: GORBACHEV ON PRESERVING ABM TREATY 
LD141908 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1901 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- WE MUST CREATE SUCH A SITUATION 
IN WHICH NOT ONLY IN DEEDS BUT EVEN IN THOUGHTS THERE WOULD BE NO 
ATTEMPTS TO WAVER STRATEGIC STABILITY ANO SIDESTEP ACCORDS, STATED 
THE GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL COMMITTEE MIKHAIL 
GORBACHEV WHEN APPEARING ON MOSCOW TELEVISION. THAT IS WHY WE MUST 
HAVE CONFIDENCE THAT THE TIMELESS ABM TREATY WILL BE PRESERVED. 
14 OCT 1945Z WG 

1;2;1C 



<TOR> 861014154520 

<TEXT>FBIS 089 
TASS REPORTS GORBACHEV COMMENTS ON SDI 
LD141915 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1913 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- OUR ATTEMPTS TO REACH AGREEMENT 
ON THE SDI PROGRAMME FAILED TO PRODUCE RESULTS, THE GENERAL 
SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL COMMITTEE MIKHAIL GORBACHEV SAID ON 
SOVIET TELEVISION TONIGHT. THE MORE WE DISCUSSED IT THE MORE 
OBVIOUS IT BECAME THAT THE AMERICANS WOULD NOT AGREE TO CONFINING 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND TESTING UNDER THE SDI PROGRAMME TO THE 
FRAMEWORK OF LABORATORIES. THEY ARE EAGER TO GO INTO OUTER SPACE 
WITH WEAPONS. 

I FIRMLY STATED, MIKHAIL GORBACHEV SAID, THAT WE WILL NEVER AGREE 
TO HELP UNDERMINE THE ABM TREATY WITH OUR OWN HANDS. FOR US THIS IS 
A QUESTION OF PRINCIPLE, A QUESTION OF OUR NATIONAL SECURITY. 
~4 OCT 1945Z BR 

1;2;1C 



<TOR> 861014154934 

<TEXT>FBIS 091 
USSR: GORBACHEV -- U.S. STUCK TO TIME-ERODED POSITIONS 
LD141920 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1917 GMT 14 OCT 86 

1;2;10yDELandscapel3.6-@l; 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- OUR PARTNERS LACKED THE BREADTH 
OF APPROACH, UNDERSTANDING OF THE UNIQUE CHARACTER OF THE MOMENT 
AND, ULTIMATELY, COURAGE, RESPONSIBILITY AND POLITICAL DETERMINATION 
THAT ARE SO NECESSARY FOR RESOLVING VITAL AND COMPLICATED WORLD 
PROBLEMS, MIKHAIL GORBACHEV, GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL 
COMMITTEE, SAID IN HIS TELEVISED SPEECH TONIGHT. THEY STUCK TO THEIR 
OLD TIME-ERODED POSITIONS THAT CONTRADICTED PRESENT-DAY REALITIES. 
14 OCT l947Z WG 



1;2;10yDELandscapel3.6-@1;2;llyDETitanlO-Rllm<ORIG> FBIS 
<TOR> 861014160910 

<TEXT>FBIS 094 
USSR: GORBACHEV -- PEOPLE MUST KNOW TRUTH ABOUT REYKJAVIK 
LD141930 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1926 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- BEFORE APPEARING BEFORE YOU I 
READ THE STATEMENT MADE BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
ABOUT 
REYKJAVIK, THE GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL COMMITTEE 
MIKHAIL GORBACHEV STATED ON SOVIET TELEVISION TODAY. WHAT ATTRACTS 
ATTENTION IS THAT THE PRESIDENT ATTRIBUTES TO HIMSELF ALL THE 
PROPOSALS THAT WERE DISCUSSED. IT MUST BE THAT THESE PROPOSALS ARE 
SO APPEALING TO THE AMERICANS AND THE PEOPLES OF THE WORLD THAT ONE 
MIGHT RESORT EVEN TO SUCH A STRATEGEM. CONCEIT IS NOT GNAWING US. 
YET IT IS IMPORTANT FOR PEOPLE TO GET A TRUTHFUL PICTURE OF WHAT 
WENT ON IN REYKJAVIK. 
14 OCT 2002Z WG 



l;2;10yDELandscapel3.6-@l;2;llyDETitanlO-Rllm<ORIG> FBIS 
<TOR> 861014161101 

<TEXT>FBIS 095 
USSR: GORBACHEV -- WE ARE REALISTS .•. NOT LOSING HEART 
LD141941 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1935 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- "WE ARE REALISTS. WE CLEARLY 
UNDERSTAND THAT QUESTIONS THAT FOR MANY YEARS, EVEN DECADES HAVE NOT 
FOUND THEIR SOLUTION CAN HARDLY BE RESOLVED AT A SINGLE SITTING," 
MIKHAIL GORBACHEV, GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE CPSU CENTRAL COMMITTEE, 
SAID IN HIS TELEVISED SPEECH TONIGHT. 

"WE HAVE SUFFICIENT EXPERIENCE OF CONDUCTING AFFAIRS WITH THE 
UNITED STATES. WE KNOW HOW CHANGEABLE ITS POLITICAL CLIMATE IS, HOW 
STRONG AND INFLUENTIAL OVERSEAS OPPONENTS OF PEACE ARE," HE SAID. 

"THAT WE ARE NOT LOSING HEART, ALTHOUGH THERE ARE MORE THAN 
ENOUGH GROUNDS FOR THAT, IS ONLY BECAUSE WE ARE SINCERELY CONVINCED 
ABOUT THE NEED FOR FRESH EFFORTS TO BUILDING NORMAL INTER-STATE 
RELATIONS IN THE NUCLEAR AGE," GORBACHEV EMPHASISED. 
14 OCT 2006Z WG 



.. 
<TOR> 861014161259 

<TEXT>FBIS 096 
USSR: GORBACHEV -- REYKJAVIK PREPARED POSSIBLE STEP FORWARD 
LD141946 MOSCOW TASS IN ENGLISH 1941 GMT 14 OCT 86 

(TEXT) MOSCOW OCTOBER 14 TASS -- THE MEETING IN REYKJAVIK WAS A 
MAJOR EVENT. A REVALUATION TOOK PLACE. A QUALITATIVELY DIFFERENT 
SITUATION HAS BEEN CREATED. NOBODY CAN ACT ANY MORE IN THE WAY HE 
HAS ACTED BEFORE. THE MEETING WAS USEFUL. IT PREPARED A POSSIBLE 
STEP FORWARD, TO A REAL CHANGE FOR THE BETTER, IF THE UNITED STATES 
AT LONG LAST MOVES TO REALISTIC POSITIONS AND GIVES UP DELUSIONS 
IN 
APPRAISALS, MIKHAIL GORBACHEV SAID WHEN APPEARING ON SOVIET 
TELEVISION TONIGHT. 
14 OCT 2009Z WG 

1;2;1C 
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u 1 PM-Soviet-US 2r1dLd-Writethru 10-14 077• 
AP~-Sovi•t-US, 2nd Ld - Writethru,0791< ~ 
ASuoercowers Can Negotiate ReykJav ik Accord& in Geneva, Comment•tor 
S&ys< 
"'Ea&: New____QJ'.-'.-f&--r-a, Gorbac:hev speech material. Rewrites prvs to 
J&hvrter1. No pickug. < 
"'Sy KEN OLSEN= 
A~ssociated Press ~riter= 

MOSC:~ CAP> _ Kremlin leader Mikhail S. Gorbachev told the 
Soviet µ~o~l~ Tuescay th~~ if necessary, the country will respond 
• - • ""' ~ ' ' S • • e-'- ""'~, ' ' 0 ' ' ~ ._ h t ~ . -' .&. R f .. ~ ..... c; -· • - .. "" ... ar..;; ... r.o~ram .. a .-resli..er, ... eagar1 re used tc• 
cu~tai: ~ur1nQ the Iceland summit. 

··s~~iet peo~le know this, and all people around th~ w~r:d 
should k~ow this ~s ~e::,'' Gorbachev said in a nationally 
te:evise~ address. ·'Eu~ we are opposed to a. p~wer play. This is an 
~x~re~~ly ~angerous un~erta~in~ in ~he nuc:ear missile a;e.'" 

Gor~ac~ev an~ Rea;an, in two ~ays cf talks in ReyJkavik, 
Ice:~nG, agreed in princi~le to r~dically reduce strategic weapons 
And eliminate medium-range missiles from Europe. 

But the potential agreements were cnditioned on Soviet 
insistehce on confining space weapons research to the laboratory. 
ReaweU'"1 reJected this, arid no fir1al ai;l"'eemer1t emerg~d although both 
si~e• saic they sti!l had hopes that the progress made in ReyJkavik 
~ill ccn~inue in disarmament negotiation5 in Geneva. 

7he Soviet lea~er in~icated in ~is speech that more than the 
s~~r ~a~~ pro~ram was ~n obsta~le ~or at least part of the arms 
cc.r.trc.! rneas.ures they ~isc:usse~. Gc·r!:iachev said the Soviets 
ac~eµte~ Rea;an's prooos•l that ~oth si~es eliminate al: 
mecium-ran~e nuclear missiles from Europe, the so-called 
''zero-zero'' option. 

''And still, we felt the intention of the Americans to disrupt 
the a~r~~ment under the guise of their special concern for their 
al:ies in Asia,'' he said, without immediate elaboration. 

G~rbachev said Rea~an had not been ''prepared to solve 
fun9amc~tal ~uestio~s in•a bi; way, to c:over his part of the road 
sc as t~ re~::y ~ive an iffipulse to resultful and encoura~in' 
~~ : ~s, •• accortin~ tc e xcerpts of his address transmitted by t~e 
Q~ficia: news a~ency 7ass. 

·'Su~ it is to this that I called the president in my letter 
~nvitin' him to the meetin~, to give an impulse to the talks on 
i·.1.Lc!e.ar and s;:iace arms,'' he said. 

· soviet newspapers today ~id not publish any maJor analyses of 
t~e sumw!t, the second meetin~ between the superpower lea~ers in 11 
r110Y1ths. 

Vladimir Alexeyev, a commentator for the government press agency 
Novo5ti, $~id the 5ummit will result in more pressure on Washington 
to alter ita policies. 

··~fter this meeting, it will be doubly hard for the United 
State5 to cloak its intransigence on arms reduction matters with 
sterile no~le-sou~~i~g s~atements. Thus, Rey~Javik might, in the 
:c.n, r~n, ~aste~ t ~e ca~ hhen, in ~rder to remain a respected 
memoer of the worl~ c~mmunity, Washington will have to end its 
obstinance and croceed with concret~ actions to meet Moscow halfway 
on these issues.'' 

7he Novosti commentary, sent by telex to Western correspondents, 
seemed optimistic that agreement is even\ually possible. 

