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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Off ice of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release 

11:35 A.M. EST 

INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT 
BY 

THE WIRE SERVICES 

November 6, 1985 

The Oval Off ice 

November 7, 1985 

Q Secretary Shultz did give rather a bleak news 
conference in Moscow and seemed to have struck out, coming back 
empty-handed. That may or may not be true. Maybe you're getting 
private information otherwise. But is it so, and do you think that 
the Soviets are being very hardline? And what are your maximum and 
minimum goals for this summit? What do you really think you can get 
out of it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, I haven't -- Helen, I haven't tried 
to pin it down to success or failure or terms of that kind. We're 
going there to try and basically eliminate if we can, or certainly 
reduce the distrust between our two countries. We have to live in 
the world together. And it is that distrust that causes the problems 
and causes the situation with regard to arms negotiations. 

As I cited to our Russian friends when they were in here 
the other day that statement -- it isn't mine, I wish it were, but a 
statement that I read in the press the other day that sum~ed it up so 
succinct!~·; and that i::. that nations do not distrust each other 
because they're armed, they are armed because they distrust each 
other. 

Q Well, do you think you can get anywhere near a 
~emblance of an arms agreement? Will you negotiate Star Wars at all? 
Any aspects? 

THE PHESIDENT: i'Jell, I will tc presenting the same thing 
that I told those others. My concept of the Strategic Defense System 
has been one that, if and when we finally achieve what our goal is, 
and that is a weapon that is effective against incoming missiles -­
not a weapon, a system that's effective against incoming weapons -­
missiles -- then rather than add to the distrust in the world and 
appear to be seeking the potential for a first strike by rushing to 
implement, my concept has always been that we sit down with the other 
nuclear powers, with our allies and our adversaries, and sec if we 
cannot use that weapon to bring about the elimination of -- or that 
defensive system for the elimination of nuclear weapons. 

And that, certainly, I will discuss there and try to 
impress upon them how firmly we believe in this. I don't think the 
negotiation of facts and figures about which weapon and how many and 
numbers and so forth 
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in weaponry should take place at the sununit. I think that belongs 
where we have already put it, and that is with the arms control 
negotiators that are already in Geneva. That's their kind of 
figuring that should go on. We shouldn't be doing that with all of 
the things we have to discuss at the other -- at the summit meeting. 

At that meeting, there are a number of things -- some of 
them I hinted at in the speech in the U.N.; regional situation -- in 
other words, try to, as I say, eliminate the distrust that exists 
between us. 

0 Well, that's the maximum goal then? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, because the other things would 
automatically follow. 

Q Mr. President, if I could pursue the SDI a little 
bit more. Considering what you told the Soviet journalists when they 
were here last week, there seems to be some discrepancy between your 
comments to them and your comments today about what the conditions 
for deployment would be. Could you explain that to us now? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, because I have already explained 
that to our allies at the United Nations, and this was the first 
misunderstanding that I have seen about it. I went through the 
transcript of that interview, and I mentioned it three or four times 
through there in the transcript. And I think it was someone just 
jumped to a false conclusion when they suggested that I was giving a 
veto to the Soviets over this; that, in other words, if that thing 
that I've just described to you, that meeting took place and we 
couldn't get satisfaction, that I would say, "Well, then, we can't 
deploy this defensive system," I couldn't find any place where that 
was anything but an erroneous interpretation of what I'd been saying. 

Obviously, if this took place, we had the weapon -- I 
keep using that term; it's a defensive system -- we had a defensive 
system and we could not get agreement on their part to eliminate the 
nuclear weapons, we would have done our best and, no, we would go 
ahead with deployment. But even though, as I say, that would then 
open us up to the charge of achieving the capacity for a first 
strike. We don't want that. We want to eliminate things of that 
kind. And that's why we -- frankly, I think that any nation offered 
this under those circumstances that I've described would see the 
value of going forward. Remember that the Soviet Union has already 
stated its wish that nuclear weapons could be done away with. 

Q You say today that you would go ahead with 
deployment 
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if you had the system and there weren't international agreement . on 
mutual deployment. The other day you said that you would go ahead 
that deployment would be only on condition of what you call 
disarmament. This misunderstanding, it seems to me, on whoever's 
part has caused a lot of confusion. 

Does that disrupt your negotiations with Gorbachev, and 
what can he expect when you have said this to his journalists and now 
you are telling us something different? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, I'm not telling something different. 
I'm saying that reading that transcript of what I told to the 
journalists -- someone has jumped to an erroneous conclusion. I 
don't find anything in there -- maybe it's because I have talked 
about this with so many individuals, as I've said, at the U.N. and 
all -- that maybe having more of an understanding of it, I see it 
more clearly than some others might. 

But I have not -- and I have had others now that look at 
this transcript and they don't get that interpretation, that I'm 
giving anyone a veto over this defensive system. 

Q May I ask you, Mr. President, it seems that in 
recent weeks you are more -- you have been ~ore flexible in the 
you have talked about the SDI. You have not said that it could 
be a bargaining chip, as you used to say it very often before. 
there -- are you more flexible? Do you want your message to be 
as more flexible? Is there roo~ for compromise? 

the 
way 
not 
Is 
seen 

THE PRESIDENT: This is the point where flexibility, I 
think, is not involved. The demands that have been made on us 
already with regard to arms control are that we stop the research and 
any effort to create such a defensive system. And I have said that 
there is no way that we will give that up that this means too much 
to the worlc and to the cause of peace if it should be possible to 
have an effective defensive system. 

