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Abstract 

 

 Ecosystem approach has been recognized as an important concept for sustainable development and 

incorporated in various international conventions and action plans. However, there is no internationally 

standardized definition or principles of ecosystem approach. This article analyzes how the ecosystem 

approach has been incorporated in marine living resource management at international, regional and 

national level. Based on such comparative analysis, we can find many components which are commonly 

used under ecosystem approach such as conservative and precautionary catch limits of target species, 

regulation of bycatch of non-target species, countermeasure against discarding, stronger regulations on 

IUU(illegal, unreported and unregulated) fishery, flexible setting of operation area or no-take area for 

specific fishing practices, etc.. A general trend to improve existing management measures with ecosys-

tem considerations is also identified. Based on case studies, this article provides some policy implication 

for Japanese fisheries diplomacy. For example, it can be said that the idea of “culling” predator species, 

such as marine mammals, under the concept of ecosystem approach would be hardly accepted in interna-

tional negotiation arena. It is necessary to investigate practical measures under ecosystem-approach in 

regional and national policy frameworks in order to promote international consensus on marine living 

resource management, especially in high seas. 
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Abstract 

 

 Freight transportation firms are to a large degree responsible for cost reductions. And in Japan, truck 

transportation plays a large role in the domestic logistic network. However, recently the logistic network 

which is excessively dependent on trucking, has caused urban problems such as air pollution, traffic jams, 

accidents and discordant noises. The social costs of trucking have thus begun to receive more scrutiny 

and policies that attempt improvement of the situation are being advanced. Emission control of automo-

biles is such an example. 

 

 When a government argues for a modal shift policy in domestic logistics, it is necessary to consider 

not only the costs in moving from one transport mode to another, but also the social cost of the transport 

facility. This study estimates the air pollution cost, which is included in the social cost of the transport 

facility, especially the impact of NOx (NO2) on healthy residents in the areas in question. In estimating 

the costs, it targets the cities of Tokyo, Chiba, Yokohama and Kawasaki. Through many areas for im-

provement remain, the analysis focuses on NOx emissions by trucks in the central areas of big cities, as 

well as on waterways relatively far from population centers. 
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Abstract 

 

 Coastal states have the authority to regulate development, preservation and management of natural 

resources, protection of marine environments, management of artificial islands, and scientific research 

operations in the exclusive economic zone. However, the importance of the maintenance of "security" in 

the exclusive economic zone has increased against the backdrop of maritime terrorism and the frequent 

occurrences of crime in recent years. The purpose of this study is to examine whether coastal states are 

able to enforce security measures and carry out policing activities in their efforts to maintain security in 

the exclusive economic zone. Analysis of Article 56 of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 

Sea and state practice confirms that many coastal states recognize the importance of maintaining security 

in the exclusive economic zone and are thus taking appropriate measures to achieve such. 
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Abstract 

 

 The Okinotorishima is a barren, coral island located in the southern-most region of Japan. In this 

sense, this small island is absolutely essential to our country that provides the southern-most base point 

for the EEZ of Japan. The government of Japan has therefore tackled the management issues on this 

island, e.g. execution of reclamation project, development of fishing field, utilization of ocean thermal 

energy, construction of lighthouse, etc. However, the marine mineral resources, in particular, have not 

been surveyed systematically. Those efforts made in the past regrettably failed to give us a clear perspec-

tive of the island. In this study, a qualitative and profitability analysis of the marine mineral resource 

deposits in the EEZ area of the island was carried out, hopefully to offer a suggestion for the Govern-

ment to organize effective measures for the maintenance of the island. 

 

Key words : Okinotorishima, ocean mineral resources, seamount, exclusive economic zone 



海洋政策研究 第 7 号 

－71－ 

 
＊This article originally appeared in The Journal of American-East Asian Relations, Vol.15 (2008), pp.51-82. 
＊Ocean Policy Research Foundation 
 1. Murata Kōji interview with James Auer, March 1996, National Security Archive U.S.-Japan Project Oral History Pro-

gram <www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/japan/auerohinterview.htm> (acc. 31 July 2004). 
 2. The USS Midway was replaced by the USS Independence (CV 62) in 1992, and it in turn was replaced by the USS Kitty 

Hawk in 1998. 
 3. Agawa Naoyuki, Umino Yūjō: Beikoku kaigun to Kaijōjieitai (Maritime friendship:The U.S. Navy and the Japan 

Maritime Self-Defense Force) (Tokyo, 2001), chap. 6; Umebayashi Hiromichi, Kūbo Middowee to Nihon (USS Midway 
and Japan)(Tokyo, 1991); and Nagao Hidemi, Nihon Yōsaika no Shinario (A scenario of fortifying Japan) (Tokyo, 
2004). 

Presence and Credibility: Homeporting the USS Midway at Yokosuka＊ 
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 If the U.S. wants Japan's opinion as to whether the U.S. should base a carrier in Japan or not, or 

wants Japan's agreement, the Prime Minister authorized me to say Japan would support the U.S. 

plan.-Funada Naka, Speaker of Japan's House of Representatives1 

 

Key words: aircraft carriers, extended deterrence, visits to Japan by nuclear-powered warships, introduc-

tion of nuclear weapons, maritime strategy 

 

 

Introduction 

 Yokosuka, located at the mouth of Tokyo 

Bay, is the only foreign port at which the U.S. 

Navy has homeported its aircraft carriers.  

The USS Midway (CV 41), which arrived in 

1973, was the first to be based there.  The 

American carrier strike group at Yokosuka 

remains an integral part of Japan's national 

security system and a contributor to peace and 

stability in the Asia-Pacific region.2  Tokyo 

and Washington jointly announced in October 

2005 that a Nimitz-class nuclear-powered 

carrier would replace the USS Kitty Hawk (CV 

63), the last conventionally powered carrier of 

the U.S.  Navy, and the USS George Wash-

ington (CVN-73) did so in September 2008. 

