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Radically shifting from détente to denouncing rhetoric, Americans often remember Reagan as the super-hawk who won the Cold War through the arms race, the Strategic Defensive Initiative, and his most memorable line—“tear down this wall”. However, history characterizes a second and more conciliatory leader. Reagan’s willingness to recognize and negotiate with the revolutionary Gorbachev in his second term yielded the first reduction, rather than limitation, of nuclear arms (Sokov par 2), allowed Gorbachev to work towards reform (Ratnesar 76), relieved the international fear of a nuclear apocalypse (Vulakh), and established summitry as an effective solution to international conflict (Reagan and Gorbachev). Despite Reagan's super-hawk rhetoric, his shift to peacemaker in the Reagan-Gorbachev summits contributed his most positive legacy in US-USSR relations.
After three state deaths Mikhail Gorbachev sought to restore the struggling USSR, which had begun to economically stagnate around 1975 (Weiler par 3),1 to Leninism (11 March 1985 6). Political and economic reforms glasnost and perestroika2 made discussing politics and economic freedom unseen since before the 1917 Revolution possible (Vulakh). However, in order to focus
inwards, Gorbachev needed secure Soviet-American relations to end expenses towards an economically impossible arms race (Kaplan par 6) and ensure nuclear nonaggression before cutting defenses (Wilentz 258). Nonetheless, when U.S. president Ronald Reagan proposed the summit he wanted since Chernenko (Ratnesar 68), the Soviets were understandably wary of suiting American propaganda. Reagan needed the “political stock” of the Geneva Summit and risked nothing should the U.S.S.R. refuse or fail to make agreements (Yakovlev 1). Therefore, Gorbachev cautiously agreed.


1 In the same paragraph, Weiler also noted alcoholism, lack of modernization, low morale, etc. in addition to great military spending. This diverted funds from improving internal affairs. While Reagan’s escalated arms race probably worsened these problems, (Kaplan par 5) 1975 predated his first term.
2 Constantine Vulakh translated glasnost and perestroika as “openness” and “restructuring” respectively.


Neither the Soviets nor the Americans expected much of the November 19-20, 3 1985 Geneva Summit (Kissinger; Yakovlev 3). Reagan’s inconsistent hawk-dove public image and equally divided administration planted doubt within the Soviets. After all, with two leaders relentlessly ingrained in their own ideologies, the recrimination and distrustful competition characteristic of the Cold War era seemed to be inevitable (Reagan and Gorbachev).
However, both sides certainly did not relegate their preparations and intentions to low expectations. In his interview with Peter Krogh, Kissinger desired a low profile over the aggressive press to prevent Soviet dismissal of their genuineness as mere propaganda. He also stated that it was important diplomacy mutually benefit each side. Likewise, Gorbachev expounded upon bilateral negotiations in his June 10, 1985 letter to Reagan (10), citing a leader’s ability to discard ideological bias as crucial towards improving, rather than simply containing tensions (1).
These views would serve crucial towards Geneva’s pivotal contribution. Traditional Cold War “jousting” aside (Wilentz 251), one sentence in Reagan’s November 20, 1985 diary entry stood out in particular. The Soviets wanted to withdraw already set agreements, but “there was some brisk language”, and the joint statement “ended up the way we’d wanted it”. Reagan attributed the cooperation to the Soviets (371).4
As they predicted, Geneva did not yield any concrete breakthroughs. However, Reagan and Gorbachev expressed genuine concerns on both national and international security as well as SDI at the Fireside Talks, laying the foundation for 1986’s Soviet-proposed Reykjavik Summit.



3 According to Ronald Reagan in his The Reagan Diaries, the summit formally concluded on November 21. (371)
4 The exact quote is: “I think it was because Mr. G[orbachev] told his guys to quit what they were doing.” From this, one can conclude that Reagan built at least a degree of trust towards Gorbachev after the 1985 Geneva Summit.



Ironically, while the Americans maintained a media blackout until the Reykjavik Summit’s conclusion, the Soviets “blitzed” the media prior to the summit, arriving not with the KGB but groups associated with the media and propaganda (Shultz pars 21-24). Nonetheless, the Americans convinced the Soviets to adopt the blackout as well; the Reykjavik Meeting was the working summit to Geneva’s atmospheric stalemate, and the Americans intended to keep the short notice, low expectations meeting pre-prepared, but not pre-negotiated (Shultz pars 3-5).
Gorbachev appeared to comply with the mood. Although Reykjavik yielded a huge number of Soviet concessions, including the agreement to make human rights a legitimate point of discussion and the essence of the breakthrough INF Treaty (Shultz par 160), talks ultimately broke down on the topic of, again, SDI (Shultz pars 27-142).
The “exotic beam” Strategic Defense Initiative employed space-based hypervelocity guns and laser-guided beams to shoot down missiles mid-flight (Payne par 18). Although popularly dismissed as fantastical with the sobriquet “Star Wars” (Payne par 99), Kissinger noted that the highly nuclear abolitionist scientific community had denounced any nuclear developments for the last thirty years, suggesting that their analyses may not be completely impartial. Despite SDI’s too-futuristic connotation, the high permeability, and Soviet development of much simpler ways to saturate or circumvent it (Kaplan par 6-7), it caused a variable in Soviet missile hit calculations (Kissinger). Therefore, it threatened Soviet homeland security in the case of a first strike and remained a major point of discussion within the Politburo.
At Reykjavik, this consideration was reflected from the start. Gorbachev produced an impressive package of Soviet concessions, only requesting one concession in return— compliance with the ABM Treaty for ten years and therefore restriction of SDI to the laboratory.