·'Yes, the meeting sturnbled, but this does not mean that it 
completely faileG,'' wrote Alexeyev. ••tt ~lso does not mean that 
such an unfortur-1ate outcome of the top-level dialogue prec:lude5 the 
possibility of future progre5s in ~rms limitation and reduction 
endeavors or bars the continuation of such encounters.'' · 

In a nationally televised speech Monday night~ Reagan said the 
invitation to Gorbachev to visit th~ United States this year still . 
$tan~&, •nC ''we continue to believe that additional meetings w~uld 
oe u&eful.'' 

Raag•r-1 al&o said that American negotiators in Geneva •'are 
prepared to go forward whenever and wherever the Soviets are 
ready.'' 

R•dio Moscow said in an English-language newscast today that 
Reagan ••tried to Justify his refusal to make a compromise on the 
SDI issue by claiming that the program holds the key to a world 
without nuclear arms.'' 

It said th•t his • 'st.ubborn striving'' to prove himself ri;:,t 
over SDI nad lea unidentified analysts to question his wlllingness 
to reacn arm• control accords. 

None of today• a Soviet new&papers commer1ted on the outcome of' 
the summit, limiting their reports to Gorbachev's news conference 
held in ReykJavik -9,inday night and a. rouY1dup of react iol'.'1 from 
aoroad. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 14, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENIOR STAFF 

FROM: Larry Speakes -,, 

Attached is the transcript of Admiral 
Poindexter's remarks to the press pool on 
Air Force One returning from Iceland on 
October 12. Please note that this is for 
internal use only. 



Internal Transcript October 12, 1986 

IN¥ERVIEW OF ADMIRAL JOHN POINDEXTER 
ON RETURN FROM ICELAND 

Air Force One 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: What we decided to do is be very 
open with you on the negotiations so our position comes out very 
clearly. As we said before we got up here, we really didn't expect 
to get any agreements. We thought the best that we could do was to 
focus the agenda because we knew that there were substantive 
differences in the INF area, where the differences were on Asia -- I 
probably will use a little shorthand here because I think you're 
familiar with the issues -- Asia, short-range INF, and verification. 

On nuclear testing, given the President's latest proposal 
to the Congress -- of course, that obviously fit in with what we 
wanted to propose to the Soviets. And are you familiar with that 
proposal to the Congress? All right, I'll come back to that -­
remind me. 

But the fundamental difference that we have with the 
Soviets in the testing area is the Soviets believe that we should 
immediately enter into a comprehensive test ban. And what we're 
saying is that we're willing to negotiate toward a comprehensive test 
ban as the ultimate objective, but only reach that point of banning 
all tests when we've eliminated the nuclear weapons that we need for 
strategic deterrence, because as long as we've got to rely on those 
weapons, we feel we need to test them. 

In the SALT area -- or START rather, START -- in the 
START area, our major areas of difference was how to distribute the 
50 percent reduction that we both had agreed to in principle at 
Geneva -- the mix, the mix of the (inaudible.) 

All right, now, let's see. That INF, nuclear testing, 
START, SDI. 

Q SDI --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. On SDI, of course, we feel 
very strongly that in order to continue to provide deterrence as we 
reduce offensive weapons that it's important to have the strategic 
defensive system eventually. 

Now, the President's proposal back in July was that the 
Soviets join us in a new treaty that we would be willing to sign now, 
but which would be -- the trigger for implementation would be a 
future decision after 1991 that either side wanted to proceed ahead 
with the development and deployment of SDI. The treaty that we were 
prepared to offer would have required the side that decided to 
proceed ahead with SDI to offer a sharing plan and would have 
required that party to share, if both parties would, agree to work out 
a plan to eliminate offensive ballistic missiles. 

Q Yes, but --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, I'm going through this part in 
history right now --

Q That's very good, very useful. Are you saying that 
both sides were on the side that offered to proceed with the plan? 

Q When you say proceed, you mean laboratory testing 

MORE 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: At the end -- you see, for the first 
five-year period, we were talking about doing the research, 
development and testing which is permitted by the ABM Treaty. If we 
wanted to go beyond that point to development and testing not 
permitted by the ABM Treaty, at that point we would have to 
transition to this new treaty that we were prepared to sign now. 
That new treaty would -- the legal word would be a novation for those 
parts of the ABM Treaty where there was a conflict. But we would -­
the main point here is that under our plan, we would have been under 
a continual treaty. 

The question of withdrawal from the ABM Treaty would not 
have arisen. So we would have just had transition from the situation 
today where we have one treaty, an ABM Treaty, to a situation where 
we would actually have two treaties. The ABM Treaty would remain in 
effect, but there would be a new treaty with provisions that would 
contradict the ABM Treaty and the new treaty would supercede it in 
those areas. 

And our plan was a sincere effort on our part to figure 
out a way that both countries could transition from a situation where 
we've got to rely on offensive weapons for strategic deterrence to a 
situation where we could shift the reliance to defensive systems to 
maintain the deterrence. 

Q In effect, from bad to something else. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. From mutual assured 
destruction to defending one's country. In our case, we would have 
been defending much of the free world. 

Now, the Soviets, all along, had wanted to do everything 
they could to stop SDI. That's why their proposal going into Iceland 
was that we agree not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for 15 to 20 
years. We do not feel that a workable SDI system is that far away. 
We feel that it's closer to that, and because we think it's a much 
safer way to coexist, we didn't want to wait that long. 

Q Can I ask a question? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. 

Q Why, why are the Soviets so afraid of SDI? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, that's --

Q I mean -- (inaudible) -- thinking it's a 
first-strike Is it because they want the time to catch up or is it 
because they really fear that it is -- that they're going to be blown 
up? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's a great question, Helen. I'm 
not sure I know the answer to that question. 

Q What came out of the dialogue with them that made --
showed their fear? What is it that -- are they trying to trick us? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: This afternoon, I specifically asked 
Shevardnadze that question in one of the meetings. I tried -- I 
asked him, "What do you fear from SDI?" They simply avoided 
answering that question. 

Q He wouldn't tell you? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right 

Q Do you think they have a good enough understanding, 
however, of the technology? You say we're much closer than that. Do 
they know how close we are? 

MORE 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, 15 years is a long time. Ten 
years is a long time. SDI is not just around the corner. We've got 
a lot of work to dq. I don't want to mislead you that we've got some 
sort of breakthrou~h. 

Q I just want to ask you one more question on that --
in that respect. What do you think bothers them? Is it because they 
are so far behind and they feel they'll be outgunned and --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, let me go on and you come back 
to that question, Helen, because 

Q what we did in these 72 hours --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Some parts of the negotiations may 
reveal that. Now, in addition to arms control, of course, coming to 
Iceland, we wanted to talk about the regional issues, human rights, 
and the bilateral issues. 

On human rights, we're very concerned about the lack of 
emigration from the Soviet Union. There are several hundred thousand 
people that want to emigrate from the Soviet Union. Since Geneva, we 
have made some progress in getting divided families out and well-know 
dissidents. But really, we have not been able to have much impact on 
the bulk numbers. 

So in the discussions yesterday, the President and 
Gorbachev reviewed their respective positions and agreed that, last 
night at 8:00 p.m., that two working groups would convene, one on 
arms control and one on human rights, regional and bilateral issues. 

The arms control group met for ten and a half hours. 
They went right straight through the night. The other working group 
went for about five and a half hours. 

On the regional, human rights, bilateral issues, the 
working group was able to reach agreed positions on a work plan for 
the next several months to make progress in most of our outstanding 
bilateral issues; agreed to continue discussions on ways of 
addressing the human rights issues; and agreed to continue the 
dialogue we've been having with them on the regional issues. 

In the arms control area --

Q Over the next several months? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Over the next several months. 

Q Where? What area? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: In the same fora we've been using in 
bilateral talks. 

In the arms control area, agreement was reached last 
night on a way of handling the short-range INF problem in that -- beg 
your pardon -- in that there was an agreement to freeze at the 
current Soviet level and continue negotiations on short-range INF, 
once the long-range INF issue was settled. There was agreement that 
the 

(end of side one) 

MORE 
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(begin side two -- interview in progress) 

And that was not just a matter that we would have agreed to pull 
weapons out and they could immediately place them back in, that they 
would remain in effect -- in other words, prohibiting the 
reintroduction of these weapons. The weapons would be destroyed. 

Our going-in coming to Iceland was that we were prepared 
to accept 100 warheads in Europe from each side and, for the Soviets, 
100 warheads in Asia and 100 for the U.S. in the United States. 

Through last night, the Soviets would agree to come down 
to zero-zero in Europe, but they wanted to delay a reduction in Asia 
and let that be dependent upon a future negotiation. We were 
unwilling to accept that last night because it would simply shift the 
burden from Europe on to our Asian allies. 

Q -- future negotiations unspecified? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Unspecified. Now, probably, rather 
than going through this chronilogically, let me just continue with 
INF for a moment. Today, the Soviets agreed to come down to 100 
warheads on each side globally. Their 100 would be in Asia; our 100 
would be in the United States. So that would amount to zero-zero for 
Europe. That would be 100 percent reduction for Europe for the 
Soviets and about an 80 percent reduction in Asia, or from 1323 
warheads today down to 100 warheads for the Soviets -- a very 
significant reduction. And we agreed to that. 

Q You say we agreed to that -- that means that at the 
end of the working group you --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, I'm sorry. I transitioned there 
from the working group last night to the discussions today. 

Q Okay. You agreed to that on Sunday? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Right. The Soviets proposed it 
today and we agreed to it today. 

Q At both leadership levels. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Right. 

Q That would have been -- (inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, you must remember that what we 
were trying to achieve here were instructions for the Foreign 
Ministers of both countries. They would then take those instructions 
and prepare a framework agreement that could be signed in a 
Washington summit. And then treaties would have to be prepared from 
that framework agreement. There are a lot of details to be worked 
out, Helen, which were not addressed today. 

Now, let me just give you a footnote here. As you'll see 
in a moment, Gorbachev held all of the arms control agreements that 
both sides were prepared to agree to hostage to our SDI. So, Helen, 
we do not have this INF agreement now. I'm just telling you what the 
two leaders were prepared to agree to. 

Q So he linked them all? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All. 

Q He linked all of the -- (inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. But that was 
significant progress in INF. 
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On START, last night 

Q Let me just ask (inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Last night on START, both sides 
reached agreement on 1,600 Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles. 

Q 1,600? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: 1,600. And they agreed on 6,000 
nuclear warheads. The Soviets were --

Q 1,600 nuclear delivery vehicles, 6,000 nuclear 
warheads. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles. 
SNDV. 

The Soviets were still resisting the negotiation on 
sub-limits, but we felt that could easily be a job completed in 
Geneva. They did agree there would be substantial reductions in 
their heavy ICBMs. 

The agreed that bombers, gravity bombs, short-range 
attack missiles would count as one reentry vehicle each. 