 The purpose of this paper is to discuss the 

strategic significance of the carrier deployment 

at Yokosuka during the Cold War by recon-

structing the history of the homeporting of the 

USS Midway.  Scholars have paid little atten-

tion to this episode in the history of Japan-U.S. 

relations so far, probably because it was over-

shadowed by the reversion of Okinawa and the 

normalization of Japan-China relations.  The 

lack of archival resources might be also a factor.  

Scholarly works have treated this subject in 

piecemeal fashion.3 This article will not only 

enrich the history of Japan-U.S. relations but 

also provide a basis for reassessing the value of 

continued carrier deployment in Japan, in the 

context of dramatic change in the postCold 

War East Asian strategic environment. 

 My basic finding is that homeporting the 

USS Midway at Yokosuka increased the credi-

bility of U.S. extended deterrent over Japan 

and served as a bridge between the U.S. nu-

clear umbrella and Japan's non-nuclear policy.  
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The credibility of the American nuclear um-

brella was undermined in the 1960s by the 

emergence of China as a nuclear power and 

subsequent U.S. pursuit of a non-proliferation 

regime.  While Japanese leftist organizations 

vehemently demonstrated against port calls by 

U.S. nuclear-powered and nuclear-capable 

warships, Japanese security planners continued 

to rely on the American nuclear umbrella while 

promoting a non-nuclear policy.  The carrier 

group based at Yokosuka was integrated into 

Japanese security system though the 1978 

Japan-U.S. Defense Guidelines.  The home-

porting of the nuclear-armed USS Midway at 

Yokosuka led to the effective and efficient use 

of the carrier task group which provided both 

rapid response and nuclear retaliation capabili-

ties. 

 The most sensitive issue in carrier home-

porting in Japan was the fact that the ship was 

nuclear-capable.  While the U.S.-Japan Secu-

rity Treaty requires prior consultation regarding 

the introduction of nuclear weapons, one of 

Tokyo's publicly proclaimed three non-nuclear 

principles prohibits the introduction of nuclear 

weapons into Japan.  However, the American 

and Japanese governments avoided prior con-

sultation, based upon a 1960 understanding that 

distinguished between "introduction" and 

"transit" of nuclear weapons, and they ulti-

mately agreed upon homeporting.  In public, 

Tokyo stated that there was no introduction of 

nuclear weapons because Washington had not 

called for prior consultation; Washington said 

that it would not act against Japanese will.  

Opinion polls showed that most Japanese did 

not trust those statements.  More importantly, 

neither did the Soviet Union.  That is why, 

ironically, homeporting the USS Midway in 

Japan strengthened the credibility of U.S. 

extended deterrence. 

 The first section of this article examines 

two key nuclear issues in Japan-U.S. relations: 

port calls of nuclear-powered vessels and the 

introduction of nuclear weapons aboard ships.  

The second section explains the concept of 

overseas carrier homeporting.  The third sec-

tion reconstructs the decision-making process of 

homeporting the Midway in Japan.  The arti-

cle's final section assesses the strategic meaning 

of homeporting the USS Midway at Yokosuka. 

 

The Two Nuclear Issues in Japan-U.S. 

Relations 

 Big ships carrying nuclear-capable aircraft 

and fast, nuclear-powered submarines which 

could fire ballistic missiles from underwater 

were the most important postnWorld War II 

additions to the U.S. Navy.  After the war, 

airmen alleged that long-range bombers armed 

with atomic bombs made naval forces obsolete.  

Sailors retorted by proposing that strategic 

bombers be supplemented by large carriers 

operating air wings that could carry atomic 

bombs.  The first postwar secretary of defense, 

James Forrestal, succeeded in funding the con-

struction of the first supercarrier, the USS 

United States.  But his successor, Louis John-

son, who was determined to enlarge the Air 

Force and trim the Navy, halted its construction.  

In the "revolt of the admirals," naval officers 

denounced Johnson's policy.  The dispute over 

who should carry atomic bombs came to a 

virtual end during the Korean War when John-

son was replaced and defense spending sky-

rocketed. 

 In 1951, the Navy began construction of the 

first Forrestal-class supercarrier.  The construction 
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of Enterprise-class and Nimitz-class nuclearpow-

ered supercarriers followed in 1961 and 1975, 

respectively.  These ships continued the traditional 

attack-and-support task in war, and in peacetime 

they served as goodwill ambassadors.  They took 

on the new mission of nuclear counterattack by 

carrying the Skyhawk (A-4), Intruder (A-6), Cor-

sair (A-7), and Phantom (F-4) nuclear-capable 

aircraft for use in the event of a Soviet preemptive 

nuclear strike.  The U.S. Navy has maintained at 

least one carrier task group in the Mediterranean 

and one in the Western Pacific since 1946 and 1950, 

respectively. 

 Meanwhile, the U.S. Navy also developed 

nuclear-powered submarines and sea-based ballis-

tic missiles.  After the first nuclear-powered 

submarine, USS Nautilus (SSN 571) got underway 

in 1955, the Navy built a solid-fueled intermedi-

ate-range ballistic missile (IRBM), the Polaris, to 

be launched from submarines.4  In 1960, one of 

the first ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), the 

USS George Washington, launched the first Polaris 

missile from underwater.  The U.S. Navy subse-

quently developed the Poseidon and Trident mis-

siles.  During the 1970s, the U.S. Navy 

maintained forty-one SSBNs.  Remaining unde-

tected, these boats armed with multiple-warhead 

(MIRV) missiles became the most reliable deterrent 

for the United States. 

 While America's European allies accepted 

the presence of U.S. landbased nuclear deter-

rents, Washington's Asian allies never openly 

permitted them on their soil.  Instead, the 

Americans deployed a less visible, sea-based 

deterrent in Asia.  Accordingly, two nuclear 

issues became controversial: port calls of 

nuclear-powered warships and the introduction 

of ship-based nuclear weapons in the soil and 

waters of Asian allies.  The debate over these 

issues became especially strong in Japan due to 

its citizens' "nuclear allergy." 