Reagan responded that he was willing to eliminate all ballistic missiles beforehand before deploying the defense, making a first strike impossible. However, Gorbachev did not trust the
U.S. to share the technologies or resist the temptation to launch a first strike and arms race in space. Nonetheless, Reagan stood firm; while the Soviet proposals greatly moved towards the American side, the American delegation itself made no concessions. (Shultz par 37)
The argument exalting SDI’s significance in forcing nuclear reductions, US-USSR relations, and the end of the Cold War originated from this American-declared American victory. Although Reagan faced some criticism for refusing to relinquish SDI for a concrete and would- be revolutionary arms reduction (14 October 1986 1), he had to balance out the restless hawks back in the White House, who, along with the non-hawk Shultz himself, went along with SDI for its perceived effective leverage in U.S.-U.S.S.R. negotiations (Kaplan par 12).
However, SDI’s role was and is largely exaggerated. Even pro-SDI Payne and Gray analyzed, “Star wars defenses, no matter how great their promise, will not constitute the last move in high-technology arms competition, and strategic defensive technology will not solve the fundamental problems of political rivalry.” (par 99) This stands in direct contrast to the claim that SDI single-handedly scared the Soviets into conceding. For example, Chernyaev’s Gorbachev’s Thoughts on Reykjavik directly after Reykjavik and Gorbachev’s October 14, 1986
Politburo diatribe consistently reveal that the substantial Soviet concessions were geared towards garnering propaganda and improving their international image (2; 3).5 Admittedly, Gorbachev needed to downplay SDI in order to keep up morale and his own reputation (considering it was the least clarified and most contentious issue of both summits, it certainly caused a stir), but SDI
5 Nonetheless, Shultz conjectured that Gorbachev miscalculated what this paper assumed was American public opinion. Gorbachev intended to establish SDI as the main obstacle towards arms reductions (Chernyaev Gorbachev’s Thoughts 2) to dampen support for it; however, public opinion actually began to support it because of its now assumed importance (par 167).



did complicate Gorbachev’s socioeconomic reforms (commonly said to be forced by American policies). As mentioned previously, executing perestroika and glasnost required minimizing foreign military activity; Gorbachev diverted funds previously poured into the arms race into improving the standard of living in the U.S.S.R. itself (Chernyaev Notes from the Conference 4). The threat of a probable American first strike played into the Soviet military’s dissent, distracting the focus on internal reformation. Considering that Soviet reforms established Gorbachev as a unique Soviet leader that was, to paraphrase Margaret Thatcher’s famous evaluation, “someone we can do business with”, it may have subsequently hampered foreign relations, especially with the U.S.
Nonetheless, they claimed the media presentation succeeded. In the same Politburo meeting, Gorbachev revealed the limited American media on Reykjavik’s results and the turn of worldwide psychology towards favoring the Soviet Union (3-5). By December, Europeans and Americans alike began to take interest in the Soviet perspective and culture, the latter causing concern in the CIA (Chernyaev Notes from the Conference 1-2). The Politburo repeatedly reiterated Reykjavik as a Soviet win instead; Reykjavik reassured the world of Soviet authenticity towards improving relations and nuclear disarmament (14 October 1986 3).
Indeed, it seemed like Geneva’s exhortations for mutual concessions and improvement had simply dissipated in the face of Reykjavik’s dramatic debates. However, such assumptions ignore historical context. Reagan and Gorbachev’s talks came out of a period of lasting mistrust and government propaganda painting the other as imperialist, willing to launch a nuclear Armageddon, etc. During his first term, Reagan and his hawkish allies had been demonized in the USSR for his aggressive rhetoric (Vulakh). Furthermore, though Reagan’s correspondence



recognized Gorbachev as a different Soviet leader, conservative establishments continued to harbor suspicions and ill will towards the changing USSR (Wilentz 250).
Perhaps the best example of this seemingly mandatory leader’s balancing act is Reagan’s iconic Brandenburg Gate address, more widely known by its catchphrase tear down this Wall.
Though commonly (and, as both pro and anti-Brandenburg Speech/Reagan experts agree, mistakenly) regarded in the U.S. to have convinced Gorbachev to immediately try to tear the Berlin Wall down, some scholars suggest that the speech was not aimed at Gorbachev, who actually attempted to convince adamant East German leader Honecker to liberalize East Germany (Ratnesar 181). Reagan himself said he aimed his forceful words at the East German authorities attempting to keep their citizens away from the speech location (Bunch 24). Others believe that the speech sated Reagan’s right-wing, anti-communist critics (Bunch 25-26) or “shored up” public support for further talks (Mann par 4-8). Indeed, the majority of the positive reaction present at the speech itself came from the American audience (Ratnesar 149).
Regardless of the interpretation, the historical context of the June 12, 1987 speech itself does not match the aggressive tone often assigned to it, being a time of extensive Soviet- American dialogue demonstrated by the later INF treaty (Mann par 5), the pinnacle agreement of Reagan and Gorbachev’s talks. Was the speech influential? Probably. Did it drastically contribute to US-USSR relations? No. In fact, along with an intense debate within the Reagan administration on whether the speech would undermine Gorbachev’s position over Soviet hardliners (Mann par 9), Shultz actually feared it would severely offend Gorbachev himself (Ratnesar, 119), but the fact that Reagan trusted Gorbachev not to (Mann par 10) already spoke a great deal about their nations’ relations.



