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From the Archives brings primary source documents and exploration into the classroom. These educational
resources, carefully curated by our Education team, are meant to enhance historical discussions around
relevant topics of today in history, civics, geography, and economics.

Overview: The summit at Reykjavik was a turning point in the Cold War. The leaders of both the USA and USSR were
finally able to meet and to come to terms with the fact that both had perhaps underestimated the other and that there
really was a chance towards real nuclear disarmament. While both leaders were disappointed by the lack of an
agreement at the end of the meeting, Reykjavik would set the stage for further negotiations that would eliminate an
entire class of nuclear weaponry (Intermediate Range Nuclear Missiles) and real reductions in the other strategic nuclear
weapons.

Suggested Classroom Activities: Consider having the students look at the goals for the Summit from the many points of
view that were present. Many individuals, agencies, foreign leaders, and both President Reagan and General Secretary
Gorbachev had ideas on what they were hoping to see come out of the Summit. In this section there is a Student
Handout that asks students to identify the goals expressed in each of the included documents. It also asks students to
analyze whether the Summit was a success or a failure and why.

Notes on Items:
Primary Source A: This document contains elements from a Memorandum to President Reagan on a trip by
Ambassadors Nitze and Rowney to several foreign leaders to discuss the proposal put forth by General Secretary
Gorbachev to reduce Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF). Not all of the attachments are included, only the
letter from Ambassador Nitze and the letter from Prime Minister Thatcher.

Primary Source B: This document is a Memorandum to the President from Secretary of State George Shultz,
giving his thoughts on upcoming Summit.

Primary Source C: A letter from President Reagan to General Secretary Gorbachev outlining his views and hopes
for the upcoming negotiations.

Primary Source D: An unofficial translation and original version of a letter from General Secretary Gorbachev to
President Reagan (sent via Eduard Shevardnadze the Minister of Foreign Affairs for the USSR), giving his views

and goals for future negotiations.

Terms/Abbreviations/Acronyms:

ABM Treaty: Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty MBFR: Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions
CSBM: Confidence and Security Building Measures SDI: Strategic Defense Initiative (Star Wars)
L/SRINF: Long/Short Range Intermediate Forces START: STrategic Arms Reduction Talks

On the Cover: President Reagan greets Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev at Hofdi House during the Reykjavik Summit.
Iceland. 10/11/86.



From the Archives: Crossing Borders Primary Source A

SYSTEM II

THE WHITE HOUSE 90126
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INFORMATION February 19, 1986
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 4 @L
FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER /¥
SUBJECT: Allied Views on a Response to Gorbachev

As you recall, Ambassadors Nitze and Rowny (along with Ron Lehman
and Bob Linhard) were sent last week to consult with our NATO and
Asian allies, respectively, on the approach you propose to take
in responding to the overall arms control plan put forward by
Ceneral Secretary Gorbachev last month, I provided you with a
preliminary staff summary of the reports coming in from the
consultation teams last weekend in California. At Tabs A and B
are letters from your two emissaries formally reporting on their
trips. They represent a more seasoned assessment of the allied
reaction from their perspectives.

Additionally, we have begun to receive replies to your mest
recent letter on this subject sent to allied leaders. You may
find the personal replies of Prime Minister Thatcher (Tab C),
Prime Minister Nakasone (Tab D) and Prime Minister Lubbers

(Tab E) of particular interest. Each, for very different
reasons, has reacted to our proposed INF approach. Mrs. Thatcher
expressed a personal preference for the November INF position,
citing fears of decoupling associated with zero LRINF in Europe.
She is adamant about any future commitment on British independent
forces., Prime Minister Nakasone has strong reservations with
leaving LRINF only in Asia and Prime Minister Lubbers, who gave
indications that the Dutch opposed a zero-INF solution in
discussions with Paul Nitze, will now accept such a proposal in
INF.

We are revisiting the INF approach, taking into consideration
these results and will be providing you with a recommended course
of action by week's end.

\ .
Attachments: &Q';Eg
Tab A Letter from Ambassador Paul Nitze dated 2/14/86 N |
Tab B Letter from Ambassador Edward Rowny dated 2/14/86 I
Tab C Letter from Prime Minister Thatcher dated 2/11/86 ik o
Tab D Letter from Prime Minister Nakasone dated 2/10/86 , T~
Tab E Letter from Prime Minister Lubbers dated 2/17/86 5}
\
Prepared by: =
Bob Linhard =

Bill Wright

SEERET/SENSITIVE &% 5
Declassify on: OADR -
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United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520
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February 14, 1986

Dear Mr., President,

Pursuant to your instructions, Ron Lehman and I consulted
with the senior government leadership in London, Paris, Bonn,
Rome, The Hague and Brussels. We also held consultations with
the North Atlantic Council at the end of our bilateral
discussions in capitals. This is our report on those
consultations.

Our European allies are most appreciative of Yyour emphasis
on the consultative process and showed general support for your
anticipated response to General Secretary Gorbachev's January
program. They understand the necessity of your trying to work
with Mr. Gorbachev to find common ground in arms control on -
which we can base an agreement which would be in the interest
of both East and West. They are, however, fully aware that
Mr. Gorbachev's proposal was packaged and delivered to maximize
its political and propaganda impact. They are supportive of the
"positive tone'" of your proposed response to Mr. Gorbachev, but
largely because they believe such a tone is necessary to
counter the public effect of the Gorbachev proposal. In sum,
they are, in general, with you in your response to the Soviets.

There was no significant disagreement with our appraisal
that the Gorbachev proposal is astute, designed for its
political impact, designed to drive wedges in the Alliance, and
requires a careful response. Almost all favored a response
that would be positive in tone but cautious as to specifics.
They approved the idea of focusing on bilateral first steps,
and the idea of emphasizing the preconditions to a nuclear-free
world. None suggested changing our START or our basic
Defense/Space position.

There are problems, however. A number of issues surfaced
which should be considered as suggestions for modifications to
your anticipated response to Mr. Gorbachev or to o
handling of that response. With the exception of
there was skepticism about the realism or even des
a nuclear-free world;

of
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Again
there was some questioning of a response
irst zero/zero outcome on INF in
Europe. The believe the trauma of

deploying U, u s over and the idea of
withdrawing these missiles so soon is not warranted., Some
opponents of zero/zero INF in Europe argued that withdrawing
U.S. INF forces could "decouple'" the U.S. from Europe, a
situation which they claim the 1979 dual-track decision was
aimed to redress.

The Germans are supportive of both the goal of total
elimination and zero/zero INF in Europe. Because of their
unique geographic position, they are also sensitive to the
shorter-range missile issue. Hence, they are appreciative that
your proposed response would address this issue, whereas
Mr. Gorbachev did not. Those we talked to objected, however,
to reserving explicitly the right to convert excess Pershing II
missiles to the shorter-range Pershing IB; they believe that
such conversion would be politically impossible. They took
this position knowing full well that such conversion would be
the only way we could even partially offset Soviet capabilities
in SRINF in the absence of new Pershing IBs.

A potentially divisive issue within NATO concerns the
British and French independent nuclear deterrent. Britain and
France are adamant that these forces not be the subject of
negotiations until their stated preconditions have been met.
There are, however, different views on this among the Allies.
For example

There was general support for SDI as a research program
which potentially could strengthen the deterrent; there was
disagreement, however, with linking it to the objective of a
nuclear-free world. Some thought we should develop a dialogue
to clarify ABM Treaty restraints in a way that would make
evident that SDI research is not limited. Some also suggested
an extention of time with regard to withdrawal.