In discussionG here in the off ice I have likened it many 
times to the gas mask -- 1925, when all the nations of the world 
after World War I and the horror of poison gas in that war. When it 
was over all the nations got together in Geneva and ruled out the use 
of poison gas. But we all had gas masks, and no one did away with 
their gas masks. Well, this in a sense is how I see what this could 
be. The defense that would -- it would be so practical and sensible 
for any country, including the Soviet Union, to s~y, why go on 
building and maintaining and modernizing these horrible wea?ons of 
destruction 
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if there is something that can be implemented that makes them 
useless? 

0 Mr. President, Secretary Shultz held a press 
conference in Iceland today on his way back to report to you and with 
him was a senior official -- not identified, but you can guess who it 
is -- who held a background briefing for reporters and he said that 
the impression that the American delegation got during the recent -­
this weekend's talks in Moscow was that Mr. Gorbachev was concerned 
that U.S. policy was influenced by a small circle of anti-Soviet 
extremists. Now, if Mr. Gorbachev said that to you personally, how 
would you respond, Mr. President? 

THE PRESIDENT: I would respond with the truth as clearly 
as I could enunciate it. This is one of the things that I talk about 

feel with regard to the distrust -- that the Soviet Union tends to 
be distrustful and suspicious that things that are presented to them 
are, perhaps, concealing some ulterior motive. And I want to discuss 
with him the record -- our own record, that if this were true -- that 
if the United States was guided by some desire to one day assult the 
Soviet Union, why didn't we do it when we were the most powerful 
military nation on Earth right after World War II. our military was 
at its height; we had not had the great losses in the millions that 
the other nations had had that had been there longer, our industry 
was intact -- we hadn't been bombed to rubble as all the rest had, 
and we were the only ones with the ultimate weapon - ~ he nuclear 
weapon. We could have dictated the whole world and we didn't. We 
set out to help the whole world. 

And the proof of it is, today, that our erstwhile enemies 
-- and there could never have been more hatred in the world than 
there was between the enemies of World War II and ourselves -- they 
are today our staunchest allies. And, yet, here is a former ally -­
there are Americans buried in the soil of the Soviet Union that 
fought side-by-side against the same enemies -- and, so I think we 
can prove by the record that any fair-minded person would have to see 
that we did not have expansionism in mind. We never took an inch of 
territory as a result of the victory of World War II or of World War 
I, for that matter. And, on the other hand, to point out to him why 
we are concerned about them -- that 
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their expansionist policy is very evident. The gunfire hasn't 
stopped for a moment in Afghanistan. We could name all the other 
spots where they or their surrogate troops are in there. So, this is 
my hope, that I can convince him, if he's a reasonable man -- and 
there's every indication that he is -- would see that if we both want 
peace, there'll be peace. 

Q Mr. President, your remark that you think Mr. 
Gorbacnev is a reasonable man brings me to another question. I 
assume that you have been doing a lot of reading about Mr. Gorbachev, 
the man, and Gorbachev, the leader of the Soviet Union, and that 
perhaps you've even seen some video tapes of him in action. What 
sort of an opponent do you expect to face across that table at 
Geneva? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I would think that any Soviet 
leader, who reaches the office that he holds, would be a formidable 
opponent. If he does not subscribe to the party philosophy, he 
wouldn't be in that position. 

Q Mr. President, this Yurchenko case is very puzzling, 
baffling to everyone. 

THE PRESIOENT: Yes. 

Q Is it baffling to you? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

Q And, also -- yes? Have you ordered the -- an 
investigation of the CIA handling? And have you gone even further to 
order an investigation of handling by any agency of defectors per se? 

THE PRESIDENT: Right now, the Justice Department is 
investigating the INF and their --

Q Right. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- or INS, I mean, and their handling of 
the Medvid incident down in New Orleans to see just what led to all 
of that. 

I have to say that this -- coming as they do together -­
these three particular incidents, you can't rule out tne possibility 
that this might have been a deliberate ploy or maneuver. Here you 
have three separate individuals in three different parts of the world 
who defected and then recdnted and, of their own free will, said they 
wanted to return to the Soviet Union. And in every one of the three 
incidents, we insisted on and did secure the last word -- the final 
meeting with each one of them -- to make sure that they understood 
completely that they were welcome here -- that we would provide 
safety and sanctudry for them here in the United S~ates -- and in . 
every incident, that wds repudiated and we had to say that, of their 
own free will, as far as we could see --

Q So --

TtlE PRESIDENT: -- and for whatever reason , they wanted 
to go back. 

Q So were we had by Yurchenko? Was he not a true 
defector? And is this a sort of a disinformation plant to disrupt 

THE PRESIDEN'f: Well, Helen, as I say, you can't -­
there's no way 
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that you can prove that that isn't so. On the other hand, there's no 
way you can prove that it is. So you just have to accept that we did 
our best in view of their expressed desires, and then they did what 
other defectors before them have not done, and they -- oh, I think 
here and there, there's been one or two that went back. So you can't 
rule out personal desire, homesickness, whatever it might be. 

I'm sure that, as has been suggested by someone 
discussing this, that people who go through that must be under quite 
some strain and it must be a traumatic experience to step forth from 
the land of your birth and denounce it and say you want to live 
someplace else, in another country. But there's no way to establish 
this. 

Either they honestly did feel they wanted to defect and 
then changed their minds, or the possibility is there that this could 
have been a deliberate ploy. 