However, none of this would have happened without those two dynamic summits—1985 Geneva, where Reagan and Gorbachev agreed “a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought” (Reagan and Gorbachev), and 1986 Reykjavik, the reminder of what summitry can achieve. Despite their reputation as failures due to their inability to publicly produce changes on nuclear arms, the October 12, 1986 Politburo meeting, Mr. Vulakh’s interview, Clymer’s poll report, and Reagan’s October 12-15 diary entries all demonstrate optimism on arms control within both governments and nations. Through Geneva and Reykjavik, two visionary leaders eased universal apprehensions of a nuclear apocalypse (Vulakh).
The Cold War is over. (Both Barack Obama and Vladimir Putin agree (Clary pars 7-8, 11, 17; Putin: “Global Security” pars 1-11), though the exact date for its conclusion, if any, varies based on the individual.) Although neither Reagan, nor Gorbachev, nor the U.S. and U.S.S.R or even today’s Russian Federation resolved or completely cast aside their differences (Roberts 1-2), Reagan’s popularity with Soviet audiences in 1988 (“Reagan-Gorbachev Summit in Moscow Ends” par 2) demonstrated that time’s generally improved relations well enough. However, West versus Russia disagreements regarding Ukraine consistently emerged on 2014 news, worsening relations between East and West (especially U.S. and Russia, due to other conflicts such as Edward Snowden, gay rights, etc. occurring close the Ukraine issue), and U.S.-Russian tensions certainly have not dispersed today. Gorbachev asserted America continues to feed the U.S.’s “military-industrial complex” (Gorbachev “Mikhail Gorbachev to RT”) he so ardently criticized within the summits while American and Russian presses continuously imply the other’s
perceived imperialism, an accusation so common of the Cold War.


Neither nation held summits6 (Gorbachev “Mikhail Gorbachev to RT”).

The world has changed since the Cold War; the Soviet Union does not equal the Russian Federation, and the U.S.-Russian situation cannot be dismissed simply as a repeat of the Cold War. However, in resolving these still hanging contentions, perhaps it would help to recall two polarized delegations’ close reach for a world without nuclear weapons in 1986, a breakthrough treaty in 1987, or a formerly demonized American applauded at a Soviet university in 1988.
Perhaps it would help to note the subtle echoes of an American president’s concerns expressed by his Soviet counterpart long after they were conveyed.7 Even with entrenched and opposite perspectives, perhaps it would help to remember one chilly 1985 Swiss morning when two very different leaders with a specific mutual vision walked towards each other, shook hands, and smiled. (C32042-10)

























6 Neither has held summits as of December 2014, the source’s publication date.
7 In his interview with Shevardnadze and RT, Gorbachev mentioned that the world cannot let nuclear weapons fall
into extremist hands. Originally, Reagan wanted to deploy SDI to prevent those that would “not at all be averse to dropping a nuclear weapon on the White House” from reviving nuclear weaponry even after the U.S. and U.S.S.R. eliminated theirs. (Reagan “Geneva (Reagan-Gorbachev) Summit” par 16)
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Though Gorbachev and Reagan did not technically pen this American (uses “our” to refer to American laboratories) memorandum, it objectively recounts the dialogue and therefore their attempts to establish trust at the Fireside Summit with detail, especially on Gorbachev’s misgivings about SDI.
On the walk to the pool house, Gorbachev and Reagan defrosted their previously intense talks by chatting personally, discussing Reagan’s old movies. After Gorbachev reviewed and expressed concerns on Reagan’s Russian copy of proposals, Reagan reassured him the research would be shared; the worst he could imagine was a first-strike capability. Gorbachev restated the Soviet Union had no intent of launching a first nuclear strike; Reagan countered by pointing out they would not always be here. Finally, Gorbachev explained Soviet suspicions on SDI suiting defense against a smaller number of missiles and therefore a weakened retaliatory attack rather than a first strike (implying that the Americans intended to ensure a first strike without fear of retaliation). However, time was up, and Reagan appealed to Gorbachev to rethink and reconsider the positions discussed here.
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Reagan sought to convince Gorbachev of SDI’s non-aggressive nature through this letter, reassuring him that he had no intent to use it to create an imbalance of power in the nuclear theater. Instead, he asserts SDI will contribute to establishing security worldwide against nuclear weapons, benefitting both sides; this, he said, will prevent some “madman” from ever starting a nuclear apocalypse, protecting the entirety of the world. He recognized the exotic level of SDI, leaving its actual deployment as a lengthy and only probable reality. Therefore, the USSR has no sudden, “destabilizing” American move to fear.


