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1: Trump left in cold over Paris climate agreement at end of G20 summit | World news | The Guardian
NATO summit meetings are effectively meetings of the North Atlantic Council (NAC) - the Alliance's principal political
decision-making body - at its highest level, that of Heads of State and Government.

A third of it had been the Soviet Zone and was now a part of East Germany, otherwise known as the German
Democratic, a Soviet invention in The rest of Berlin was a part of the Federal Republic of Germany,
otherwise known as West Germany, also founded in By treaty agreement dating back to Yalta in February ,
US and other Western troops were free to patrol the Soviet zone in Berlin and Soviet troops were free to patrol
the other zones in Berlin. Berlin was deep inside East German territory but the Soviets were supposed to
provide free access from what was now West Germany to Berlin. Ulbricht convinced the Soviet leader
Khrushchev that the border had to be closed. Khrushchev wanted better relations with the West and he wanted
to talk to Kennedy to get an agreement on the Berlin issue. Kennedy and Khrushchev met in Vienna in early
June, , amid great fanfare and the parading of Jackie Kennedy and Nina Khrushchev in public, Jackie getting
all the cheers. Meeting between the two men were planned as an informal exchange of views. And
Khrushchev argued that it was not Soviet policy to try to make revolution, holding to his view that he merely
wanted to assist others who were themselves changing their society. Khrushchev argued about balance of
power, about Laos and nuclear testing. Having discussed with Ulbricht to question of closing the border
between east and west Berlin, Khrushchev stressed the importance of an agreement on Berlin. The successful
Berlin Airlift of was considered of little relevance as Khrushchev confronted Kennedy with a threat to sign a
peace agreement with East Germany that would impinge on Western access to Berlin by turning over control
of the access roads and air routes to the East Germans. Khrushchev said that the Soviet Union "would never,
under any conditions, accept US rights in West Berlin" after it had signed a peace treaty with East Germany
Kempe, p. Khrushchev resorted to what has been described as his usual bluster and threats. He told Kennedy
that "force will be met by force," that it was for the United States to decide whether there will be war or peace
and that his decision to sign a peace treaty with East Germany was irrevocable. Kennedy is described as
having been shocked by the threats. This was not the friendly problem solving that he had been looking
forward to. And Kennedy was to be described as having conveyed US acquiescence to the permanent division
of Berlin. Khrushchev gave Kennedy an ultimatum, saying that the Soviet Union will sign the treaty by
December 31 if the US refuses an interim agreement. To this, Kennedy replied, "Then, Mr. Chairman, there
will be a war. It will be a cold, long winter.
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2: Reykjavik Summit: The Legacy and a Lesson for the Future | NTI
The combination of a high-stakes NATO summit and a one-on-one meeting between President Donald Trump and his
Russian counterpart Vladimir Putin could bring about the most dramatic geopolitical sea.