Q Gravity bombs and --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Short range attack missiles. In 
other words, the combination of the bomber with its load of bombs and 
short-range attack missiles would count as one re-entry vehicle in 
the 6,000 count. In other words, this was solving the problem of our 
difference of opinion on how to count. The Soviets in the past had 
referred to nuclear charges. So that within the 6,000 you'd have the 
ICBM warheads, the SLBM warheads, the ALCM warheads, and then each 
bomber with bombs and SRAM that combination, each one of those would 
count as one. But is that clear? I want to be sure that --

Q Can you run through that again? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, okay. The nuclear warheads 
that count as one each: ICBM warheads, SLBM warheads, 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles, ALCMS -- air-launched cruise 
missiles -- and then the combination of the bomber with its bombs and 
with its short-range attack missiles, that package together counts as 
one. That was significant progress in that area. 

Q What is our numbers today? Why would this be 
significant progress? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, because in the past up to this 
point when the Soviets have put forth a warhead number, they were 
talking about nuclear charges. So they counted the bomber and each 
of the bombs and each of the short-range attack missiles as one each 
rather than the package counting as one, which gives the Soviets a 
distinct advantage if you count that way because the equating one 
bomb or one short-range attack missile with the ICBM re-entry vehicle 
is an unfair equality. All right. Everybody agreed to that. 

Q Today? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That was last night. No, they 
reached all those agreements on START last night, in the working 
group. The working group was unusual, by the way, in that the Soviet 
Chief of Staff, Marshall Akramehev, led the discussions. 

Q How do you spell his name? A-R-K --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, A-K-R-A-M-E-H-E-V. Akramehev. 
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You need to have your staffs check that out. That's about right. 

of the 

purpose. 

Q re's on the list. We got the list. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. This was very unusual. 

Q To have him sitting in? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: To have him sit in. As the Chairman 
the leader, yes. 

Q That, to you, I take it, showed seriousness of 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Showed seriousness of purpose and 
carried on a very business-like negotiation last night for which we 
are appreciative. 

Q {Inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. But they said last 
night that the -- well, there was not agreement last night on the 
INF. That only -- the agreement on that was arrived at today. But 
last night, especially in the START area, they indicated they were 
not willing to finally agree to these provisions unless we would 
agree not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for ten years and if we 
would agree to a modified and more restrictive definition as to what 
research development and testing is permitted under the ABM Treaty. · 

Q Let's get that straight because that's really 
crucial. Then they would -- willing to be -- not be willing to agree 
to these provisions unless the U.S. was willing to not withdraw from 
the ABM Treaty for ten years --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Right. And if we would agree to 
make the restrictions on research and developing and testing more 
restrictive than presently provided for in the ABM Treaty. 

Q Was this -- you mentioned these types of treaties. 
Was this sort of a drop-in clause that they were working for? What 
were they 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I would just say, it was a 
condition -- I mean these are still -- these are not heads -- last 
night, this was not heads of state agreeing on these issues --

Q This -- it was last night that they laid this out? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. 

Q In the arms control group? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. 

Q Which was headed by whom on the U.S. side? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Paul Nitze. 

Q They never made this so clear before? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: They hadn't made all of these 
prov1s1ons in START that they would agree to so clear before. But we 
knew that -- all along -- that they wanted some linkage between SDI 
and START. But last night, they also tied START, INF, and nuclear 
testing all to an agreement on the ABM Treaty view from their side or 
SDI as viewed from our side. 

Q So what were those -- or are those restrictions that 
are stumbling blocks? 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right. Let me get to that a 
little bit later because I want to cover last night a little bit 
more. 

Q Okay. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: On nuclear testing, there was 
agreement last night that both sides would agree on starting 
negotiations on further limitations to nuclear testing with improved 
verification being the number one agenda item -- number one by -- in 
terms of priority, with the ultimate objective of providing further 
limitations on nuclear testing in conjunction with agreement to 
reduce offensive forces in parallel with agreement to reduce 
offensive forces, with the ultimate objective being a comprehensive 
test ban at the point that we no longer had to rely on nuclear 
weapons for a strategic deterrence. 

Now, the elements of this were agreed to. The way of 
characterizing it, the way I've just characterized it was not agreed 
to. In other words, to make that clear, both sides are prepared to 
begin negotiations. The agenda would be improved verification and 
further limitations on nuclear testing as we reduce offensive 
weapons, with the ultimate objective being a comprehensive test ban. 

We want to characterize that as beginning negotiations on 
further limitations on nuclear testing. They want to characterize it 
as beginning negotiations on a comprehensive test ban. But there's 
an important distinction in that we want it to be made clear to 
everybody that we are not prepared to enter into an immediate 
comprehensive test ban, but only reach that point over time as we 
reduce the nuclear weapons. 

Q So substantial difference in interpretation? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, of characterizing it, although, 
frankly, I think we could have resolved that difference today if we 
could have solved the SDI problem -- the ABM problem. 

All right. The discussions today between the President 
and General Secretary Gorbachev -- they began at 10:00 a.m. They 
were supposed to finish at 12:00 p.m. They actually went to about 
4:30 p.m. Well, you must have these times. 

Q Yes, we have all of them. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: And then broke at 1:30 p.m. Then 
Secretary Shultz and I met at 2:00 p.m. with Shevardnadze. And we 
had some people on our side, he had some people on his side. And we 
met from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Then the President and Gorbachev 
reconvened about 3:30 p.m. or so, I guess. 

Because when the President came back, Secretary Shultz 
and I had to brief him on our discussions with Shevardnadze. 

Q I'm sorry -- the President and Gorbachev, 
one-on-one? 

MR. SPEAKES: Separately. Each side separately. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Each side separately. No, the 
meetings began this morning with two-on-two. Shultz and Shevardnadze 
-- or Shultz and the President and Shevardnadze and Gorbachev. Then 
that meeting went from 10:00 a.m. until about 1:30 p.m., broke. The 
President went to get lunch. Shultz and I met with Shevardnadze and 
his group from about 2:00 p.m. until 3:00 p.m. The President and 
Gorbachev came back. Each team met with their head of state for 
about a half hour I guess it was, and then, the President and Shultz 
and Gorbachev and Shevardnadze began two-on-two discussions that ran 
until we quit, whatever time that was. 
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SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICAL: We took one little break. 

ADMIRAh POINDEXTER: Yes, there was one break in there 
where each side caucused with their own people. 

Q What were the issues -- (inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: From the morning meeting, the 
President and Gorbachev came to agreement on INF, on the 100-100 
globally. On START and the Defensive Space Component -- SDI and ABM 
-- the Soviets continued to hold in their position and they would not 
agree to the START position or the INF positions that had been agreed 
upon, or the nuclear testing positions that had been agreed upon 
unless the United States was willing to not withdraw from the ABM 
Treaty for ten years and with these further restrictions on what sort 
of research, development and testing could be accomplished during 
that ten-year period. 

Q I'm sorry -- did that come up in the morning? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: (Inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: So Shultz and I met with 
Shevardnadze and his people to see if we could work out a 
counterproposal that protected our interests in SDI. So through that 
meeting and the meeting with the President when he came back, we 
prepared a counterproposal in which 

Q A U.S. proposal? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: This was a U.S. proposal. Let me 
preview this just a little bit in that throughout the discussions, 
both here and I think you've heard him say it publicly, both the 
President and Gorbachev have talked about the total elimination of 
nuclear weapons. So our counterproposal went like this. 

We agreed not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for five 
years, during which time we would conduct research, development and 
testing, which is permitted by the ABM Treaty, while we both achieved 
the 50 percent reduction in offensive weapons during this five-year 
period. 

Q One is tied to the other? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Right. If the --

Q May I ask -- you're dealing with , -- when you say 
what is allowed under the ABM Treaty, you're talking about the 
so-called broader interpretation? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: This is an important point. Our 
position hasn't changed on that. We believe there is a broad 
interpretation of the ABM Treaty that is legal. And we would want to 
preserve the right to use that broad interpretation during that 
five-year period but --

Q They don't agree with that, I presume? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We are still, at this point in the 
SDI program, sticking to the narrow interpretation and have not 
changed to the broad interpretation. But we want to preserve that 
right if at some future point the research reaches the point where 
that becomes important. 

Q Not to be argumentative, but -- (inaudible) -- said 
testing was not a part of the ABM. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That clearly is not true. 

Q We don't need to go through that whole argument 
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ADMIRAL, POINDEXTER: Then our proposal continued -- that 
if the 50 percent reduction was achieved at the end of five years and 
if the Soviets would agree to continue reducing offensive weapons at 
the same rate 

Q This was after five years? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: After five years -- if they would 
agree to continue reducing offensive weapons at the same rate for the 
next five years, to reduce the last 50 percent, we would agree not to 
withdraw from the ABM Treaty for that -- the second five-year period. 
Thus, in 1996, both sides would have eliminated all of their 
offensive ballistic missiles which both leaders have said they were 
prepared to do. 

At the end of the ten-year period, both sides would be 
free to deploy a strategic defensive system unless otherwise agreed 
by both parties. 

Q Can I interrupt for a moment? 

Q Do you have another tape? 

Q Unless otherwise agreed by both parties? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Right. 

Q Does that mean -- would that have meant new 
negotiations in any case or --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, it just means that there would 
have to be a specific agreement by both sides not to deploy, in other 
words. In other words, it would be the obverse of a situation today. 
Today, if we wanted to deploy, we would have to withdraw from the ABM 
Treaty. 

Q This counterproposal was presented at the afternoon 
meeting? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The afternoon session that began at 
3:00 p.m. 

Q When they agreed to come back, and that was --
(inaudible) try to find some way out of the linkage or 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: This would have kept the linkage, 
but it would have kept the linkage in such a way that a strategic 
defensive system would have been possible for both sides. But the 
system would not have been deployed until the offensive weapons were 
reduced, eliminated. 

The General Secretary agreed with a large portion of this 
counterproposal. The point that he disagreed with was that he wanted 
us to agree to restrict all research, development and testing of 
space-based systems to the laboratory. 

Q Can I just check that again. He wanted to agree to 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All research, development and 
testing of space-based advanced defensive systems to the laboratory 
-- and I'm not just talking about the 100 percent, I'm also talking 
about the 50 percent -- at this time. 

Q So they're not really sincere in their negotiations? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to say 
they're insincere. I'm saying that's a possibility. And it may not 
-- it may simply be -- and, again, I don't want to question their 
sincerity, but you know they may have their rhetoric get a little far 
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out in front of what they're really prepared to do at this time. 

Q But going back to the part that you discussed ON THE 
RECORD and theref or·e, if you' re willing, going back on the record 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right, back on the record. 

Q The explicit American fear here was that if we 
agreed to their proposal, that you not have any insurance policy on 
compliance. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Compliance with the reductions on 
schedule and compliance, once we had both come down to zero ballistic 
missiles on both sides -- because at that point we've become quite 
vulnerable unless we've got a defensive system. 

Q When you would have had all this verification and on 
site inspection and --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: But the problem there is that the 
asymmetries that exist between our two societies give us very much a 
disadvantage here of being able to protect concealment of weapons and 
unauthorized construction of new weapons in underground facilities 
and they don't have the same problem with us. Now, they may not 
believe that but we know damn good and well that if we sign a treaty, 
the Congress would insist that -- any administration would want to 
follow the treaty and our Congress would insist on it. But we don't 
have the same kind of insurance with them. And again, I don't want 
to challenge the sincerity of the present leaders, but we're talking 
about, you know, years and years into the future and the security of 
the country simply cannot rest on an uninsured agreement. 