Q It sounds like you're leaning toward the latter, 
that there has been something very systematic --

THE PRESIDENT: No, I just -- maybe I spent more time 
explaining why I didn't think you could rule that out but --

Q But you said at the outset that there seemed to be a 
deliberate 

THE PRESIDENT: No, no. I said there is this suspicion 
that has been voiced by more people than me 

Q Dut you don't agree with the 

TUE PRESIDENT: and all I have to say is we just have 
to live with it because there's no way we can prove or disprove it. 

Q Do you think that makes the information that he did 
give the CIA worthless or perhaps even -- you know, that it was 
misinformation? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, actually, the information that he 
provided was not anything new or sensational. It was pretty much 
information already known to the CIA. 

Q Oh, really? So that would tend to support your 
thought, that perhaps this whole thing was cooked. 

THE PRESIDENT: (Laughter.) If you want to take it that 
way. I'm not going to comment on that one way or the other. 

Q Would you say you're perplexed by it? 

TUE PRESIDENT: Yes. I think anyone is perplexed by 
this. I think it's awfully easy for any American to be perplexed by 
anyone that could live in the United States and would prefer to live 
in Russia. 

Q Mr. Preaident, if I may --

MR. SPEAKES: You'd better tell them one more time that 
there's no way to tell either way. You said it about four times, but 
the answer -- the questions keep coming back. 

THE PRESIDENT: (Laughter.) Yes. 

Q We got it. (Laughter.) 

Q If I may come back to the 

MR. SPEAKES: I want to read the lead before you go --
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O -- to the summit preparation. What do you expect 
from the summit on the human rights issue? You have been very 
cautious on the human rights issue in the Soviet Union. Is it 
because you sense that there might be something positive coming out 
and you don't want to --

THE PRESIDENT: I have always felt that there are some 
subjects that should remain in confidence between the leaders 
discussing them. In this world of public life and politics, 
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if you try to n~got:iate on the tront page -- some items -- you have 
almost put the other fellow in a corner where he can't give in 
because he would appear in the eyes of his own people as if he's 
taking orders fcom an outside government. And the greatest success 
that, I think, bas b.:::;.;n had in this particular area has been with 
predecessors of mine wh0 h~~e discussed chese subjects privately and 
quietly with --

Q Are you encouraged by Yelena Bonner being allowed to 
have medical treatment in the West or do you think it's just 
something to ditfu~~ the issue before the summit? 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't know, but I welcome it. It's 
long overdue, and ~e·r~ ~l~a~ed to see it happen. But what I'm -­
let me point out ai5c,, this does not mean that human rights will not 
be a subject for discussion. They will be very much so. They're 
very important to t!ie ;.:-e0ple of our country and in their view of a 
relationship with th~ S0vi~t Union. 

But I don 1 L tuink that it is profitable to put things of 
this kind out in public ~here any change in policy ~ould be viewed as 
a succumbing to another ~ower. 

Q Mr. President, talking of spies, some months ago --
1 forget the date -- in on~ of your Saturday radio speeches, you said 
there were too many Soviet and East European diplomats in this 
country and too meiny spies among them. 

THE I'hl~211.ib~T: Yes. 

Q Ano you said, in effect or perhaps precisely, that 
you were going to cut these numbers down. Could you brief us on what 
has happened s il;::.:to di1::i., sir? 

'l'HE ?RESIDF.i·l'l': ~ell, we're having discussions about that 
and reducing nuffiber~. We recognize that when we do anything of this 
kind it's -- there's yoinCJ to be retaliation. But what we're trying 
to do is to simply arrive at agreements that will be mutual and with 
regard to reduct ior1~; or ::: ta ff and numbers in each other's countries. 

Q Sc wh01, you say you're having discussions, you mean 
with the Soviet Un.!.01; .:tn-.; i:::.:ist European countries 

THE PkLS1UENT: Yes, this has --

Q -- or within this administration? 

THE PRESlDF~ ·r: -- this has been done at a ministerial 
level. 

Q Oh, I :...;ee. 

MH. SPEAKES: If you could go quickly, we can get one 
more round, but you've got to do it quickly. 

THE PRESIDEN'l': All right. 

Q Is Wei11berger trying to sabotage the summit? And 
are you trying to overthrow Qaddafi? (Laughter.) 

THE PRES I DEN'r : (Laughter.) Oh, let me 

Q One at a time. (Laughter.) 

THE PRl::SIDt:N'l': Let me simply say no. Secretary 
Weinberger isn't trying to sabotage anything of the kind. He's been 
most helpful in all ot the meetings 
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that we have had on this. And all of the talk that we unhappily read 
about feuds and so forth -- again, this is a distortion or 
mis~nterpretation of my desire for what I have always called 
Cabinet-type government, where I want all views to be frankly 
expressed, because I can then make the decision better if I have all 
those viewpoints. And the fact that we have debate and discussion in 
that regard, in that way, should not be construed as feuds and 
battles and so forth. I want all sides. 

0 You want it -- it's okay in the public? It's okay 
in public and on the front page? 

THE PRESIDENT: Not the way it's been portrayed on the 
front page. It has been portrayed --

Q You've been quoted. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, but it had been portrayed not in 
the spirit in which I just spoke of it. It has been portrayed as 
animus and anger and so forth. And it isn't that kind. It's the 
devil-advocate type of thing where I hear all sides. 

Now with regard to Qaddafi, let's just say we don't have 
a very personal relationship. 

Q What? Were you going to try to overthrow him 
indirectly? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, we -- no comment on --

Q No comment on are you trying to overthrow him? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. I never like to talk about anything 
that might be doing -- being done in the name of intelligence. 