He then redirects the USSR towards other serious issues discussed later in Reykjavik such as human rights, expressing his hope that together, US-USSR relations will improve through diplomacy and talks towards a nuclear-free/peaceful world.
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1985 November 15 to November 23 covered the Geneva Summit and its historical context. Although Gorbachev opened by stressing the importance of trusting the USSR, Reagan recounted many accusations/criticisms. For example, Gorbachev noted the Heritage Foundation dictated foreign policy by maintaining anti-USSR sentiments to sell more weapons. Both sides cited many historical wrongdoings of their counterpart. However, even after two hours of adamant SDI discussion, they agreed to visit each other at the Fireside Summit.
Despite their seemingly uncooperative dialogue, one sentence in his diary stood out in particular. The Soviets wanted to withdraw already set agreements, but “there was some brisk language”, and the joint statement “ended up the way we’d wanted it”. Reagan attributed the cooperation to Gorbachev.
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shaken loose.” He expressed the need to continue working towards further and substantial tasks; Reagan agreed. Nonetheless, with the two nations recently trading lists of human rights infringements, tensions remained.

Session of the Politburo of the CC CPSU: 11 March 1985. N.p.: National Security Archives, n.d. PDF.
In addition to the archive’s annotation that possible opponents failed to attend the meeting on such short notice, this meeting transcript’s favorable commentary on Gorbachev reflected Gromyko’s (who had talked with Reagan) endorsement of him as General Secretary. They cited Gorbachev’s humility, ambition, hardworking attitude, analytical ability, proficiency in foreign affairs, intelligence, and extensive experience as qualifying points for the leader’s position. (All these qualities would come into play during the Reagan-Gorbachev Summits.)
Gorbachev himself stated the general mood and direction of his policies, stressing pure Leninism, dynamism, and unity.
This source reinforces Gorbachev’s powerful figure. An active politician after three national deaths, Gorbachev could have been viewed as a reliable leader to modernize the internal issues of the USSR and deal with Cold War tensions. His predecessor, Chernenko, had already held correspondence with Reagan; Gorbachev would take this communication to new heights.

Session of the Politburo of the CC CPSU: 14 October 1986. N. p.: National Security Archives,
n.d. PDF

Throughout the entire meeting, Gorbachev retained a triumphant, almost aggressive tone. He opened by noting criticism directed at Reagan (the following is implied) for pursuing SDI rather than agreeing to the total abolishment of nuclear weapons. If they had adopted nuclear liquidation, it would have helped his “socioeconomic reforms” (perestroika and glasnost). Gorbachev accused Reagan as the cause of failure, referring to him as the “representative of the class enemy” with “a caveman outlook”. The U.S. incorrectly assumed the U.S.S.R held more interest in disarmament and needed to accept American proposals because of internal difficulties. Its arms race hampered socioeconomic reforms and created dissent within the Soviet Union. Its SDI would lift them into military superiority.
However, Reykjavik swayed politics and the masses towards the Soviets. Indeed, he proclaimed that the world lays blame for Reykjavik on the U.S.; even notable American figures such as Vance chalked up Reykjavik as a defeat for the Republicans. Overall, Reykjavik served a crucial Soviet victory, an opportunity to internationally denounce SDI, and a motivation to provide informative propaganda to the public faster.

Shultz, George Pratt. "Chapter 36: What Really Happened at Reykjavik." Turmoil and Triumph: My Years as Secretary of State. New York: Scribner's, 1993. N. pag. Margaret Thatcher Foundation. Web. 17 Feb. 2015.

The short-notice Reykjavik Meeting unexpectedly evolved into the “epitome” of summitry. Gorbachev promptly revealed a Soviet “package” of remarkable concessions.


However, discussions flared on ABM; Gorbachev’s “it’s laboratory or goodbye” marked the end of the heartbreakingly close but unfulfilled meeting. The anxious media misinterpreted his comment “we’ll not be seeing each other again” as the mark of a total failure.
In conjunction with other sources, this project can conclude the ironic high propaganda content of Reykjavik towards the Soviets. Gorbachev noted the effectiveness of the Soviet package in establishing their genuineness in world media. In Politburo meetings, Gorbachev declared Reykjavik as a Soviet victory, directing them towards undermining SDI and speaking more with foreign press and political leaders to sway public opinion in their favor. Such Cold War-like proclamations imply Reykjavik chilled relations; however, the frosty discussion can be attributed to the pre-planned propaganda content of Reykjavik. Furthermore, Gorbachev needed to present himself as a strong leader, lest his home Soviets perceive him as weak or the
U.S. assume the Soviets bent to their will. In fact, in two different sources, Gorbachev expressed his optimism on Reykjavik’s arms control improvement both immediately after the meeting and close to present day.
Unfortunately, a physical copy of his memoirs was not available, so all parenthetical citations must be cited by paragraph (a la websites) starting from Chapter 36.

Shevardnadze, Eduard. et al. "Minutes of a Conversation between M. S. Gorbachev and the
U.S. Secretary of State G. Shultz." Wilson Center Digital Archive. Wilson Center, 23 Oct. 1987. Web. 15 Feb. 2015.