There was a virtual consensus that you should press
Mr. Gorbachev strongly for a total ban on chemical weapons and
on an acceptable outcome on a package of CSBMs from the
Stockholm Conference. The Allies are also anxious for movement
in MBFR. They are mindful, however, that an agreement from the
Vienna forum cannot in itself redress the conventional force

imbalance in Europe.
SEERFT/SENSITIVE
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When George Shultz was here in December he suggested that
I might let you have some thoughts on the handling of arms
contrel issues at your next meeting with Mr. Gorbachew. AE
this early stage, I should like to put to ¥ou some general
reflections. Hearer the time of the meeting I might = if you
thought it wseful - put forward some more specific ideas.

The starting point has to be how we asseass Gorbachev's
intentions. * We have both had lengthy meetings with him. He
is clearly a more astute cperator than his predecessors; far
more aware of the scope for plaving on public cpinfon in the
West . But under the veneer is the same brand of dedicated
Soviet Communigt that we have known in the past, relentless in
pursuing Soviet interests and prepared to take his time oV T
this. His main, indeed overriding. purpose will be to etap
you from developing the SDI, both because he thinks it will
give the United States a unilateral advantage and because he
would much prefer to avoid the strain on the Sovier esonomy
which having to matoch it or counter it will imposea (though he
will accept this if necessary). He will also Ery to use the
issue to =plit the Alliance.

My Judgment is that Gorbachev does not want a return to
the pre—Geneva situation of no negotiation with the United
Gtates because he realises that this weuld actually reduce the
Soviet Union's ability to exploit Western opinion. Bgually
knowing at first hand the strength of your commitment to
pursuing SDI research, recently reaffirmed inp your State of
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the Union message, he cannot be optimistic that agreement on
terms acceptable to the Soviet Union is attainable in the
short term. Unless he can see some prospect of an eqguitable
deal, he may therefore come to your next Summit without any
serious expectation of reaching definitive agreements on the
main arms control issues, though he may be ready for a
separate or interim agresment on INF. Rather he may calculate
that the process of talking serves him better than any
agreement likely to be o1 offer.

In that event, Gorbachev's purpose would be to spin out
negotiations in the hope of being able to rely on a steadily
mounting volume of pressure from Western public opinion to
remove the "blockage"™ represented by the SDI, to give time for
possible budget pressures to make your choices more difficult,
and possibly to try to play the issue into the next United
States Presidential elections. 1In other worde he may conclude
that his best hope of limiting or restricting SDI lies in
sitting you out.

We also need to consider the wider context within which
your negotiations will be taking place. When you launched the
SDI, you set out the noble vision of a world without nuclear
weapons. Gorbachev - and I think this is & good indicator of
his shrewdness - has latched on to this and produced his
spurious timetable of simple steps for achieving the goal by
the end of the century. We both realise that for the most
part his proposals are propaganda, although no less dangerous
for that. 1In the real world, it's not going to happen like
that.

Where it seems to me that Gorbachev's proposals are
particularly dangerous is in the creation of unrealistic
public expectations. The search for a world without nuclear
weapons holds far more problems for the West than for the
Soviet Union. Such a world would be a very risky place indeed
unless there were concurrent steps to reduce the massive
imbalance in the Soviet Union's favour in conventional forces.

o s
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in particular, Western Burope would be very much more
wvulnerable. There are the risks of further nuclear
proliferation in the next few years, and we have to recognise
that, while nuclear weapons themselves might in theory be
abolished, the knowledge of how to make them never will be.
But the risk lies above all in undermining public support for
our agreed strategy of deterrence and flexible response. This
remains the key to our sectrity now and for a considerable
period ahead; and in the face of the dangerous gimplifications
of Gorbachev's propaganda ve need to reaffirm our
determination to seek enhanced stability at lower levels of
forces, conventional as well as nuclear.

Againet this backgrouad, the crucial choice which you
have to make is how to deal with Soviet insistence that there
can be no seriocus progress towards reductions in strategic
nuclear weapons unless you abandon the SDI. You and I are
agreed that SDI must be pursued. But there remains the need
to meet genuine Soviet anxieties as well as Soviet propaganda ' .
and to show that we contime to seek a stable international
environment.

One option is to decline steadfastly to add to current
United States statements on the SDI, its relationship with the
ABM Treaty and your intentions for future developments beyond
those which you have already made and which were incorporated
in the Camp David Four Po.nts. ¥You would continue to offer
the Soviet Union a dialogue on moving from reliance on
offensive nuclear weapons to greater dependence on strategic
defence. You would no doibt keep open your offer to share the
technology with the Soviet Union, though personally I fear
that it will be very hard to bring the Soviet Union to give
this offer much weight. The risk of this approach is that it
would be relatively easy for the Soviet Union to cast the
United States in the role of obstructing progress towards
reductions in offensive muclear weapons. This in turn would
lead to steadily mounting pressures, in Burope at least, upon
the United States to modify its position.

AN
UX SECRET

—_——




From the Archives: Crossing Borders Primary Source A

Uy 5EEEEf

Another ocption is one which I mentioned in the note which
I left with you in New York at the end of October last Year.
In effect you would offer the Soviet Unicn a greater sense of
reaassurance about the likely shape, scope and timescale of
possible development of the SDI. ¥Yeu would propose a
framework which would allow reductions in offensive weapons to
take place over a measured period against a forecast of futura
defensive developments. Because of the inherent difficulty of
predicting what those defensive developments will bs, the
constraints on them would be expressed in terms of what the
United States and the Scviet Union would not do by a certain
date rather than by what it would do. BAs T suggested at the
time it could be achieved by a mixture of strengthening and
further refining the ABM Treaty, extending the period of
notice required for unilateral withdrawal from it and a
commitment not toe enter particular phases of defensive
programmes before certain specified dates.

I continue to believe that this second option offers the
mo8t promising prospect. It emphatically does not make the
501 as such negotiable. It would not restrict research which
we both know to be essential and on which constraints ANYWaY
cannot be verified. There would be no Soviet veto. But the
Russians would have reassurance sgainst a sudden and
unforeseen "break-out" is this area. This ocption should
enable you to press for major cuts in offensive nuclear
weapons and thus to find out for sure whether, despite all the
obvious propaganda in Gorbachev's latest propogsals, there ig
any real willingness in Moscow to make pProgress an arms
control. That is what we need to find out in order to exploit
his proposals in our interests. That is how we can counter
the probable wish on his part to spin out the negotiations in
Geneva for some years. 1 also believe that a position on
these lines would cemmand wide public understanding in the
West. I should wery much like to know whether you see marit
in it.

UK SECRET
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Thera are & number of other points relevant to yoor
meeting with Gorbachev which I shall mention only briefly at
this stage.

tone i= the importance of exposing and challenging
the more dangercus elements in the recent Gorbachev proposals.
I am particularly concerned about the proposed restrictions
which would affect the United Eingdom and Francer: a freeze on
third country nuclear systems and a ban on transfer of
strategic and medium range missiles. These would be seriously
damaging to our naticnal and to Alliance security and must be
rejected. I was very glad to hear from Paol Hitze that you
had identified these points as major objections te the
Gorbachevy proposals. But I also have considerable misgivings
about giving him any encouragement now to believe that our
forces could later be brought into the process on any but the
conditions we have specified ourselves. I trust that you will
be able in vour reply to avold raising his expectations on
that score.

A second point is the nead to persuade Gorbachev to
negotiate seriously in other arms control fields. As you know
I am particularly concerned about chemical weapons where it
geems to me that the Alliance ig at the great disadvantage of
having no credible responee to a chemical attack other than
noclear retaliation. I hope that we can work closely together
to overcome remaining differences on verification in the draft
Treaty tabled by George Bush in 1984, so that we can have a
strong and united Rlliance negotlating position. The recent
Weatern lpitistive aleo opens the prospect of making =oms
progress on MEFR.