Q Mr. President, your health is vital to the 
long-range success of any progress that you make at the summit. Why 
won't you permit the release of the test results from your periodic 
examinations to reassure the public that there is no recurrence of 
the cancer? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, for heaven's sakes. First of all, 
that term "the recurrence of cancer" -- you've given me an 
opportunity to give an answer I've wanted to give for some time. 

I'm deeply appreciative of the concern of people and the 
-- all the letters of condolence and good wishes and so forth that I 
have received. But I feel the people have been doing this under a 
little misapprehension. The whole thing has been portrayed as that I 
was the sufferer of cancer. I had cancer. And then an operation 
took place, and now I have had a good recovery. No, the truth of the 
matter was, I had a polyp. It is -- there are two kinds of polyps in 
the intestines, and one kind, if allowed to go on eventually becomes 
cancerous and then would spread. 

I had a polyp removed. It is true that it, within 
itself, had begun to develop a few cancer cells, but it was still a 
self-contained polyp. The only way that type of polyp can be removed 
is by major surgery. So in reality the 
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only real illness that I suffered in any way and at any time was the 
incision. And my healing was not a healing of cancer, mine was a 
healing of a ten or twelve inch incision. So, I'm delighted to get 
this out and on the table befo~e you. 

Now, the -- yes, they gave me a schedule and they said we 
will want to do this down the line periodically and then it gets 
farther and farther apart as time goes on. It would mainly be an 
examination periodically to see if any further polyps of that kind 
if one could start, I suppose another could start. And, then, if so, 
you'd want to get rid of them. 

The examinations that I have had are also spaced out -­
like this last time -- are part of the kind of annual physical that 
I've had for many years and long before I came here. Where, once I 
used to go into the hospital for a few days and have all the whole 
physical done, well, now we do it in bits and parts. So this last 
one, mainly I went in and they simply examined the incision -- wanted 
to see how the healing was coming -- and then I had some x-rays of 
the lungs which had nothing to do with the operation, but that are a 
normal part of the just general physical that I have. Now, there 
will be another trip there coming up in the near future and that will 
be the first trip for a look at the intestines for the possibility of 
polyps. 

And, so, when the doctors come out and when the doctors 
-- they say the same thing to me that has been said to you -- maybe 
1•11 have them say it to you instead of me repeating it. When they 
stand there in front of me and say, 11 You've had 100 percent recovery. 
Everything is just fine. You're as healthy as you could possibly 
be, 11 I go out and tell you that and you think I'm covering something 
up. 

Q I just would suggest that, while I'm not suggesting 
we don't believe you, it would be reassuring to a lot of people to 
see the test results and know what's being done and how it's being 
done and --

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the test result, in cases of this 
kind, is simply to tell you what happened. For example, if they do 
the examination to see -- to check if there's another polyp. Well, 
the only test is they say to you -- (laughter) -- there wasn't one or 
there is one. And -- whichever way it comes out. So, it's a case of 
verbalizing -- there isn't any report to be given you that -- oh, 
incidentally, I also had the blood check taken this time also with 
the x-rays. But that was done here a few days before, not a 
Bethesda. 

MORE 



- 11 -

They take a little blood, see what it is and -- And that would be 
done -- this would have been done, now, even without a~y physical 
examination. They always do this prior to a trip abroad, make sure 
that they've -- they know what's there and in the event of an 
accident or anything, they know what could be neeced. 

Q -- Mr. President, we were tal~ing about Qaddafi, out 
do you think the U.S. should give some aid to the rebels in Angola, 
as it is doing in Nicaragua or in Afghanistan? 

THE PRESIDENT: We believe -- we were em~arked on a plan 
of trying to negotiate the Cubans out of Angola and the independence 
of Namibia and this also involved that in that there would be a 
reconciliation between UNI·rA, the Savimbi forces and the prr~ser.I.: 
government, which, more or less, was installed uy the pres~nce of the 
Cuban troops. 

Now, with the elimination of the Clark Amend~ent, we are 
still most supportive of that, that we believe o settlement in Angola 
should involve UNI'fA and the people of that country have a choice in 
making a decision as to the government they Wdnted to ha•.'e. Ar.ct so 
all of this is going forward. 

Q So there is no -- you don't. en vis ior1 1our covert aid 
to rebels in Angola, because of the Clark Amendment, as you 
mentioned, having been --

THE PRESIDENT: No, I think there are soma are ~ s whera we 
could be of help to them. 

Q I nave no further questiona, Mr. President.. 

THE PRESIDENT: All right. 

Q Well, how do you feel on your -- the anniversarf of 
your reelection? 

THE PRESIDENT: I feel just fine. I wish the Congress 
would have a sharp memory of it as they're discussing tax reform and 
some other things. 

U Do you have any particular goals for the next three 
yea.rs? 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, yes, and you krc~ most cf tne~. Tax 
reform, a program that will sec us, even lor.ger cha~ three 1ears, o~ 
a course for the elimination of the deficit, then the 3chiev2menc of 
a balanced budget amendment, so that once and for all we'll oe free 
of this. And I've had one tucked away in the back of ray mind for a 
long time, that once we can do that, t.hen I would like co see us 
start on the reduction of the national debt.. 

Q Well, tnen, would you veto the Ho~se version of the 
Gramm-Rudman as it stands now? 

