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 1 

Foreign Policy toward Japan regarding SALT II during the 
Carter Administration: 

Continuity and Discontinuity from the Ford Years 
 

Ryoya ISHIMOTO 
Project Researcher, Research Center for Advanced Science and Technology, University 

of Tokyo 
 

 
Introduction 
    James Earl Carter Jr. won the U.S. presidential election on November 2, 1976, 
defeating incumbent Gerald R. Ford, and became the first Democratic president in eight 
years since Lyndon B. Johnson. He was a “Washington outsider,” who had only served as 
a senator and governor of Georgia, and the first president from the so-called Deep South 
since Zachary Taylor, the 12th president of the United States. 
    From the beginning of his presidential campaign, Carter had a strong commitment 
to two points: the issue of nuclear weapons and the policy-making process. These were 
fundamental beliefs of his. 
    Regarding the former, as a committed Southern Baptist, Carter believed that nuclear 
weapons were against human rights and immoral, and that they must be abolished. 
Therefore, he was critical of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks II SALT II by the 
United States and the Soviet Union, which began in November 1972, and which sought 
to limit, rather than reduce, nuclear weapons. Unlike the Richard M. Nixon and Ford 
administration, he would seek significant reductions in all nuclear weapons, instead of 
just limiting strategic nuclear weapons. 
    In his inaugural address, Carter said, “The world is still engaged in a massive 
armaments race designed to ensure continuing equivalent strength among potential 
adversaries. We pledge perseverance and wisdom in our efforts to limit the world’s 
armaments to those necessary for each nation’s own domestic safety. And we will move 
this year a step toward our ultimate goal--the elimination of all nuclear weapons from this 
Earth. We urge all other people to join us, for success can mean life instead of death1.” 

                                                        
1 Jimmy Carter, “Inaugural Address,” January 20, 1977, American Presidency Project, University of 
California, Santa Barbara (hereafter APP), < https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/inaugural-
address-0 > (Accessed on October 15, 2024, the same hereinafter). 
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 2 

He did not favor a reactive approach to the nuclear weapons problem, as he stated 
emphatically. Even during his presidential campaign, he stated, “the United States and the 
Soviet Union have an obligation to deal with the excessive nuclear armaments which we 
possess. Our ultimate goal should be the reduction of nuclear weapons in all nations to 
zero2.” 
    With regard to the latter, Carter preferred an open policy-making process by the 
White House. As he himself recalled, Carter wanted it so that “the final decisions on basic 
foreign policy would be made by me in the Oval Office, and not in the State Department3.” 
He also strongly believed that the policy-making process should be open. Obviously, this 
was in contrast to Nixon’s style4 , and sought to bring a “sense of clearness” to the 
distrustful and weary U.S. political scene. It is suggestive that the first movie Carter 
watched after he entered the White House was All the President’s Man5. In that open 
policy-making process, Carter not only took the leadership role in managing foreign 
policy himself, but also served as the gatekeeper of all information6.  
    So, what kind of SALT diplomacy did such a Carter administration actually engage 
in? This paper will examine this question from the perspective of relations with allied 
countries, as allies could not remain indifferent to SALT, and it would restrict U.S. nuclear 
weapons and would therefore affect the nuclear umbrella that the U.S. provides to its 
allies. Among the allied nations, particularly Japan, not only because of its position as an 
“ally”, but also as the “A-bombed nation” could not ignore SALT. Therefore, this paper 
will focus on Japan among the allied countries, and examine whether Japan’s position on 
SALT has changed, considering the change of administration from the Republican Party, 
which lasted eight years, to Carter, including the background and factors behind the 
change or the continuity. 
    The issue of SALT and Japan has not been adequately addressed by previous studies. 
Although there have been many studies that shed light on the policy-making process over 
SALT and the negotiation process with the Soviet Union during the Carter administration, 

                                                        
2 Address by Jimmy Carter, “New Approach to Foreign Policy,” May 28, 1975, Foreign Relations of 
the United States (hereafter FRUS), 1977-1980, vol. I, no. 2. 
3 Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President (NY: Bantam Books, 1982), p. 55. 
4  Betty Glad, An Outsider in the White House: Jimmy Carter, His Advisors, and the Making of 
American Foreign Policy (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2009), p. 7. 
5 Jimmy Carter, White House Diary (NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2010), p. 12. 
6  Alexander Moens, Foreign Policy Under Carter: Testing Multiple Advocacy Decision Making 
(Oxford: Westview Press, 1990), pp. 34-35. 
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U.S. allies have not been described as the main actors in these studies7. Of course, some 
research has been conducted on the relationship between SALT and its allies during the 
Carter years, but the focus has exclusively been on European allies8. However, this does 
not mean that only European allies were interested in and influenced SALT. Recent 
Studies have revealed that Japan had a great concern for and was assertive on issues of 
SALT, which the U.S. responded to by trying to give Japan psychological assurances. 
These also indicate that the roots of the INF issue, which would later influence U.S. 
decisions as Japan tried to actively engage in strategic issues, also emerged during the 
Carter administration9 . Nevertheless, the relationship between Japan and the SALT II 

                                                        
7  For primary studies on SALT II, see David Tal, US Strategic Arms Policy in the Cold War: 
Negotiations and Confrontation over SALT, 1969-1979 (NY: Routledge, 2017); Matthew J. Ambrose, 
The Control Agenda: A History of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 2018); Raymond L. Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation: America-Soviet Relations from Nixon 
to Reagan, Revised ed. (Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 1994); Olav Njølstad, “Keys 
of Keys? SALT II and the Breakdown of Détente,” Odd Arne Westad ed., The Fall of Détente: Soviet-
American Relations during the Carter Years (Oslo: Scandinavian University Press, 1997); Strobe 
Talbott, Endgame: The Inside Story of Salt II (NY: Harper & Row, 1979); Segawa Takao, “Detanto 
Makki no Senryakuheiki Seigen Kousho (SALT): Kata Seiken niokeru Gunbikanri to Jinken Seisaku 
wo Chushin ni [Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) at the End of Détente: Focusing on Arms 
Control and Human Rights Policy in the Carter Administration],” Nenpo Kokyo Seisakugaku [Annals, 
Public Policy Studies], vol. 16 (March 2022). 
8 For a recent study on this issue, see Ralph L. Dietl, Beyond Parity: NATO Europe and the SALT 
Process in the Carter Era, 1977-1981 (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2016). 
9  Akira Kurosaki, Kakuheiki to Nichibeikankei: America no Kakufukakusan Gaiko to Nihon no 
Sentaku 1960-1976 [Nuclear Weapons and U.S.-Japan Relations: U.S. Non-proliferation Policy and 
Choices of Japan 1969-1976] (Tokyo: Yushisha, 2006), chap. 4; Shingo Yoshida, Nichibei Domei no 
Seidoka: Hatten to Shinka no Rekishikatei [Institutionalization of the U.S.-Japan Alliance: Historical 
Process of Development and Deepening] (Nagoya: Nagoya Daikaku Shuppankai, 2012), chap. 4; 
Shingo Yoshida, “Wiliamzubagu Samitto heno Dotei: Nakasone Seiken to INF Kosho, 1982-1983 
[The Road to the Williamsburg Summit: The Nakasone Administration and the INF Negotiations, 
1982-1983],” Kinki Daigaku Hougaku [Kindai University Law Review], vol. 69, no. 4 (March 2022); 
Takao Segawa, Beiso Kakugunshuku Kosho to Nihon Gaiko: INF Mondai to Nishigawa no Kessoku 
1981-1987 [U.S.-Soviet Nuclear Disarmament Negotiations and Japan’s Diplomacy, 1981-1987] 
(Sapporo: Hokkaido Daigaku Shuppankai, 2016); Ryoya Ishimoto, “Beiso Kakugunnbikanri Kosho to 
Nihon: Nikuson Seikenki niokeru SALT I wo Chushinni [U.S.-Soviet Nuclear Arms Control 
Negotiations and Japan: Focusing on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks in the Nixon 
Administration],” Doshisha Hougaku [Doshisha Law Review], vol. 72, no. 5 (November 2020); Ryoya 
Ishimoto, “Beiso Senryakuheiki Seigenkosho womeguru Nihon Gaiko 1972-1979: ‘Hibakukoku’ 
dearu ‘Doumeikoku’ no Juyou to Shucho [Japanese Diplomacy on the U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, 1972-1979: Reactions by the ‘Atomic Bombed Country’ as an ‘Ally’],” Kokusai Seiji 
[International Relations], no. 209 (March 2023); Ryoya Ishimoto, “Nikuson Fodo seikenki no SALT 
II womeguru America Gaiko: Nihon no Ichiduke no Keizoku to Henyo [U.S. Foreign Policy on SALT 
II during the Nixon-Ford Administration Continuity and Change in Japan’s Position],”Doshisha 
Hougaku [Doshish Law Review] vol. 75, no. 3 (August 2023). 
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policy during the Carter Administration has not been adequately elucidated. Therefore, 
this paper seeks to fill this gap in the history of research. 
    In order to address the above issues, this paper focuses on the similarities and 
differences between the positioning of Japan as an “object” and a “subject” by the United 
States. The “object” positioning is an analysis of how Japan, as an “object,” was 
positioned in the U.S.-Soviet negotiations, focusing on the front channel and back channel. 
Was Japan treated in the U.S.-Soviet negotiations in the first place? If so, in what contexts 
did it appear, and how was it discussed? In order to clarify the intentions of the U.S., it is 
necessary to pay attention to the policy-making process. 
    As another approach, the positioning of Japan as a “subject” examines how Japan, 
as a “subject,” was positioned in the U.S. policy toward Japan related to SALT, and 
focuses on various U.S.-Japan consultations, briefings, and the process of policy making 
toward Japan. It examines how the U.S. understood, accepted, and responded to Japan’s 
assertions and attitudes. 
    By establishing the perspectives of Japan as an “object” and “subject,” and finding 
similarities and differences between them, this study clarifies the multilayered position of 
Japan in the U.S. nuclear policy and its background. 
    In the following chapters, it will first overview the SALT policy reexamined by the 
Carter administration and the U.S.-Soviet negotiations based on it. This will show how 
SALT stagnated as a result of a change in U.S. position from that of the Nixon-Ford 
administration period. The paper will then clarify how Japan was positioned in the context 
of SALT by the U.S. during the same period, along with its background. Next, it will trace 
the process by which Japan managed to bring SALT II to a conclusion by actively 
engaging in high-level consultations. Finally, this research will examine Japan’s position 
and its background during this period, and summarize the characteristics of American 
diplomacy toward Japan regarding SALT during the Carter administration. 
 