Q and probably vice versa? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's probably true, Helen. 

Q It's almost a given but -- you couldn't find 
verification procedures that would be the submission insurance 
policy. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's our problem. 

Q And when you came down to --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You've also got third world problems 
that would enter it but 

Q Yes, I mean, all of us would immediately wonder, 
wouldn't that be an odd world if the Soviet Union and U.S. eliminated 
all of their ballistic missiles and other nations had them 
European, Middle Eastern nations have them. How would you deal with 
that? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, at some point, you know, if we 
had agreed with these general principles, and if we were going to go 
off and actually draw up framework agreements treaties, we would have 
to bring allies into the process at some point. 

Q What about non-allies? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Non-allies you would have to try to 
convince to enter the program. But it, you know, it is possible that 
if you had a Strategic Defensive System that both sides would be 
willing, on a bilateral basis, to go down to zero ballistic missiles. 

Q Even if India, or Pakistan, or Israel 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it gets --

Q or anyone --
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You see, the other point here that 
is important to recognize is that many of the criticisms of SDI have 
been trying to pro~ect broad areas like Europe, the United States, 
because of the very large number of warheads and penetration aids. 
Once you get the numbers down small -- like from a third country, or 
from non-compliance, SDI becomes much more effective. You don't have 
the same problems with the smaller numbers of warheads and 
penetration aids. So, it becomes easier it solve the SDI problem. 
It becomes cheaper to solve it. 

Q Was the President tempted by the sweeping 
proportions of the offer that was under discussion and on the table? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We recognize the historical 
proportions of what we were proposing. The President was very clear 
on that point. 

Q Because what do you say to people who don't 
necessarity understand exactly what INF and START and --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, that's why I'm going 

Q PBT is all about? What do you think that the 
general Joe out in --* 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, that's why I'm going on the 
record --

Q thinks about the safety of the world after this? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's why I'm going on the record 
and being so detailed in telling you what happened because we want 
you to get the story out straight. 

Q But, do you believe that --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: And we will have to -- we'll have to 
-- the President is going to speak to Nation tomorrow night and we 
I guess you'd announced that hadn't you? 

? Yes --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. 

Q Yeah. 

Q in the Oval Off ice. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: And we'll try to explain as much as 
we can in that speech. But as you can see, it's a very complex 
issue. And we're not going to give up, you know, we're going to keep 
trying. We'll try to find some way to protect the opportunity to 
have a Strategic Defensive System and still get all these reductions. 

Q Did you make any arrangements before you broke up 
today for further discussions other than those existing forums in, I 
guess, Geneva? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Nothing specific. But we needed to 
reflect -- I think both sides need to reflect on what's happened the 
past couple of days and decide how best to proceed from this point. 

Q Would you say there is no animosity? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No animosity would not be the right 
description. 

Q No, I'm saying is there --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, I don't think so. For example, 
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in leaving Hofdi House today I shook hands with Marshall Akrarnehev 
and we both expressed the pleasure in meeting one another and that we 
hope to be able to~- well, I don't -- he didn't say quite that. I'm 
trying to think exactly what we said because I don't want to misquote 
him. We expressed best wishes to each for the future. 

Q Was the atmosphere in the room relaxed 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: It was very businesslike the whole 
time, Helen. There were few, if any, polemics on either side. It 
was very serious. Both Heads of State understood the seriousness of 
the issues that they were addressing and --

Q To understand the sequence -- you drew up this 
counterproposal by 3:30 p.rn. The President presented it. They came 
back with their more restrictive definition. Did you then break and 
caucus and decide among yourselves what to do about it? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We rnodif ied their 
counter-counterproposal 

Q In the caucus? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: In the caucus, to remove the more 
restrictive interpretation of the ABM treaty and I mean that's more 
restrictive than we're currently following, and put back in the right 
to deploy at the end of the ten-year period. 

, Q Carne back into the room with that, presented it, and 
did Gorbachev simply say no at the table when he heard it? 

(end of tape one) 
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(tape two, side one in progress} 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: -- the Gorbachev-Reagan meeting. 

Q he would not agree to 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: He would not agree to allow us to do 
the research, development and testing which we feel is permitted by 
the ABM Treaty. 

Q May I ask -- after today, aren't you, in effect, 
going to go ahead with this anyway? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Go ahead with what? 

Q Go ahead with the research and development and 
testing. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Oh, yes. 

Q So he has been unable to -- from his point of view 
-- with the United States on --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. 

Q Was this a bitter ending? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't think bitter, I think 
sadness on our part that the Soviets wouldn't agree to what we 
thought was an imminently fair, non-threatening, safe, stable 
position. 

Q Do you believe --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Let me -- I want to -- let me just 
wind up -- the sort of chronology here and then characterize it and 
then I'll get into your questions about what all this means. 

We feel that we made good progress in our bilateral 
issues work program. We are -- remain disappointed the Soviets will 
not make progress on the immigration issue. We feel in the nuclear 
testing area, in INF, we were able to reach positions on both sides 
in which we could conclude agreements at some future time. And we 
think that we made significant progress in establishing postions on 
both sides in START that would allow continued negotiations toward a 
treaty -- an eventual treaty, much closer. 

Q So are you saying that this wasn't necessarily a 
bitter breakup, that there is a level there that was reached today 
that you can build on? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's exactly right. I think we 
were able to break through a lot of obstacles that have existed in 
the Geneva negotiations, that if we can get over our difference of 
opinion about the necessity to have strategic defense that we can 
make progress much faster in the other areas. 

On INF, we came to a way to solve the Asia problem. I 
think we came to an acceptable way of solving the short-range INF. 
There was an agreement in principle on what is required on 
verification of INF, but a lot of work would have to be done to have 
to refine that -- those general principles into a workable agreement. 

Q Is that on-site? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: INF. 
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Q Did they agree to on-site? 
• 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: In principle, they're agreed to some 
type of on-site inspections. 

Our general principles for verification on INF are data 
exchanges before and after the reduction, observation of the 
distruction of the weapons, and some sort of followup monitoring that 
would involve on site inspections. 

Q When you come to a stopping point. I have a 
question. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay, go ahead. 

Q So when it all came down in the end to a definition 
of the ABM Treaty -- the broader versus the more narrow 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, that's not quite right. 

Q Well, I thought it did because if I understood you 
right, you said it was that that they wouldn't accept. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, what they -- what they -- it's 
not just the difference between the narrow and the broader 
interpretation, they want to make it narrower. They want to make it 
more restrictive by limiting research, development and testing of any 
space-based type system to the laboratory. 

Q Let me -- let me try my narrowing. It all came down 
to that the President would not give up anything on SDI. Is SDI is 
the most important thing to them? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, that's not true. 

Q Well, SDI is the thing that blew up all this. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, but it wasn't true that we 
weren't willing to give up anything. We did --

Q Oh, all right, I'll rephrase that. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes, please. We -- the President 
agreed -- would have been prepared to agree to withhold deployment of 
SDI for ten years. 

Q Well, he doesn't even have SDI. He won't have it 
for about 11 years. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That is not necessarily the case. 

Q But SDI really is the crux. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Let me finish. 

Q Okay. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The important thing here is that -­
and the reason that we are so insistent on having an ability to 
eventually deploy a strategic defensive system, is that the history 
-- and I don't want to challenge the integrity or the sincerity of 
the present Soviet leaders -- but based on the history of our 
relationship we are not confident that the reductions that are 
proposed would actually be carried out. And so, a strategic 
defensive system becomes an insurance policy to make sure the 
reductions occur and that there is future compliance with this type 
of treaty. 

With the national security of the United States and much 
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of the free world, depends on compliance with such a START treaty, we 
think it is only reasonable and prudent that both sides be permitted 
to deploy a strate~ic defensive system if they so desire. We fail to 
see how a defensive system when we would have no ballistic missles, 
could possible be perceived as a threat to the Soviet Union. 
Therefore, we do not understand what the Soviets are afraid of and 
why they would not agree to the President's proposal. One has to 
wonder, indeed, what it is they are afraid of. 

Q (Inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: On BACKGROUND now. I'll answer that 
question on BACKGROUND. 

Q What's the question? 

Q Why are the Russians afraid -- deathly afraid of 
SDI? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: One could wonder -- one 
could maybe assume -- this is on BACKGROUND now -- are you on 
BACKGROUND? One could speculate that maybe they think that we could 
develop a defensive system in SDI that would somehow be able to 
damage targets on earth. But we don't really believe that that's the 
case. They may claim in their propaganda following this meeting that 
that's one of the reasons. But, their scientists at a very senior 
level, have told us that they are not concern about that. The point 
is, the physical principles that are involved, it wouldn't make any 
sense to do that because you can't get enough energy down through the 
atmosphere with a laser beam or an X-ray laser or any kind of a beam 
weapon to cause significant mass damage. It would be stupid of us to 
try to do that. It's much cheaper to keep the ballistic missles. 
And their scientist, specifically Malikhov's deputy -- again this is 
on BACKGROUND -- told us some time ago that they weren't really 
concerned about that. 

Q (Inaudible) 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: There may be a political 
question in that Gorbachev is so far out on a limb here with wanting 
to ban SDI that he can't get back in off the limb. The other 
possibility is that they are not willing -- really willing to make 
these significant reductions in offensive forces -- and I'm not just 
talking about the 100 percent, I'm also talking about the 50 percent 
-- at this time. 

Q So they're not really sincere in their negotiations? 

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL: I don't want to say 
they're insincere. I'm saying that's a possibility. And it may not 
-- it may simply be -- and, again, I don't want to question their 
sincerity, but you know they may have their rhetoric get a little far 
out in front of what they're really prepared to do at this time. 

Q But going back to the part that you discussed ON THE 
RECORD and therefore, if you're willing, going back on the record 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: All right, back on the record. 

Q The explicit American fear here was that if we 
agreed to their proposal, that you not have any insurance policy on 
compliance. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Compliance with the reductions on 
schedule and compliance, once we had both come down to zero ballistic 
missiles on both sides -- because at that point we've become quite 
vulnerable unless we've got a defensive system. 

Q When you would have had all this verification and on 
site inspection and --
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: But the problem there is that the 
asymmetries that exist between our two societies give us very much a 
disadvantage here of being able to protect concealment of weapons and 
unauthorized construction of new weapons in underground facilities 
and they don't have the same problem with us. Now, they may not 
believe that but we know damn good and well that if we sign a treaty, 
the Congress would insist that -- any administration would want to 
follow the treaty and our Congress would insist on it. But we don't 
have the same kind of insurance with them. And again, I don't want 
to challenge the sincerity of the present leaders, but we're talking 
about, you know, years and years into the future and the security of 
the country simply cannot rest on an uninsured agreement. 

Q and probably vice versa? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's probably true, Helen. 

Q It's almost a given but -- you couldn't find 
verification procedures that would be the submission insurance 
policy. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's our problem. 