Thirdly there is the gquestion of Treaty compliance. RS
you know I regarded your deciszion last June to coptlinue to
adhere to SAL restraints ae an important act of statesmanship.
I hope that youn will feel able to maintain that position which
earned the United States enormous respect. Continued
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restraint will alsc be important im building public support
for the US negotiating position in Genewva.

It was good of you to send Paul Nitze to brief me on your
latest thinking. While I fully support the general approach
of your proposed reply to Gorbachev's proposals, I have - as
Paul Hitze will have told you - anxieties about your ideas on
INF. The zero-zero option is of course consistent with our
prévinua public statements but it still presents problems of
consistency with the decision to deploy Pershing ITI and Cruise
missiles as an essential part of the Alliance's spectrum of
nuclear deterrence. My own preferance wounld still be for the
sort of interim agreement which you proposed last November,
Geoffray Howe will let George Shultz have a more detailed note
amplifying this and other points and I hope that our experts
can stay closely in touch on this as well as on the wider

iggues.

Dm Agﬂ*ﬂ-‘ffk

The President of the United States of America.
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President Reagan walking with Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher at Camp David. 11/6/86.
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! I take the liberty of sending you these views because my
¢ schedule keeps me here at the UN and unable to meet with you
this week when you are shaping your decisions about Reykijawvik.

We should take a positive, self-confident and commanding
approach to this meeting.  The American people are all for it
so we should not seem to be playing it down or disparaging its
chances for solid progress. Similarly, we need not take a
narrow-minded approach to low-key social events or courtesies
to the Soviets when we are there. .

We should not try to separate form from content or
appearance from substance. As far as Reykjavik goes, they will
be intertwined. To take charge of this event and manage 1t
vigibly and effectiwvely, we need to:

-=- gngage in serious and visible preparations that show we
have a unified U.S. team as well as close allied

consultation and support;
== aim to produce substantive progress (but no agreements I

per se) at Reykjavik that will enhance the chances for a
successful summit in the U.5. We will work across

the full agenda, but the reality is that our work will
not be seen as effective without some progress on two
big issues: arms control and human rights. Gorbachev
must go home with a clear sense that Moscow's

continuing insensitivity to the humanitarian dimension
of the relationship will assume greater significance as
Prospects open up in areas of mutual concern;

-~ and after Reykijavik shape a program of public statements
and consultations that indicate Reykjavik was useful,
but without telegraphing ocur detailed plans for a
. substantive success at Summit ITI in the U.S.
L Stales Department of State
= of MO, Privacy, & Classification Review SECRET/SENSITIVE
i Authority: DECL: QADR
- 12/13/04 J
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I. Preparations

We should identify our key players now, and include the
full range of players from every involved agency. We will be
working with this large group all through the week ahead and
making it known publicly that the entire team is involved.
As for Reykjavik iteelf, either of two options will work: either
take the entire group, on the understanding that the heart of the
event will be one-on-one meetings and that only I, perhaps
joined by John and Don, will attend other meetings with you--
or leave all but the immediate substantive staff in Washington.
The reality of the hotel situation in Iceland may make the
decision for us, compelling us to travel with the smallest group
possible (my list is attached). :

As for the allies, I suggest that I or, alternatively, a
team headed by Paul Nitze, meet the NuC Foreign M:onisters in
Brussels early Friday and report to you in Reykjavik mid-day
Friday.

II. BSubstantive Progress

Arms control will be key not because that is what the
Soviets want, but because we have brought them to the point
where they are largely talking from our script. This doesn't
mean we will find Gorbachav easy to handle” in Reykjavik, but it
means we are justified in aspiring to accomplish something
useful there.

We have a strong new START position on the table in
Geneva. Your July proposal on defense and space is the most
detailed initiative in the field the Soviets say is most
significant. We are nearly down to the short strokes on INF.
There have been experts meetings over the summer on nuclear and
space issues, nuclear testing, chemical weapons, and risk
reduction. I have just conducted a comprehensive review of all
these with Shevardnadze. There is no issue on which we are not
well prepared.

I think we can realistically try to accomplish the
following in Reykjavik:

== Get the focus for priority attention back on START,
where we seek a ceiling on ballistic missile warheads
and subceilings which can form the heart of a strategic
arme reduction agreament;

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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== Give Gorbachev a direct and authoritative description

of your July proposal on strategic defenses, and of how
it responds to the concerns he expressed in Genewvajp

== Settle most of the remaining issues on INF;

== Convince Gorbachev of the wisdom of our step-by-step .
approach to nuclear testing, in which we would first
work out the verification provisions necessary to
ratify the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, and then
negotiate further restrictions on the number of nuclear

tegts in parallel with further reductions in nuclear
forces.

We should also be prepared for a Gorbachev blast at your
May 27 decision =-- and a probe on development of a mutual
interim restraint decision, in part owing to his desire to
avoid being embarrassed by our exceeding SALT IT limits shortly
before or after his U.S. wisit.

If the discussions go well, you cpuld propose a package of
basic elements for agreements on START, INF and defense and
space which our Geneva delegations could begin to put in shape
immediately after Feykjavik. Formal agreement on such a
package could be the centerpiece of a Gorhachev wisit to the
United States, permitting delegatiens in Geneva to work on
Treaty texts for signature at a 1987 Moscow summit.

IITI. After Revkiavik

Agsuming we will impose a press blackout during the
meetings, the media pressure will be intense as we emerge. If
we achieve something in the arms contreol field at Reykjavik, we
will need to hew to a forceful and confident line with close
coordination on the guestion of how much substance to reveal.
We will need to mention general areas where the potential for
substantive progress was enhanced, but without permitting the
impression that Reykjavik itself was a Summit or raising false
expectations for Summit II in the U.S5. The theme should be
that we are fully prepared for real progress and that Reykjavik
contributed considerably to the potential of Summit II.

Following the two days' sessions with Gorbachev, I would
stop again in Brussels on my way back to Washington on Monday
the 13th. Assuming you will make a public statement or hold a
press conference in Reykjawvik, and return to Washington on

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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Sunday evening, John and Don might offer to do some
Congressional briefings early Monday. As Monday is Yom Kippur,
you might~“want to hold off calling in the Congressional
leadership until Tuesday. I would, of course, be ready to be
sent by you to the Hill as scon as possible after my returm
late Monday.

The way to bring this kind of a result out of Reykjavik is
to pull together a unified team under your leadership. I will
gladly serve as your straw boss in this effort. Over the past
year we have advanced positions with great skill and
confidence. As the results of cur negotiations in the field
and your strong stance at home, the Soviets have come to us in
many areas.

The policies you set in motion six years ago have put us in
the strong position we are in today. Your handling of the
events of the past month have demonstrated anew we are prepared
to be tough when principles are involved, but are capable of
creative negotiations in pursuit of long term goals. We are
now entering the crucial phase in the effort to achieve real
reductions in nuclear forces -- an historic achievement in
itself, and a major step toward vour vision of a safer world
for the future.

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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President Reagan and Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev meet at Hofdi House with Jack Matlock and Dmitry Zarechnak
during the Reykjavik Summit. Iceland. 10/11/86.



¢

President Reagan in a staff briefing with Ken Adelman, George Shultz, Donald Regan, Robert Linhard, Paul Nitze, and
John Poindexter in Hofdi House during the Reykjavik Summit in Iceland. 10/12/86.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 22, 1986

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

The elimination of nuclear weapons has been an
American goal for decades, from our proposals at
the dawn of the nuclear age to my vision of a
nuclear-free world made possible through the re-
liance of our countries on defense rather than on
the threat of nuclear retaliation. In a 1983
speech to the Japanese Diet and on many subseguent
occasions, I have advocated the abolition of
nuclear weapons. I have done so because I believe
this is an objective which reflects the deep
yearning of people everywhere, and which provides
a vision to quide our efforts in the years ahead.
It was for similar reasons that I have sought to
develop concepts and frameworks to guide the
efforts of our governments in other aspects of our
relations -- whether solving the regional tensicns
that have damaged our relations over the years, or
expanding the people-to-people contacts that can
enrich both our societies.