This is actually a transcript of a conversation between Shultz, E. Shevardnadze, and Gorbachev on the Reykjavik Summit’s legacy, translated from the Gorbachev Foundation Archives’ original. Shultz and Gorbachev agree on the importance of Reykjavik in improving US- USSR relations and opening up a new “stage” for discussing security. After omitted pages, the transcript jumps to Shevardnadze and Gorbachev presumably discussing American “iron-clad” inflexibility in stark contrast the USSR’s more willing attitude. Gorbachev sets SDI and space as a “stumbling block” for negotiations, revealing the Soviet willingness to destroy all nuclear weapons with the Americans. Nonetheless, Gorbachev encourages Shultz by observing that “from Geneva, through Reykjavik and up to the present day, it has been possible to elucidate many [issues] significantly.”

Vulakh, Constantine. "Reagan-Gorbachev Summits: A Soviet Citizen’s Perspective." E-mail interview. 11 Feb. 2015.

Mr. Vulakh lived in Gomel, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic (now independent Belarus). Being around preteen age when the Perestroika began, he “remembered the 80s well”, offering unique insights on the everyday effect of U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations under Reagan and Gorbachev.
Soviet propaganda of American imperialistic aggression encouraged “palpable” dread of nuclear war in the early 80s (mirrored in the U.S.). Therefore, when U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations began to discuss reversal of the nuclear arms race, “everyone sighed a huge sigh of relief”.
Despite persisting suspicions, this formulated a popular hope of completely abolishing nuclear weapons.


Internally, Gorbachev initiated Perestroika (restructuring) and Glasnost (openness) to fix the Soviet economy, whose living standards fell further behind the democratic West. It was permitted to discuss politics; economic freedom “unseen since before the Revolution of 1917” also began. These reforms encouraged “unprecedented hope and potential”, but the USSR “boil[ed] out of control” after the Iron Curtain was pulled back; the government transparency released overwhelmed Soviet propaganda, resulting in an overall pro-western mood. Soviet views on even Reagan, “demonized” in his first term, began to evolve into a “as a rather likable old gentleman with a penchant for Russian proverbs”. Eventually, the repressed U.S.S.R. lost control in a series of regional wars and collapsed. As a result, today’s West “universally love[s]” Gorbachev more than Russia.

Weinberger, Caspar W. "Weinberger Letter to Reagan on Arms Control." Letter to Ronald Reagan. 13 Nov. 1985. Nytimes. The New York TImes, 15 Nov. 1985. Web. 8 Feb. 2015.

Weinberger’s letter to Reagan evidenced the hawks vs. doves division on foreign policy.
Other sources and his insistence on strictness with Soviet treaty violations establish him as a distinct hawk. Therefore, this source clarified the hawks’ perspective and their concerns and recognized any bias in Weinberger’s commentary.
Factually, Weinberger claimed SDI’s incompatibility with the ABM Treaty is not necessarily undebatable; the Soviets deliberately highlighted the most restrictive interpretation of the agreement. Giving off an untrusting air, he retained a wary and urging mood in regard to US-USSR policy, suggesting that Reagan use Geneva to ensure absolute Soviet compliance to treaties.

Weinberger, Caspar. "Is the Reagan Defense Buildup Over? : An Interview with Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger." Interview by Peter F. Krogh. The Dean Peter Krogh Foreign Affairs Archive. Georgetown University Library, 12 Oct. 1985. Web. 8 Feb. 2015.
Understandably strongly supportive of defense spending and the Strategic Defense Initiative, Weinberger holds a similarly wary stance as Reagan on retaining SDI; Weinberger mentioned Reagan’s support frequently throughout the interview. Weinberger defended the largest and most expensive peacetime military expansion by citing the 1970s neglect he inherited. It was cheaper to maintain defense than to neglect it during peacetime and catch up; his expansion evidenced that. Furthermore, cutting defense did not alleviate budget deficit; the spending merely diverted towards the domestic.
This interview also corrected the preconception of Weinberger as isolationist and balanced the subtle attack on Weinberger and the hawks in Reynolds‘s documentary. He presented himself as strongly supportive of international relations despite obvious distrust of the Soviets who he claimed intended to divide US-foreign relations and defense in order to strengthen the USSR. Although Soviets adamantly opposed SDI, they had and were consistently building up both offensive and defensive forces. They were not willing to give up their


“monopoly” in the field and risk American “superior technology”, even with the system’s completely defensive goal of rendering nuclear weapons and the “suicide pact” of deterrence obsolete.
Yakovlev, Alexander. Alexander Yakovlev. Memorandum Prepared on Request from M.S. Gorbachev and Handed to Him on March 12, 1985. N.p.: National Security Archives, n.d. PDF.