Q And when you came down to --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You've also got third world problems 
that would enter it but 

Q Yes, I mean, all of us would immediately wonder, 
wouldn't that be an odd world if the Soviet Union and U.S. eliminated 
all of their ballistic missiles and other nations had them 
European, Middle Eastern nations have them. How would you deal with 
that? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, at some point, you know, if we 
had agreed with these general principles, and if we were going to go 
off and actually draw up framework agreements treaties, we would have 
to bring allies into the process at some point. 

Q What about non-allies? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Non-allies you would have to try to 
convince to enter the program. But it, you know, it is possible that 
if you had a Strategic Defensive System that both sides would be 
willing, on a bilateral basis, to go down to zero ballistic missiles. 

Q Even if India, or Pakistan, or Israel 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, it gets --

Q or anyone --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You see, the other point here that 
is important to recognize is that many of the criticisms of SDI have 
been trying to protect broad areas like Europe, the United States, 
because of the very large number of warheads and penetration aids. 
Once you get the numbers down small -- like from a third country, or 
from non-compliance, SDI becomes much more effective. You don't have 
the same problems with the smaller numbers of warheads and 
penetration aids. So, it becomes easier it solve the SDI problem. 
It becomes cheaper to solve it. 

Q Was the President tempted by the sweeping 
proportions of the off er that was under discussion and on the table? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We recognize the historical 
proportions of what we were proposing. The President was very clear 
on that point. 

Q Because what do you say to people who don't 
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necessarity understand exactly what INF and START and -­

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, that's why I'm going 
' 

Q PBT is all about? What do you think that the 
general Joe out in --* 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, that's why I'm going on the 
record --

Q thinks about the safety of the world after this? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's why I'm going on the record 
and being so detailed in telling you what happened because we want 
you to get the story out straight. 

Q But, do you believe that --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: And we will have to -- we'll have to 
-- the President is going to speak to Nation tomorrow night and we 
I guess you'd announced that hadn't you? 

? Yes --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Okay. 

Q Yeah. 

Q in the Oval Off ice. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: And we'll try to explain as much as 
we can in that speech. But as you can see, it's a very complex 
issue. And we're not going to give up, you know, we're going to keep 
trying. We'll try to find some way to protect the opportunity to 
have a Strategic Defensive System and still get all these reductions. 

Q Did you make any arrangements before you broke up 
today for further discussions other than those existing forums in, I 
guess, Geneva? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Nothing specific. But we needed to 
reflect -- I think both sides need to reflect on what's happened the 
past couple of days and decide how best to proceed from this point. 

Q Would you say there is no animosity? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No animosity would not be the right 
description. 

Q No, I'm saying is there --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, I don't think so. For example, 
in leaving Hofdi House today I shook hands with Marshall Akramehev 
and we both expressed the pleasure in meeting one another and that we 
hope to be able to -- well, I don't -- he didn't say quite that. I'm 
trying to think exactly what we said because I don't want to misquote 
him. We expressed best wishes to each for the future. 

Q Was the atmosphere in the room relaxed 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: It was very businesslike the whole 
time, Helen. There were few, if any, polemics on either side. It 
was very serious. Both Heads of State understood the seriousness of 
the issues that they were addressing and --

Q To understand the sequence -- you drew up this 
counterproposal by 3:30 p.m. The President presented it. They came 
back with their more restrictive definition. Did you then break and 
caucus and decide among yourselves what to do about it? 
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ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We modified their 
counter-counterproposal 

I 

Q In the caucus? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: In the caucus, to remove the more 
restrictive interpretation of the ABM treaty and I mean that's more 
restrictive than we're currently following, and put back in the right 
to deploy at the end of the ten-year period. 

Q Came back into the room with that, presented it, and 
did Gorbachev simply say no at the table when he heard it? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't have that detailed a debrief 
of the President of that last session. But I understand that he 
agreed -- that Gorbachev agreed to our rewrite of their proposal 
their last offer. 

Q You mean put it down on paper or -- what do you mean 
"rewrite?" 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, in the caucus we took their 
response to our 3:30 p.m. proposal and we modified their response to 
move it back in the direction of our 3:30 p.m. proposal. The wording 
was a little bit different. 

Q When it was all over -- how did they know it was all 
over? Did the President say, well, that's it? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't know the answer to that -­
exactly what was said at the very end. But I -- when the President 
went down at 3:00 p.m. after the caucus, he said this is going to be 
our final offer. 

Q He said it to Gorbachev? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No, he said that to us. 

Q That was about 3:30 p.m.? -- that was later. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I don't know what time it was. 

MR. SPEAKES: 3:30 p.m. -- 3:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. was 
Reagan-Gorbachev-Shultz-Shevardnadze session, two-on-two. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: So that the caucus was about 4:30 
p.m. 

MR. SPEAKES: The caucus started at 4:30 p.m. and then he 
went back in from 5:00 p.m. until 6:30 p.m. approximately. 

Q Did the two leaders express the wish to see each 
other in the near future, or was that at all brought up in the end? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: No. We don't have any prospects of 
a -- of a near term meeting. 

Q Why? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, at this point we simply don't. 

Q Was it discussed at all? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: What? 

Q Was it discussed at all (inaudible) --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Generally through the meetings, 
Gorbachev talked about his forthcoming trip to the United States. 
But both sides recognize that -- well, we're prepared -- we were 
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prepared for him to come at any point, but he wants -- he wanted to 
wait to see how long it would take to convert these instructions to 
foreign ministers, which would have come out of Iceland, to a 
framework agreement that would cover all of these areas that the two 
heads of state could sign in Washington. And Gorbachev wasn't sure 
how long that would take. 

Q Was it suggested 

Q didn't come up with somes dates, did they? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: There were no dates mentioned on 
either side. 

Q Yes. Well, in other words, if you didn't reach this 
(inaudible.) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Have I covered about everything for 
you? 

Q Yes. You've covered everything. 

Q But I'd like you to just stand up and do one or two 
question on the camera -- make it very brief. 

extent to 
this been 
mootness. 
they push 

thought. 

Q One last question. Did you feel deceived by the 
which they apparently wanted agreements here or -- had not 
billed simply as a discussion, begin directions or 

I mean, did they go farther than you thought here? Did 
this towards agreements? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. They went further than we 
But I wouldn't characterize this as feeling deceived. 

Q Inaudible. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Yes. They were all -- all of the 
things that they were prepared to move on focused the agenda on how 
to resolve these problems. 

Q There was no -- given the large number of areas in 
which you say there was agreement reached, why wasn't it possible to 
come away with a -- the ability to say, okay, we still disagree about 
SDI and ABM but can't we continue to talk and --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, we're -- yes, we're prepared 
to continue to talk, but from our point of view, we would like to 
proceed ahead to sign agreements in these other areas that we think 
are important. But the Soviet side is holding the ball hostage to 
our agreeing to their very restrictive interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty. Well, it's not really an interpetation. They really want to 
modify the ABM Treaty to make it more restrictive, because, Ellen, 
going to back to your point, the ABM Treaty provides for the 
possibility of research, testing and development on systems that are 
based on other physical principles that were not thought about when 
the ABM Treaty was originally signed. And, clearly, the lasers and 
the particle beams and those kinds of space-based systems would fall 
in this other physical principles category. 

Q And how did they want to limit it specifically? I 
mean, for example -- one example. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, they would not have wanted us 
to conduct any research, testing or development of any space-based 
system. 

Q Any --

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Any. 
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Q Based on any principle? 

ADMIRA.U_ POINDEXTER: On any principles. 

Q Want me to do that for you? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You don't have to. 

Q Better. 

(end of tape two, side one) 
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(in progress) 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: 
historical importance in that we 
ballistic missiles to zero to be 
clearly historic. 

-- that we were working on issues of 
were proposing a reduction of -­
achieved in 10 years. And that is 

Q You must have been tremenously disappointed when 
that did not work. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I must say that we were sad 
that the Soviets could not see fit to give us the opportunity to 
continue to develop a strategic defense system, which threatens no 
one, but simply provides a shield against ballistic missiles, when, 
at the same time, we were willing to withhold deployment of such a 
system until the ballistic missiles were eliminated. At that point, 
we feel that because the national security of the country would be so 
dependent upon compliance with such a future treaty, the President 
felt it would not be prudent to agree to such reductions unless we 
could be assured of having a strategic defensive system. 

Q So you needed, or felt you needed, an insurance 
policy to guarantee Soviet compliance to reduce the missiles to zero? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's correct. An insurance policy. 

Q And therefore you have doubts about the Soviet 
willingness to adhere to such an agreement? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: We don't want to question the 
sincerety of the Soviet leaders of today. But based on a history of 
problems that we have had in our relationship and the compliance with 
past treaties, the President feels that it's essential, since the 
national security of the United States and much of the free world 
would depend on that compliance, that we have a strategic defensive 
system to make sure that the treaties were followed in reducing the 
missiles to zero but, also, staying at that level and not 
reintroducing these -- this type of weapon. 

Q And how far, finally, were the Soviets prepared to 
go? I mean, what was their minimum position? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: They were -- they said that they 
were prepared to reduce to zero and they were prepared to allow the 
possibility of future deployment. But they wanted . to make more 
restrictive the ABM Treaty with regard to what type of research, 
testing and development that could be conducted during this 10-year 
period that we would be reducing the offensive ballistic missiles. 

Q Basically in the laboratory? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's right. They wanted to 
restrict it just to the laboratory, which is more restrictive than 
the existing treaty -- even the narrow interpretation of the existing 
treaty. We, and the President specifically -- I agree with him -­
feels that that would essentially kill the SDI program. 

Q So it came down to that definition of SDI? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: That's correct. 

Q Thank you very much. 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: You're welcome. 

Q Can I ask you a question? Did he ever seem to think 
-- talk the President out of Star Wars and what was their feeling 
when it was all over? There was great disappointment on our side --
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or sadness 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Helen, that would be pure --
• o How do you think they felt? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: -- pure speculation on my part. I 

O Did they show any emotion or were they unhappy or 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: The Soviets, usually in meetings 
like this, don't show much emotion. 

Q You mean they just accepted the blowup of the summit 
without any 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: I just -- I don't really have any 
color there for you. I --

Q Maybe one final thingrs worthwhile. Where do we go 
from here? 

ADMIRAL POINDEXTER: Well, I'm sure that, as we, they are 
going to go back and reassess what's happened over the past two days. 
We were able to reach solutions to many of the obstacles to progress 
in the other negotiations that are going on. At this point, they are 
holding agreement to these solutions hostage to an agreement in the 
strategic defense area. But we're going back and reflect and we hope 
they do and we will work to try to figure out some way to continue 
the progress that we have achieved here in Iceland but, at the same 
time, protecting our ability to develop a strategic defensive system 
and deploying it at some point in the future if we so choose. 

Q Thank you. 

END 
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Q -- because the agreements that had been drawn up in 
Geneva were not deemed reached, because that was their reason for 
comins te Reykjavik. How to you respond to that? 