 Nuclear-powered warships enjoy special 

privileges in foreign ports and waters under 

international law.  Under the U.S.-Japan 

security arrangement, the host government has 

limited rights to restrict their port calls.5  The 

U.S. Navy first considered nuclear-powered 

submarine visits to Japan in 1959, but the State 

Department rejected the idea as premature 

pending a revision of the Japan-U.S. Security 

Treaty.  When the Americans raised the sub-

ject during Prime Minister Ikeda Hayato's visit 

to Washington in June 1961, Japanese officials 

replied that their public must first be "edu-

cated" so as to distinguish between nuclear 

power and nuclear weapons.  Nothing hap-

pened until January 1963, when Ambassador 

Edwin O. Reischauer agreed with a Defense 

Department official that the time had come to 

renew the request to Japan.6 

 The Japanese government responded 

favorably, but such an attitude posed a "serious 

dilemma" for the American government.  In 

February, Tokyo announced that it was consid-

ering a U.S. request for regular visits by nu-

clear-powered submarines, that such a request 

was consistent with the Japan-U.S. Security 

Treaty, and that it would honor the request.  

But Tokyo needed to investigate the question 

of public safety and liability in case of accident, 

and it asked for information to make its own 

"safety evaluation." While willing to provide 
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all possible assistance to Tokyo so that nu-

clear-powered submarine (SSN) visits might be 

accepted, Washington replied that legal, secu-

rity, and policy regulations prohibited disclo-

sure of information about the ships' reactors.  

Nonetheless, Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson 

argued that Tokyo's request for more informa-

tion, if handled appropriately, represented a 

"potential watershed" in Japanese attitudes 

toward defense in nuclear age.7 

 In order to open the way for an SSN visit 

to Japan, Washington provided an aide-memoir 

to Tokyo which summarily answered various 

questions which Japan's Nuclear Energy 

Commission had raised.  This was the "best" 

the Americans could do to reassure Japan, on 

one hand, and to preserve their own national 

security interests, on the other hand.8  On 24 

August, Washington also sent Tokyo an official 

statement which would covering the operation 

of its nuclear-powered warships while in for-

eign ports and cover the operations of its nu-

clear-powered warships in foreign ports and 

waters.  Washington also promised Tokyo 

24-hour advance notice of SSN visits and 

accepted environmental monitoring by the 

Japanese government.  Tokyo then announced 

its acceptance of SSN visits, saying that it was 

now convinced of the safety of the vessels in 

acceptance of SSN visits, and that they were 

engaged in the defense of Japan under the 

Security Treaty.9 

 The USS Sea Dragon (SSN 584) visited 

Sasebo on 12 November 1964, three days after 

Prime Minister Satō Eisaku assumed office.  

Given the change in Japan's government, the 

Foreign Ministry asked Washington to rear-

range the ship's schedule.  The White House 

approved its visit if that was acceptable to the 

new prime minister.  Although tens of thou-

sands rallied against the Sea Dragon's port call, 

the United States was encouraged by the re-

sponse of an "increasingly mature and sophis-

ticated Japanese public."10 

 The Sea Dragon's visit had strategic 

implications as well.  It occurred just after 

China's October 1964 nuclear test.  Beijing 

protested informally, and Moscow repeatedly 

warned that visits by nuclear-powered subma-

rines would "pave the way" for the introduc-

tion of atomic weapons into Japan and affect 

the peace and security of the Far East.  But 

Tokyo firmly rejected such accusations.11  

The nuclear-powered submarine's visit to 

Japan demonstrated that the United States 

would continue to go about its business, in 

concert with an ally, in a serious and respon-

sible way.  Although SSNs did not carry 

nuclear weapons, their visits might be con-

strued as reassurance to the Japanese and as a 

source of anxiety for potential aggressors 

because they demonstrated that Japan had an 

ally equipped with atomic weapons at a time 

when China became a nuclear power. 

 SSNs continued to visit Japan with some 

frequency.  Visits to Sasebo became routine 
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and successful, while those to Yokosuka, which 

was more desirable due to its superior repair 

facilities, were not considered so.  Yokosuka 

port calls were more sensitive because of its 

proximity to large population concentrations.  

The USS Snook (SSN 591) was the first nu-

clear-powered submarine to visit Yokosuka in 

May 1966.  Two years later, the Japanese 

monitoring system detected higher than normal 

amounts of radioactivity in Sasebo after a visit 

by the USS Swordfish (SSN 579).  With 

sensational media coverage and elections 

pending in Japan, both governments agreed not 

to resume SSN visits until the Japanese moni-

toring system was improved.  Washington 

also accepted Tokyo's request for U.S. ships to 

take additional safeguards.12 

 While the "immediate reason" for SSN 

visits was the operational requirement for 

logistic support, the longer range political 

reason was to involve Japan increasingly in 

U.S. Far East defense posture.  Port calls by 

the Seventh Fleet to Japan were "highly visible 

demonstrations of the close political relations" 

between the United States and Japan.13  SSN 

visits also had the net advantage of educating 

the Japanese public about nuclear weapons.  

While the first met strong opposition, subse-

quent ones attracted fewer demonstrators and 

were accepted as an accomplished fact.14 

 In the meantime, negotiations on visits to 

Japan by nuclear-powered surface ships 

(NPSSs) moved slowly.  Both governments 

found it difficult to agree on the wording of an 

aide-memoire for such port calls.  Proposed 

visits in late 1966 to Sasebo by the USS Long 

Beach (CGN 9) and to Yokosuka by the USS 

Enterprise (CVN 65) and the USS Bainbridge 

(CGN-25) in early December were postponed, 

pending completion of another aide-memoire.15  

There were three main issues about their visits: 

the safety of nuclear reactors, the introduction 

of nuclear weapons, and their linkage with 

Vietnam.16  After the Diet session adjourned 

in October 1967, Washington sent an 

aide-memoire assuring Tokyo of the ships' 

safety as it had earlier for SSNs.  Tokyo 

responded by announcing its acceptance of 

NPSS visits in November of the same year. 

 The USS Enterprise was then set to visit 

Sasebo on 20 January 1968.  But the target 

date was leaked, and U.S. Embassy Tokyo 

proposed moving the visit up a few days so as 

to catch opponents, including the "militant" 

Zengakuren (National Federation of Students 

Self-Government Associations), "off guard." 