It is in this spirit that I have studied with
great care your letter of January 14, your January
15 statement to the Soviet people, and your
subsequent statements on the prospects for
progress in arms control. I believe they
represent a significant and positive step forward.

I am encouraged that you have suggested steps
leading toward a world free from nuclear weapons,
even though my view regarding the steps necessary
differs from yours in certain respects. However,
having agreed on the cobjective and on the need for
taking concrete steps to reach that goal, it should
be easier to resolve differences in our viewpoints
as to what those steps should be. Our initial
moves are of course the essential ones to start
this process and therefore I believe we should
focus our negotiating efforts on them.

EP7-051 * 47
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Of course, if we are to move toward a world in
which the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons
will be possible, there must be far greater trust
and confidence between our two countries than
exists at present. We cannot simply wave away the
suspicion and misunderstandings which have
developed over the past four decades between our
two countries. The process of reducing and
eventually eliminating nuclear weapons can by
itself nurture greater confidence and trust. But
there will be many in my country, and I believe in
yours, who will question the wisdom of eliminating
nuclear weapons -- which both sides see as the
ultimate guarantor of their security == if they
see the other's conduct as threatening. This
leads me to three general observations.

First, it will be vitally necessary as we move
down this path to ensure the most stringent
verification, with measures far more comprehensive
and exacting than in any previous agreement. I
welcome your recognition of this in your expressed
willingness to make use of on-site inspection and
to adopt other measures that may be necessary.

For our part, we will be proposing verification
procedures tailored to the specific weaponry
limits which are contemplated. Our negotiators
will, of course, work out the details of the
measures, but I believe we both will have to pay
close attention to this aspect and see to it that
our respective governments develop and implement
the necessary arrangements. At the same time, it
will be essential to resolve outstanding compliance
concerns and ensure that all obligations our go-
vernments have undertaken are faithfully observed.

My second point is that any sustained effort to
resolve our basic security concerns must go hand-
in-hand with concrete steps to move ahead in other
areas of our relationship -- non-nuclear

military issues, regional problems, human rights,
and bilateral ties. The buildup of both nuclear
and conventional armaments has taken place in
recent decades to address perceived threats to
security, including conflicts in other regions of
the world. Progress on reducing arms should be
accompanied by a corresponding effort to deal with
these perceptions. The process of eliminating
nuclear arms is liable to prove fragile indeed
unless we can deal with our competition in a
peaceful and responsible way.
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I welcome the statement in your January 15 message
to the Soviet people, which calls for settlement
of regional conflicts as soon as possible. I
would urge you again to consider seriously the
proposal I made at the United Nations in October
for a comprehensive and flexible framework that
would permit our two countries to work together,
in conjunction with the peoples involved, to solve
regional conflicts that have damaged East-West
relations over the years and have brought great
suffering to the areas affected. We should make
every effort to ensure that in the dialogue on
regional issues to which we agreed at Geneva,
including discussions by our foreign ministers and
the meetings of our senior regional experts, our
governments take a fresh look at ways to reduce
tensions between us over regional matters. I
continue to believe that regional conflicts can
and should be resolved peacefully, in ways that
allow free choice without outside interference.

Finally, as you know, the United States and its
allies must rely today on nuclear weapons to deter
conventional as well as nuclear conflict. This is
due in large part to the significant imbalance
that currently exists between the conventional
forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact. As a result,
it would be necessary, as we reduce nuclear
weapons toward zero, that we concurrently engage
in a process of strengthening the stability of the
overall East-West security balance, with
particular emphasis on redressing existing
conventional imbalances, strengthening
confidence-building measures and accomplishing a
verifiable, global ban on chemical weapons. In
addition, our cooperative efforts to strengthen
the nuclear non-proliferation regime would become
even more important.

As for the specifics of your proposal, we
certainly agree ¢ the goal of eliminating nuclear
weapons as soon as we have achieved the conditions
for a world which makes that goal feasible. We
also agree on the need to get on with the first
steps towards creating those conditions now. The
pace of progress towards any target date would
have to depend on our ability to arrive at
mutually acceptable guarantees to ensure that the
security of the United States, the Soviet Union
and our respective friends and allies is in no
sense diminished along the way.
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I also agree that the first steps in moving toward
this goal involve deep reductions in the existing
arsenals of the United States and the Soviet
Union. Also, like you, we can envision subsequent
steps which could involve the United Kingdom,
France and the People's Republic of China, so that
all can move to zero nuclear weapons in a balanced
and stable manner. Finally, I also share the view
that our efforts should now focus on the first
steps which the U.S. and USSR can take bilaterally
to begin the process.

I can also agree with several of your ideas on how
this program would proceed. There are other details,
however, that would require modification before I
could accept them.

For example, as our two nations reduce our nuclear
weapons toward zero, it is imperative that we
maintain equal limits on those weapons at each
stage along the way. To this end, the United
States last November proposed a detailed plan for
reduction of U.S. and Soviet strategic offensive
forces. I am disappointed that the Soviet Union
has not yet responded to this proposal, which
builds on your ideas presented to me last fall by
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze. As we discussed in
Geneva, we agree on the principle of deep
reductions, but we cannot agree that certain
categories of weapons systems on the U.S. side
would be included while like weapons on the Soviet
side would be excluded.

Similarly, we must insist that limits be based on
system capabilities, not expressed intentions.

You made this point very eloquently to me in Geneva.
In regard to longer-range INF missiles, this means
that we cannot exclude systems from limits merely
because of their deployment location, since those
systems are capable of moving or being transported
in a matter of days between different geographic
areas.

I have, however, studied closely, your INF
proposal of January 15, 1986, and believe that our
negotiators at Geneva should be able to arrive at
an equitable, verifiable and mutually acceptable
INF agreement. In this regard, I have asked our
negotiators during this round to propose a
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concrete plan for the elimination of LRINF
missiles, not only in Europe but also in Asia,
before the end of 1989.

In the defense and space area, your proposal was
ambiguous with regard to strategic defense
research. I continue to believe that limits on
research could be counterproductive and, in any
case, could not be verified; therefore, they must
not be included in an agreement. Beyond research,
as I suggested in Geneva, if there were no nuclear
missiles, then there might also be no need for
defenses against them. But I am convinced that
some non-nuclear defenses could make a vital con-
tribution to security and stability. In any
event, our negotiators in Geneva should thoroughly
examine how we could make a transition to a world
involving the increasing contribution of such
defenses. .

With respect to nuclear testing, I believe that,
so long as we rely on nuclear weapons as an
element of deterrence, we must continue to test in
order to ensure their continued safety, security
and reliability. However, as I wrote 0 you in
December, I see no reason why we should not
consider the matter of nuclear testing as we move
forward on other arms control subjects. I
suggested we establish a bilateral dialogue aimed
at constructive steps in this field. I remain
hopeful you will take up this offer.

Finally, although your proposal seems to recognize
that the crucial first step is substantial
bilateral U.S. and Soviet nuclear reductions, it
also attaches certain conditions regarding the
forces of the United Kingdom and France. As you
know, the United States can make no commitments
for other nuclear powers, nor can we agree to
bilateral U.S.-Soviet arrangements which would
suggest otherwise., The negotiations of limitations
on third country nuclear systems is solely the
responsibility and prerogative of the governments
concerned.