1. Review of SALT Policy by the Carter Administration 

(1) “The Carter Style”: Changing SALT Policy 
    When the Carter administration was inaugurated on January 20, 1977, the 
administration immediately indicated its style of foreign policy and policy-making 
process. Carter, who believed that the White House should take leadership in foreign and 
security policy, announced that the administration would make active use of the National 
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Security Council (NSC)10 . The National Security Study Memorandum (NSSM) and 
National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM) used by the Nixon-Ford 
Administration were replaced by the Presidential Review Memoranda (PRM), which 
ordered agencies to review and analyze specific issues, and the Presidential Directive 
(PD), which informed presidential decisions11. 
    When it comes to the importance of the NSC, the Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs (hereafter NSA) is an important position. Zbigniew Brzezinski 
was appointed to this position12. He had a different view of the role of the NSA in the 
NSC than Henry A. Kissinger. As Brzezinski thought it was important for the NSA to play 
an “mediator” role, he did not overly strengthen his own position, and chose the heads of 
the various committees from relevant sections unlike Kissinger13. According to Cyrus 
Vance, appointed Secretary of State in the Carter administration, it was Brzezinski who 
changed the names of the NSC documents to PRM and PD14. It can be inferred that it was 
extremely important for the administration to remove colors of the Nixon-Kissinger. 
Nevertheless, it is ironic that the Carter administration, like the Nixon administration, has 
pursued a White House-led foreign and security policy, and that the disagreement between 
the NSA and the Secretary of State has come to a boiling point the Carter administration15. 
    Although the Carter administration demonstrated an emphasis on the NSC in foreign 
policy making, in utilizing the PMR and PD, it lacked a mechanism that would enable 
Carter to reach his own conclusions. Essentially, it was not clear how Carter would reach 
his conclusions based on various considerations. Hence, more often than not, Carter’s 
                                                        
10 Nevertheless, it is said that Carter preferred the weekly private luncheons to the official NSC. Peter 
W. Rodman, Presidential Command: Power, Leadership, and the Making of Foreign Policy from 
Richard M. Nixon to George W. Bush (NY: Knopf, 2009), p. 123. 
11  Presidential Directive-1(hereafter PD-1), “Establishment of Presidential Review and Directive 
Series/ NSC,” January 20, 1977, Jimmy Carter Presidential Library and Museum (hereafter JCPLM), 
< https://www.jimmycarterlibrary.gov/research/presidential_directives >. 
12 For a comprehensive biography of him, see Justin Vaïsse (Translated by Catherine Porter), Zbigniew 
Brzezinski: America’s Grand Strategy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2018). 
13 Tal, US Strategic Arms Policy in the Cold War, p. 220. 
14 Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’s Foreign Policy (NY: Simon and Schuster, 
1983), pp. 36-37. 
15 Vance was a typical Eastern Establishment Democrat, an old elite who was an “able and sober 
practitioner,” but who lacked the kind of leadership that would influence public opinion. On the other 
hand, Brzezinski was a new intellectual, an expert on international politics, especially in the 
Communist bloc, especially the Soviet Union. It is widely known that there was friction within the 
administration because the former emphasized a cooperative relationship between the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union and was opposed to the aggressive use of military force, while the latter emphasized 
decisions made from a position of realism. For members and their personality in the Carter 
administration, see Koji Murata, Daitoryo no Zasetsu: katar Seiken no Zaikanbeigun Tettai Seisaku 
[President Carter’s U.S. Troop Withdrawal Policy from South Korea] (Tokyo: Yuhikaku, 1998). 

2. Foreign Policy toward Japan regarding SALT II during the Carter Administration

ROLES Review Vol.6　27

2024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   272024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   27 2025/02/04   18:05:002025/02/04   18:05:00



 6 

decisions tended to drift toward the ideas of Brzezinski, who was in close proximity to 
the Oval Office and could therefore communicate closely with it16. It is widely known 
that Vance was jealous of this fact. 
    The Carter Administration, having demonstrated this style, immediately proceeded 
to reexamine the SALT policy. PD-2, which presented an overall picture of the NSC 
system, including its subordinate organizations, was issued on January 20, 1977, and the 
SALT policy was to be reconsidered in the Special Coordination Committee (SCC)17. 
Four days later, the first PRM on SALT was presented, and consideration of SALT policy 
in the Carter administration began18. This was because it had been agreed at the Vance-
Anatoly Dobrynin meeting, held on the same day, that Carter’s policy would be explained 
to Brezhnev during Vance’s visit to the Soviet Union at the end of March19. Therefore, 
reexamining SALT policy is crucial for its preparation. Meanwhile, Paul C. Warnke, who 
served as Assistant Secretary of Defense in the Lyndon B. Johnson Administration, had 
been appointed as the new SALT U.S. Negotiating Representative and Administrator of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA). 
    On February 3, the SCC meeting was held and Carter directed the interagency 
working group involved in SALT to prepare two proposals. One would reconsider U.S. 
policy on cruise missiles and Backfires without deviating too far from the framework of 
the Vladivostok Accord. The other was for the ultimate relationship between the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union to include profound mutual reductions in overall strategic nuclear forces, 
keeping the number of nuclear weapons at the lowest possible level while maintaining 
adequate deterrence20. 
    In accordance with these instructions, the results of the working group’s 
deliberations were summarized in the form of a “deferral proposal” and a “comprehensive 
proposal”. The former was based on the level of the Vladivostok Accord, excluding cruise 
missiles and Backfires, while the latter would lower the upper limit for strategic weapons 
possession from the Vladivostok Accord and resolve the problems of cruise missiles and 
Backfires. After repeated discussions and careful examination of the contents over the 
                                                        
16 Fred I. Greenstein, The Presidential Difference: Leadership Style from FDR to Barack Obama, 3rd 
Edition (New Jersey: Princeton University Press: 2009), p. 141. 
17 PD-2, “The National Security Council System (U),” January 20, 1977, JCPLM. 
18 Presidential Review Memorandum (hereafter PRM), “SALT,” January 24, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1976, 
vol. XXXIII, no. 147. 
19 Anatoly Dobrynin, In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to America’s Six Cold War Presidents 
(NY: Times Books, 1995), p. 381. 
20 Memorandum, Brzezinski to President Carter, “Summary Report for your Information and Reaction 
of the Special Coordination Committee Meeting, Feb. 3,” February 3, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. 
XXXIII, no. 149. 
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course of March, Carter, of course, favored the latter proposal. Therefore, the U.S. 
position was presented as “the preferred proposal” and the other as “the alternate 
proposal21.” 
    Carter was obsessed with how to reconsider the Vladivostok Accord. Even before he 
became president, he had recognized this accord as an endorsement of the continuation 
of the nuclear arms race22. The U.S. and the Soviet Union must put a stop to the nuclear 
arms race and achieve a major reduction in nuclear weapons, and this would require a 
comprehensive review. This was Carter’s belief23. He said, “we’ve moved to engage the 
Soviet Union in a joint effort to halt the strategic arms race. This race is not only 
dangerous, it’s morally deplorable. We must put an end to it.” “We will persist in this 
effort24.” He seriously considered the issue of nuclear weapons. 
    However, SALT is diplomacy, and is therefore a matter between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. It is not an issue for the U.S. alone. Nevertheless, the 
administration’s change of stance and policy, based on the Carter’s beliefs, without taking 
into consideration the past history of SALT, caused the Soviet Union to express distrust 
and anger toward the Carter administration. This meant that SALT would be deadlocked 
from the start of the new administration. 

 
(2) Soviet Opposition and the Stalemate in SALT 

    The Soviet Union was uncomfortable with Carter’s stance on SALT even before the 
Carter administration took office. Carter sent a personal letter to Leonid Il’ich Brezhnev 
about a month after the November 1976 presidential election. Although the Soviets had a 
positive impression of Carter’s support for continued détente and an early conclusion of 
SALT II, what was written there on SALT made them uncomfortable. According to 
Dobrynin, this was due to Carter’s use of the phrase “a fresh look.” The Soviets did not 
understand what this meant. How does Carter intend to advance SALT? This was the 
moment when they started to harbor doubts against the new administration25. 

                                                        
21  Memorandum, Brzezinski to the President, “SALT,” March 18, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1979, vol. 
XXXIII, no. 154; Minutes of a Meeting of the Special Coordination Committee, “SALT,” February 
25, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 152; Presidential Directive/ NSC-7, “SALT 
Negotiations,” March 23, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 156. 
22 Address by Jimmy Carter, “New Approach to Foreign Policy.” 
23  One of Carter’s favorite words, as a presidential candidate and as the president, was 
“comprehensive.” Bruce J. Schulman, The Seventies: The Great Shift in American Culture, Society, 
and Politics (NY: Free Press, 2001), p. 123. 
24 Address by President Carter, no title, May 22, 1977, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. 1, no. 40. 
25 Dobrynin, In Confidence, pp. 384-386. 