MR. SIMONS: Well, I hope it's not the only reason. 
There hasn't been as much progress since Geneva as we had hoped and, 
I guess, as they had, for a whole variety of reasons. I think both 
sides have been trying to put that right. 

Since the summer -- (inaudible) -- a whole range in the 
relationship -- every issue. And we have made some progress on 
various issues. So it seemed to us that when the General Secretary 
posed this meeting that it really was a sensible thing to get the two 
leaders together to review all that work at their level and try to 
pick out what were the most promising ano the most important issues 
-- the issues that deserve --

Q What can we expect from the next two days? How 
specific do you think agreements will be? 

MR. SIMONS: Well, I'm not sure it's the right question 
because what you are dealing with here is a process of trying to 
mana~e and to improve relations between two very large and very 
aifferent countries. A lot of people don't realize -- or don't think 
of it as a process. They think of it rather as a bookkeeping 
exercise, where really you set yourself benchmarks against which you 
have a pass-fail grade. It really isn't that, and the meeting really 
doesn't fit into that kind of a context. 

So, in terms of agreements -- how deeply the level the 
level of detail -- will depend on the two leaders. I think it is 
probably basing yourself on a false assumption to be looking for 
agreements and setting out a list of agreements against which you are 
soing to judge success or failure. 

Q The Russian public position has been, we have come 
here to reach agreements, and we think we can reach agreements, 
particularly on intermediate-range nuclear weapons. Are we less 
optimistic than the Russians? 

MR. SIMONS: I think we have a -- I don't think we're 
less optimistic than the Russians, but I think we have a more 
accurate view, perhaps, of what can honestly be expected of a 
conversation -- an exchange of a day ana a half between two leaders, 
an0 what level of detail that they can go into. 
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Something like INF, for instance, is a genuinely 
complicated set of issues. The number of issues remaining to be 
agreed has been reduced. There has been progress. But to expect in 
this time and in this kind of a meeting to have a handshake and to 
check off an agreement is unrealistic. So I'm not sure why the 
Soviets are saying that. 

0 What do you oee now as the key areas of disagreement 
on intermediate-range nuclear weapons? 

MR. SI~ONS: The question of what to do about Soviet 
missiles in Asia. The question of verification -- which is itself 
quite complicated. The question of duration -- how long the 
agreement should go. And the question of what to do about 
short-range missiles. I think probably those -- that's the basic 
list. And none of them are easy, and --

Q In terms of the missiles in Asia, do the Asian 
countries need to be brought into these discussions? 

MR. SIMONS: Well, I think everyone accepts that they are 
bilateral discussions, but certainly the Asian countries make clear 
their concerns without asking to be brought into the negotiations. 
There's been a lot of consultation, and there will continue to be. 

Q Mr. Kobisch, when I asked him that question, said 
the problem was that that is a question that needed to be discussed 
with the Asians. Would you say that is a way to avoid the answer or 
is that a realistic response? 

MR. SIMONS: I don't think it's a realistic response 
because one of the things the Soviets also said from time to time is 
the reason they have missiles out there is not so much the Asians, 
but us. So I think it is a proper subject for negotiation between 
our two qountries. 

Q In terms of the numbers that we're looking at, 
particularly in intermediate-range nuclear weapons, if the numbers 
are cut down to 100 on each side, do we ourselves know which missiles 
we would want to remain? 

MR. SIMONS: I think that is getting into a level of 
detail that probably I don't want to follow you on at this point. I 
think that it is the kind of thing that really ought to be left to 
negotiators. 

Q Will that kind of thing be discussed here, or is 
that too detailed for Mr. Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev? Would that only 
be discussed in Geneva? 

MR. SIMONS: I think you'd have to ask Mr. Reagan and Mr. 
Gorbachev, and I'm the only one here. 

Q We'll ask them. 

Henry Kissinger and others have criticized the summit, 
saying there is not enough time, we could not possibly be well enough 
prepared: therefore, nothing substantive can come out of it. How do 
you respond? 

MR. SIMONS: I think maybe that is based on the same 
traditional view of what meetings like this are -- must be -- that 
grew up in the 1970s. I think this is a different kind of meeting. 
It comes at a different stage in a different kind of relationship. 
Now a process, as I say, rather than a series of hurdles, which you 
set to see whether the horse can jump over -- it really is a 
different kind of meeting between two leaders which ought -- which 
can, I think, give an impulse on the various issues. It can be 
fruitful in that sense but is not .the traditional kind of summit 
because we don't have the same kind of relationship that we had when 
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Mr. Kissinger was in office. 

Q How critical is this meeting to the process? Could 
there be a summit in Washington without success in Reykjavik? 

MR. SIMONS: It depends on what you mean by success. 
Success to me is moving issues forward -- selecting issues, reviewing 
all this work, giving an impulse and giving instructions to your 
negotiators to speed things up on the specific issues. Judged in 
that way, a success in those terms -- it really could bring us closer 
to a summit in Washington. 

Q Is there any doubt in your mind that there will be a 
summit in Washington 

MR. SIMONS: No, because both sides, having agreed to 
this meeting, agreed that it was preparatory to the General 
Secretary's visit to the U.S. So I think there is agreement on that. 

Q The question is, when will it be? 

MR. SIMONS: That's right. 

Q Will that be answered in the next two days? 

MR. SHiONS: It's hard to tell. It's hard to tell. 

O Is it important that it is answered? 

MR. SIMONS: It would be very good if it were answered. 
How critical or how important -- once again, you're getting back to 
your benchmark psychology. It would be good because that would mean 
that you had made enough progre~s on these issues to foresee what 
kind of a deadline you had, but if not, you're going to keep working 
on the issues. And you can still make progress. So I don't see it 
as a critical question. 

O You know, fer most of the world out there, watching 
this meeting, and no matter if it's part of a process or not, people 
are going to want to know how to gauge --

MR. SIMONS: Sure. 

O -- what has happened here. 

MR. SIMONS: Yes. 

Q How do you gauge a process? \'lhat are we going to 
lool< for on Sunday evening? 

MR. SIMO:i.~S: I understand the problem, because it is the 
traditional way of looking at these things. I think people are going 
to have to decide on what their own measures of progress or lack of 
progress are. I think you're going to -- hopefully, you will be able 
to see, coming out of the summit -- out of -- not the summit, out of 
this meeting, in a very short time, movement on a number of issues 
toward the kinds of things that one should do at a summit. 

Q Knowing the Russians as you do, why would you say 
they agreed to come? They proposed the meeting. Why? 

MR. SIMONS: I think they probably felt as we did, that 
it was time to review the work done at the level of the top 
leadership -- that enough work had been done, enough progress has 
been made, enough sifting had taken place, and there was enough 
potential for the two leaders to sit down to renew what really was a 
personal relationship developed at Geneva -- to go over the range, to 
take stock and see where you can push. And so they proposed it, and 
we accepted it. I doubt if it's more complicated. 
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Q If they had not proposed it, would we have at some 
point? 

MR. SIMONS: Probably not. Probably not. We have felt 
that there was potential, after the meeting between the two foreign 
ministers in Washington, and we said it, and Mr. Shevardnadze also 
said it -- that there is real potential on these various issues. And 
this meeting can give an impulse, can bring that potential nearer to 
fruition. Whether we would propose it, it's hard to tell. 

Q Where would you say the areas of agreement are the 
most likely in the next two days? 

MR. SIMONS: I'm really not in a position to say. I 
think we have proposals on the table -- good proposals on the table, 
the Soviets have serious proposals on the table in the area of 
offensive weapons. That includes both the strategic -- the START 
area, INF, which has been talked about, space and defense. The 
President has, as he described it in his UNGA address, has made what 
is a very serious, and we think interesting proposal that ought to be 
taken seriously. There are a whole range of bilateral issues we've 
been working very hard on, probably none of them is spectacular in an 
individual sense. But cumulatively, you can give an impressive set 
of areas where the two sides could agree to cooperate in new ways. 

Q Where would the United States put human rights on 
the agenda? 

MR. SI.MONS: Very high. And very high and very early. 
Because in a relationship like this, which is -- which we would like 
to be in, which is turning into, we hope, a process. You really are 
getting into the crucial differences between the two countries -- the 
things that they really do need to manage and work on if they are to 
put this relationship on a more stable basis for the long term. 

And when you get to those kinds of issues, you really are 
dealing with human rights. Because the way -- the differences 
between the two countries are perhaps greatest in this area. It's 
the way thi! Soviets perform on human rights really eats away -- it's 
a poison in terms of the kind of confidence and trust that Americans 
need to sustain a relationship like that. So we want to talk about 
them -- we have to talk about them. 

Q Could we expect to see new names released, for 
instance, of possibilities of people being released? 

MR. SilViONS: It's hard to tell. That usually happens. 
There was the announcement this morning here of the release from 
prison of Madame Ratushinskaya, the poet -- that's a good sign. So 
we're hopeful that it will happen. On the other hand, you welcome 
those kinds of things. But you are talking not only about cases -­
humanitarian cases, but about major issue areas in terms of Soviet -­
the Soviet approach to human rights. And you shouldn't be 
distracted, much as you welcome individual case solutions. 

Q And once again, the perception is that the Russians 
are putting forth a much more positive accent on these talks. They 
are saying, we can come to agreements. The United States seems much 
more cautious. Why is that? 

MR. SIMONS: It'~ hard to tell. I can't get inside the 
Soviets' head. I think they recognize that we are a democratic 
society -- democratic country, that we have a democratic alliance, 
we're much more open. So it may be in their interest to fuel 
expectations, in order, precisely, to set up the kinds ot benchmarks 
against which you measure success or failure. I think that's 
unrealistic for either side to do that. They may be doing it for 
that reason, but I think you really have to distinguish with the 
Soviets between someone like Mr. Kovisch and General Secretary 
Gorbachev. 
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0 Although when Secretary -- General Secretary 
Gorbachev arrived, he again made the statement that we can abolish 
nuclear weapons by the year 2000. 

MR. SIMONS: I'd rather wait for the private meeting. 

0 Okay. 

DlD 
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The Iceland summit saw the first serious discussion ~,of 
reducing and eliminating nuclear weapons. More dramatic progress 
was made in arms reduction than at any previous meeting, and the 
two nations today are closer than ever before to agreements to 
end the threat of nuclear war. 

This breakthrough was made possible by President Reagan's 
restoration of America's defenses, including research into 
defenses against ballistic missiles (SDI.} The Soviets were 
brought to the table by the new strength and resoluteness 
displayed by America in the 80's. 

It is exciting to see the Soviets at least discussing our 
agenda of reducing nuclear arms. It is only natural for them to 
try to persuade us into a one-sided bargain in these first 
serious discussions. 

Though Sec. Gorbachev rejected our proposals, they remain on 
the table, and we are optimistic that they will be pursued at 
followup meetings. 

President Reagan's policies are paying off in dealing with a 
tough, dangerous, and patient adversary. If we are as resolute 
and patient as we know the Soviets to be, we will see the 
culmination of the President's dream of a world safe from nuclear 
weapons. A bad agreement is worse than none; a good agreement is 
worth waiting for, and Iceland proves that we may not have to 
wait long. 