Gorbachev requested Yakovlev’s memorandum on Reagan’s starting political position and intent, analyzed as “not so simple”. Yakovlev suggested that US-USSR negotiations would be in the USSR’s favor. Nonetheless, he noted Reagan’s desire to present himself and the US as a “peacemaking” nation, warning of the meeting’s possible function as propaganda (reflective of the Soviet hesitance to accept talks). If a summit was altogether rejected, Reagan can accuse the USSR with a “well, we tried”; if they accept and the summit fails, Reagan can still play it off as “those stubborn Soviets”. Therefore, he proposed a slow and indifferent acceptance of US- USSR talks with reciprocated understanding, not close enough that the US has the upper hand in negotiations, but not distant enough that the USSR cannot improve relations. In the Geneva Summit, Gorbachev indeed follows these guidelines, explaining Soviet preconceptions.
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As a source, Tear down This Myth balances out the pro-Reagan Tear down This Wall.
Despite its relatively subtle, fact-backed start to this revisionist book, Bunch carries out a well- structured attack on Reagan’s actual legacy, citing later Republican efforts to weave a Reagan Myth to support their own party as the driving factor for his popularity today (it also warns of several biased secondary sources). Despite not being of a foreign country, its unusual stance characteristic of this debate provides multiple perspectives on Reagan’s questionable leadership and mixed legacy, maintaining historical impact while slashing Reagan’s popular image by attributing many of his achievements to other factors. Interestingly, his claim of SDI prolonging the Cold War aside, it notes Reagan’s lesser known willingness to switch to peacemaker as arguably his most positive contribution, supporting the general trend of peacemaker Reagan over super-hawk Reagan.
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several points of contention—namely, gay rights, Snowden, and now Ukraine. Obama’s position was a difficult one; he had to balance conciliatory tones (to avoid worsening relations between the U.S. and a world power they still needed to cooperate with on other issues) and Americans that wanted him to take a stronger opposition to Russia.
This source’s main contribution lied in affirming that most of American politicians in general did not believe the Ukraine crisis indicated a second Cold War.
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Insisting that SDI was not a bargaining chip, this article redefines SDI not merely as a fantastical but as a well-rounded global vision, extended to both US allies and then the USSR itself. Davis expounds on Reagan’s foresight against MAD and the importance of global defense in rendering nuclear weapons obsolete. Everybody knows how to make a nuclear weapon, Reagan claimed, and the world cannot ignore the possibility of nuclear apocalypse triggered in the future by a “third-world madman”. His unprecedented refusal to give up SDI characterized often overlooked “principle”, rather than the popular passive or idealistic image.
This source differs by arguing strongly for SDI, rather than mentioning it in passing as the downfall of the Reykjavik talks. Establishing SDI as a well thought out prediction rather than a dubious idea marked for massive expenses and failure from the start, Davis reveals the pragmatism to the futuristic system.
Edwards, Lee. "The Classical Virtues of Ronald Reagan." The Heritage Foundation. The Heritage Foundation, 1 Feb. 2011. Web. 04 Feb. 2015.
As clearly evidenced by the title, this article is extremely pro-Reagan, showcasing several claims not consistent with the majority of available research. It presented Reagan as an almost- hawk fending off aggressive Soviet demands to confine SDI to the laboratory. Reagan’s stalwart belief in SDI, it argues, ultimately convinced the USSR to give up competition with the US, allowing the superpowers to negotiate, rather than detonate the end of the Cold War.
Due to its evident and slightly overpowering bias, this source does not function as a secondary fact provider in the usual sense. Instead, it demonstrates better known “super-hawk” perception of Reagan’s legacy, effectively downplaying his peacemaker self. Through such a source, the continued American debate and division on Reagan provides diversity and dynamic  to research.
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Kaplan’s online magazine article reconciled opposing arguments for and against Reagan’s opposite aspects—the well-known “super-hawk” and the less so nuclear abolitionist (according to Samuel Wells, mostly “kept out of the press” by staff during his first and most of his second term). It also reinforced “vital collaborator” Gorbachev’s importance. Reagan’s “surging military budgets” depleted the USSR economically while the “insanely impractical” SDI found hawkish support because it scared the Soviets. Nonetheless, Gorbachev would surprisingly accept nuclear reduction, despite Reagan’s “hawkish aides” intending them as propaganda when the USSR would refuse.
Gorbachev’s reforms and the USSR’s inadvertent collapse could not have taken place without Reagan. The assurance of America’s lack of intent in a nuclear strike from Reagan and Shultz allowed him to focus on perestroika, which entailed not only economic reform, but also transformation of international relations and massive defense cuts. Furthermore, both leaders’ radical and revolutionary proposals and views allowed them to achieve at the summits, their uniqueness evidenced by 1989’s “huge step backward” in US-USSR relations.
Krieger, David. "Ronald Reagan: A Nuclear Abolitionist." Wagingpeace.org. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, 13 Jan. 2008. Web. 08 Feb. 2015.
An anti-nuclear website recognized Reagan’s nuclear abolitionist disposition and goals, noting both Reagan and Gorbachev’s Reykjavik near-breakthrough. Despite several interesting quotes, the article mostly recounted general facts and ideas already familiarized in different sources. Nonetheless, a seemingly minor but interesting fact hid in Gorbachev’s apparent requirement of confining defense development and therefore SDI to the laboratory for ten years, the italicized portion being left out in all prior sources. However, all prior research has agreed on SDI’s lack of immediate feasibility, setting necessary technology at around at least a decade after the 1980s. However, it is possible that this detail is secondary to the ban of the space nuclear testing.
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Again, the Heritage Foundation holds strong pro-Reagan bias, although greatly reduced in Lettow’s lecture on Reagan as a nuclear abolitionist. It maintains Reagan’s abolitionist image as originating far before his presidency, highlighting its importance in Cold War policy. Reagan led America in a massive expansion against the Soviets to force them to change their behavior and system, as well as deep cuts—essentially, Reagan forced perestroika and glasnost. The vehement Soviet opposition to SDI established it as central leverage to foreign policy, a uniquely Reagan idea which he carefully manipulated the government in using in order to create a nuclear-free world. He, however, was furious when Reykjavik failed to achieve total