2. Foreign Policy toward Japan regarding SALT II during the Carter Administration

ROLES Review Vol.6　29

2024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   292024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   29 2025/02/04   18:05:002025/02/04   18:05:00



 8 

    After the inauguration of the administration, the meaning of Carter’s expression 
became clear. As noted above, Carter did not literally take over the Vladivostok Accord, 
which had been reached under the Ford administration, but took the stance that SALT 
would now begin anew. In his letter to Brezhnev, Carter indicated his intention to make 
reductions in strategic weapons in SALT II. While supporting an early conclusion of 
SALT II, he regarded SALT II as the first step toward significant reductions in strategic 
weapons. He also indicated that Air Launch Cruise Missile (ALCM) and Backfire would 
be excluded from SALT II, and that they would be dealt with in SALT III26. 
    Brezhnev responded, “Looking at your considerations from this very angle, we 
unfortunately did not see in many of them a striving for a constructive approach, a 
readiness for seeking mutually acceptable solutions to the problems which are the subject 
of our exchange of views,” expressing his discomfort. Although the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union had been working towards a new agreement on the basis of the Vladivostok 
Accords, the Carter administration seemed to have disregarded this historical background. 
    Brezhnev also reaffirmed that the ALCM would be treated as a strategic weapon and 
that Backfires would not be subject to SALT II, citing the U.S. compromise presented in 
1976. In his quate, “How should we understand that return to the stage left far behind, to 
a completely non-perspective raising of the question?” it appears he expressed his mind 
honestly27. This suspicion was quite profound. Dobrynin also questioned, “why so many 
new issues were being introduced by the U.S. side and whether this was not in effect an 
effort to delay a SALT 2 agreement.28” 
    Vance visited Soviet Union for high-level talks under these circumstances, but the 
discussions between the U.S. and the Soviet Union naturally did not go well concerning 
whether the Vladivostok Accord should be a precondition for further negotiations and 
how cruise missiles and Backfires should be handled. The talks ended in a very 
unsympathetic tone, with both sides simply presenting their arguments to each other29. 
Essentially, despite Carter’s enthusiasm, the new administration did not get off to a good 
start. Rather, there was even a sense that a once-extinguished flame had been rekindled. 
    Negotiations at the working level then resumed in May, but no progress was made 
concerning SALT. The Soviet Union, as ever, was unable to read Carter’s intentions for 
action. In July, Dobrynin repeated, “Does he really want a SALT treaty, or is he using the 
                                                        
26 Letter, Carter to Brezhnev, no title, February 14, 1977, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 7. 
27 Letter, Brezhnev to Carter, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 151. 
28 Memcon, “Lunch with Ambassador Dobrynin February 18, 1977,” February 18, 1977, FRUS, 1977- 
1980, vol. VI, no. 11. 
29 Memcon, “US-Soviet Relations,” March 28, 1977, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 17; Memcon, 
“SALT,” March 28, 1977, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 18. 
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issue for political and propaganda purposes? Does he really want to improve relations? If 
so, why does he repeatedly violate our sensitivities, and particularly, Brezhnev’s?” and 
added, “I don’t want to make invidious comparisons, but although Henry [Kissinger] was 
as strong an anti-communist as anyone, he understood and observed the civilities of the 
relationship, whereas it is hard to know whether this Administration deliberately violates 
them, or does so out of inexperience.30” Essentially, U.S.-Soviet relations were in chaos. 
    The U.S. side by no means considered this situation favorable. Vance and Warnke 
told Carter that he needed to accept the fact that if the U.S. did not move, the next round 
of talks would only lead to further deadlock, and that U.S.-Soviet relations were likely to 
deteriorate. For the Soviets, the crux of the problem was that the Carter administration 
had changed the framework and conditions under which they had negotiated for more 
than two years, and was now pushing for more demands than the concessions they had 
made since Vladivostok. Vance and Warnke acknowledged that the Soviets had a point in 
this argument, and they told Carter that he would have to make modifications to the U.S. 
proposal as well31. 
    However, SALT did not reach a new agreement by the time the SALT I interim 
agreement expired on October 3, nor did SALT show any progress since the Carter took 
office. The new president’s beliefs alone were not enough to move the process forward. 
The U.S. and the Soviet Union entered the year of 1978 under such circumstances. 

 
(3) Continuity and Change from the Ford Administration: The Positioning of 
Japan 

    How was Japan positioned in the early years of the Carter administration, which saw 
a major transformation from the SALT policy of the Ford administration? As indicated in 
the introduction, this paper examines Japan as an “object” and a “subject” separately. As 
can be easily imagined when considering the above-mentioned U.S.-Soviet relations, 
Japan, and by extension, its allies, were never mentioned in the U.S.-Soviet negotiations 
during this period. Therefore, in order to position Japan as an “object,” this research 
focuses not on the U.S.-Soviet negotiations, but on the U.S. policy-making process. 
However, even here, Japan was mentioned less frequently than in the Nixon-Ford 
administration. Therefore, the following discussion attempts to analyze Japan as an 
“object” as much as possible, while focusing on Japan’s position as a “subject” and 
including macro-level references to allies. 
                                                        
30 Memcon, “US-Soviet Relations,” July 8, 1977, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 36. 
31 Memorandum, Vance and Warnke to President Carter, “SALT,” August 30, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1976, 
vol. XXXIII, no. 175 
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 10 

    During the process of reconsidering the SALT policy after the Carter took office, 
implications for the security of allied countries were also discussed. Immediately after 
the Carter administration started, Paul H. Nitze, who was known as a strong opponent of 
SALT II, made a particularly strong argument to Carter on this point. He was a fierce 
critic of the Vladivostok Accord, which did not limit the number of warheads, the throw-
weight, and the launching platforms, as he felt it fixed the Soviet Union’s superiority. 
Nitze believed that this would lead the Soviet Union to pursue a policy of more 
expansion32. 
    For Nitze, reviewing Carter’s SALT policy was a unique opportunity, but because 
his position was fundamentally different from Carter’s, most of his recommendations 
were not useful for policy making33. Once, after Carter was nominated as the Democratic 
presidential candidate, he held a seminar to determine the key foreign and defense policy 
officials. There, he described Nitze there as a typical type who emphasizes that he knows 
everything, and is arrogant and inflexible. Nitze had not earned Carter’s trust since he 
was a presidential candidate34. However, they did share some of the same ideas about 
allies. 
    Nitze criticized that although the original goal of SALT was to reduce reliance on 
nuclear destruction while ensuring the security of our country and its allies, the previous 
administration lost these goals, and often made the agreement itself the goal. He then 
pointed out that SALT has become more influential on our allies, and he argued that a 
successful SALT requires close consultation with our allies, a more thorough study of our 
common defense requirements and how those requirements are affected by SALT, and 
consideration of its impact on our relations with Soviet and China. 
    In particular, he was concerned with how, despite SALT having been initially 
conceived for U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear forces, it was now likely to affect 
conventional and theater nuclear forces as well35. In fact, such claims over Forward-Based 
System (FBS) and SS-20 were also made by allied countries, including Japan, against the 
United States. The Carter administration needed to respond to these points. 

                                                        
32 Paul H. Nitze, “The Vladivostok Accord and SALT II,” The Review of Politics, vol. 37, no. 2 (April 
1975), pp. 147-160; Nitze, “Assuring Strategic Stability in an Era of Détente,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 
54, no. 2 (January 1976), pp. 207-232. For new comprehensive research on a role of Nitze on foreign 
policy and security policy, see James Graham Wilson, America’s Cold Warrior: Paul Nitze and 
National Security from Roosevelt to Reagan (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2024). 
33 Segawa, “Detanto Makki no Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho,” p. 215. 
34 Strobe Talbott, The Master of the Game: Paul Nitze and the Nuclear Peace (NY: Knopf, 1988). 
35 Memorandum for the President on SALT, no title, September 15, 1977, Box 154, Pau H. Nitze 
Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 

2. Foreign Policy toward Japan regarding SALT II during the Carter Administration

32　ROLES Review Vol.6

2024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   322024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   32 2025/02/04   18:05:012025/02/04   18:05:01



 11 

    Carter shared this point, but he inevitably let his own beliefs take precedence. 
Carter’s answers to questions about SALT at the February 8 press conference had the 
potential to be misunderstood abroad and to impede the U.S.’s policy formation process. 
Here, Carter publicly stated his own preferred approach to the handling of cruise missiles 
and Backfires, even though no such policy has yet been determined. Anthony Lake, 
Director of the Office of Policy Planning at the State Department, was concerned and 
emphasized that such an action could complicate relations with Congress and allies, as 
well as the negotiations themselves36. 
    Given this situation and the stagnation of SALT, Brzezinski reiterated the need for 
SALT’s overall pace and strategy to take into account domestic political conditions and 
allied concerns. He believed that in order for SALT to be accepted domestically and by 
allies, the U.S. needed to present a strong position and demonstrate its firmness in order 
to dispel the impression that the U.S. had given too much to the Soviet Union37. 
    There seemed to be a “minus point” that the allies may have had through U.S. 
diplomacy in 1977. NSC critically reviewed its own diplomacy during the year. There, it 
was pointed out that U.S allies were anxious about our constancy, intention, and 
leadership, and, in relation to SALT, they were uncertain about how to reconcile détente 
and allied security38. Looking at the above developments since the Carter administration 
took office, it would not be surprising if the allied countries felt neglected. 
    In light of these facts, the Carter Administration refined its SALT policy. In relation 
to the allies, the policy was set forth on the issue of so-called gray zone weapons. The 
U.S. maintained that these issues should be addressed in SALT III, and it established the 
principle that it would not make any mention or comment until an interagency analysis 
of the issue was completed and further discussions were held with the allies39. 
    During the first year of the Carter administration, Japan did not emerge in the SALT 
policy-making process, not even in the SALT negotiations. With the new administration, 
the situation was changing. This indicates that Japan was no longer utilized as a “pawn” 
in the conclusion of negotiations during the Carter administration. For example, no 
                                                        