THE PRESIDENT: Now, you know, Helen, 1 never co;nment on 
whether I will or will not veto until it --

Q Except for tax increases. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, that's, a general -- that's a 
general thing. This is talking about a particular piece of 
legislation. I'm going to wait and see what it is. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

END 12:08 P.H. EST 
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Q Secretary Shultz did give rather a bleak news 
conference in Moscow and seemed to have struck out, coming back 
empty-handed. That may or may not be true. Maybe you're getting 
private information otherwise. But is it so, and do you think that 
the Soviets are being very hardline? And what are your maximum and 
minimum goals for this summit? What do you really think you can get 
out of it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, I haven't -- Belen, I haven't tried 
to pin it down to success or failure or terms of that kind. We're 
going there to try and basically eliminate if we can, or certainly 
reduce the distrust between our two countries. We have to live in 
the world together. And it is that distrust that causes the problems 
and causes the situation with regard to arms negotiations. 

As I cited to our Russian friends when they were in here 
the other day that statement -- it isn't mine, I wish it were, but a 
statement that I read in the press the other day that sum~ed it up so 
succinctly; and that is that nations do not distrust each other 
because they're armed, they are armed because they distrust each 
other. 

Q Well, do you think you can get anywhere near a 
semblance of an arms agreement? Will you negotiate Star Wars at all? 
Any aspects? 

TUE PHESIDENT: 'flell, I will be presenting the same thing 
that I told those others. My concept of the Strategic Defense System 
has been one that, if and when we finally achieve what our goal is, 
and that is a weapon that is effective a~ainst incoming missiles -­
not a weapon, a system that's effective against incoming weapons -­
missiles -- then rather than add to the distrust in the world and 
appear to be seeking the potential for a first strike by rushing to 
implement, my concept has always been that we sit down with the other 
nuclear powers, with our allies and our adversaries, and see if we 
cannot use that weapon to bring about the elimination of -- or that 
defensive system for the elimination of nuclear weapons. 

And that, certainly, I will discuss there and try to 
impress upon them how firmly we believe in this. I don't think the 
negotiation of facts and figures about which weapon and how many and 
numbers and so forth 
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in weaponry should take place at the sununit. I think that belongs 
where we have already put it, and that is with the arms control 
negotiators that are already in Geneva. That's their kind of 
figuring that should go on. We shouldn't be doing that with all of 
the things we have to discuss at the other -- at the summit meeting. 

At that meeting, there are a number of things -- some of 
them I hinted at in the speech in the U.N.; regional situation -- in 
other words, try to, as I say, eliminate the distrust that exists 
between us. 

Q Well, that's the maximum goal then? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, because the other things would 
automatically follow. 

Q Mr. President, if I could pursue the SOI a little 
bit more. Considering what you told the Soviet journalists when they 
were here last week, there seems to be some discrepancy between your 
comments to them and your comments today about what the conditions 
for deployment would be. Could you explain that to u5 now? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, because I have already explained 
that to our allies at the United Nations, and this was the first 
misunderstanding that I have seen about it. I went through the 
transcript of that interview, and I mentioned it three or four times 
through there in the transcript. And I think it was someone just 
jumped to a false conclusion when they suggested that I was giving a 
veto to the Soviets over this; that, in other words, if that thing 
that I've just described to you, that meeting tooK place and we 
couldn't get satisfaction, that I would say, "Well, then, we can't 
deploy this defensive system," I couldn't find any place where that 
was anything but an erroneous interpretation of what I'd been saying. 

Obviously, if this took place, we had the weapon -- I 
keep using that term; it's a defensive system -- we had a defensive 
system and we could not get agreement on their part to eliminate the 
nuclear weapons, we would have done our best and, no, we would go 
ahead with deployment. But even though, as I say, that would then 
open us up to the charge of achieving the capacity for a first 
strike. We don't want that. We want to eliminate things of that 
kind. And that's why we -- frankly, I think that any nation offered 
this under those circumstances that I've described would see the 
value of going forward. Remember that the Soviet Union has already 
stated its wish that nuclear weapons could be done away with. 

Q You say today that you would go ahead with 
deployment 
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if you had the system and there weren't international agreement . on 
mutual deployment. The other day you said that you would go ahead 
t~at deployment ~oul~ be only on condition of what you call 
disarmament. This misunderstanding, it seems to me, on whoever's 
part has caused a lot of confusion. 

Does that disru?t your negotiations with Gorbachev, and 
what can he expect when you have said this to his journalists and now 
you are telling us something different? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, I'm not telling something different. 
I'm saying that reading that transcript of what I told to the 
journalists -- someone has jumped to an erroneous conclusion. I 
don't find anything in there -- maybe it's because I have talked 
about this with so many individuals, as I've said, at the U.N. and 
all -- that maybe having more of an understanding of it, I see it 
more clearly than some others might. 

But I have not -- and I have had others now that look at 
this transcript and they don't get that interpretation, that I'm 
giving anyone a veto over this defensive system. 

Q May I ask you, Mr. President, it seems that in 
recent weeks you are more -- you have been more flexible in the 
you have talked about the SDI. You have not said that it could 
be a bargaining chip, as you used to say it very often before. 
there -- are you more flexible? Do you want your message to be 
as more flexible? Is there roo~ for compromise? 

the 
way 
not 
Is 
seen 

TUE PRESIDENT: This is the point where flexibility, I 
think, is not involved. The demands that have been made on us 
already with regard to arms control are that we stop the research and 
any effort to create such a defensive syztem. And I have said that 
there is no way that we will give that up that this means too much 
to the worl~ and to the cause of peace if it should be possible to 
have an effective defensive system. 