Accordingly, the ship called at Sasebo on 18 

January.  The American embassy in Tokyo 

initially estimated the risk as "not negligible" 

but "tolerable." It subsequently suggest that 

opponents stirred more adverse reaction to the 

visit than expected, partly because the police 

treated the opposition "with unnecessary 

roughness," thereby creating a "Japanese 

against Japanese" situation.  The embassy was 

"not optimistic" about another Enterprise visit 
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soon, because the ship was big and a symbol of 

involvement in Vietnam and nuclear weap-

ons.17 

 Nevertheless, by the late 1960s, the legal 

and political foundations for subsequent 

American nuclear-powered and atomic-armed 

ship visits to Japan had been laid.  Under the 

1952 Security Treaty, Japan had no right to 

interfere with American military operations in 

and out of its territory.  That prompted oppo-

sition figures to criticize Tokyo for giving a 

"blank check" to U.S. forces, and some Japa-

nese feared being drawn into an Ameri-

can-instigated war in the Taiwan Strait, 

Indochina, or the Korean peninsula.  Partially 

in response, the revised U.S.-Japan Security 

Treaty of 1960 introduced a system of prior 

consultation regarding "major changes" in the 

deployment of U.S. forces in Japan or directly 

from the country in support of combat opera-

tions meant to assure the security of the Far 

East.  This system clearly recognized Japa-

nese sovereignty, even though Okinawa was 

not included until its reversion in 1972. 

 But Washington argued that visits by 

nuclear-powered warships were not subject to 

prior consultation.  The American government 

interpreted its statement, in the joint Japan-U.S. 

communiquÈ of January 1960, denying any 

intention of acting in a manner contrary to 

Japanese wishes concerning prior consultation 

as exempting nuclear-powered warship visits 

from such.18  The State Department thought 

references to the 1960 document would make it 

easier for the Japanese government to accept 

SSN visits, because they did not carry nuclear 

weapons.19 

 But port calls by carriers and other surface 

ships were another matter.  Washington had 

hoped to obtain an explicit understanding with 

Tokyo to the effect that visits by American 

warships and/or aircraft carrying nuclear 

weapons were not subject to a Japanese veto.  

Tokyo, however, preferred "obscure" language 

so as not to provoke opposition in the Diet to 

the "transit" of nuclear weapons.  Japanese 

leaders subsequently stated publicly that even 

such transit was subject to prior consultation.  

That prompted Ambassador Reischauer to 

approach Foreign Minister Ōxhira Masayoshi 

in April 1963 to reconfirm what Washington 

regarded as the permissive language of the 

1960 joint communiqué.20 

 The 1960 assurance together with the tacit 

understanding enabled the Japanese government 

to proclaim a broad and seemingly clear policy 

with regard to the introduction or transit of nu-

clear weapons.  While in fact Tokyo and Wash-

ington had finessed their differences over when 

prior consultation might be required, in public the 

Japanese government held that it could deny the 

introduction of nuclear weapons if the Americans 

had not asked for prior consultation.  That fol-

lowed, in Tokyo's view, from Washington's as-

surances that the United States would not act 

against Japan's will.  Thus on 30 January 1968, 
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twelve days after the Enterprise visited Sasebo, 

Prime Minister Satō Eisaku proclaimed the four 

pillars of Japan's nuclear policy: three non-unclear 

principles, nuclear arms reduction, dependence on 

U.S. nuclear deterrent, and the peaceful use of 

nuclear energy.  Now, as Tokyo saw it, Japan's 

anti-nuclear posture was not inconsistent with its 

protection under the American nuclear umbrella. 

 

The Concept of Homeporting Carriers 

Overseas 

 President Richard Nixon inherited a weak-

ened American position in the international 

arena from Lyndon Johnson.  Under the 

concept of "mutual assured destruction" 

(MAD), American superiority in strategic 

weapons declined to virtual parity with the 

Soviet Union.  Shifts in the conventional 

weapons balance favored Moscow.  Fighting 

a war in Vietnam without sufficient financial 

resources and manpower weakened the United 

States strategically vis-à-vis its great adversary, 

the Soviet Union, and economically vis-à-vis 

its allies, West Germany and Japan.  At home, 

the combined effects of war and inflation ate 

away at the national will. 

 Growing Soviet power meant that the 

United States would be less able to provide a 

credible deterrent for its friends and allies.  

The challenge for President Nixon and his 

national security advisor, Henry Kissinger, was, 

therefore, how to delay, offset, or reverse the 

greater Soviet power while restructuring po-

litical and economic relations with friendly 

nations.  The administration's top priority was 

disengagement of U.S. troops from Vietnam in 

an honorable manner.  Nixon and Kissinger 

found many opportunities in the Sino-Soviet 

split.  They first attempted to force the two 

Communist giants to abandon North Vietnam.  

Then the Nixon administration sought an 

arms-control agreement with Moscow, while 

secretly approaching Beijing.  Nixon sent the 

nuclear nonproliferation treaty to the Senate for 

approval and then agreed with Moscow on the 

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and an 

Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, thereby 

accepting the concept of MAD.  At the same 

time, his administration pushed for greater 

European unification, a fourpower treaty re-

garding the status of Berlin, and the reversion 

of Okinawa.21  At home, hoping to reduce 

antiwar demonstrations, Nixon promised to end 

the draft and establish an all-volunteer army.22 

 Beginning in January 1969, the Nixon ad-

ministration conducted a military posture review 

that produced National Security Decision Memo-

randum (NSDM) 27.  It adopted the so-called 

1-1/2 strategy to handle one major war, and one 

minor, war at the same time.  The United States 

would provide an initial defense of NATO and deal 

with a minor contingency in Europe or a joint 

defense of Korea or Southeast Asia with the sup-

port of Asian allies against non-Chinese attacks 

while it dealt with another lesser contingency.  