elimination of the arms race as a result of Gorbachev’s holding abolition “hostage” in order to end SDI. Nonetheless, Reagan’s further achievements and foundations for nuclear reduction US-USSR/Russian relations substantially impacted the US through SDI.
The lecture takes a radically different view from the majority of cited sources; it also possesses several interpretative inconsistencies. Nonetheless, it provides an alternate viewpoint on SDI, upholding it over the summits themselves.
"Putin: Global Security System Damaged by Western Cold War Mentality, Needs Reform / Sputnik International." Sputnik International. Sputnik International, 24 Oct. 2014. Web. 19 Feb. 2015.
Extremely anti-U.S., this short and mostly, in terms of ideas and substance, repetitive article forwards Putin’s comments on tenuous world organizations needing reform. Despite accusing the U.S. of aggravating the post-Cold War situation in their favor “to have it all”, Putin expressed interest in nuclear reduction talks. However, he also referred to Russia as a “nuclear superpower”. Finally, he confirmed this NHD paper’s closing paragraph’s claim with a resolute “The Cold War is over”, though he continued by saying “it did not end with peace. [Neither did it end with] a transparent and clear agreement on new rules and standards.”
Ratnesar, Romesh. Tear down This Wall: A City, a President, and the Speech That Ended the Cold War. New York: Simon & Schuster, 2009. Print.
Despite not actually powerfully setting forth Brandenburg Gate as the titular “speech that ended the Cold War”, Ratnesar’s book nonetheless takes a not radically different, but certainly opposite interpretation towards Reagan than Bunch’s “Tear down This Myth”. Both books seem to value or least stress his peacemaking abilities rather than his super-hawk speeches; in fact, Ratnesar claims that the titular speech was not a hardliner challenge (despite playing into that side of the Soviet government) but an exhortation in the mood of glasnost.
Overall serving as a balanced pro-Reagan source, Ratnesar focuses on the famous stage environment of Ronald Reagan’s very different leadership.
Reagan and Gorbachev: Geneva Summit 1985. Perf. David Reynolds. BBC, 1 May 2013. Web. 18 Jan. 2015.
Despite its common reputation as a “failure” in which no huge treaties, etcetera were accomplished, the 1985 Geneva Summit saw Mikhail Gorbachev and Ronald Reagan establish a more personal relationship, beginning to thaw mutual distrust and misconception. In this British documentary, Professor David Reynolds details the obstacles, interactions, and leadership on all floors of government which ultimately allowed two ideologically clashing figures to successfully meet. It also explains Reagan’s paradoxical personality (especially SDI) and the effects it had on


US-USSR diplomacy, resolving the oft perceived as indecisive shift from belligerent to peacemaker. In the end, relatively successful communication marked a turning point in international cooperation, affirming the effectiveness of summitry to this day.
Mann, James. "Reagan at the Berlin Wall." Los Angeles Times n.d.: n. pag. LATimes. Los Angeles Times, 6 Nov. 2009. Web. 2 Feb. 2015.
Again, this newspaper article deviates from the conservative stress on Reagan’s aggressive rhetoric, sharing a common belief with Ratnesar in that Reagan did not intend to aggravate or intimidate but rather remind Gorbachev of the recurring US view on German division (as well as “shore up” his popularity by refuting the doubtful conservatives); those who claim otherwise “ignore” the historical context, especially the constructive summits held around the time of the speech. Nonetheless, it highlights the intense battle within the White House by those who feared offending or setting back US-USSR relations, as well as the recoil of Reagan’s former conservative allies towards his summits. Furthermore, its general vibe of Reagan as a revolutionary peacemaker especially in this possibly provocative speech is an interesting mood to be explored further.
Reagan-Gorbachev Summit in Moscow Ends." History.com. A&E Television Networks, n.d. Web. 17 Feb. 2015.
The May 1988 Moscow Summit was essentially a follow-up “victory of style over substance” to 1987’s Washington D.C. Summit in which Reagan and Gorbachev signed the breakthrough INF treaty. This short secondary article (with an unfortunately short annotation  to match) briefly summed up the general outline of the summit. Soviet audiences welcomed Reagan; however, at the actual summit, Reagan’s opening lecture on human rights caused Gorbachev and the following summit to sour without any significant agreements on nuclear arms. Reagan spent his last day out speaking before Soviet students and intellectuals, touring churches, and praising Russian cultural achievements (especially literature). Its primary source counterpart (cited under Roberts) is considerably more detailed, but the other is not as clear on the singularly cited fact of the Soviet people’s approval of Reagan.
Sokov, Nikolai. "Reykjavik Summit: The Legacy and a Lesson for the Future | NTI." NTI: Nuclear Threat Initiative. Nuclear Threat Initiative, 1 Dec. 2007. Web. 19 Jan. 2015.
This article relates to research as American counterpart to The Gorbachev Foundation’s views on the leadership and legacy of the 1985 Reykjavik Summit. Although regarded as a failure in the Bush administration, Reykjavik would later be remembered as a close example to be “emulated with greater success”. Symbolizing exactly how effective international cooperation can be, its remains a tantalizingly close surge to abolishing nuclear weapons only broken down by Reagan’s insistence on executing SDI and unpreparedness (as well as other