The leaders of Britain, France and China have made
known their views on this and on the progress

necessary in U.S.-Soviet nuclear reductions and in
other arms control areas which would establish the
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conditions for them to consider how their security
interests would be served by participation in
future negotiations. Thus, the important task now
before us is to make the necessary progress. When
we have done so -- as I noted earlier -- I can
envision a process involving the other nuclear
powers, so that we all can move to zero nuclear
weapons in a balanced and stable manner.

With these considerations in mind, and building
upon your proposal, I propose that we agree upon
the elements which we hold in common, as outlined
above, and that we accelerate work on the first
bilateral steps. Implementing details must be
worked out by our negotiators in Geneva, Vienna
and Stockholm, but our guiding objective should be
to reach meaningful, verifiable and balanced arms
control measures, each of which can stand on its
merits at every stage of the larger process.,

In summary, I would propose that the process
toward our agreed goal of eliminating nuclear
weapons include the following elements:

Initial Steps. I believe that these steps should
involve reduction in and limits on nuclear,
conventional, and chemical weapons as foilows:

1. The U.S. and the USSR would reduce the number
of warheads on their strategic ballistic missiles
to 4500 and the number of ALCMs on their heavy
bombers to 1500 resulting in no more than a total
number of 6000 such warheads on strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles. These reductions would be
carried out in such a way as to enhance stability.

2. In the INF area, by 1987 both the United
States and the Soviet Union would limit their
LRINF missile deployments in Europe to no more
than 140 launchers each, with the Soviet Union
making concurrent, proportionate reductions in
Asia. Within the following year, both sides would
further reduce the numbers of LRINF launchers
remaining in Europe and Asia by an additional 50%.
Finally, both sides would move to the total
elimination of this category of weapons by the end
of 1989.
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3. Research programs on strategic defenses would
be conducted in accord with treaty obligations.

4. The U.S. and the USSR would establish an
effective MBFR verification regime and carry out
initial reductions in manpower levels along the
lines of the recent Western proposal at the MBFR
negotiations; they would then begin a process of
moving on to a balance of non-nuclear capabilities
in Europe.

5. Concrete and meaningful confidence-building
measures designed to make the European military
environment more open, predictable, and stable
would be initiated.

6. An effective, comprehensive worldwide ban on
the development, production, possession, and
transfer of chemical weapons would be instituted,
with strict verification measures ircluding inter-
national on-site inspection.

Subsequent steps. Subsequent steps could involve
other nuclear powers and would aim at further re-
ducticns and increasingly strict limits,
ultimately leading to the elimination of all
nuclear weapons. We would embark on this process
as soon as the steps encompassed in the first
stage are completed. The goal would be to
complete the process as soon as the conditions for
a non-nuclear world had been achieved.

Obligations assumed in all steps and areas would
be verified by national technical means, by
on-site inspection as needed, and by such
additional measures as might prove necessary.

I hope that this concept provides a mutually
acceptable route to a goal that all the world
shares. I look forward to your response and to
working with you in the coming months in advancing
this most important effort.

Let me conclude by agreeing with you that we
should work constructively before your visit to
the United States to prepare concrete agreements
on the full range of issues we discussed at Geneva.
Neither of us has illusions about the major
problems which remain between our two countries,
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but I want to assure yvou that I am determined to
work with you energetically in finding practical
solutions to those problems. I agree with you
that we should use our correspondence as a most
important channel of communication in preparing
for your visit.

Nancy and I would like to extend to you, Mrs.
Gorbacheva and your family our best wishes. It is
cur hope that this year will bring significant
progress toward our mutual goal of building a
better relationship between our two countries, and
a safer world.

Sincerely,

Qe Qg

His Excellency
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
The Kremlin
Moscow
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Unofficial translation

Dear Mr,President,

I chose to send this letter with B.A.Shevardnadze, who 1s
leaving for the United States ©o gttend the session of the United
Nations General As-embly. He is also planning, as has been agreed,
to visit Washingbon and to discuss thoroughly the guestions of
interest to both sides.

After we received your letter of July 25, 1986, which has been
given careful consideration, certaln developments and incidents of

a negative nature have taken place, This is yet another indication

of how sensitive relations between the USSR and
are and how important it is for the top leaders

to keep them constantly within view and exert a

the United States
af the btwo countries

stabilizing influence

Reproduced at the Ronald Reagan Library
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whenever the amplitude of their fluctuatlons becomes threatening.
Among such incidents - of The kind that have happened befors

and that, presumably, no one can be guaranteed against in the future -

is the case of Zakharov and Daniloff. It reguires a calm examination,

investigation, and a search for mutually acceptable solutions. Howeve

the US side has unduly dramatized that incident. A massive hostile

HIS EXCELLENCY

RONALD W.REAGAN,

PRESILENT OF THE UHITED
STATES OF AMERICA,

Washington, D.C.

a
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campaipgn has veen launched against our country, which has been taken
up at the higher levels of the United States administration and

Congress. It is as if a pretext was deliberately sought o aggraﬂata

— e —— ——— e et

Eov1et-nmnr1can relaulﬂﬂﬁ dﬂd to increase tension.

A guestion then arls@s: what ahouL the aumosphare s0 needed for
the normal course of negotiations and certainly for preparing and
holding the summit wmeeting?

Since the Geneva mecting, the Soviet Union has been doing a great
deal to ensure that the atmosphere is favorable znd that negotiations
make possible practical preparations for cur new meebing.

On the major issues of limiting and reducing arms - nuclear,
chemical and cnnventionalﬂ— we have undertaken intensive efforts in
a search for conerete solutions aimed at radically reducing the level
of military confrontation in a context of eguivalent security.

However, Mr.President, in the spirit of candidness which is
coming to characterize our dialogue, I have to tell you that the
overall character of US actions in international affairs, the positioc:
on which its representabives insist at negotiations and consultations
and the content of your letter, all give rise To pgrave and disturﬁiﬂg
thoughts.One has to conclude that in eifect no start has been made in
1mplement1ng ‘the agreements we reached in Geneva on improving 5ov1et—
American rELatzans, accelerzbing the negotiations on nuclear and spac
arms, and renuunﬂlng attempts o secure military superiority. Soth in
letters and publicly we have made known our views as Lo Fhe causes

of such development, and for my part I do not want to repeat here our
asgessment of the situabion.

Y| Reproduced af the Ronald Reagan Library
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First of all, a conclusion comes to mind: is the U.S5. leader-
ship at all prepared and really willing to seek agreements which
would lead to the termination of the arms race and to genuine disar—
mament? It is a fact, after all, that despité vigorous efforts by the
‘Soviet side we have still not moved an inch closer to an agreement on
R\Hazgs reduction,

Having studied your letfer and the proposals contained therein,
I began to think where toey would lead in ferms of seeking solutions,

First. You are proposing that we should agree that the ABM Treat
continue to exist for another 5 to 7 years, while activities to destr
it would go shead. Thus, instead of making headway, there would be so
thing that complicates eéen what has been achieved.

We have proposced that any work on anti-missile systems be confic
to lagborsatories. In response, we witness atteupts o justify the
develepment of space weapons and their testing at test sites,and decl
rations, made in advance, of the intention to start in five to seven
years deploying large-scale ABN systems and Thus to mullify the
Treaty. It is, of ecourse, Tully understood that we will not agree to
that. We see here a bypass route to securing military superiority.