The Sino-Soviet split made a simultaneous attack 

unlikely, prompting a shift from a 2-1/2 to a 1-1/2 

strategy.  Furthermore, the prospect of a 

Sino-American rapprochement provided reason for 

a substantial reduction of U.S. forces in Asia.23 
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 The United States still needed to maintain 

forward-deployed forces in the Western Pacific 

to deter aggression and to fulfill its treaty 

commitments under the Nixon Doctrine.  The 

administration was not prepared to make re-

ductions in strategic weapons and the antibal-

listic missile program until the outcome of the 

SALT talks were known.  No withdrawal of 

U.S. ground troops from NATO was antici-

pated.  But in Asia, a large force reduction 

was expected: the withdrawal of one of three 

attack carriers; immediate removal of one 

division from Korea and of a second in fiscal 

year 1973; reduced tactical air deployments; 

and the closure of several bases in the Western 

Pacific.  The Department of State was con-

cerned that these changes might "scare the 

Asians to death."24 

 The changed strategy, together with less 

revenue, inflation, increased military pay, and 

the decision for a volunteer army, combined to 

make defense budget cuts imperative.  In 

addition, Congress became more assertive, using 

its appropriation powers to prevent widening of 

the war in Vietnam.  The Nixon administra-

tion's $71.8 billion defense budget request for 

fiscal year 1971 was the lowest in twenty years 

as a percentage of total federal spending.  

Although Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird 

described the military budget as "rock bottom" 

and "bare-boned" and warned against further 

cuts, Congress was determined to study it 

closely.  Legislators finally set the defense 

budget at $66.6 billion, which Laird said would 

"increase the risks to our national security." 

Reduced funds demanded further cuts in man-

power, bases, and ships.  Laird was particularly 

distressed by the reduction in appropriation for 

Navy ships.  The drop in naval vessels from 

934 in January 1969 to 711 in November 1970 

led one congressman to assert that America was 

becoming a "second-rate naval power."25 

 Meanwhile, the Navy was conducting an 

analysis of U.S. requirements for naval forces, 

including overseas bases necessary to support 

them in accordance with National Security Study 

Memorandum 3 studies.  The Navy recognized 

that it faced a real challenger for the first time 

since 1945.  In 1950, the Soviet Navy was a 

"poor joke." By 1970, it had become "the second 

largest and most modern navy of the world" with 

new technologies such as anti-ship missiles, 

electronic warfare, and ocean surveillance.  In 

addition, given increasing pressure against U.S. 

bases abroad, shrinking defense budget, increas-

ing vulnerability of fixed land-based missiles, and 

British withdrawal from Asia east of the Suez, 

naval forces became more important in terms of 

flexibility, mobility, and cost effectiveness.  The 

Navy requested a larger portion of the smaller 

defense budget, arguing that future strategy would 

depend to a greater extent on naval forces, espe-

cially in Asia, which faced both the Pacific and 

the Indian Oceans.26 
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 The Navy's study found that naval air 

forces, including carrier air wings, while ex-

pensive, had no Soviet counterpart.  That 

warranted studying the effectiveness of car-

rier-based aircraft against ships.  At the same 

time, however, the Navy was going to have to 

mothball up to six of its eighteen aircraft carri-

ers.  While the carrier task group had been 

king in the past, now the fleet of forty-one 

Polaris submarines consumed a large part of 

the Navy's budget.  That suggested that 

budget cuts must come from conventional 

naval forces.  Nonetheless, the notion of 

reducing the number of carriers in the fleet 

upset many senior admirals, who felt they were 

needed to keep the sea lanes open and fulfill 

American commitments in Asia.27 

 To deal with these problems, the Navy 

proposed homeporting carriers overseas.  That 

entailed moving the families of a ship's crew to 

the foreign port out of which it operated.  

Doing so would make it unnecessary for ships 

to return to the continental United States after 

every sixmonth deployment and would also 

reduce the time of family separations.  This 

scheme envisioned a Navy with twelve carriers.  

But the United States needed to maintain five 

of them, at least three in the Western Pacific, 

and two in the Mediterranean, forward de-

ployed.  Each carrier required two backups, 

one undergoing overall and the other in prepa-

ration, if overseas deployments were not to 

exceed six months.  Thus forward deploying 

five carriers required a force of fifteen of them.  

Presuming that the United States would not 

reduce its overseas commitments, a twelvecar-

rier Navy could forward deploy five only by 

extending deployments, which would under-

mine morale and discourage reenlistment by 

prolonging family separation, or by basing 

some ships overseas.  Rota, Malta, Naples, 

and Athens in the Mediterranean, and Sasebo 

and Singapore in the Western Pacific were 

proposed as possible overseas homeports.28 

 The Navy's challenge was to maintain a 

strong overseas presence with a declining force 

while easing family separations which had 

adversely impacted personnel retention rates.  

By the end of fiscal year 1972, force levels 

were declining by an average of 41 percent.  

From 1964 to 1970, the first-term and re-

enlistment rates fell from 22.5 percent to 10 

percent and from 41.5 percent to 27 percent, 

respectively.  Excessive demands on personal 

lives and frequent, prolonged family separation 

were identified as a principal cause of low 

reenlistment rates.  Without a "marked im-

provement" in the demands on personal lives, 

there was little hope of achieving an 

all-volunteer force.  After studying four al-

ternatives-continuing current deployment 

patterns, reducing commitments, multiple 

manning, and homeporting overseas-the 

Navy concluded that the last choice was the 

best.  It would provide continued naval pres-

ence in support of national policy, increase 

flexibility, and improve personnel retention 

rates.29 

 The Navy then selected Yokosuka in the 

Western Pacific, Athens in the Mediterranean, 
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and Plymouth in eastern Atlantic as its pre-

ferred foreign homeports for carrier task 

groups.30  Supply, ship/aircraft maintenance 

and repair, readiness, dependent support, and 

physical facilities determined those choices.  

In the Western Pacific, Sasebo, Subic Bay, 

Guam, and Singapore were considered but 

rejected as possible homeports.  Sasebo 

lacked airfields and housing.  Subic Bay was 

not suitable for navy wives and children.  