36 Briefing Memorandum, Jerome H. Kahan and Thomas J. Hirschfeld through Lake to Vance, “The 
President’s News Conference -Remarks on SALT and CTB,” February 11, 1977, Box 2, Records of 
Anthony Lake, 1977-1981 (hereafter RAL), Record Group 59 (hereafter RG 59), National Archives 
II, College Park, Maryland (hereafter NARA II). 
37  Memorandum, Brzezinski to President Carter, “Your Meeting Thursday Afternoon on SALT,” 
November 17, 1977, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 189. 
38 Memorandum, Brzezinski to President Carter, “NSC Report for 1977: A Critical Self-Appraisal,” 
January 12, 1978, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. I, no. 62. 
39 Memorandum, Brzezinski to Mondale, Vance, and Brown, “Instructions for the SALT Delegation,” 
undated, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 190. 
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reference to the Japan-China threat argument can be found 40 . On the other hand, 
expanding the perspective to include allied countries, it is believed that the allies as an 
“object” had fears and concerns about the Carter administration, and it was recognized 
that it was necessary to respond to these feelings. This situation seems to be similar to the 
early Nixon administration, when strategic issues between the U.S. and the Soviet Union 
were prioritized and allies were neglected, thus causing distrust and concern toward the 
U.S. 
    Then, how was Japan positioned as a “subject” during this period? In the following 
discussion, unlike the above, what was seen here was an aspect of continuity. In response 
to Japan’s concerns about the FBS issue, the U.S. sought to provide psychological 
reassurance. 
    Immediately after the Carter administration took office, the U.S. only briefed Japan 
on the current situation of the SALT negotiations. It was merely stated that the U.S. 
government was reconsidering its SALT policy, that it would take time to clarify its 
position41, and that the issues of cruise missiles and Backfires were at the core of the 
problem in U.S.-Soviet negotiations42. As for Vance’s visit to the Soviet Union in late 
March, the U.S. only reported frankly that the stalemate had not been resolved, 
speculating on the general mood of the meeting and the reasons for it, but did not go into 
specifics43. 
    However, this situation began to change in late April. What triggered this change 
were a series of statements by the Soviet Union regarding the FBS and Japan’s reaction 
to them. A press conference by Gromyko on April 1 expressed the Soviet Union’s strong 

                                                        
40 During the Nixon-Ford years, Japan was used as a “pawn” in the SALT conclusion. Kissinger was 
trying to promote an advantageous position for his country by persuading the Soviet Union, which 
was at odds with China, of Japanese nationalism and the possibility of a Japan-China alliance. See 
Ishimoto, “Beiso Kakugunnbikanri Kosho to Nihon,”; Ishimoto, “Nikuson Fodo seikenki no SALT 
II womeguru America Gaiko.” 
41 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 322, “Kaku Jikken Kinshi, SALT Mondai 
(Kokumu Sho Naiwa) (B),” (January 26, 1977), Sengo Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen 
Kosho (SALT2), 2014-5772, Diplomatic Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs Japan Hereafter 
DA-MOFAJ). 
42  Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 415, “Kaku Kakusan Boushi SALT 
Kosho tou ni Kansuru VEST Zen PM Kyokucho Naiwa (A),” (February 1, 1977), Sengo Gaiko-
Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho (SALT2), 2014-5772, DA-MOFAJ. 
43 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 1447, “Vansu Kokumu Chokan Houso 
(Toukan Kansoku) (A),” (April 1, 1977), Sengo Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho 
(SALT2), 2014-5772, DA-MOFAJ; Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 1586, 
“Honshi WARNKE Gunshuku Cho Chokan Houmon (A),” (April 11, 1977), Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso 
Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho (SALT2), 2014-5772, DA-MOFAJ. 
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position on FBS, and an anonymous article published in Pravda on April 14 clearly stated 
the US frontline bases in Europe and Asia. In response, Japan expressed strong concern. 
    Japan questioned the U.S. as to what it meant by “Asian” bases in the FBS issue. It 
is thought that Japan again strengthened its insistence, concerned about the impact on 
conventional forces unrelated to strategic weapons, such as U.S. military bases in Japan. 
FBS was also one of the concerns that Japan had consistently insisted be taken into 
account even before the start of SALT II. It is not difficult to understand that Japan was 
more concerned about the fact that the FBS was once excluded from SALT II under the 
Vladivostok Accord, but now it is being brought back to the table again, and Japan has 
expressed its concern about it. 
    The U.S. responded, “We do not know,” then tried to reassure Japan by explaining 
that, in any case, the U.S. did not intend to involve the FBS issue in the SALT II phase 
and there was no need to worry44. From thereafter, the U.S. continued to make mention 
of the FBS at every turn. The importance of addressing Japan’s psychological problems 
continued in the Carter administration. 
    In the June 2 briefing by Warnke to Japan, after explaining the negotiations at the 
working level, which resumed in May, and that the main issues are being negotiated at 
the highest level between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, FBS was mentioned separately. 
Warnke told Japan that the FBS issue should not be handled bilaterally between the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union, going further in saying that it is not appropriate to discuss the issue 
separately from the issue of theater missiles on the Soviet side, and that the U.S. has 
refused to even discuss this point45 . Subsequently, ACDA repeatedly tried to dispel 
Japan’s concerns by stating that it understood that the FBS had become a SALT III issue46. 
The State Department as well emphasized that FBS is no longer a SALT II issue47. 
    The reasoning behind the U.S. providing psychological reassurance to Japan was a 
continued emphasis on Japan’s psychological problems since the Ford administration 

                                                        
44 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 1871, “SALT Kousho (Gunshuku Cho 
Tantou Kachou Naiwa) (B),” (April 26, 1977), Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho 
(SALT2), 2014-5772, DA-MOFAJ. 
45 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 2371, “SALT Koushou (Wonki Choukan 
Burifingu)” (June 2, 1977), Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho (SALT2), 2014-5772, 
DA-MOFAJ. 
46 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 4996, “SALT-II Koushou (Gunshukucho 
Tantou Kyokuchou Naiwa) (A),” (November 22, 1977), Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen 
Kosho (SALT2), 2014-5772, DA-MOFAJ. 
47 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 5224, “SALT-II Koushou (Kokumushou 
Suji Naiwa) (B),” (December 6, 1977), Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho (SALT2), 
2014-5772, DA-MOFAJ. 

2. Foreign Policy toward Japan regarding SALT II during the Carter Administration

ROLES Review Vol.6　35

2024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   352024-12-0054　03-2_ROLES Review本文（ISHIMOTO）.indd   35 2025/02/04   18:05:012025/02/04   18:05:01



 14 

years. The U.S. has frequently referred to this point in deepening the U.S.-Japan security 
relationship. Michael H. Armacost, former special assistant to Ambassador Robert S. 
Ingersoll and senior staff member for East Asian affairs at the NSC, told Brzezinski before 
his meeting with Defense Agency Director Asao Mihara that one of his goals was to “allay 
Japanese fears that the United States is withdrawing from Asia. The reason was that the 
Japanese were somewhat uncertain about the U.S.’s goals and strategies in the Far East48. 
Subsequently, Armacost also informed Brzezinski that some Japanese officials have tacit 
suspicions about the credibility of the U.S.’s commitments, and explained the need to 
address this point49.Even before this, Armacost had stressed Brzezinski the importance of 
cooperation with Japan, shortly after the Carter administration was inaugurated50. 
    Behind this U.S. recognition was the fact that Japan had repeatedly expressed 
concern about the issue of withdrawal of the U.S. forces from South Korea, and the 
military balance between the U.S. and the Soviet Union in Asia. The former caused Japan 
to be very concerned about its withdrawal from Asia, while the latter caused Japan to 
suspect that U.S. presence was declining as the Soviet Union’s naval power was growing. 
These points have been mentioned not only by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the 
Ministry of Defense, but also by Defense Agency Director Mihara and Shin Kanemaru, 
and even by Prime Minister Takeo Fukuda51. 
    As a Consequence of these concerns, Japan has repeatedly insisted on these issues 
thereafter. Thus, the Carter Administration’s policy toward Japan was to prevent any 
change in Japanese policy that would lead Japan to depart from close cooperation with 
the U.S., and to prevent Japan from becoming more independent. Another important point 
was the psychological issue of “trust in the U.S.” in terms of credibility and perception52.  
    Given the above, during this period, the U.S. did not refer to Japan as an “object,” 
but it continued to address the psychological problems of Japan as a “subject,” as it had 
done since the previous administration. In particular, it sought to provide reassurance 

                                                        
48 Memorandum for Brzezinski from Armacost, “Your Meeting with Japanese Defense Minister Asao 
Mihara on Wednesday, September 14, at 9:00,” September 13, 1977, Box 40, Zbigniew Brzezinski 
Material - Country Files (NSA 6) (hereafter NSA 6), Records of the Office of the National Security 
Advisor (hereafter RONSA), Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, Atlanta, Georgia (hereafter CL). 
49 Memorandum, Armacost to Brzezinski, “Your Meeting with Japanese Defense Minister Kanemaru,” 
June 19, 1978, supervised by Osamu Ishii, America Gasshukoku Tainichi Seisaku Monjyo Shusei Dai 
48 Ki, Kata Daitouryou Monjyo, Nichibei Kankei [Carter presidential materials: U.S.-Japan relations, 
48], vol. 5 (Tokyo: Kashiwa Shobou, 2021), pp. 226-228. 
50 Memorandum for Brzezinski from Armacost, “Your Meeting with Ambassador Togo January 26, 
5:30 p.m.” January 26, 1977, Box 1, NSA26, RONSA, CL. 
51 Yoshida, Nichibei Doumei no Seidoka, pp. 264-272. 
52 Ibid., p. 276. 
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through discourse on the FBS issue. The importance of psychological issues did not 
diminish as they coincided with the larger trends in the U.S.-Japan security relationship. 
The U.S. response to the FBS was to provide reassurances to dispel psychological 
concerns in order to prevent Japan from becoming more independent, and this response 
continued during this period. 
 