In discussions here in the off ice I have likened it many 
times to the gas mask -- 1925, when all the nations of the ~orld 
after World War I and the horror of poison gas in that war. When it 
was over all the nations got together in Geneva and ruled out the use 
of poison gas. But we all had gas masks, and no one did away with 
their gas masks. Well, this in a sense is how I see what this could 
be. The defense that would -- it would be so practical and sensible 
for any country, including the Soviet Union, to s~y, why go on 
building and maintaining and modernizing these horrible weapons of 
destruction 
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if there is something that can be implemented that makes them 
useless? 

Q Mr. President, Secretary Shultz held a press 
conference in Iceland today on his way back to report to you and with 
him was a senior official -- not identified, but you can guess who it 
is -- who held a background briefing for reporters and he said that 
the impression that the American delegation got during the recent -­
this weekend's talks in Moscow was that Mr. Gorbachev was concerned 
that U.S. policy was influenced by a small circle of anti-Soviet 
extremists. Now, if Mr. Gorbachev said that to you personally, how 
would you respond, Mr. President? 

THE PRESIDENT: I would respond with the truth as clearly 
as I could enunciate it. This is one of the things that I talk about 

feel with regard to the distrust -- that the Soviet Union tends to 
be distrustful and suspicious that things that are presented to them 
are, perhaps, concealing some ulterior motive. And I want to discuss 
with him the record -- our own record, that if this were true -- that 
if the United States was guided by some desire to one day assult the 
Soviet Union, why didn't we do it when we were the most powerful 
military nation on Earth right after World War II. Our military was 
at its height: we had not had the great losses in the millions that 
the other nations had had that had been there longer, our industry 
was intact -- we hadn't been bombed to rubble as all the rest had, 
and we were the only ones with the ultimate weapon -· ~he nuclear 
weapon. We could have dictated the whole world and we didn't. We 
set out to help the whole world. 

And the proof of it is, today, that our erstwhile enemies 
-- and there could never have been more hatred in the world than 
there was between the enemies of World War II and ourselves -- they 
are today our staunchest allies. And, yet, here is a former ally -­
there are Americans buried in the soil of the soviet Union that 
fought side-by-side against the same enemies -- and, so I think we 
can prove by the record that any fair-minded person would have to see 
that we did not have expansionism in mind. We never took an inch of 
territory as a result of the victory of World War II or of World War 
I, for that matter. And, on the other hand, to point out to him why 
we are concerned about them -- that 
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their expansionist policy is very evident. The gunfire hasn't 
stopped for a moment in Afghanistan. We could name all the other 
spots where they or their surrogate troops are in there. So, this is 
my hope, that I can convince him, if he's a reasonable man -- and 
there•s every indication that he is -- would see that if we both want 
peace, there 1 ll be peace. 

0 Mr. President, your remark that you think Mr. 
Gorbachev is a reasonable man brings me to another question. I 
assume that you have been doing a lot of reading about Mr. Gorbachev, 
the man, and Gorbachev, the leader of the Soviet Union, and that 
perhaps you•ve even seen some video tapes of him in action. What 
sort of an opponent do you expect to face across that table at 
Geneva? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I would think that any Soviet 
leader, who reaches the office that he holds, would be a formidable 
opponent. If he does not subscribe to the party philosophy, he 
wouldn't be in that position. 

a Mr. President, this Yurchenko case is very puzzling, 
baffling to everyone. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

0 Is it baffling to you? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

0 And, also -- yes? Have you ordered the -- an 
investigation of the CIA handling? And have you gone even further to 
order an investigation of handling by any agency of defectors per se? 

THE PRESIDENT: Right now, the Justice Department is 
investigating the INF and their --

0 Right. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- or INS, I mean, and their handling of 
the Medvid incident down in New Orleans to see just what led to all 
of that. 

I have to say that this -- coming as they do together -­
these three particular incidents, you can't rule out tne possibility 
that this might have been a deliberate ploy or maneuver. Here you 
have three separate individuals in three different parts of the world 
who defected and then recanted and, of their own free will, said they 
wanted to return to the Soviet Union. And in every one of the three 
incidents, we insisted on and did secure the last word -- the final 
meeting with each one of them -- to make sure that they understood 
completely that they were welcome here -- that we would provide 
safety and sanctuary for them here in the United States -- and in 
every incident, that was repudiated and we had to say that, of their 
own free will, as far as we could see --

Q So --

THE PRESIDENT: -- and for whatever reason, they wanted 
to go back. 

Q So were we had by Yurchenko? Was he not a true 
defector? And is this a sort of a disinformation plant to disrupt 

THE PRESIDEN'r: Well, Helen, as I say, you can't -­
there• s no way 
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that you can prove that that isn't so. On the other hand, there's no 
way you can prove that it is. So you just have to accept that we did 
our best in view of their expressed desires, and then they did what 
other defectors before them have not done, and they -- oh, I think 
here and there, there's been one or two that went back. So you can't 
rule out personal desire, homesickness, whatever it illight be. 

I'm sure that, as has been suggested by someone 
discussing this, that people who go through that must be under quite 
some strain and it must be a traumatic experience to step forth from 
the land of your birth and denounce it and say you want to live 
someplace else, in another country. But there's no way to establish 
this. 

Either they honestly did feel they wanted to defect and 
then changed their minds, or the possibility is there that this could 
have been a deliberate ploy. 

Q It sounds like you're leaning toward the latter, 
that there has been something very systematic --

THE PRESIDENT: No, I just -- maybe I spent more time 
explaining why I didn't think you could rule that out but --

Q But you said at the outset that there seemed to be a 
deliberate 

THE PRESIDENT: No, no. I said there is this suspicion 
that has been voiced by more people than me 

Q But you don't agree with the 

THE PRESIDENT: and all I have to say is we just have 
to live with it because there's no way we can prove or disprove it. 