The Legacy and a Lesson for the Future Introduction: The Clear and Present Danger of Nuclear Proliferation
Risks The Reykjavik summit meeting between Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev on October , has
remained in history as a near successful attempt of leaders of nuclear powers to agree on complete elimination
of nuclear weapons. As such, Reykjavik has become a symbol of sorts - an example that nuclear disarmament
is within reach as long as political leaders have courage to make such a decision and break through
bureaucratic politics and the maze of arcane nuclear balance theories. George Schultz, the U. Secretary of
State at the time of the summit, recalled that the situation was unique because Reykjavik brought together two
leaders who passionately believed in nuclear disarmament and both were prepared to act on that belief: The
next, George H. Bush Administration, had a mantra of sorts - no more Reykjaviks, meaning no more hastily
prepared summits with grand, but impractical agendas. It was only much later that Reykjavik came to be
regarded as an example that could be emulated with greater success. These negotiations had been dragging on
for many years and Gorbachev was becoming impatient: The first Reagan-Gorbachev summit in in Geneva
helped to establish a personal rapprochement between the two presidents, but failed to generate a breakthrough
at arms control negotiations. Under these circumstances, Gorbachev decided to propose a "working meeting"
in the capital of Iceland devoted primarily to arms control. The concept of a "working meeting" was intended
to achieve two purposes. On the one hand, it allowed the two presidents to avoid the pressures and formal
events of a full-scale summit meeting, especially since it was to be held outside regular venues, such as
national capitals, Geneva, Vienna, or other major cities. On the other hand, neither side was prepared to hold a
meeting in Washington or Moscow - it was understood that such a summit would be associated with signing a
major arms control treaty, but none was in sight. Reykjavik was intended as an "intermediate" meeting that
should have given a boost to negotiations. The proposal to hold such a meeting was made by the Soviets in
July Six months earlier, in January Gorbachev went public with a sweeping proposal to eliminate all nuclear
weapons in 15 years, by , in three stages. The first stage, which was to take five years, envisaged a percent
reduction of strategic weapons and deep reduction of intermediate-range weapons, including their complete
elimination in Europe. The first stage, the 50 percent reduction of strategic forces, in particular, remained very
much in the air and Gorbachev intended to use the personal relationship with Reagan to achieve a
breakthrough over the heads of negotiators who seemed hopelessly bogged down in technical details. Marshal
Akhromeev, the Chief of the General Staff at that time, disclosed in his memoirs that the specifics of the
nuclear disarmament plan originated in the Ministry of Defense itself. The Soviets, however, considered
missile defense dangerous because it could upset the strategic balance, especially as nuclear arsenals were
being reduced. As the United States prepared for the upcoming Reykjavik summit, it came up with a bold
initiative of its own â€” the elimination of all nuclear-armed ballistic missiles; that initiative was introduced by
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger. It is an ultimate paradox, perhaps, that on both sides proposals on
radical reduction of nuclear weapons came from defense establishments. With regard to missile defense, the
United States came to the summit insisting on its earlier position about broad rights to develop the system and
eventually withdraw from the ABM Treaty. Even exchanges on the issues that remained unresolved proved
valuable afterwards because they clarified the positions and the intentions of the parties and facilitated finding
solutions afterwards. During the Reykjavik summit, the parties were able to solve a rather large number of
practical issues, mostly in the format of working groups, which consisted of high-level diplomats and military
representatives and met in parallel with negotiations of political leaders. Among these were the following: The
Soviet Union proposal read as follows: The testing in space of all space components of missile defense is
prohibited, except research and testing conducted in laboratories. Within the first five years of the ten-year
period and thus through , the strategic offensive arms of the two sides shall be reduced by 50 percent. During
the following five years of that period, the remaining 50 percent of the two sides strategic offensive arms shall
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be reduced. Thus by the end of , the strategic offensive arms of the USSR and the United States will have been
totally eliminated. This being done, both sides will continue the pace of reductions with respect to all
remaining offensive ballistic missiles with the goal of the total elimination of all offensive ballistic missiles by
the end of the second five-year period. As long as these reductions continue at the appropriate pace, the same
restrictions will continue to apply. At the end of the ten-year period, with all offensive ballistic missiles
eliminated, either side would be free to deploy defenses. The agreement was not achieved, however, and the
two leaders, Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev, ended the summit with unconcealed dissatisfaction with
each other and blaming the other party for the failure. As the transcripts of discussions demonstrate,[4] Reagan
and Gorbachev concentrated primarily on the issue of missile defense with the Soviet leader insisting that deep
reductions and eventual elimination of strategic weapons made SDI unnecessary while the U. Besides the
matter of principle, the two sides also had serious disagreements on what was permitted by the ABM Treaty:
Upon leaving Reykjavik, Gorbachev kept one important Soviet position â€” progress on all arms control fronts
strategic weapons, intermediate-range weapons, and nuclear testing was linked to non-withdrawal from the
ABM Treaty. This effectively locked negotiations for several months until, in the spring of , the Soviet Union
agreed to de-link the INF Treaty, which was successfully concluded in December In the following years, in
spite of continuing efforts, the issue of missile defense was left, by and large, unresolved. By that time, SDI
had already been in the process of decline and it quietly "died" with the passing of the George H. Bush
Administration to be resurrected, on a more modest scale, 10 years later. Interestingly, Reagan and Gorbachev
paid rather little attention to a difference that was perhaps more fundamental: The American proposal was
regarded by the Soviet military as completely unacceptable: Political leaders apparently did not fully
appreciate that difference in positions, which was abundantly clear to their military advisors. It seems,
however, that even if Reagan and Gorbachev could have, by some miracle, achieved a compromise on missile
defense, that other difference complete elimination of strategic weapons vs. Another important issue that at
that time remained completely outside the purview of the talks it was missed even by military advisors was the
year period for reductions. The parties discussed two five-year periods for complete elimination of thousands
of delivery systems with ease that became unthinkable only a few years later and can only be explained by the
utter lack of any experience whatsoever in genuine reduction of weapons. Indeed, the first treaty in this
category, the INF Treaty, was only concluded a year later. It turned out that arms reductions are a difficult and
expensive endeavor. Reduction to 6, warheads actually, reduction by less than 50 percent of the arsenals under
START I took seven years instead of five, and reduction to zero would have taken even longer. That is, the
parties would have been forced to abandon the agreement anyway had it been reached, and the argument about
the year period of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty would have resumed with even greater intensity. In
the end, discussion of very deep reductions of nuclear weapons complete elimination of all strategic arms in
the Soviet position and all ballistic missiles in the American proposal was doomed to failure. The two
countries were simply not yet ready to tackle such a fundamental decision - they lacked the conceptual
foundation, even minimal experience in actual reductions, and, above all, many important issues were left
outside the purview of negotiations. From the nuclear disarmament perspective, the value of the Reykjavik
summit was less in the specific proposals that were discussed by the parties, but rather in the fact that the two
leaders boldly tackled the issue of very deep reductions - perhaps not complete elimination for example, they
did not discuss tactical nuclear weapons and the United States wanted to keep nuclear-armed aircraft , but very
close to it. On that conceptual level, Reykjavik was the logical next step to the summit in Geneva, where the
same two leaders, Reagan and Gorbachev, announced in a joint statement that "nuclear war cannot be won and
should never be waged" - maybe an obvious point for many, but the first formal recognition of the truth by
leaders of the United States and the Soviet Union. It would be perhaps folly to attempt to repeat the Reykjavik
experience, but it might be desirable to resurrect the spirit and the boldness demonstrated by two leaders who,
in spite of all differences between them, passionately believed in the idea of nuclear disarmament. Drell and
George P. George Bunn, John B. By William Wohlforth Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins Univ.
Press, , p. Mezhdunarodnye Otnosheniya, , pp. December 1, Share About Nikolai Sokov provides a
retrospective of the Reykjavik summit meeting between Reagan and Gorbachev and evaluates its impact on
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3: Angela Merkel hits back at Donald Trump at Nato summit | US news | The Guardian
The summit is expected to take place in mid-July outside Russia, during Trump's trip to Europe for a previously
scheduled NATO summit meeting July in Brussels and a visit to Britain on.