2. Signing of SALT II 

(1) Road to the Signing of SALT II 
    Although working level negotiations resumed in 1978, the U.S. realized the 
limitations of proceeding with SALT at this level alone. Carter felt that both U.S. and 
Soviet leaders must hold a summit meeting or communicate directly with each other via 
a hotline or other means in order for SALT II to reach a final agreement, recognizing that 
there are some issues that cannot be resolved at the working level without direct talks 
between the top leaders of the two countries53. Therefore, Vance was actively engaged in 
the talks on the U.S. side from then on. 
    Vance was scheduled to visit the Soviet Union on April 20. At the NSC meeting that 
preceded it, the U.S. position was reviewed. There, the highest priority was given to the 
policy that the U.S. should continue to firmly express our concerns about the Backfire to 
the Soviet Union and emphasize that it was the most difficult and important issue from 
their standpoint of ratification54. However, the Soviet Union did not mention this issue 
during the April 22 meeting between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Gromyko simply 
reiterated the Soviet position that the Backfire had nothing to do with the agreement under 
negotiation, and Brezhnev had nothing to add to Gromyko’s statement, but rather was 
stubborn enough to mention that he would not touch the issue 55 . Under these 
circumstances, there was no way that SALT could make progress. As a result, the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union were unable to reach agreement on basic issues at this meeting, and 
the release of the joint communiqué was postponed indefinitely56. 
    Although Vance’s visit to the Soviet Union did not lead to any progress in the 
negotiations, the subsequent working-level negotiations resulted in a conditional 
agreement on the total strategic weapons arsenal and the upper limit of MIRV-enabled 
missiles. The U.S. accepted the Soviet Union’s claim to a total strategic weapons arsenal 

                                                        
53 Asahi Shinbun, March 4, 1978, evening edition. 
54 Summary of Conclusions of a National Security Council Meeting, “SALT,” April 11, 1978, FRUS, 
1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 198. 
55 Memcon, “Vance/Brezhnev Meeting,” April 22, 1978, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 103. 
56 Asahi Shinbun, April 23, 1978, morning edition. 
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of 2,250, while the Soviet Union accepted the U.S. claim to a maximum MIRVed-missiles 
arsenal of 1,20057 . Through persistent negotiations at the working level, SALT made 
progress, and the foundation was laid for the conclusion of the agreement. What was 
needed next was an agreement at the top level. 
    In late September, Gromyko held talks with Vance on SALT at the same time that he 
was visiting the United States for the UN General Assembly, and the two reaffirmed their 
commitment to pursue the SALT II agreement and redefined the direction in which they 
should both move forward58. The meeting was then held again at a later date, including 
Carter. However, even there, the U.S. and Soviet positions did not come to a compromise. 
Carter tried to impress upon Gromyko that U.S.-Soviet relations were on a positive track, 
telling Gromyko that he was pleased to see that relations between the two countries were 
rapidly improving and that their top priority was to successfully complete work on the 
SALT agreement, but Gromyko denied this. He strongly asserted that the perceived 
positive nuances were only superficial and that he could find nothing truly substantive to 
indicate an improvement in U.S.-Soviet relations. He then emphasized that it was the U.S. 
that was causing the confusion, and suggested that the Soviet Union was not prepared to 
assume responsibility for the deterioration of relations59. 
    This was probably a reiteration of the fact that the Soviet Union was discontented 
with the new and irrelevant U.S. proposals presented at every meeting since the Carter 
took office. The Soviet message seems to have been that it was solely up to the U.S. to 
reach an agreement on SALT II, and that the dice were in the Carter administration’s 
hands. 
    Indeed, it was difficult to say that U.S.-Soviet relations were improving. This was 
especially true from the latter half of 1977 onward. However, the cause was not solely 
attributable to the United States. The Soviet Union and Cuba were becoming more 
involved in Ethiopian issues, and the U.S.-backed Somali army was defeated in the 
Ogaden conflict. In addition, the international political environment was tense due to the 
problems caused by falling the Soviet Union’s nuclear reactor satellite and the production 
and deployment of neutron bombs. Furthermore, Soviet spies were arrested in New York, 
and two dissidents were put on trial in the Soviet Union. 

                                                        
57 Telegram from Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 2667, “SALT Koushou (Kokumu Sho 
Naiwa) (B),” (May 17, 1978), Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho (SALT2), 2014-
5772, DA-MOFAJ. 
58 Editorial Note, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 148. 
59 Memcon, “Carter-Gromyko Plenary Meeting,” September 30, 1978, FRUS, 1977-1980, vol. VI, no. 
150. 
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    In his address at the U.S. Naval Academy graduation ceremony in June, Carter had 
a message for the Soviet Union. He urged the Soviet Union to cease its intervention in 
Africa and other Third World countries, as détente for the Soviet Union seemed to mean 
a continuation of its aggressive struggle for political dominance and various forms of 
influence, and the Soviet Union apparently saw military power and military aid as the 
best means of expanding its influence abroad. Carter, on the other hand, expressed his 
belief that the U.S. had no intention of linkage of SALT with other competitive 
relationships, and he stressed the need for progress in SALT negotiations60. This is why 
Carter’s stance is pointed out as different from that of the Nixon administration, which 
made extensive use of linkages61. 
    Although the U.S. and the Soviet Union were in such a situation, Carter and 
Brezhnev were actively exchanging letters and were making steps toward a agreement. 
While the remaining issues of the definition of new missiles, the handling of Backfires, 
and the encryption of nuclear test data had not been completely cleared, the two countries’ 
attitude of prioritizing the conclusion of an agreement was apparent in their efforts to 
reach a consensus. For the Carter administration, this was a stance that it had pursued 
continuously since its inauguration, while the Soviet Union was believed to have wanted 
to conclude an agreement for two reasons: Brezhnev’s physical condition and the 
normalization of diplomatic relations between the U.S. and China62. 
    The U.S.-Soviet foreign ministers’ meeting was to be held from December 21 to 23 
in order to reach a substantive agreement. There, both countries had a good feeling. Vance 
sent a telegram to the White House stating that he had obtained our position on key issues 
in preparation for the summit and that it was likely to be settled in a satisfactory way63. 
The Soviets also gave a generally positive assessment, and Moscow’s press coverage was 
more positive than before64. 
    Then, on May 9, 1979, Vance announced that on May 8, the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union had reached a basic agreement on the SALT II, which mutually limited the number 
of ICBMs, SLBMs, and strategic bombers on both sides to 2,400 in total (2,250 by the 

                                                        
60 Jimmy Carter, “Address at the Commencement Exercises at the United States Naval Academy,” 
June 7, 1978, APP. 
61  Ambrose, The Control Agenda, p. 162; Segawa, “Detanto Makki no Senryakuu Heiki Seigen 
Koushou (SALT).” 
62 Carter, Keeping Faith, chap. 10. 
63 Telegram0038Z, Vance to the White House, no title, December 24, 1978, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. 
XXXIII, no. 213. 
64 Asahi Shinbun, December 25, 1978, morning edition. 
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end of 1981). All that remained was to wait for the signing of the agreement at the U.S.-
Soviet summit65. 
    Since the last U.S.-Soviet summit before this had taken place in the Soviet Union, it 
was assumed that the next meeting would take place in the United States, but this did not 
happen. Brezhnev’s illness would not allow it. These circumstances were taken into 
consideration, and the U.S.-Soviet summit meeting was eventually held in Vienna from 
June 15 to 1866. On the 18th, the last day of the summit, Carter and Brezhnev signed 
SALT II, and the six and a half years of negotiations finally came to fruition67. 

 
(2) White House and Congress 

    During the Carter administration, the Democratic Party maintained a majority in 
both the Senate and House throughout his four-year term, resulting in a unified 
government for the entire duration68. For Carter, this was a perfect situation, and although 
he believed that he was not facing an institutionally rival Congress69, Carter’s diplomacy 
was heavily influenced by domestic politics leading up to the conclusion of SALT II, and 
over the ratification of the treaty once it was concluded. In the wake of Watergate, the 
president’s authority and credibility had been eroded, and congressional and political 
groups had become a major influence on foreign policy. According to journalist Strobe 
Talbott, who would later serve as Deputy Secretary of State in Bill Clinton’s 
administration, “The Congress, even though it was dominated by his own party, seemed 
in a frenzy of defiance that amounted to a vote of no confidence. Almost every day 
brought a new setback, a new instance of the law-makers’ seeking to block or reverse 
administration initiatives, particularly in foreign policy70.” 
    It is widely known that SALT II was signed in June 1979, but the U.S. Senate did 
not ratify it due to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December of the same year, 
causing the agreement to expire. Ultimately, the Carter Administration’s campaign to 
                                                        