I trust, fir.President, you recall our discussion of this subject
in Geneva, AL that time I said that should the United States rush
with weapons into apace, we would not help it, Ve would do our utmost
to devalue such eflorts and make Them futile., You may rest assured
that we have every means to achieve this and, should the nsed arise,

wg shall use those means.
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We favor the strengthening of the ABM Treaty regime, This is
precisely the reason for our position that work should be confined
to laboratories and that the Treaty should be strietly observed for
a period of up to 1% years. Should this be the case, it would be

 possible - and this is our proposal - to agree on significant reductior
in strategic offensive arms. We are preparsed to do this without delay,
and 1t would thereby be demonstrated in practice that neither side
seeks military supericrity.

Second. As far as medium-range missiles are concerned the Soviet
Union has proposed an optimum solution — complete elimination of U.S.
and Soviet missiles in Burope. We have also agreed to an interim
option — and that,without taking into account the modernizabion of
British and French nuclear systems.

Following our well-known steps towards accommddation, the issue
of wverification would seem no longer te be an obstacle. Yet, the U.5.
side has now "discovered" anotherp obstacle, namely, Soviet medium-
range wissiles in Asia. Nevertheless, I believe that here, as well,

a mutually acceptable formula can be found and T am ready to propose
one, provided there is certainty that a willingness to resolve the
issue of medium-range missilee in Zurope does exist.

Third. The attitude of the United States to the moratorium on
nuclear testing is a matter of deep disappointment - and nob only in
the Soviet Union. The United States administration is making every
effort to aveid this key problem, to subsume it in talk of other

issues.

@Rzpmdumm the Ronald Reagan Library
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You are aware of my views in this regard: the attitude of &
country to the cescabion of nuclear testing is the touchstone of its
policy in the field of disarmament and international security - and,
indeed, in safeguarding peace in general.

Arguments to Ghe effect that nuelear testing is needed to ensure
reliability of nuclear arsenals are untenable. Todsy there are other
methods to ensure this,without nuclear explosions, After all, the
United States does not test devices with yields in excess of 150-200
kilotons, although 70 per cent of the U,5,nuclear arsenal - and in our
case the percentage is not smaller - consists of weapons with yvields
exceeding that thereshold.

Modern science combined with a political willingness to agree
to any adequate verification measures, including on-site inspections,
ensure eflective verificution of the absence of nuclear explosions.

S0 here too there is room for mutually acceptable solutions.

I have addressed specifically three questions which, in my opinio
are of greatest importance. They are the ones to which positive
solutions are expected from The U.S5,5.R. and the U.S.4, They are a
matter of concern %o the whole world, they are beins discussed every-
where, Haturally, we are in favor of productive discussions of other
major is:sues as well, such as reductions of armed forces and conven-
tional armaments, & ciewical weapons ban, regional problems, and
humanitarian questions, Here too, common approaches and coopergbion
should be sought., Yet, the three questions wentioned sbove remain

the key cnes.

§
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But in almost a year since Geneva there has been no movement on
these issues, Upon reflection and after having given thought to your
last letter I lhave come to the conclusion that the negotiations need
a major impetus; otherwise they would continue- to mark time while
creating only the appearance of preparations {or our meeting on
American soil.

They will lead nowhere unless you and I intervene personally.

I am convinced that we shall be able to find solutions, and I am
prepared ©o discuss with you in & substantive way all possible approac
hes to them and identify such steps as would muke it possible - after
prompt Tfollow-up by appropriate government agencies - to make my visit
to the United States a really productive and fruitful one, Thiz is
exactly what the entire world is expecting from a second meeting
between the leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States.

That is why an idea has come To uy nind to suggest to you,
Mr.President, that, in the very near future and setting aside all
other matters, we have a quick opne-on-one meeting, let us say in
Iceland or in Ionden, may be just for one day, to engage in a strictly
confidential, private and frank discussion (possibly with only
our foreign ministers present). The discussion -whieh would not be
a detailed one, Ior ifs purpose and significance would be to demon-—

strate political will -would result in instructions to our respective
agencies to draft asreements on twe or three very specific questions,
which you and I could sign during oy visit to the United States.

I look forward to your ezrly reply.

Respectfully,

. GORBACHEY

Eeptemher.fjﬂ, 1986
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Ypamaemwi rocnonun [pesunedr ,

A npeanoyen HanpasKTe ST0 MHCLMG ¢ 2LA (llesapnianse , KoTopR#
BrleswacT p CUA nna yvacTur B CECCHH MNeHepanbHol AccamGiuen OOH ,
-, On Tak#e WMeeT B BAdY , Kak Obio yenoBneHs , noceTuTs Bawunrton u ocuasa-
TelbHo NobeCEnoEaTh N0 HHTEPeCY WM obe CTopoHe BONPOCAM.

Mocne nonyyedna Bamers nocnanus ot 25 mona 1986 r., koTopoe Gumo
EHUMATEALHG PACCMOTPEHO , NROHICWAH HEKOTORBIE CODRITHA W MHUMIEHT B
HECATUBHOTO [Nand. 310 MuuHes CBUISTENRCTEO TOTO, CHONML YYDCTEUTENLH B
oriomerns mexoy COCP w CIUA 1 xak BaxHO DeICWeMy DYKOBOOCTBY LBYX CTRatl
MAOCTOAHHD DepPEATE HX B OOME 3PEHUA ; OKAsBBATE CTAOHAMIUPYIIES BOaneH-

CTBHE BCAKWA pad, KOTHA aMiNUTYAa WX KoneGanuil npuobperaeT yrpoH amm Wi
XAPAKTED .

K nonoduwyM cnydaan - 2 odd GLIDANH paHes, W, BHEIAMO, OT HUX HHETO
HEe 3ACTPaxoBan BIpens - oTHocuToa neno daxaposa n Hadwnofda . Oxo Tpe-
) GyeT cnokofinore pastupareibcTia, PACCIENOBAHMA M NOHCKA B3aMMONpHeMne—
MBEX perganiil. Onmako Aumeprradckan CTopona HesacnyweHHD OpamaTHanpo -
. Bana sToT MHukiedT. [lporus saweil crpans Gong pasBepHyTa MACCHPODAUUAn
KaMOaHna BpaxIefHocT, KOTopad NOOHATA Ha yPOBREeHL DYROBONCTEA alMUHH-
| crpauuk v koarpecca CUA . Bynroe cneuMansHo MCKANH MPpeanor, Yrolsl yxyn—
‘ WHTE COBETCHI—AMEPUKAHUKNE OTHOWEHNH 3 YCHINTE HANPAMEHHOCTE .

Bor 1 BozHMKaeT BONpoC: 4 Kak we OTR ¢ armoclepoll, oTONL Heofxo-
OHMOHE LA HOPMANBHOTO X00a NeReroBopoE W, KOHSYHO , ONA NOOFSTOBKH W
NpOBeNeHHA BCTREYH Ha BRCWeM YPOoBHE |

Copercrnil Cows 5a nepuog nocne MeHeBL MHOTO AelacT, YTOOL ATMO-

cepa 3Ta GEMa GHArclpuATHOR 0 YTolE Neperosope ofecnedun NpakTHISCKY 0
MoAroTOBKY K Hawed © Bamy HOBOH BCTRouE.

Mo ocroBHEM BORPOCEM OFPAHMYEHNA W COKPAleHHA BOODYREHNA - AOep-
HEIX ; XUMHAYOOKHX , OOBIUHEIY - HaMH NMPEANPHHATE MHTEHCHERRLE YCUNHA B
MOMCKAN HOHKPETHRIY PARBAB0K © UENLK KAPAMHANBHOTO NOHWESHRE YROBHA
BOEHHOID MPOTHEQCTORNMA B YCAORHAX ]:IE.EHDEL[EI.‘[HCIH: Oes0MacHoCTH .