Memo from McFarlane to President Reagan: Head of State, UK: Box 36 The Geneva Summit Photo credit:
Reagan and Gorbachev discussed all areas of U. Overall, the two leaders used the meetings to feel out each
others positions. Although no significant agreements were made, the two leaders agreed to meet again. The
Geneva Summit is seen today as a success as Reagan and Gorbachev were able to start the process that led to a
thawing of Cold War tensions, and the eventual signing of the INF Treaty in The Reykjavik Summit Photo
credit: General Secretary Gorbachev proposed to President Reagan in September that the two leaders meet the
next month to inject urgency into the stalled arms control negotiations. President Reagan immediately agreed.
Over two-days of meetings in October failed to produce any arms control agrements. General Secretary
Gorbachev and Reagan, however, seemed on the verge of agreeing to a sweeing arms control agreement that
would in principle work towards the compelte elimination of nucelar weapons. President Reagan would say
that he could not agree to the deal because General Secertary Gorbachev insisted that any agreement
incorporate limits on testing of the Strategic Defense Initiative. General Secretary Gorbachev left believing
that no agreement was reached because President Reagan did not come to the meeting prepared to reach any
agreement. The Reykjavik Summit is now seen as significant turning point in arms control negotiations.
Although no agreement was reached at the time, Reagan and Gorbachev in principle agreed on the need to
reduce their nuclear arsenals. Gorbachev also recognized that Reagan would not negotiate SDI. Over the next
couple of months Gorbachev dropped his insistance that SDI be linked to any arms control agreement, and
when Reagan and Gorbachev met again in Washington in December , all they had to do were sign the
documents agreeing to eliminate their intermediate range nuclear weapons The INF Treaty , the most
sweeping arms control reductions treaty ever signed by that time. To accomplish this goal, however, General
Secretary Gorbachev insisted that Reagan agree to delay deployment of SDI until both sides had eliminated
their offensive weapons. This way, Gorbachev argued, one side would not have an advantage over the other.
Reagan, however, insisted that SDI could not be part of any arms control negotiations. General Secertary
Gorbachev was hoping to use the Summit as an opportunity for Reagan and Gorbachev to agree to the START
Treaty, but soon after Reagan arrived it became very clear that Reagan was not interested in further arms
control agreements. Reagan spent most of the Summit, instead, talking about human rights.
4: BBC - GCSE Bitesize: The U2 incident and the Paris summit of
WASHINGTON/MOSCOW (Reuters) - U.S. President Donald Trump and Russian President Vladimir Putin will meet for
their first summit on July 16 in Helsinki, a venue famed for its Cold War diplomacy.

5: The Reagan - Gorbachev Summits | Title | Jason Saltoun-Ebin
The topics discussed at the summits between the President of the United States and either the General Secretary or the
Premier of the Soviet Union ranged from fighting the Axis Powers during World War II to arms control between the two
superpowers themselves during the Cold War.

6: Cold War: International Crises and a Summit Meeting at Geneva:
The U2 incident and the Paris summit of By the end of the s, there was massive tension in the Cold War: The arms race
- both sides accepted the need for some kind of Nuclear Test Ban treaty.

7: JFK and Khrushchev meet in Vienna: June 3, - POLITICO
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The summit meeting officially adjourned the next day with no further meetings between Khrushchev and Eisenhower.
Eisenhower's planned trip to Moscow in June was scrapped. Cold War. By.

8: U.S.-Soviet summit meeting collapses - HISTORY
The Group of Seven (known for a time as the G-8 before Russia was expelled following its annexation of Crimea) began
meeting in the s, and the broader G was created in to deal with the.

9: List of Soviet Unionâ€“United States summits - Wikipedia
The Trump-Kim summit, scheduled for June 12, could be a huge turning point for US-North Korea relations. It could also
impact the relationship between North and South Korea. However, there are a.
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