65 Asahi Shinbun, May 10, 1979, evening edition. 
66 Tal, US Strategic Arms Policy in the Cold War, p. 262; Vance, Hard Choices, p. 135; Dobrynin, In 
Confidence, pp. 420-422. 
67 For a detailed description of the agreement, see Treaty Between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, June 18, 1979, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, 
no. 241; Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States and the Soviet Union on the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, June 18, 1979, FRUS, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, no. 242. 
68 After the 1976 elections, the Senate had 61 Democratic seats and 38 Republican seats, while the 
House had 292 Democratic seats and 143 Republican seats. Following the 1978 midterm elections, 
the Senate had 58 Democratic seats and 41 Republican seats, and the House had 276 Democratic seats 
and 157 Republican seats. 
69 Tal, US Strategic Arms Policy in the Cold War, p. 225. 
70 Talbott, Endgame, p. 4. 
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promote the ratification of SALT II was not successful, and the Administration 
succumbed to the opposition to ratification. This section provides an overview of the 
relationship between the Carter Administration and Congress regarding SALT II, and 
reviews the domestic U.S. political situation surrounding the Carter Administration’s 
handling of SALT II diplomacy. 
    Although the Senate ultimately did not ratify the SALT II agreement, the dominant 
majority of senators did not necessarily oppose the agreement from the outset. There were 
a certain number of supporters of the agreement, including Alan Cranston, who was the 
Senate Democratic Majority Leader, Gary Hart, who would go on to be one of the 
Democratic candidates in the 1988 presidential election, and Joseph R. Biden, Jr.,who 
later became U.S. president. They viewed SALT II as a halt to the Soviet threat to the 
United States71. In other words, they evaluated the treaty from a security perspective, not 
a moral one, and expressed their support for it. 
    On the other hand, Republicans Jon Tower and Jesse A. Helms opposed the 
agreement, and the spearhead among them was Jackson, whose name has already been 
mentioned several times before. Jackson, along with the Committee on the Present Danger, 
led by Nitze, and others, repeatedly criticized SALT II. They believed that SALT II would 
not sufficiently limit the Soviet Union’s MIRV-ed ICBMs, which have a large throw-
weight, so that if it were used by the Soviets, most U.S. ICBMs would be destroyed, 
leaving the U.S. deterrent vulnerable to Soviet attack. This is the so-called “Window of 
Vulnerability” theory. Since the signing of SALT I, Jackson had continued to criticize 
SALT for the Soviet Union’s superiority in heavy ICBMs. Jackson, who had continued 
to hold this view, likened Carter’s trip to Vienna to sign SALT II to Arthur Neville 
Chamberlain’s trip to the Munich Conference in 1938, and denounced it as a policy of 
appeasement that did not face reality72. 
    In fact, however, Jackson once stood along the same line as Carter in the early days 
of the Carter administration. It was in March 1977 when the above-mentioned SALT 
“comprehensive proposal” was presented. Jackson endorsed Carter’s proposal for major 
reductions in strategic weapons, which would also have significantly reduced the Soviet 
Union’s nuclear arsenal73. Even when the Soviets rejected this proposal, Jackson pushed 

                                                        
71  Dan Caldwell, The Dynamics of Domestic Politics and Arms Control: The SALT II Treaty 
Ratification Debate (Columbia: South Carolina University Press, 1991), pp. 130-133. 
72 Talbott, Endgame, p. 5. 
73 Segawa Takao, “Kata Seikenki ni okeru SALT II no Kokunaiteki Ichizuke no Henka: Gunbikanri 
no Tsuikyu kara Anzenhosho no Shudan he [The Changing Domestic Position of SALT II during the 
Carter Administration: from a Pursuit of Arms Control to an Instrument of Security],” Report Paper 
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Carter that there was no need to change this stance and that it should be carried through74. 
Furthermore, support for the comprehensive proposal was shown not only by Jackson, 
but also in the plenary session of the Senate75. At the time of the Carter administration, 
the relationship between the administration and the Senate over SALT II was by no means 
bad. 
    However, Carter then repeatedly changed the U.S. proposal in order to advance 
negotiations with the Soviet Union. This had worsened relations with the Senate. In 
particular, the U.S. position was not acceptable to the opposition, since it had reverted to 
terms very close to the Vladivostok Accord, which the U.S. had found unacceptable. 
Moreover, the U.S. position had changed three times in just six months76. 
    Furthermore, public opinion had an impact on this situation. As the Soviet Union 
pursued its expansive behavior abroad, public opinion did not support SALT, and in fact, 
it came to view those in Congress who supported it as weak-kneed. Hence, those members 
of Congress who did not want to be labeled weak-kneed became conservative, as did the 
mood in the United States. This trend intensified as the elections approached77. 
    Thus, the relationship between the Carter administration and Congress (especially 
the Senate), which had not been sour at first, gradually deteriorated. Although the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan was the direct reason for the Senate’s failure to ratify the SALT 
II agreement, the underlying cause was the deterioration of the perception of Carter’s 
foreign policy by the Senate and by public opinion. 
    Additionally, Carter continued to act in a manner that must be described as 
disrespectful of Congress and public opinion. He lacked prior consultation with Congress, 
often resulting to after-the-fact reporting, and he did not emphasize compromise, 
coordination, or persuasion78. Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. who was Speaker of the House at 
the time, recalled that during the Carter administration, Democratic members of Congress 
were constantly suspicious that the White House was hostile toward them. He also noted 
                                                        
of the Subcommittee A-1 "American Politics and Diplomacy" of the 2022 Annual Meeting of the 
Japanese Association for International Relations (October 2022), p. 7. 
74 Robert G. Kaufman, Henry M. Jackson: A Life in Politics (Seattle: Washington University Press, 
2000), p. 364. 
75 Segawa, “Kata Seikenki ni okeru SALT II no Kokunaiteki Ichizuke no Henka,” pp. 7-8. 
76 Ibid., p. 20. 
77 Tal, US Strategic Arms Policy in the Cold War, pp. 266-267. 
78 Segawa, “Kata Seikenki ni okeru SALT II no Kokunaiteki Ichizuke no Henka.” For the relationship 
between Carter administration and Congress, see Shunta Matsumoto, “Bunkyokuka Zidai Shoki no 
Amerika Daitouryou to Renpo Gikai no Kankei (1): Kata Seiken ha Donoyouni Naisei ni oite Shippai 
Shitanoka? [How Was Jimmy Carter Unsuccessful in Domestic Agenda? The Changing Nature of the 
President-Legislature Relationship at the Dawn of the Polarized Congress (Part 1 of 2)],” Meijyo 
Hougaku [Meijo Law Review], vol. 61, no. 3 (2012). 
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that Carter’s aides also did not want to take care of the Democrats, were combative in 
their attitude, and did not stop being bossy to the end79. 
    Given these circumstances, it was not surprising that congressional measures did not 
work. The Carter Administration brought about a major transformation not only 
externally but also domestically with regard to SALT. It was under these unstable 
conditions that SALT II during the Carter Administration proceeded. 

 
(3) Japan’s Position Leading up to the Signing of SALT II 

    So, let’s get back to the subject at hand. How did the U.S. treat Japan as a “subject” 
during the course of U.S.-Soviet negotiations from 1978 to the conclusion of SALT II? If 
the conclusion is to be drawn first, the U.S. continuously sought to provide Japan with 
psychological reassurance through words. However, as the negotiations approached their 
conclusion, the U.S. wanted Japan’s support for SALT II in the context of domestic 
politics as well. This section discusses the background to this situation. 
    In August 1978, the 24th U.S.-Japan Policy Planning Talks were held in Washington 
D.C. The Japanese side made two points in their opening remarks, which were that the 
U.S. moves to cut the naval budget, and concerning the linkage of SALT with other issues. 
With regards to the former, the Japanese expressed concern that, despite the Soviet 
Union’s increasing naval power, there were indications of naval budget cuts within the 
United States. They pointed out that naval presence was also important for “psychological 
effects” and stressed the need for such presence. 
    Regarding the latter, the Japanese expressed concern about the debate that had arisen 
in the U.S. as to whether the SALT II and African issues can be linked. Although the 
reason for this was undisclosed, at one point, it appears that the Japanese thought that the 
Soviet Union was the one that would benefit from this linking of the issues, as it is seen 
in the statement that the Soviet Union generally links these two issues in their 
understanding. In any case, the Japanese side had indicated the above as two concerns 
about the Soviet Union80. 
    In response, the U.S. side stated that it had no intention of reducing the U.S. military 
presence in the Pacific, but rather would continue to modernize it, in an attempt to dispel 
Japan’s concerns. The U.S. side reiterated that the U.S. is and will continue to be an Asia-

                                                        
79 Tip O’Neill, Man of the House: the life and political memoirs of Speaker Tip O’Neill (NY: Random 
House, 1987), chap. 13. 
80  Chosabu Kikakuka, “Dai 24 kai Nichibei Seisaku Kikaku Kyogi Youroku (June 5, 6, 1978, 
Washington).” (August, 1978) Gaiko-Kiroku:Nichibei Seisaku Kikaku Kyougi (24~28), 2014-5772, 
DA-MOFAJ. 
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Pacific nation, and that the U.S. would maintain its military presence and pursue 
aggressive diplomacy while carefully considering security issues. The U.S. side 
repeatedly tried to dispel fears by telling the Japanese side that there was absolutely no 
discussion of a new withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Asian region. In response to the 
linkage issue, the U.S. side emphasized that it had no intention of linking SALT to other 
issues because SALT is a matter of national interest for the U.S. and its allies. In addition, 
the U.S. side expressed the view that the points raised by the Japanese side were more 
appropriately understood as "negotiating leverage" rather than linkage. In any case, the 
U.S. side emphasized that the criterion for whether or not to use such leverage was 
whether it would hurt itself or the other side more, and that it would not be used in a way 
that would put the U.S. at a disadvantage81. 
    The U.S. took this step because it needed to respond to two fears: Japan’s practical 
fear of Soviet influence and its psychological fear that the United States might leave Asia. 
As already noted for the former, Japan repeatedly expressed concern about a situation in 
which the U.S.-Soviet military balance would deteriorate for the United States. As 
Ambassador Michael J. Mansfield pointed out, the Japanese had a deep interest in Soviet 
global strategy because they viewed the Soviet Union as a potential threat to their 
security82. 
    The latter also raised concerns due to the already mentioned issue of the withdrawal 
of U.S. forces from South Korea, as well as other factors. In particular, since the beginning 
of 1978, Carter had been bitterly criticized by many Asian specialists for his 
administration’s Asian policies as “neglect of Asia,” and Brzezinski had advised him to 
strengthen relations with Japan in order to deal with this issue. Weakening of relations 
with Japan was considered to have an impact not only on Japan but also on the entire 
Asian region83. Armacost also pointed to the Carter administration’s failure to develop a 
coherent and comprehensive strategy for East Asia and, based on his own trips to Asia, 
explained that Washington is in a situation where he is convinced by intellectuals in the 
region that Washington is not placing a high priority on Asia84. Mansfield also informed 
                                                        