strategic fears detailed in the article). Furthermore, it foreshadowed the foundation for the INF treaty, the first to drastically reduce nuclear arsenals. Overall, the Reykjavik Summit appeared somewhat disappointing in limited examination, but from a contextual perspective, it served as a crucial transition in ending the Cold War.
Talbott, Strobe. "Reagan and Gorbachev: Shutting the Cold War Down." Rev. of Reagan and Gorbachev: How the Cold War Ended., by Jack F. Matlock. New York Times 1 Aug. 2004: n. pag. Brookings. Web. 8 Feb. 2015.
Talbott evaluated Reagan’s ambassador to Moscow Matlock’s book Reagan and Gorbachev: How the Cold War Ended as well-written (despite not being as charitable towards Reagan’s predecessors and successor) in this archived newspaper review, agreeing with the co- legacy stance the Matlock took. Prior to the revolutionary Gorbachev, “breakthroughs… were inherently subjected to breakdowns” as Soviet leaders were committed to the “status quo”.
Reagan recognized Gorbachev’s intents and set about building up trust between the nations despite his prior “fire-breathing cold warrior” disposition, aspiring to improve relations and subtly encourage Soviet change at Geneva.
While not attacking it, Matlock does not completely subscribe to SDI causing the Soviets to “throw in the towel”. However, he does point out Reagan’s attempts to convince Gorbachev that SDI would not pose obstruction towards mutual trust. He also set Shultz and the “relentlessly hard-liner” Weinberger as complete opposites (Reagan leaning towards the former), establishing that any Weinberger sources indeed possessed significant bias.
"Turning the Spotlight on Reykyavik. Why It Still Matters." Горбачев Фонд. The Gorbachev Foundation, 20 Sept. 2012. Web. 19 Jan. 2015.
Presumably translated from or at least written by the main Russian website (gorby.ru/en), this website is actually not an article but more of an advertisement for a dramatic interpretation of the 1986 Reykjavik Summit with plenty of historical background. Naturally, it highlights the “working summit” as a pivotal and dynamic moment for abolishing nuclear weapons; the absence of the 1985 Geneva Summit as the beginning of the end of Cold War stands out. It also stresses the forgotten legacy of nuclear weapons—that is, the public largely and incorrectly believes that nuclear weapons are no longer a forefront international issue simply because the chances of a global nuclear war are unlikely (at least, at the time this was written). Nonetheless, it refutes this inaccuracy by suggesting that although a nuclear WWIII may not be looming, smaller but still devastating nuclear exchanges and a widespread belief in the fantastical efficiency of deterrence are still complications that remain today.
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Straightforwardly critical of SDI and “super-hawk” rhetoric’s roles in ending the Cold War, Weiler points out that Reagan’s first term did not notably spend the USSR into oblivion; Soviet economic stagnancy can actually be traced back to 1975, worsened by increasing alcoholism, lack of computer/modern technology integration, degrading work ethic, wasteful investment, and over-spending in the military. Reagan’s election never caused Gorbachev’s premature rise, which was an entirely internal matter of Brezhnev, Andropov, and Chernenko’s deaths. Gorbachev and Yaklokev had already recognized the need for change before Reagan’s presidency. SDI did not scare the USSR into military arms submission; instead, it chilled US- USSR relations during Andropov and broke down the near-success of scrapping all nuclear stockpiles at Reykjavik. Nuclear talks only made progress after an advisor told Gorbachev SDI was impractical. Undermining SDI and super-hawk rhetoric, the article concludes by affirming that his crucial “pragmatic repudiation” to peacemaker and Gorbachev’s “felicitous” rise allowed effective diplomacy and change.
Wilentz, Sean. The Age of Reagan: A History, 1974-2008. New York, NY: Harper, 2008. Print.

Although this comprehensive history book spans from Watergate to the 2008 elections, this project’s focus remained on the Geneva-Reykjavik period and the effects the summits had on US-USSR relations. First, it recognizes the pro-unilateral Reagan win admirers’ claims of Reagan’s deliberate bankrupting of the Soviets with arms buildup, intimidation with SDI, and consistently hostile eight-year administration, but openly refutes them, labelling them “as groundless as they are commonplace”. However, it does not undermine Reagan either, recounting his long correspondence with Chernenko, his gaff (which enraged the Soviets), and his reconciliation with Gromyko. It also summarized the Geneva Summit and the SDI impasse; while Reagan genuinely tried to convince Gorbachev of its peaceful nature, Gorbachev voiced Soviet concerns over it being an offensive system in disguise. Gorbachev does note that the Soviets already devised a cheaper and faster way to thwart SDI. Later, at Reykjavik, Soviet suspicions continued, and SDI actually played into Soviet military hardliners through suggesting an arms race in space, hindering Gorbachev’s reforms.