Guam would need harbor development and 

family housing construction.  Singapore was 

politically infeasible.  Yokosuka was chosen 

because it had sufficient fleet support (plentiful 

alongside berthing, ship repair facility, supply 

depot, and military airfield), dependent support 

(adequate housing, hospital and dental clinic, 

commissary/exchange, and American schools) 

and little opposition in the United States.31 

 

Homeporting a Carrier Yokosuka 

 Before any carrier could be homeported at 

Yokosuka, Washington and Tokyo had to 

surmount a serious obstacle to the scheme: a 

prior decision to virtually shut down the base 

and transfer its control to Japan.  That choice 

emerged from a confluence of pressures in 

Japan for reversion of American military facili-

ties and desires for reduced defense spending 

in the United States. 

 In 1968, long before severe budget con-

straints hit the Navy, Admiral John McCain, 

Commander-in-Chief Pacific Command 

(CINCPAC) and Ambassador U. Alexis John-

son collaborated on a study of the American 

base structure in Japan.  This endeavor was 

prompted by continuing Japanese political 

pressures against the U.S. military presence 

and the American obligation, under the Status 

of Forces Agreement (SOFA), to return facili-

ties when they were no longer needed.  It 

provided the basis for agreement on American 

release, transfer, or sharing of fifty-four instal-

lations in Japan-about half of those in the 

country.32 

 When the Japan-U.S. Security Consultative 

Committee (SCC) met in May 1970, Defense 

Agency Director-General Nakasone Yasuhiro 

expressed appreciation for the Johnson-McCain 

initiative as likely to bring about "good results on 

military base problems." Nakasone continued that 

it would be desirable to transfer, "on base-by-base, 

case-by-case basis, " some of the U.S. military 

facilities, through consultation and coordination 

with the Japan Self Defense Forces.  That would 

facilitate their "eventual utilization by U.S. forces 

when required."33  Ambassador Armin H. Meyer 

welcomed this "gradualism" in base adjustment.34  

At the Japan-U.S. Security Subcommittee (SSC) 

in July 1970, the Americans voiced their desire 

for joint use of bases-for budgetary reasons.  

The Japanese responded positively and suggested 

that reentry into facilities that reverted to their 

control be handled on "case-by-case" basis.35 
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 In the meantime, the Office of the Secre-

tary of Defense (OSD), responding to severe 

budgetary restrictions, tried to close bases and 

reduce forces in Japan.  In December 1968, 

OSD sent CINCPAC eleven "tentative propos-

als" for such, and one of them proposed re-

turning the naval base in Sasebo and 

reassigning ships to Yokosuka.  CINCPAC 

objected that these proposals neglected "strate-

gic and policy aspects," but OSD proceeded 

with plans to reduce U.S. presence in Japan.36 

 In August 1970, Meyer expressed concern 

over service-by-service proposals for reduction 

of installations and facilities in Japan.  He 

objected to swinging a "meat axe" the Ameri-

can base structure there.  It would be wrong to 

close an "ideal base site" in Chitose; to down-

grade "relatively problem-free" Misawa Air 

Base in Misawa to an air station and transfer its 

F-4 fighter aircraft to Korea.  Moving similar 

planes from Yokota, near Tokyo, to Kadena on 

Okinawa and shutting down Atsugi Naval Air 

Station made no sense.  It would even worse 

to virtually close down the "hitherto sacro-

sanct" naval base in Yokosuka.  Meyer 

warned that such drastic changes would shock 

the Japanese government and give the impres-

sion of "U.S. disengagement" from Asia.  He 

then proposed a coordinated approach to base 

and force reductions that would avoid the risk 

of adverse repercussions on Japan-U.S. secu-

rity relations.37 

 Subsequently, Meyer advised Foreign 

Minister Aichi Kiichi of Washington's desire to 

coordinate long-term military facility needs 

with the Japanese government.  He explained 

that his government was going to consolidate 

its military facilities in Japan and make large 

cuts in its employment of Japanese nationals.  

The ambassador assured the foreign minister 

that the United States would continue to con-

tribute air and naval forces to Japan's defense 

in accordance with the Nixon Doctrine.  Aichi, 

while welcoming the "mutuality" concept, 

expressed concern that the United States might 

be disengaging from its Far East security re-

sponsibilities "too far and too fast."38 

 In November, Meyer was authorized to 

begin discussions in Tokyo about the base 

consolidation plan.  It included eliminating 

9,000 Japanese employees and some 10,000 

U.S. service personnel, as well as the virtual 

closure of the Yokosuka naval base.  Its func-

tions, including the headquarters of Com-

mander, Seventh Fleet (COMSEVENTHFLT) 

would be transferred to Sasebo.  Atsugi Naval 

Air Station, except for necessary access to 

aircraft repair facilities, would be returned to 

the Japanese.  Itazuke Air Base would revert 

to Japanese control, and tactical air squadrons 

at Misawa and Yokota would go to Korea and 

Okinawa, respectively.  The ambassador was 

instructed to seek reentry rights to some of the 

relinquished facilities and joint use rights at 

others.39  The U.S. Navy wanted continued 

access to the Yokosuka Ship Repair Facility 

(SRF).  This scheme presumed that concen-

tration of tactical air force and Seventh Fleet 

units in the East China Sea/Korea area would 

provide continued assurance to allies while 
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reducing costs.  Its proposed changes were to 

take place by 30 June 1971.  Although he was 

"a bit surprised" at the virtual closure of Yoko-

suka, Foreign Minister Aiichi agreed to study 

the American proposal.40 

 Tokyo and Washington agreed on a base 

consolidation plan in December 1970.  As a 

result of a series of bilateral negotiations, the 

U.S. Navy would retain control of Dry Dock 

No. 6 at Yokosuka. since the Japan Maritime 

Self Defense Force (JMSDF) had inadequate 

capability to operate the SRF there.41  This 

arrangement would allow aircraft carriers to 

use the port and provide suitable mooring for 

SSNs.42  The State Department expressed 

great appreciation for this agreement as an 

"outstanding example" of communication and 

coordination.43  But that evaluation soon 

turned out to be wrong. 