81 Ibid. 
82 Telegram Memorandum 05421, Tokyo to SoS, “Fukuda Visit Paper: Japan-Soviet Relation,” April 
1, 1978, Electronic Telegram, 1/1/1978-12/31/1978, Central Foreign Policy Files, RG 59, Access to 
Archival Databases (hereafter AAD), < https://aad.archives.gov >. 
83 Memorandum, Brzezinski to President Carter, “NSC Weekly Report #55,” April 21, 1978, FRUS, 
1977-1980, vol. I, no. 76. 
84 Report of NSC Staff Member’s Impressions of Asia Policy, no date, Box 1, Armacost’s Evening 
and Weekly Reports Files, NSA26, RONSA, CL; Report of NSC Staff Member’s Impression of Asia 
Policy, January 27, 1978, Box 5, Armacost’s Evening and Weekly Reports Files, NSA26, RONSA, 
CL. 
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the presidents at the Oval Office meeting that Japan recognizes that the U.S. has a special 
interest in NATO and that the region has become less of a priority for the Asian region85. 
During this period, the Carter administration was called upon to make a greater 
commitment to Asia. 
    At a meeting between Foreign Minister Sunao Sonoda and Secretary of Defense 
Brown in November 1978, Sonoda recalled that a year earlier, Asian countries were in a 
confused state of fear and worry that the U.S. might leave Asia, and that this anxiety was 
well-founded, with some saying that the U.S. could not be trusted in times of crisis. He 
felt that this anxiety was justifiable, and he even expressed his fear that the U.S. would 
not be trustworthy in an emergency86. As one can tell, Japan’s psychological concerns 
and the corresponding need by the U.S. side were ongoing. 
    As SALT II was reaching its final stages, the U.S. repeatedly briefed and discussed 
SALT with Japan, and in November 1978, a U.S.-Japan defense ministerial meeting took 
place between Defense Agency Director General Shin Kanemaru and Brown. There, 
Brown explained to Kanemaru in his own words important points concerning SALT, 
although he said that the details would be explained administratively in due course. 
    He noted that the Soviet Union continues to increase its strategic nuclear capabilities 
in the area of strategic nuclear weapons and is expanding its military capabilities in Asia, 
coupled with its conventional force buildup. He said that SALT II would help in this 
regard. SALT II does not solve all problems, but it helps maintain basic balance and 
deterrence, he added. Brown also expressed his opinion that “SALT II would not impede 
the U.S. or the West from developing additional theater nuclear weapons and would, in 
the long run, reduce and even out the U.S.-Soviet strategic balance by reducing the total 
number of strategic nuclear weapons, thereby reducing the risk of nuclear war,” 
essentially trying to provide reassurance to Japan87. 

                                                        
85 Memcon, no title, February 7, 1978, Box 6, Armacost’s Evening and Weekly Reports Files, NSA26, 
RONSA, CL. 
86 Amerika Kyoku, Anzen Hosyoka, “Sonoda Gaimu Daizin no Buraun Bei Kokubou Choukan tono 
Kaidan (youroku),” (November 10, 1978), “Kaku Hukakusa. Taisei no Seiritu to Anzen Hoshou 
Seisaku no Saiteigi” Project, “Numata Sadaaki Oraru Hisutori (Moto Chu Kanada Taishi)  
Bessatsu_Gaikou Bunsho2_June 1976 November 1978,” < https://grips.repo.nii.ac.jp/?action=p
ages_view_main&active_action=repository_view_main_item_detail&item_id=1906&item_no=1&p
age_id=13&block_id=24 > 
87  Anzen Hoshou Kachou, “Kanemaru-Buraun Ryou Choukan Kaidan Youroku,” (November 
9, 1978), “Kaku Hukakusa. Taisei no Seiritu to Anzen Hoshou Seisaku no Saiteigi” Project, 
“Numata Sadaaki Oraru Hisutori (Moto Chu Kanada Taishi) Bessatsu_Gaikou Bunsho2_June 
1976 November 1978,” <https://grips.repo.nii.ac.jp/?action=pages_view_main&active_action=re
pository_view_main_item_detail&item_id=1906&item_no=1&page_id=13&block_id=24> 
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    SALT II was also on the agenda at the May 1979 U.S.-Japan summit meeting 
between Prime Minister Masayoshi Ohira and Carter. Ohira expressed his appreciation 
for the patient efforts of the U.S. regarding SALT II and his hope for a successful 
conclusion of the agreement. He then noted that Japan is prepared to support and 
cooperate with the U.S. Carter, on the other hand, stated that if Japan wished to have a 
detailed briefing on SALT and other issues, he would be happy to send someone with a 
high degree of expertise to brief the prime minister directly, showing his commitment to 
Japan as a “subject” in terms of SALT as well. 
    He also stated that, considering the importance of the U.S.-Japan relationship, close 
consultations are absolutely necessary, and that he intends to keep Japan informed of any 
U.S. policies that might affect it so that there are no surprises88 . This is a marked 
difference from the Nixon-Kissinger diplomacy, which is truly a provision of reassurance 
through discourse conducted at the top level. 
    Thus, at a time approaching the conclusion of SALT II, the United States sought to 
provide reassurance at the top level. In addition to the previously mentioned factors, there 
seems to have been a new factor in the ratification of the treaty by the U.S. Congress in 
the Senate. 
    The Carter Administration, through its efforts—in getting Japan to support SALT II, 
was trying to show Congress that the agreement did not neglect the security of its own 
and its allies’ interests. State Department Politico-Military Bureau Chief Leslie H. Gelb 
briefed Japan as follows. He pointed out the importance of SALT II not only as an 
essential check on U.S.-Soviet relations to prevent them from deteriorating beyond a 
certain point, but also as a contribution to the security of the allied countries by stabilizing 
the military balance between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. In addition to the discussion 
of the treaty itself, the Senate will focus its attention on the military balance between the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union and future U.S.-Soviet relations, and many senators are 
expected to place the highest priority on the allies’ stance toward SALT II. In other words, 
the Carter administration wanted the fact that its allies also supported SALT II for 
ratification by the Senate. The Japanese government was quick to express its support, and 

                                                        
88 Telegram Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 2800, “Souri Houbei (Dai 1Kai Shun
ou Kaidan, Seiji Mondai Bubun),” (May 3, 1979), “Kaku Hukakusa. Taisei no Seiritu to An
zen Hoshou Seisaku no Saiteigi” Project, “Numata Sadaaki Oraru Hisutori (Moto Chu Kanad
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action=pages_view_main&active_action=repository_view_main_item_detail&item_id=1906&item_
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Vance was often quoted as saying this fact89. The fact that the briefing was given only to 
Japan and NATO may infer that the support of these allies was especially needed. 
    Thus, even as the negotiations neared conclusion, the U.S. continued to address the 
psychological concerns of Japan as the "subject" of the negotiations. It was responding to 
concerns about the military balance between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, as well as to 
concerns about the U.S. pulling away from Asia. When the path to a treaty was finally 
clear, the U.S. sought to leverage Japanese support for the treaty ratification issue in the 
U.S. Senate. In order to do so, it was necessary to secure clear Japanese support for SALT 
II, and it is believed that the provision of reassurances at the top level was undertaken to 
this end. 
 

(4) Japan’s Position after the Signing of SALT II 
    After the conclusion of the SALT II agreement, Japan evaluated the agreement and 
made its arguments to the U.S. for the subsequent SALT III. How did the U.S. respond 
and position Japan? This section will finally discuss this point. 
    After the conclusion of SALT II, Carter visited Japan, and a U.S.-Japan summit 
meeting was held. One of the subjects discussed there was, of course, SALT II90. Carter 
informed Ohira that the Vienna Summit had been a success, noting that it had resolved 
the last remaining concerns about SALT II and that there had been a frank discussion of 
the principles of SALT III. He gave a comprehensive account of the negotiations, as well 
as the atmosphere and the personal rapport between Carter and Brezhnev. Carter then said 
that he had nothing to hide about the substance of the negotiations and would be happy 
to take questions from the Japanese side if they wanted to know more91. Ohira, on the 
other hand, simply expressed his appreciation for the briefing, and did not put forward 
any particular Japanese point of view to Carter92. 