Q: What is SDI, and why did the President refuse to give it up? 

A: The Strategic Defense Initiative would be a non-nuclear, 
totally defensive system for destroying nuclear missiles. 
Designed to destroy weapons rather than people, it offers - the 
hope of an insurance policy against either purposeful or 
accidental nuclear attacks from the USSR or some other country 
that might develop nuclear weapons. The Soviets, who have a much 
more extensive missile defense program than we do, are not 
opposed to strategic defense in concept, only to an American SDI. 



THE SUMMIT AT REYKJAVIK 

For News Media, Blackout Tums ;Into Blizzard 
; 

U.S., Soviet Off~cials Make Ambitious Round of Appearances to Put 'Spin' on the Story 
, I 

By Eleanor Randolph 
Wa;hinMt011 Post Stall Writer 

After a news blackout that kept 
most of the media at bay during 
most of the Iceland summit, the 
world 's news organizations are fac­
ing what could be called a news 
whiteout-a blizzard of unprece­
dented, on-the-record interviews as 
U.S. and Soviet officials put their 
cast on the outcome of the meet­
ings. 

President Reagan, who gave his 
version on television Monday night, 
met opinion makers yesterday, 
starting with congressional leaders, 
then columnists and television per­
sonalities, including Peter Jennings 
of ABC. 

Secretary of State George P. 
Shultz's schedule looked like that of 
a political candidate as he was in­
terviewed on the "CBS Morning 
News," during lunch at The Wash­
ington Post, at a State Department 
news conference at 4:30 p.m., and 
on subsequent tapings for two eve­
ning television shows: CNN's 
"Crossfire" and ABC's "Nightline." 

Meanwhile, Soviet leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev addressed his nation's 
television viewers last night, saying 
the Strategic Defense Initiative that 
Reagan refused to concede in Ice­
land "is nothing but a trick." 

Chief Soviet arms negotiator Vik­
tor Karpov, who met with British 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
yesterday, also took time for an un­
usually amicable chat with report­
ers. Deputy Foreign Minister Al­
exander Bessmertnykh answered 
journalist's summit questions in 
n __ ;_ 

"We're in a war of words about 
who won and who lost," UPI White 
House correspondent Helen Thom­
as said here. "It is a massive, mas­
sive blitz as both sides try to explain 
what happened and to take the high 
ground." 

Although some journalists char­
acterized the Soviet media cam­
paign as unusually forceful, they 
said the Soviets are no competition 
for experts at the White House. 

After Reagan noted summit 
"progress" in his speech Monday, 
his spokesmen fanned out to spread 
the word that the Iceland venture 
was not the failure first reported by 
many journalists and key adminis­
tration officials. Virtually all major 
news organizations were offered 
interviews with a U.S. summit par­
ticipant. 

Asked about what one reporter 
called this "sudden flood tide of 
availability," Shultz said that soon 
after the summit ended Sunday, 
"the president said he wanted to 
make all the facts of what happened 
in Iceland known publicly so that 
people would have all the informa­
tion and could make up their own 
minds." 

For many journalists, however, 
the sudden openness by ranking 
White House officials appeared to 
be an effort to counter a wave of 
reports that cited "stalemate" or 
failure in Reykjavik, especially vi­
gnettes about an angry Reagan feel· 
ing a lost opportunity as he left the 
last session with Gorbachev. 

White House spokesman Larry 
Speakes told reporters yesterday 
that, on this issue, "all comments by 
administration officials will be on 
the record •••• If you receive.in­
formation on a background [unat­
tributable] basis from a senior ad­
ministration official, from here on 
out that senior administration of­
ficial may not be plugged into what 
is going on." 

Thus, the White House began of- . . 
fering on-the-record interviews. 
Godfrey Sperling of The Christian 
Science Monitor said, for example, 
that a White House official called 
him mid-afternoon Monday asking 
whether he could arrange one of his 
newsmaker breakfasts yesterday 
featuring national security affairs 
adviser John M. Poindexter. 

Sperling said he scrambled to 
form a group to meet with Poindex­
ter at 10 a.m. and found that "vir­
tually everyone wanted to come. It 
was a hot one," he said, explaining 

that about 40 participants, more 
than usual, attended. 

Jack Nelson, Washi11Mton bureau 
chief for the Los Angeles Times, 
said the White House called Mon­
day offering chief of staff Donald T. 
Regan for a breakfast .interview at 
the bureau. The session was quickly 
arranged, and Regan visited after 
his appearance on NBC's "Todayff 
show. 

"As I told Regan coming up on 
the elevator, I'd read four papers 
before I came in-The [Washing-

·-

ton] Post, The Wall Street Journal, 
The New York Times and The 
Washington Times-and I said, 
'Your spin is working,' " Nelson 
said. "They're doing an amazing job 
of selling their side of the story. 

"I've seen media blitzes before 
but never one quite like this." 

Joining the blitz on several tele­
vision programs yesterday were 
White House communications direc­
tor Patrick J. Buchanan and Assist­
ant Secretary of Defense Richard 
N. Perle. 
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Gorbachev making televised speech to_Soviet people on outcome of the summit. 
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0u:1d?.y, Oct. 12, 7 p.m. :e.xci: edt 

Pool report -- Airforce One --Xefla vik ~av~l Air 3.se to Andrews AFB 

Cn-the-re cord briefing in flig .. t by Ad:ni rc;.l John po index ter, 
Assista~t to the Presid~nt for NatiJnal Security Affairs. -

Somber, we2.ry but eager to e:=xplain the per-;ilexi:1g events in 
~ Reykjavik, Poi:.idexter tJ.Lrnd for an hour a~1d 20 mi!1utes wit;-, the 
pool, at first kneeli::g beside the~ pool's se<J.ts, the:1 settling on 
a footst~ol, his eloows resting on the table. He w~s tieleEs, stubjle 
on his f.ce and obviJusly ~ in need of re. t but he st2.ted at the 
outsdt that the story was so co~plex and difficult to u~derstand it 
was necessary for him and others in the gover~ment to explain it fully. 

Just before Poindexter bega~ his briefiqg~tjDe9utyB Press Secr ~ tary 
Larry Spea 'rns c '.1 ,racte ri zed the nego t ia ti );~S as "long and hard, the 
President stayed for overti::ie. He we:1t 99 y<:. r<f\ds but didn't get across 
the go:::l line. " S;iea ·.ces called the meeting "good" bec:~use i:nport2.nt 
propoc:1ls were aired and "subst:lntial pro ,-ress 11 made even th;ugh 
no f i::1s.l agreer!lents were reached. 11 The Jb:%R Presi:J.ent is di sap ·ointed," 
said Speakes, "But he ~~.3§3 remains deter:nined to pursue wh9.t 
gains were made." 

PoL-,dexter then joL1ed us and began the det·::.iled f iil-in. 
":le real.:._ y did not e~pect to e;et agree:nents; 11 the A~mir2.l explained. 

~JWe felt the best we co~ld d~ was focus the issues for agreements to 
b~ i:iego ti~ ted later. 11 po index ter ~h~n reviewpj .zth.e..,3:p?roac~ t~ the Aµe> 

m1ni-SUJF:llt, how ~.there had been dif1erel1ces -Oft' tfle Asian mis:~ iles., r:-rF,.. 
~erific::o.tion~~~~~ear ~esting. On ~he latLer point, which be.game cn:cial, 

. it was the U. S. inte\lqn to negot1 e. te towLrEi a co'Jplete test ban 01-;LY 
when the two sides h2.d reached the~ point of the co:nplete eli:nination 
of nucle~r missiles. The differences in St~rt had to do with the 
"di stri but ion" of the 507; reducti 0:1 agreed upon in Geneva. 

On SDI , Poindexter said: "We feel strongf~y th l t L:. order to 
continue to proviie deterence as we reduce our weapons it is important 
to have a defensive system eventuaLty. The president's pro)o cal in July was 1. 
t:L<:.t the So\i ets join us in a new treaty which we -a~xl were willing 
to si&1 now but wit~1 a trigger for iilplementation in 1991 ~ th:Lt if 
either side w~nted to move ahead and develo~ and deploy a defensive 
system they could." ~~x4H-x Included in thit was Reagan's idea of 
"sharing'' the defensive system if both sides eli~i~ated their offe~sive 
b~llis~ic missiles. The Soviets came back with their idea that we keep 
the current ABVi treaty anywhere frc:1 15 to 20 ~x years • The U.S. 
proposal WJul d not have el i~JL>a ted the old tre2. ty but ~<· plied tue -rHC.. /JC"'-' 

t:'eat~,_\':'i--t-T 11 novatio!1, 11 th3.t is provisionx for areas of co;'1:'lict 
-to be ruled by the new tn,aty. The~Afi:H&i Ad:niral said ths.t he belisved 
~i-mxlad:&mK-ntr:~±:-<r~~x&~tiru:_t~a.Ex-±xl!::e-x-~xx the u. ~. 
?ll'or~ proposition was "a sincere effort" to get both natio:is to_move 
to a transition frcu offensive weapons to defensive systems. +he 
President felt, accordins to PoiDdexter, that a defensive system 
was necessary for the security of ii~x U. s. and. that part of the 
~ree world wh~c~~he U. S~ d~fends • It was plain.tJ the A~ericans going 
into the meeting~nat the Soviets woc.ild do everything they ccrnld to stop 
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SDI. At one point , said Poindexter (ge t ting slightly ahead of his 
chronology), he asked Soviet Fo reign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze 
"What do you fear fr~~ the Strategic Defense Initiative?" According 
to the Admi ra7 the Soviet "av.Ji ded answering the q_uestion ." 

~ 

The others areas of conflict had to do with regio~1al issues, human,. 
rights , particulari,,y Jewish ifl,mi£.ration , bilateral issues. Poindexter ..._./' 
noted that e~rlier ~1'ullst'~5t~ 'tne Soviet Union had not ~,had "much 
impact o~ the low numbers of i mmigrat i Jn." 

. Mikhail Gorbachev had received the U. S. positions (abo're) and 
i~ turn given the Ameri~~s his • Satur day ~ night the working 
groups were named . Onei"arms m t.trol and the other on human rights et c . 
The arms group woried lOt hours -- through the entire night . The other 
group wor~ed ~ 5t hours • The latte r gro ~p agreed on positions 
for a work plan for the next several months tha t would prortde a 
c:Jntinuing dialogue on regio:-i al, bila terial, i.:n:ni.sr"""tion and other human 
rights issues . 