 At first, it seemed as if the announced 

plan would be implemented.  In Yokosuka, 

more than 5,000 workers were notified of 

dismissal, and city officials launched a reem-

ployment policy.  Then in February 1971, a 

rumor to the effect that the Seventh Fleet 

would stay there began circulating.  A month 

later, the rumor seemed likely to become true, 

for Yokosuka city officials were told that return 

of the SRF would be postponed until June 1972.  

That meant 4,300 workers would keep their 

jobs.44  These changes were the product of 

serious second thoughts in Washington about 

changes in the U.S. naval presence in Japan. 

 On 16 January 1971, Admiral Thomas 

Moorer, chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, met 

Prime Minister Satō to discuss East Asian 

security issues.  Satō said nothing was more 

important for Japan's security than the U.S. 

Seventh Fleet. Moorer replied it would con-

tinue to be an effective presence despite the 

proposed base consolidation.  He also reiter-

ated the importance of Japan's cooperation via 

base facilities and urged that the bases America 

was relinquishing should be preserved for 

military use.45  Satō made an entry in his diary 

about the "retention" of the Seventh Fleet.46 

 Three days later, Admiral Moorer called U. 

Alexis Johnson, now undersecretary of state for 

political affairs, and told him of his talks with 

Satō.  The admiral said that a "somewhat 

easier budget situation" had permitted a review 

of the earlier decision on naval bases in Japan.  

Now it seemed best to keep Yokosuka basically 

as and to reduce operations at Sasebo.  John-

son replied that he had been surprised by the 

Navy's decision to give up Yokosuka, one of 

the "least troublesome facilities." However, the 

SCC announcement had created a new situa-

tion, and he had no idea of what problems 

"walking the cat back" might bring about.  

When asked for his opinion, Ambassador 

Meyer replied that doing so would be "trou-

blesome" but probably "manageable." The 

Satō-Moorer talk provided a "peg."47 
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 Coincidentally, Embassy Tokyo received a 

separate "blockbuster" message from Wash-

ington.  The Navy was considering home-

porting a six-ship destroyer squadron with 

1,920 officers and men and 1,530 dependents 

at Sasebo.  The Kyushu site was chosen 

because it had extensive support facilities and 

had previously been a homeport for American 

ships.  The deployment of an aircraft carrier 

with 7,097 officers and men and 5,675 de-

pendents to Sasebo was also being studied.  

These changes were allegedly part of a world-

wide homeporting plan.  The State Depart-

ment asked for Embassy Tokyo's assessment of 

possible Japanese reactions to this scheme.  

The embassy replied that homeporting a de-

stroyer squadron would be "manageable," but 

that of an aircraft carrier was "not feasible." 

First of all, housing was scarce in Sasebo.  

Second, there was no adequate airfield for a 

carrier air wing; since Itazuke was being re-

turned for civilian use and Iwakuni was 

crammed full with a Marine air wing.  Third, 

the nuclear weapons that a carrier might have 

aboard would pose a "very substantial political 

issue" in Japan.  Finally, this change in plans 

was inconsistent with what the SCC had agreed 

upon and announced.  The embassy added 

that due to its extensiveness and distance from 

civilian areas, it might be "possible" to home-

port a carrier at Yokosuka.48 

 Neither Admiral Moorer nor Undersecre-

tary Johnson knew about this "blockbuster" 

telegram.  It also turned out that Chief of 

Naval Operations Admiral Elmo Zumwalt 

preferred homeporting at Yokosuka rather than 

Sasebo.  That prompted Johnson to remark, 

cynically, that the "right hand in [the] Navy 

[was] not fully aware of what left hand was 

doing."49  Various members of the Japanese 

government, including Admiral Uchida Ka-

zutomi, chief of the maritime staff, and Funada 

Naka, speaker of the House, also told Admiral 

Moorer that they preferred the U.S. Navy to 

stay at Yokosuka since the JMSDF was not in a 

position to take over its various elements.50 

 In late January 1971, the Navy sent a 

investigative group led by Vice Admiral Fran-

cis Joseph Blouin to discuss the homeporting 

issue with the embassy.  Those conversations 

confirmed the operational value of putting 

major naval dispositions at Yokosuka and 

Atsugi rather than Sasebo.  Housing would 

not pose serious problems, but carrier home-

porting might present difficulties over the 

introduction of nuclear weapons under prior 

consultation arrangements-a situation both 

Tokyo and Washington wanted to avoid.  The 

conferees concluded that the key to modifying 

the base consolidation plan was "affirmative 

action" by the Japanese government.51 

 That prompted the embassy to sound out 

the Foreign Ministry about keeping the Ameri-

can naval presence at Yokosuka.  The Japa-

nese response was "favorable" but expressed 

concern about public reaction.  Tokyo ex-

pressed interest in the U.S. Navy operating the 

ship repair facility at Yokosuka until 30 June 
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1972.  But Japanese officials did not expect 

the JMSDF to take over all of its facilities 

thereafter.  On 5 March, Aichi and Nakasone 

agreed to work out a public statement on the 

extended U.S. presence in Yokosuka.52 

 That announcement came at the end of 

March 1971.  The U.S. Navy would continue 

to operate the ship repair facility at Yokosuka 

until 30 June 1972 and, "as a result of this 

change," had called off the transfer of the 

Seventh Fleet flagship to Sasebo.  The Ameri-

cans would continue to use Yokosuka as a 

"principal operating port," and some 4,300 

Japanese workers, who had been scheduled to 

be laid off by June 1971, would be retained.  