Q Do you think that makes the information that he did 
give the CIA worthless or perhaps even -- you know, that it was 
misinformation? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, actually, the information that he 
provided was not anything new or sensational. It was pretty much 
information already known to the CIA. 

Q Oh, really? So that would tend to support your 
thought, that perhaps this whole thing was ccoked. 

THE PRESIDENT: (Laughter.) If you want to take it that 
way. I'm not going to comment on that one way or the other. 

Q Would you say you're perplexed by it? 

TUE PRESIDENT: Yes. I think anyone is perplexed by 
this. I think it's awfully e~sy for any American to be perplexed by 
anyone that could live in the United States and would prefer to live 
in Russia. 

O Mr. Pre~ident, if I may --

MR. SPEAKES: You'd better tell them one more time that 
there's no way to tell either way. You said it about four times, but 
the answer -- the questions keep coming back. 

THE PRESIDENT: 

0 We got it. 

(Laughter.) Yes. 

(Laughter.) 

Q If I may come back to the 

MR. SPEAKES: I want to read the lead before you go --
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Q -- to the summit preparation. What do you expect 
from the summit on the human rights issue? You have been very 
cautious on the human rights issue in the Soviet Union. Is it 
because you sense that there might be something positive coming out 
and you don't want to --

THE PRESIDENT: I have always felt that there are some 
subjects that should remain in confidence between the leaders 
discussing them. In this world of public life and politics, 
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if you try to nego~iate on tht front page -- some items -- you have 
almost put the oth~r fellow in a corner where he can't give in 
because he would appear in the eyes of his own people as if he's 
taking orders fcorn an outside government. And the greatest success 
that, I think, lia::; b.::;;;n had in this particular area has been with 
predecessors of mine wh0 h~ve discussed chese subj~cts privately and 
quietly with --

Q Arc you encouraged by Yelena Bonner being allowed to 
have medical treatment in the West or do you think it's just 
something to di f h.1.:;;.2 the issue before the summit? 

'l'HE PRESIO.EN'r: I don't know, but I welcome it. It's 
long overdue, and ~e'r2 pl~a~ed to see it happen. But what I'm -­
let me point out ai5C•, this does not mean that human rights will not 
be a subject for disc~ssion. They will be very much so. They're 
very important to the pe0ple of our country and in their view of a 
relationship wich th~ S0vi~c Union. 

But I don 1 L think that it is profitable to put things of 
this kind out in ?ublic ~b~ce any change in policy would be viewed as 
a succumbing to ariotb<:r f-Ower. 

Q Mr. President, talking of spies, some months ago --
I forget the date -- in one of your Saturday radio speeches, you said 
there were too many Soviet and East European diplomats in this 
country and too Jr • .:iny spi.'=s among them. 

THE Phl~S i iJEi~T ~ 'it:::S. 

Q Ana you said, in effect or perhaps precisely, that 
you were going to cut chese numbers down. Could you brief us on what 
has happened sir;ct: ~hc:r., sir? 

'l'HE ?RLSIDF.N'l': Well, we're having discussions about that 
and reducing nuffibe~~- We recognize that when we do anything of this 
kind it's -- tbece's yuing to be retaliation. But what we're trying 
to do is to simply ar~ive at agreements that will be mutual and with 
regard to reduction~ 0( stdii and numbers in each other's countries. 

Q Sc wb.;:1, you say you're having discussions, you mean 
with the Soviec Uni0n ilna ~ast European countries 

THE PkES10ENT: Yes, this has --

Q -- or within this administration? 

THE PR£SIDF~r: -- this has been done at a ministerial 
level. 

Q Oh, 1 see. 

MR. SPEAKBS; lf you could go quickly, we can get one 
more round, but you've got to do it quickly. 

THE PRESIDENT: All right. 

Q Is h'ei11berger trying to sabotage the summit? And 
are you trying to overthrow Qaddafi? (Laughter.) 

THE PRESIDEN'r: (Laughter.) Oh, let me 

Q One at a time. (Laughter.) 

THE PRBSIDEN'l': Let me simply say no. Secretary 
Weinberger isn't trying to sabotage anything of the kind. He's been 
most helpful in all of the meetings 
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that we have had on this. And all of the talk that we unhappily read 
about feuds and so forth -- again, this is a distortion or 
mis~nterpretation of my desire for what I have always called 
Cabinet-type government, where I want all views to be frankly 
expressed, because I can then make the decision better if I have all 
those viewpoints. And the fact that we have debate and discussion in 
that regard, in that way, should not be construed as feuds and 
battles and so forth. I want all sides. 

Q You want it -- it's okay in the public? It's okay 
in public and on the front page? 

THE PRESIDENT: Not the way it's been portrayed on the 
front page. It has been portrayed --

Q You've been quoted. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, but it had been portrayed not in 
the spirit in which I just spoke of it. It has been portrayed as 
animus and anger and so forth. And it isn't that kind. It's the 
devil-advocate type of thing where I hear all sides. 

Now with regard to Qaddafi, let's just say we don't have 
a very personal relationship. 

Q What? Were you going to try to overthrow him 
indirectly? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, we -- no comment on --

Q No comment on are you trying to overthrow him? 

THE PRESIDENT: No. I never like to talk about anything 
that might be doing -- being done in the name of intelligence. 