                                                        
89 Telegram Ambassador Togo to Foreign Minister, no. 3461, “SALT II (B),” (May 30, 1979), Sengo 
Gaiko-Kiroku: Beiso Senryaku Heiki Seigen Kosho (SALT2), 2014-5774, DA-MOFAJ. 
90 Memorandum, Vance to the President, “Your State Visit to Japan June 24-27, 1979,” June 4, 1979, 
Remote Archives Capture, NLC-19-32-4-2-0, CL. 
91 The purpose behind Carter’s response was to give the impression of “confident ties” with Japan, an 
ally, as well as to dispel vague concerns that this might mean a decline in U.S. interest in Asia as a 
whole. Memorandum for the President from Brzezinski, “Your Visit to Asia—An Overview,” no date, 
Box 41, NSA 6, RONSA, CL. 
92 Summary of a 6/26/79 Oiso, Japan meeting between President Jimmy Carter and Japanese Prime 
Minister Masayoshi Ohira regarding: U.S.-Japanese relations; U.S.-Soviet agreement at the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) at the Vienna Summit; U.S.-Chinese relations; Middle East peace 
agreement between Israel and Egypt; South Korean human rights issues, June 28, 1979, U.S. 
Declassified Documents Online, CK2349514556; Hokubei Kyoku, Hokubei Daiichi Ka, “Ohira Souri-
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    It was also at the working-level consultations that a more concrete Japanese 
argument was presented. At the 25th U.S.-Japan Policy Planning Talks held in Shimoda, 
in the November of the same year, post-SALT II security issues were discussed, with the 
Japanese expressing interest in SALT III. The Japanese expressed interest in SALT III, 
which they said would be of greater interest to Japan because it would have more regional 
implications than SALT II had in the past, and they appealed for continued discussions. 
The Japanese side also emphasized that Asia should not be neglected in the ongoing 
negotiations on gray-zone weapons in Europe. 
    In response, the U.S. side expressed support for Japan’s arguments by mentioning 
the continuation of consultations and consideration of interests in Asia. The Carter 
Administration will continue to provide regular briefings on SALT III and theater nuclear 
forces. 
    The Japanese repeatedly asked the U.S. about the FBS, which had been postponed 
in SALT II, especially concerning the kinds of items included in the FBS to be dealt with 
in SALT III, and the kinds of items the Soviet Union were targeting in the Far East.  
    The U.S. side, in turn, continued to offer reassurances through discourse. The U.S. 
side pointed out that not all FBS were subject to SALT III and that there remained 
differences of perception between the U.S. and the Soviet Union as to what constituted 
an FBS, suggesting that the issue was not moving rapidly 93 . The U.S. provided 
reassurances to Japan while continuing and overlapping the discussions indicated above. 
    This response was likely due to the importance the U.S. placed on the psychological 
aspects of Japan and its perception of the U.S. and U.S.-Japan relationship. In 
strengthening U.S.-Japan relations, Lake and Richard C. Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary 
of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, made the following observations to Vance. 
They explained the need to make every effort to reassure or unsettle Japan about our 
willingness and ability to honor our security commitments. This was because the Carter 
administration’s original policy of withdrawing U.S. forces from South Korea and the 
Soviet Union’s military buildup in the Pacific had raised Japan’s concerns about the 
balance of power in East Asia and its own security. They themselves were aware that they 
were making Japan uneasy. 

                                                        
Kata Daitouryou Dai 2Kai Kaidan,” (June 26, 1979), Sengo Gaiko-Kiroku:Nichibei Youjin Kaidan 
(1971, 82) [Sabu], 2015-2111, DA-MOFAJ. 
93 Chousa Bu Kikaku Ka, “Dai 25Kai Nichibei Seisaku Kikaku Kyougi Youroku (November 6-8, 
1979) Shimoda Purinsu Hoteru,” no date, Sengo Gaiko-kiroku: Nichibei Seisaku Kikaku Kyougi (Dai 
24 28Kai), 2014-2860, DA-MOFAJ. 
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    Furthermore, Lake and Holbrook felt the need to address Japan’s distrust of the U.S., 
saying that with each new something, Japan’s skepticism of the U.S.’s position was 
growing. And one of these was the issue of theater nuclear forces, which was of great 
interest to Japan. They stressed the importance of providing reassurance on Japan’s 
psychological issues, saying that at SALT III, it was important to assure that there would 
be full consultations, not just briefings, on the issue of theater nuclear forces, which Japan 
was becoming increasingly concerned about94. 
    They also emphasized that Japan, sensitive to discriminatory treatment from the U.S., 
is demanding equal treatment with NATO in the security field, and they reiterated their 
belief that otherwise Japan will become increasingly uncomfortable with a situation that 
puts it on an inferior footing95. Although not directly mentioned here, given that one of 
the basic policies of the Carter administration toward Japan was to prevent Japan from 
becoming autonomous, as mentioned above, it can be assumed that the U.S. was still 
concerned about Japan becoming more independent at this point. To prevent this from 
happening, the Carter administration had to deal with Japan’s distrust of the U.S., which 
was solely a psychological issue that depended on perceptions. 
    As described above, after the conclusion of the SALT II agreement, the U.S. 
repeatedly provided Japan with discursive reassurances to deal with psychological 
problems. This was done by way of continuing consultations in addition to the way the 
FBS was handled in SALT III. Behind these responses was a concern of the U.S. that 
Japan might become autonomous if it grew distrustful of the U.S. For the Carter 
administration, which wanted to strengthen relations without allowing this to happen, the 
SALT policy of treating Japan as a “subject” was one way of conducting policy toward 
Japan. 
 
Conclusion 
    This paper focuses on the SALT policy during the Carter Administration, and 
examines how the U.S. positioned Japan as an “object” and “subject.” It also focuses on 
how the U.S. responded to this, including the background to its own policies. Basically, 
it became clear that while there was a change in the positioning of Japan as an “object” 
by the Carter administration, there was a strong aspect of continuity in the positioning of 
Japan as a “subject.” 

                                                        
94 Briefing Memorandum, Holbrooke and Lake to Vance, “Strengthening Our Relations with Japan,” 
December 14, 1979, Box 6, RAL, RG 59, NARA II. 
95 Ibid. 
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    After the Carter administration took office, Japan as an “object” was never 
mentioned, not only in the U.S.-Soviet negotiations, but also in the policy-making process. 
This is one aspect of the transformation from the previous administration. The result was 
a situation similar to the early years of the Nixon administration, in which allies were 
neglected and distrust and concern about the U.S. grew. Recognizing this situation, the 
Carter administration attempted to address these concerns by redefining its policy 
decisions to take allies into account. In light of the above, it is clear that the change in 
Japan’s position as an “object” was a significant factor in the change of government under 
the Carter administration. 
    On the other hand, the positioning of Japan as a “subject” by the Carter 
administration was strongly influenced by the continuation of the Ford administration. In 
response to Japan’s concerns about the FBS issue, the U.S. sought to provide 
psychological reassurance through discourse. At the beginning of the administration, the 
U.S. only provided briefings on the current situation, but after a series of statements by 
the Soviet Union on the FBS in April 1977, the U.S. began to actively work to dispel 
concerns on this point. Behind this response was the belief that the U.S. must ensure 
Japan’s confidence in its own country and prevent Japan from becoming autonomous. 
After all, there was an ongoing emphasis on perception and psychological issues. 
    These responses continued until after the conclusion of the SALT II agreement. The 
U.S. was responding not only to the FBS issue, but also to concerns about the U.S.-Soviet 
military balance surrounding the U.S.-Japan security relationship at a macro level and 
concerns about the U.S. pulling away from Asia, by providing psychological reassurance. 
    In addition, as SALT II neared conclusion, the U.S. sought to provide psychological 
reassurance not only at the working level but also at the top level. This appears to have 
been due to the domestic political situation in the United States. By getting Japan to 
support SALT II, the Carter administration hoped to demonstrate to Congress that the 
treaty did not neglect the security of its own country or its allies, thereby advancing the 
issue of ratification of the treaty in the U.S. Senate. This was a new element added during 
the Carter years. 
    After the agreement was concluded, the U.S. sought to provide reassurance on 
psychological issues by telling Japan that it would continue consultations in addition to 
the way it handled the FBS in SALT III. Underlying these responses was the ongoing 
concern of the U.S. that Japan might become autonomous if distrust of the U.S. escalated. 
After all, the U.S. SALT policy toward Japan and its more macro policy toward Japan 
were linked. In this sense, the provision of psychological reassurance over SALT can be 
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positioned as one means of U.S. policy toward Japan aimed to strengthen the U.S.-Japan 
security relationship. 
    Finally, this paper mentions a point that was pointed out during the Nixon-Ford 
administration, but has been remarkably unmentioned during the Carter administration. 
That is, there were almost no voices expressing concern about Japan’s independent 
nuclear armament. During the Carter administration, it was thought that the psychological 
problem of Japan’s distrust of the U.S. would cause Japan to become more autonomous, 
but there were few arguments for concern about Japan’s nuclear armament. What might 
have caused this transformation? 
    The most likely factor, after all, is Japan’s ratification of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) in June 1976. In addition, the strengthening of nuclear 
nonproliferation regulations had accelerated since India’s nuclear test in May 1974. The 
Carter administration was particularly enthusiastic about the issue, but there was a sense 
that it was too forward-looking. In the context of U.S.-Japan relations, there is the issue 
of the operation of a nuclear fuel reprocessing plant in Tokai-mura, Ibaraki Prefecture, 
which the two countries repeatedly negotiated until they reached a U.S.-Japan agreement 
in September 1977. In December of the same year, assurance measures between Japan 
and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) went into effect, and the nuclear 
nonproliferation regime surrounding Japan and the United States was becoming 
institutionalized. 
    As diplomatic historian You Takeda points out, Japan’s increased dependence on the 
U.S. for the development and operation of nuclear power plants, which legally fall within 
the framework of the NPT and will provide much energy materially in the future, has 
raised the bar extremely high for Japan to pursue its own nuclear development96. It is 
reasonable to assume that Japan’s cooperative stance toward the nuclear nonproliferation 
regime as described above has made the U.S. less cautious about Japan’s nuclear 
armament idea than it had been in the past. 

                                                        
96  Yu Takeda, Nihon no Genshiryoku Gaiko: Shigen Shokoku 70Nen no Kutou [Japan’s Nuclear 
Diplomacy: A Resource-poor Country’s 70 Years of Struggle] (Tokyo: Chuko Sousyo, 2018), chap. 3, 
4. 
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