Onuako - B Oyxe Tol OTEPOBEBHHOCTH, KOTORAA HAYENa CKASNBEATLCA B
Hawem © Bawmu auanore, recnoune [Mpesunent, - ponmen Bam cxasaTh, 4To
oOwWKA xapakrep pefcrant CTUIA B voemnyuaponyey nenax, No3MUNH, KOTORES WX
NPENCTARNTENY CTCTAHBAKWT HA NEPETOBOPAX W KOHCYNETAUMAN, TO, YTC CoOOep-
®WTCA B Bawewm nocnadmi, - HABGORT Ha OUSHb CE[bEsHBE, TPEBOKHLIE MBICHH,

Ero [lpepocxonurensCTEY
Pouaneny ¥ . Pedrany ,
MNpeanwnenTy Coenivenduy Wraros AMepuxn

Reproduced a the Ronald Reagan Library

r.Bamuerros
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[MpuxonuToa KOUCTATHEOBATL, YTO N0 CYHIECTHY TAk M He Havanalk peannsamd
NOrOROPEHHOCTER , NOCTHIHYTH Y Hamu B Hedese, o0 ynyqime IMH COReTCRS =
AMEDMEAHCKHY OTHOWMEHNA , YOKOPEHUW MeDerosoos 10 ANePHEIM 0 KOCMHUECKNM
BOOPYROHWAM , 0 OTEASe OT CTReMASHNAA K BOSHHOMY MPERoOCKoICTBY « MHeHnA
O MPHYHHAXY TAKDrO Kong men WANaAraiKucE Hasi B lll:‘]_}ﬂl]HCKG M I'[}"EIJIH'-J.JI:U.' M H .,
CO CROBR CTOROHEL , HE XOMY 30eCkE MOBTORATL HAWY OUSHKY CHTYAUHH.

HEI.F[FIEIJJHEE.ETCH s NMpesne [Joera, BEBOO o POTOBS M BOOGIWE H XOUeT MK
Ha mefie aMepDUKAHCRO:2 DYKOBOICTED HCKATh CDFJ‘LaIJJF_‘HHﬁ, KEOTODEES BENHA OBl K
MpeKpalle2dmie MoOHEA EIDG]:I}J'H{EHHPHT? K PeallbHOMY [AE0Ry e HMD Bene 1o ¢|IEEET1
Yo o CHX Top Mkl HE HAa oM He ﬁpHﬁnHaHJ‘llﬁ;b1 HECMOTRH Ha ZHeDI'MYHBIS
yvounua Coserckoll CTOPOHE , ¥ LOPOBOPEHHOCTH O COKPAWSHUN BOOpYyHeHni .

I-'[H]r"l-IHH Bawe MACEMO , HANOXMOHHBIE B HEeM NMPoOAOXEeHWA , A 3a0yManc,
KyOa e OHW BenyT C TOUKMW 3PeHMA MOMCKA Da3RA30K .

MNepsoe . B npeanaraeTs HaM COMNMACHTLCA © Tew, YTobw [orosop no
1P OpOCYWecTROBAN elle =7 ner. Tewm BpemMeHdem OCYLECTEIANNCE Ol padoTul,
KOTopeE 6L ero paspywany. TlonyuasTca He NROIBMMEHVE BHEDEN, 8 OCNOKHE-
HKHe gaxse Toro, yro AL PAHL I .

M npeono®Eunn, 4Tobn NHbEe patoTs B 0ONaCTH NPOTHEOPAKETHEX CHOTEM
OrpaHHuMBANNCE Npenenav nadopatopuii. A HaMm B OTBET ONPaBALIBAKLT pad-
paboTEY KOCMHUSCKOPD OPY®HA U &0 MCIBITIHUA Ha TONNTOHAX , 3apades Opo-
BOAMIAaWanT HaMepeHie Uepes 5-7 NeT HaYATE PassepTHEaHRe wUpoKoMacuTat -
HEIx cucTenm [IPO i Tem camplm nepedepkdyth Doroeop. [Tpe oTomM nDpekpacHo
NOHMMAKT, 9TO Mbl HA 3TO He corfnacumca. Mbl BHOMM 30ech CEXNOOHBIA KaHaln
K MOMyUeHH0 BOSHHOD MPEB0CKOOCTEA .

Focnonus MNpesunedT, NoNaramn, NOMHENT Haw pasrosop B Medepe na oty
TeMy. A roroa cxasan, uro ecan CIIA GyayT pRATLCA C OPYWHEM B KOCMOC,
TO MBl NOMOTEThE MM He Synesm. ChoenaeM Boo, uTobn ofeCneiiTh TakHe
YCHIMA , COpRaTe wx. Mory sasepuTh - ¥ HAc LA 3TOMG €0Th BCE BOSMOBMHO-
CTH, KOTOPRBLIMH, ©CHK OPUAETCH; Mbl BOCOONLIYEMOH .-

Mul 3a yepennenue pexnma Horopopa no (TR0, Mumenno sro coolpaxenne
NEWHT B OCHOBE Hanel NoaHUM 0 HeBsXone pador 3a oTeHsl natopaTopni ¥
HevEoCHWTE nLuom colinwacind Dorosopa oo TP 6 Tevenns go 13 ner. B rakom
Cny4Yas mMOMHO Owino OB = H MBE 3TO fpegnarass = NOroBoOpHTLECH O AHAUMTENE-
HREIX COKpauediAx CTpaTerfyecrix HACTYNATENEHLIX BC'DFI}’}KI:‘H}'IH . Mwm roToBH
Gien JanepHoK MORTH Ha 2T0 U TOM CAMEIM HE NpPpaKTHRE:S Gring Onl NoKalaHo , 4To
HW onHa u3 CTopod He CTReMUTCA K BOSHHOMY MPes0CcXOncTey .

Bropoe, llo pakeram cpended nanwuocti ConeTcruil Coms OpeniomHn
OOTHMANEHDS PemeHne  — MOMHYE THEBAAALLND SMEQUKAHCKNY M COESTORMX
pakeT B Espone, Mp COrRAacHIMCE M HA MPOMEXYTOUHYR OOMOBODEHHOCTD 4
apuYen Ses yuera MoOepHH3IAUNE ADEPHBIX CPEncTE ARCnuy 1 O panuin .
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Bonpoc © KOHTRONE - MOCTE HAWMX WABECTHHX WAroB HABCTPEUY - TakWe,
Kamanoch o, NepecrTan GuThL IRENATCTENEM |, Conako Amepukanckan CTopoua
releph "obHapykuna’ Opyros NperaTCTEME - CORRTCKME DEKETL CpenHeT
. nanbHecT B Asun, Tem He dmenee CHMTAID, Y4T0 U BASCE MOKHD HARTH BISHMO-
C NpHEMIEEM Y PORMYNY 3 W FOTOR 20 MPEUIORETE , con SyoeT YRETHEHHOCTh , 4T
OeHCTEUTENLHD CCTL Welanne PEWHTE MROGHCMY PAKET CReddeil NANRHOCTH b
Eppone .

Tperse. TnyGokoe pasouapoBadue , M He TOABKO B COBETCKOM Comae,
BRISHBAeT oTHowerne Coennnendpx WTaToB K MOpaTOpMIo HA ANEpHBEe MCOMTa-
HuA. AnvuHucrpaons CUHA scAveckn crapaetca ofiofith sty ENHUSBYID
npoliemy , MEPeREeCcTH B2 B MN0CKOCTE PACCYWISHHA o OpYrWX BOMPOCAaX .