Q Mr. President, your health is vital to the 
long-range success of any progress that you make at the summit. Why 
won't you permit the release of the test results from your periodic 
examinations to reassure the public that there is no recurrence of 
the cancer? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, for heaven's sakes. First of all, 
that term "the recurrence of cancer" -- you've given me an 
opportunity to give an answer I've wanted to give for some time. 

I'm deeply appreciative of the concern of people and the 
-- all the letters of condolence and good wishes and so forth that I 
have received. But I feel the people have been doing this under a 
little misapprehension. The whole thing has been portrayed as that I 
was the sufferer of cancer. I had cancer. And then an operation 
took place, and now I have had a good recovery. No, the truth of the 
matter was, I had a polyp. It is -- there are two kinds of polyps in 
the intestines, and one kind, if allowed to go on eventually becomes 
cancerous and then would spread. 

I had a polyp removed. It is true that it, within 
itself, had begun to develop a few cancer cells, but it was still a 
self-contained polyp. The only way that type of polyp can be removed 
is by major surgery. So in reality the 
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only real illness that I suffered in any way and at any time was the 
incision. And my healing was not a healing of cancer, mine was a 
healing of a ten or twelve inch incision. so, I'm delighted to get 
this out and on the table before you. 

Now, the -- yes, they gave me a schedule and they said we 
will want to do this down the line periodically and then it gets 
farther and farther apart as time goes on. It would mainly be an 
examination periodically to see if any further polyps of that kind 
if one could start, I suppose another could start. And, then, if so, 
you'd want to get rid of them. 

The examinations that I have had are also spaced out -­
like this last time -- are part of the kind of annual physical that 
I've had for many years and long before I came here. Where, once I 
used to go into the hospital for a few days and have all the whole 
physical done, well, now we do it in bits and parts. So this last 
one, mainly I went in and they simply examined the incision -- wanted 
to see how the healing was coming -- and then I had some x-rays of 
the lungs which had nothing to do with the operation, but that are a 
normal part of the just general physical that I have. Now, there 
will be another trip there coming up in the near future and that will 
be the first trip for a look at the intestines for the possibility of 
polyps. 

And, so, when the doctors come out and when the doctors 
-- they say the same thing to me that has been said to you -- maybe 
I'll have them say it to you instead of me repeating it. When they 
stand there in front of me and say, "You've had 100 percent recovery. 
Everything is just fine. You're as healthy as you could possibly 
be," I go out and tell you that and you think I'm covering something 
up. 

Q I just would suggest that, while I'm not suggesting 
we don't believe you, it would be reassuring to a lot of people to 
see the test results and know what's being done and how it's being 
done and --

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the test result, in cases of this 
kind, is simply to tell you what happened. For example, if they do 
the examination to see -- to check if there's another polyp. Well, 
the only test is they say to you -- (laughter) -- there wasn't one or 
there is one. And -- whichever way it comes out. So, it's a case of 
verbalizing -- there isn't any report to be given you that -- oh, 
incidentally, I also had the blood check taken this time also with 
the x-rays. But that was done here a few days before, not a 
Bethesda. 
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They take a little blood, see what it is and -- And that would be 
done -- this would have been done, now, even without a~y physical 
examination. They always do this prior to a trip abroad, make sure 
that they've -- they know what's there and in the event of an 
accident or anything, they know what coul~ be ne~ ~ ed. 

0 -- Mr. President, we wece talking about Qaddafi, out 
do you think the U.S. should give some aid to the rebels in Angola, 
as it is doing in Nicaragua or in Afghanistan? 

THE PRESIDENT: We believ~ -- we were em~arkect on a plan 
of trying to negotiate the Cubans out of Angola and the independence 
of Namibia and this also involved that in that there would be a 
reconciliation between UNl·rA, the Savimbi forces and the pu~ser.L 
government, which, more or less, was installed uy the prescuce of the 
Cuban troops. 

Now, with the elimination of the Clark Amendment, we are 
still most supportive of that, that we believe a settlem~nt in Angola 
should involve UNI 'rA and the people of that cc.1 . .mt£y have a choice in 
making a decision as to the government: they wdnted to ha•;e. Ar.d so 
all of this is going forward. 

Q So there is no -- you don't envision your covert aid 
to rebels in Angola, because of the Clark Amendment, as you 
mentioned, having been --

THE PRESIDENT: No, I think there are soma are :l s where: we 
could be of help to them. 

Q I nave no further questiona, Mr. Pre~ideDt. 

THE PRESIDENT: All right. 

Q Well, how do you feel on your -- the anniversar~ cf 
your reelection? 

THE PRESIDENT: I feel just fine. I wish the Cor.gress 
would have a sharp memory of it ~s they're discussing tax reform and 
some other things. 

Q Do you have any particular goals for the next three 
years? 

TaE PRESIDENT: Oh, yes, and you k~c~ most cf tnez. Tax 
reform, a program that will set us, even longer cha~ three Jears, o~ 
a course for the elimination of the deficit, then the 3chiev2ment of 
a balanced budget amendment, so that once and for all we'll oe free 
of this. And I've had one tucked aw~y in the back of my mind for a 
long time, that once we can do that, then I would like to see us 
start on the reduction of the national debt. 

Q Well, tnen, would you veto the Ho~se version of the 
Gramm-Rudman as it stands now? 

THE PRESIDENT: Now, you know, Helen, I never co.ni:r.ent on 
whether I will or will not veto until it --

Q Exce~t for tax increases. 

THE PRESIOE~T: Well, that's, a general -- that's a 
general thing. This is talking about a particular piece of 
legislation. I'm going to wait and see what it is. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 
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