I 

The arms issues were , of course, the sticky ones. Saturday ni 7 ht 
the ].working ~group reached agreement on a "way of handling~hort 
range INF problem." According to the Admiral, the two sides agreed to 
freeze the short-range I~·ff level at the current USSR level and 
continue negotiations once the long-range IWF issue was settled. The 
long-range IN.F agree:nen~~-~1e,pprged from a proposal .that each 
side accept 100 missile "'~ru p-e-, 100 in Asia for the Sovi.ets, and 
100 in the U. s. for the Ame r icans. The bargaining went ~~ through 
Saturday night and before it was do ~e the Soviets had agreed ~x to 
a zero-zero formula for Europe, out they wanted to delay on the Asian 
cut back • .lhe u. s. team balked on that. By Sunday, however , th.e Soviets 
had agreed · to CQ~e down to za.Wtlh:B~d!'Bxlh R~~ a hundred missiles ~L.OBAttt 

for each side, theirs in ~and ours± in the United States. 
· Poindexter felt that agree~ent was significa~t for the Soviets, represe~t ing 

a 100 pe !~ cent reductio ~1 in Europe , 80 percent in Asia, in all a re1uction 
fr.om 1300 ~ war heads 1D- 100. "We agreed ~ to that , 11 decla red 
the Admiral. 

Though al l of us in t his dis cussL:;n refrerred to "negotiations, 11 

Poindexter said the talks p}llp.;f~we;_e ~~~~J'..i.lm~e.b~~J....-'.~reparing 
instructions for the foCfeign ministers~!Or the summi.T'"'Iii Washingtcr.:," 
-so that tAe¥ mi 0 l::i.t dr&ft ;pPepoiaiiJrJ.e ~h1!:1' wol:llei lead to trQ~tieea ...,-H,5 A~L~,,,,,5-

C..Ov L-0 411 of the above , as indeed, all of what follows , wa s "held hostage" 
to SD1, said Poindexter. ;i.upl ~ SIA Rl". t-C;fo T 

/~Ali 

By s ~turday night , by the Ad~iral's account, both sides had 
agreed on 1,600 s_:tzategic delivery nuclear vehicles .(this was in 
the talks on START} They also~ had~ . agreed on 6,000 nuclear _ warheads 
The ;;>oviets,said Poindexter , were resisting the negotiations of sub limits 
but th~- thought that could be done in Geneva • One of the~significant 
changes i«Ma in the Soviet position was that t hey agreed that bombers 
with gravity pombs and short-range attack miss iles constituted one 
e-entry vehicle . "That meant tha t we had solved the problem on how to 

-0 ~ 1 ' 1 , " said the Admiral . f,he understanding covered ICBM ' s, SLBM•s , 

"' 



NOTED IY DTR 
Poinde~ter oool - 3 ~ 
~Ct1 ~.1 f;ortt!ttf5•::t-1f5S-' S/(AM..) • 

./:_. CLl1' 13, Jombe rs 'A .s-.:::.tM' o • "We made significant progress in that area, 11 

ad<ied Poindexter. "The Soviets were talking about nuclear charges i:ne tea<t 
121-~ of -the whole p:;,okr.s~rt..JH-~c cAC~ Oof"ft!:. i4rJc:> s~ ""'ou&..O ~ou,.r-r As 
C>J'..Jt. l/1CC:. -rHe rlGJl~~;-u!,.rr ~oi.J WrrH CAO! &Mac~ t.J1•H Oorl8S /I-AID Ste.A,... 
C.O'-' ,J -r S I'\ 5 O,J (S. • 

The Soviet working grou? was unusual, ent inued the Security Aide, 
because the head of it was Sergei Akhromeyev, ~ d1 ief of staff and 
deputy defense minister. The head of the A~erican gro~p w~s veteran 
arms negotiator paul Nitze . Almost im~ediately Saturday night the 
problems with SDI emerged. The Sovietsx were not willing ~ to 
move the START understandi~g ahead u~less we agreed not to withdraw 
fro:1 the ABN treaty for 10 years. They also w~nted, said the Ad:niral, 
to ma·«:e the ABM treaty more restrictive on the issues of the meaning 
of research and d~~ developnent and testing • The Soviet 
intentio~ to link SDIJl{I« and START was, thus, plain. And then 
that position of the~ Soviet's grew into linkage with 
&k~~ INF also . 

/\ IJtJt) JJ CJC!.J. lf!.NZ. -r6t-rh.J(s. 

~ On nuclear testing, the working arms group agreed t;i£¥l :N ... bt Mffe:'.$.' 
· begin negotiations on further limitttions of nuclear testing, 

irat item on~he agenda was to be verification. The U.S. position 
w s to have an agreementi that would provide further limitations on 
testing but ~ worked out ~x in conjunction with the agreement 
to reduce offensive forces. Ultimately, said the Ad:niral, the idea 
wadto have a comprehensive test ban wti!YQ* treaty at that point ~ ,u-t.tv1 
we ho longer had to rely on nuclear weapons for strategic dete~ance. 

Sunday w~s the crucial day • Rea3an laid out the American proposal 
in the morning meeting which ran ove r the limit by an hour ovso. The 
President , said Poindexter, ran into the same linkage with borbachev, 
though , again , there was r~~rkable agreement in other areas ljjcp.JJF• 
Aft e r the Reagan-Gorb meeting ended, Reagan huddled with ShutlzA~ ~0 

Poindexter and refined the proposal . They agreed to abide by t~e ABM 
treaty for 5 years and if the Soviets ~ reduced their missiles 
at the agreed upon rate and continued to do so in the second five 
yea rs, the U. S. w0 .. ld continue compliance for the ~ fuj_l 10 ~&rs. 
"By 1996,." fl said Poindexter, "botl'l sides W'Jlld have eli:ninated all 
their ballistic missiles~ At the end of~ years both sides would +e-91.[JE.. 
free to deploy ~~ an;p7SDI syste~ unless otherwise agreed upon 
by both parties." -

Back at the table, the Soviets still balked. The General 
Secretary would not yield on &tie SDI11 ~· "He wanted an agreement," 
declared the Ad:nir .• 1, "r~ricting research, develo pment an~. testing 
~of a space based·system to~he laboratory. The president felt 
this was essentially killing the SDI program. He was not wi l ling to 
~IE accept this rest r iction·." · 

:I 0:111: frenkl;y a little ha..zy hex e on tl'te• ti'®ii::L eequeaee ef meetings -eat wonlQ. aQ;.rise :further oaee!<iag. It appe2.rs that after the American 10 'r'tz. 
pr posal was made ia tfie moPB~H-d by Reagan, .the Soviets came back with 
~modifications. 'ihe Americans then camelltn: up with a counter-
counter proposal which moved their position back toward the first . 
Then, R,eag~n ftjZb'.bPJ/ f' \IP _,rte Mi:.~@CWB!'3'h "This is going 
~ /~\ 
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to oe ourJr fin2.l offer." 
I , . ' •*L ) 
.._ H.' , ~- ·-

The ra 02 ting di~(end in bitcs~ne 2 s, insisted Poindexter. 
"There wa s a sadness 6n our part." He did not ~uestio3 the si~cerity 
of the So\1iets , he said, but 11 the reason we are so L-:sistent th ?.t we 
eventual ly have a defe3sive system is th~t , b~sed on the history of our 
rehtti ) :"~s ·:1ip with the Soviet U::io~1, we are not absolutely co ;fident tl'.Hft 
that the reductions pro~osed will actually be car~ied out. The defen~e system 
iE· 2.:'1 insur<nce polic;,. our nati~: ,1al security a;1C. ths.t of most of the 
free \{orld depends on co1:iplis~ce i·ri th such a START tre2.ty. It is 0:1J.y 
re2 . ..oo iable and ur.~clent0 th:.'.t hDth sides rle0lov refe:1s~s~ s.vster:is if 
. . d . Ir ' 1•1 '"'f~ .~11/.E. ""'ri;9't'tr.r""'c:..w1~12: M1Hll.6 "!.t~v-r w1-r:H t 'tney so e::.are.ll'.X. ~~e c;.11 'tJ see 't.Jf,_ l\a ue1en~,1ve sys em aGai::s 
02.llistic missiles co uld possibly b~ co ·;stitute a th:·eat • We do 
not understand what the Soviets fear L'l a defensive system." 

At this 9oint our source we~t on backgro~nd. He suecu~ated that 
~:er' i a:;>s the Soviets feared thc::_t z;{ a de:f~nsi ve system ~ight be used 
2.€/o.irle,t weapor:s o :·.fhe groL:.nd, al truugh the Soviet sci en ·Gists have told 
Ame~ic~1s t~ey are not worried about that. Maybe, sug~ests our source, 
Goroa.chev has a po.ii deal prDblem, being so _f.s<.r out o~ja limb now he ca:·.not 
yield on SDI. Or raaybe he ca :not really ma:ce c~red:..i.ction s cal led for in 
these negoti ·:i.tio:is. The Ire'· rhetoric m::-~y have' gotten out ahes.d of reality, 
says our man. ~~e 

Back o~~)the rec_?_!'.Q." Asked abD:J.t the proble:::1s of ve_:--ificati'.)n, 
'.Lhe Ad:r:i:al said the asymetry of our societies made rt. very dif .ficul t 
for us to detect Soviet weayons develoy:nent. In th~U.S., of course, 
the pre::os~ wo :;ld poke and prod , a Pre s ide;1t wo .:_ld insist o:-: living 
up to ~:K agreemen-cs and Co ;15re.ss could c·:mstantly. look over his sh::rnlder. 
;,, e do~1 't have the same checks o~them. 

poi:'l.de)!t :: r sc.:.id -~:-i s. t the ~re ~->ident understo J d the "historic 
proporti:ms" of this meeti:15 and the actio:1 he had t2ken, 0%X- "of 
~hat wad on the table." 

'/ 11,fo'lre not going to give up, 11 he decl::.red. "'.-le are going to find so~'le 
way to 9reserve SDI and still h:.1-ve reducti:'!'.:.S in nuclear wea)m s. Both 
sides need tom{X reflect on •,;hat ha·)pe~--ied for a few days." There W2.S 
very little acri:nony 0:1 either side:- c:mtinued ?oinde&ter, which is 
reaso:; for so .e hope. But there is no prospect now of a..Y1y ne3.r term 
yieet ing. 

Hugh Sidey, Time 
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NOTED BY DTR Office of the Director 

Washington, D.C. 20547 

October 9, 1986 

c.4~ 
Dear ML Regan: 

Enclosed is a copy of a USIA research report, "Soviet Elite 
Views: The Gorbachev Leadership,• based on recent interviews 
with Americans and West Europeans. 

The study shows that, on the whole, Soviet elite members approve 
of Gorbachev's performance. Many feel that his extensive cadre 
changes, calls for •openness," and insistence on the need for 
economic reform indicate a readiness to tackle the country's 
problems. The elites agree on the importance of raising living 
standards, improving relations with the U.S., and curtailing 
the arms race. Yet, they split over questions of military 
expenditures, artistic and personal freedom, and human rights. 

Many still have doubts about how far economic and political 
reform will be allowed to proceed. While some intellectuals 
and artists have been encouraged by signs of greater cultural 
freedom, others have lapsed into a customary cynicism, having 
concluded that Gorbachev will turn out to be much like past 
party leaders. 

The Honorable 
Donald T. Regan 
Chief of Staff 

and Assistant to the President 
The White House 

Sincerely, 

Uw~~ 
Marvin L. Stone 
Acting Director 

USIA 