Bu znaeTe mom TOUKY 2peHUR Ha 3TOT CHET: OTHOWSHHS TOR MM MHOH
CTPpaHel K NPEXPAUEHUD ADSPHMY UCOETAHKA = 3T0 NpOOHHIA KaMeHk NOAHTHEH

B OfNaCcTH PASODYHEHMA U MEeRIYHAPCIHOH Geaon ACHOCTH, 0a ¥ Boodlle B Qene
COXPAHSHMA MWD .,

losonsly GynTo ANEPHEIE WCMBITAHMA HYRHEL 008 o6eCHeUeHA HATE KHOCTH
ANEpHOTD apceHana - He OCHOBATeNkHH. lna 2Toro cefivat cywecTBYoT
OPYTHE METCOOB , 23 ANCPHLX BRPLIROE . Bouk se nposonat we CUIA wenwiTaHMa
MOMHOCTBIO CBEwe 150-200 kunoTond, xoTh 70 OpOUEHTOB aMEPHKAHCKOrO

AOSPHOrG apteHala, 0a My Hat He MeHbIe , COCTABNAnT JADANKL , TTEB BN A K e
o MOWHOCTH 2T0T opor.

CoBpeMeHHaR HAYKE B COMETAHKH C MONMTHYECKOH MOTOBHOCTRI MONTH Ha
MwGEle AleKBATHEE MEepsl NPOBEDEN, BIUOTE 00 HHCOSKIHMN Ha MecTax, obecne-
“uBaeT ek THEHEIN KONTPONE 33 OTCYTCTBHEM RMEPHHIX BIPLBOB. Tak 4To M
30eChE SCTE NONE OfA BIAHMONPHEMISMBIX DeeHMA .

Al acobo ocTanoBAnCcA Ha Tpex BOOROCAX, KOTOpEe APencTannduTon MHS
roasHbiMi . Mvenno no mam mayr or CCCP i CHIA nonomnTenbHex peueHuii .
Onn GeCcnokoRT Bech MUP, UX O6CYRIa0T NOBCOMY . PasyMmeercr, Mp da
PEIYNETATHEROD OOCYMABHHE 1 OPYIHXY KPYHOHBIY BOMPOCOE - TAKHM, Kak Coxpa-
WEHHE BOOPYWEHHBIN CHI M ODRMHLIX BOCRYREHNA, 3anpelledde XuMHNecKoro
OPY#®HE , PerHOHALLHEIE MTROGNE MLy CYMAHNTAPHLE BOAPOCK . Hano ¥ aneck
MCKATE O0UHE MOONCAE , NCOHBATLCA BRANMONEACTENA . | BCo We KIHUeBbiMK
CCTANTCA Te TPH BOMPOC:, O KOTODRX CKAZAHD BRIWE .

Ho no wum HMkaxors oeuseHda 54 NoUYTy ron nocne HMewenu ver.
PasmbllnARr Han 37THM 1 ofinymeean Bawe nocnennos nuckso, w1 NEHWER K
v YOOBOSHWD, HTO NePeroBopL HYKIAKTOA B OUEHE CRpLeaHoM HuoylleCe , MHavdae
oHK GYOYT M BOpent TONTATLCH HA MECTe, COBN2Bad NHLUE BHOUMOCTRE HOOro—
TOBKH K Hawed © Baumu porpeds Ha 3emne Anepukn.
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OHW HW K MeMYy He NPUBSOYT, €ClH MB C BAMM HE BMEWaeMCA NHYHO .
Y6ewneH , YTO MEl CMOKEM HAWTH PASIBASKM, FOTOR OGCTOATENBHO OOCYIUTE C
Hamm Boe BOSMOMHEE TTIOONOOL K HUM, HEMETUTE TAKWE WACH, KOTORBIE NO3B0-
' nunu Ow —  AocAc GLoTpell APopaAGoaTEY Hil YPpOoRHEe COOTBETCTRY DMWY RENOMOTE —
) coenaTs Mol saant 8 CUA oeRCTRUTEREHS NPONYKTHEHEIM , PEIYNETATHEHEIM .
Bank UMedHo 3TOT0 WOyT BO BCeM MHPE 0T BTOROH BCTReUn pyRoBoouTeneH CLHLA
u CCCP.

BoT nodemy mHie NPHUNE MEICNE NReanoxuTe Bam, rocnonim MpesnnenT ,
B camoe Gnuxaiwes BpemdA, OTAOKWE BCE Oena, BCTPeTUTLCA OOUH Ha ONMH,
HakopoTke - Hanpuwmep, B Monanoum unun s Jlodnone, - sMoxeT GLITE , BOETO
Ha& OOHH OeHL , 00 COBEPUSHHD KOHDHIEHUNANRHOTO , BAKPRITOTD , OTHKRPOBEHROIO
pasroBopa  /BOSMOKHO , TOMLKC B NPHCYTCTEAM HAWWX MHHHCTROR MHOCTPAHHELX
gen/. PesynwraTow 3TOrO PDA3rORODA = ML HE CTall Gkl YTOYGAATHCA B
OETAMNM, ©r0 CMBCH M 3UAYCHME B OeMOUCTRAUMN NOMUTHMECKOR Bon - Gun 6o
YEaZaAHMA HallkM COOTHRSTITHY IOULM M BEOOMCTEAM MOIFDTOBMTE MO COBSRUIEHHD
i EOHKDETHEBI M NEYM-TREM BOAPOCAM NPeKThH COrNAWaEHNA, HOTOPLIE MBI ORI MOTOR
© Bamu nonnucaTte po Bpema moero susnTa o Coenuaednsie Wrars .

Hapewes #a Bawm cropnit oTeeT.

C YBAKWEHHEM

g Wﬁ/ M. OPEAYER

-fj cedTadpa 1980 roma
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Student Handout

Questions on Primary Source A

List three (3) points that Ambassador Nitze identifies as important issues to our allies.

What is Prime Minister Thatcher’s view of General Secretary Gorbachev?

Was her assessment of General Secretary Gorbachev correct? Why or why not?

What were at least three things that Prime Minister Thatcher hoped to see resolved in future negotiations?

Questions on Primary Source B
What are at least four (4) points from Secretary of State Shultz regarding how President Reagan should conduct
negotiations and what the goals should be?



Questions on Primary Source C

What are the five (5) most important goals to President Reagan for the upcoming negotiations?

Questions on Primary Source D

What are the five (5) most important goals to General Secretary Gorbachev for the upcoming negotiations?

General Questions

Why might it be important for a leader to consider the input from advisors, allies, and adversaries when trying to

negotiate a deal?

In your opinion, were the negotiations successful? Why or why not?



President Reagan says goodbye to Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev after the last meeting at Hofdi House, Reykjavik,
Iceland. 10/12/86.



We're entering a NEW ERA,
EDUCATION and EDUCATION holds the KEY:

Student Programs (Revesa R

A five day program to develop leadership skills such as:
communication, optimism, and informed decision making.
Students build these skills as they create a plan of action
to bring real change to their community and the world.

An annual leadership conference where students from across
the nation share their hard earned leadership knowledge and
experience.

Offers high school administrators a way to recognize outstanding
students whose leadership is emblematic of our nation’s
40th President.

Exclusive network of college-bound students nationwide who

possess exemplary leadership, drive, integrity, and citizenship
rewarded with $40,000 each in scholarships and support for

further leadership growth.

i TTUDE |

Annual scholarships totaling $50,000 for Ventura County, CA
high school seniors with outstanding leadership and character.

National series of high school debates to develop informed
citizens and leaders, culminating with a national championship
and $50,000 in scholarships.

Real History. Real Leaders. Real World.

Spend a Summer or Semester in Washington, DC interning,
taking an accredited college course on leadership, and
transforming your future.

Gain authentic experience in a world class organization
and high paced office environment. Positions are available
in both Washington, D.C. and our Simi Valley, CA offices.

Help shape our programs and share your experiences
with others.

www.reaganfoundation.org/education f ©@RRrFEducation |§l @Reagantducation [B) @ReaganEDU