In the wake of positive statements made by 

Director-General Nakasone and Foreign Min-

ister Aichi and favorable media coverage, the 

embassy did not think political problems from 

this revision of the base realignment plan 

would arise.  But the change threw officials in 

Sasebo and Yokosuka into confusion, and 

Nagano Masayoshi, mayor of the latter city, 

decided to claim back as many Ameri-

can-requisitioned areas as possible.53 

 Although the March 1971 statement made 

no reference to such, the Navy proceeded with 

a phased approach to homeporting a six-ship 

destroyer squadron (Phase I) and an aircraft 

carrier (Phase II).  The secretary of defense 

approved Phase I in May 1971 and an author-

ized negotiations with the Japanese govern-

ment for the homeporting of six destroyers.54  

Meyer advised warning Tokyo of Washington's 

desire to homeport an aircraft carrier, and he 

recommended using the phrase "forward bas-

ing" rather than "home porting."55 

 In July 1971, Defense Secretary Laird 

visited Tokyo and informally discussed the 

possibility of basing a carrier task group in 

Japan as a way for the Japanese to support the 

nuclear deterrence and the American naval 

presence.56  He also urged Japan to share the 

cost of deterrence by accepting the presence of 

more nuclear-powered vessels such as the 

Enterprise.  The Japanese government asked 

Washington to delay the Enterprise issue until 

after a special October Diet session which was 

expected to discuss the Okinawa reversion.57  

During this session, the House of Representa-

tives adopted a resolution on applying the three 

non-nuclear principles to the Okinawa rever-

sion agreement which had been signed the 

preceding June, and called for its ratification by 

the Diet.58 

 Despite the sudden announcement in July 

1971 of President Nixon's plan to visit Beijing, 

negotiations on homeporting a destroyer 

squadron proceeded smoothly, and the Japa-

nese government approved it a month later.  

But basing the ships at Yokosuka would require 

American retention of Drydocks 4, 5, and 6.  

The JMSDF could operate only Drydocks 1, 2, 

and 3, and Drydocks 4 and 5 were still sched-
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uled for release to Japan by 30 June 1972.  

The Navy did not favor commercial operation 

of Drydocks 4 and 5 because it feared that 

would result in a loss of flexibility.  Washing-

ton argued that retention of sufficient facilities 

at Yokosuka was "of paramount importance to 

U.S. strategic needs." In March 1972, the 

Japanese government accepted continued 

American control of Drydocks 4 and 5.59 

 Homeporting also depended on continued 

use of aviation facilities at Atsugi.  The Japa-

nese government regarded SOFA Article II 

Section 4 (b) (II-4-b) as the appropriate 

joint-use arrangement for them, while the Navy 

wanted to retain them under Article II-4-a.60  

The December 1970 announcement stated that 

only Fleet Air Western Pacific Repair Activity 

(FAWPRA) would remain at Atsugi, but the 

Navy now preferred to keep Commander Fleet 

Air, Western Pacific (COMFAIRWESTPAC) 

and a detachment of VQ-1, including four TFY 

aircraft there as well.61  But joint use of At-

sugi Naval Air Station by the U.S. Navy and 

the JMSDF under Article II-4-b went into 

effective from July 1971. 

 During the negotiations on base realign-

ment, the Americans realized that Japanese 

politicians were reluctant to agree to their 

various requests.  The possibility of a reduc-

tion in Sino-U.S. tensions as a result of the 

forthcoming Nixon trip to China made it very 

difficult for the Satō administration to justify 

the U.S. presence in Japan.62  Japanese leaders 

were unwilling to publicly support U.S. re-

quirements or relocation proposals for fear of 

toppling Prime Minister Satō and/or destroying 

their chances of succeeding him.  For exam-

ple, Foreign Minister Fukuda Takeo, a possible 

next prime minister, was reportedly hesitant to 

agree to Ship Repair Facility retention and the 

housing of a carrier crew's families in Yoko-

suka.  Accordingly, Embassy Tokyo recom-

mended postponing any negotiations on 

"extended deployment" of a carrier until an 

expected change of government took place in 

the early summer of 1972.  The Navy, how-

ever, preferred a firmer stand so as to prevent 

any disturbance of its operational capabilities.63 

 Thus some conflict between the State and 

Defense Departments ensued.  In May 1972, 

the Pentagon asked for diplomatic help in 

achieving its Phase II deployment, planned for 

March 1973.  That scheme now projected 

sending an aircraft carrier, its 4,500-man crew, 

and some 800 families to Yokosuka.  Its air 

wing would need to use Atsugi periodically.  

In addition, the Navy wanted to homeport two 

combat stores ships (AFS) with 800 military 

personnel and their 270 families at Sasebo.  

Defense Secretary Laird thought it necessary to 
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go directly to Prime Minister Satō to get Japa-

nese government approval for this plan.64 

 The State Department responded to this 

request cautiously because prior consultation 

would be required for deployment of the carrier 

and for the introduction of nuclear weapons.  

That might jeopardize other valuable defense 

rights in Japan.  Homeporting a carrier would 

raise substantial "legal and political problems" 

at a time when the political position of secu-

rity-minded friends in Japan was weak.  Prior 

consultation should be avoided.  But because 

of the ongoing public debate about it raised by 

the return of Okinawa and the transfer of some 

aircraft units to from Japan to Vietnam, the 

Japanese government might be compelled to 

ask for such consultation.  The diplomats then 

asked about a possible homeporting arrange-

ment elsewhere in East Asia and about basing a 

carrier without nuclear weapons aboard in 

Japan.65 

 The Pentagon regarded the diplomats' 

response as "too pessimistic" and blind to the 

"many positive factors involved" in homeport-

ing a carrier in Japan.  Prior consultation 

should be avoided, but putting one there would 

not constitute a "major change" in deployment 

so as to raise the issue of prior consultation.  

Homeporting was simply a "matter of notifica-

tion." Japan, the Pentagon argued, needed the 

American nuclear umbrella and must realize 

that the United States had to provide appropri-

ate forces to maintain the umbrella and must 

accept the provision of appropriate forces to 

maintain it.66 

 Dispatching a carrier without nuclear 

weapons aboard was "neither militarily practi-

cal nor legally necessary." Doing so would 

weaken the seaborne nuclear deterrence by 

creating difficult operational problems and 

setting a precedent for acquiescence in pres-

sures from other host nations.  The Pentagon 

held that the record of the Reischauer-Ōhira 

talk of 1963 confirmed that the prior consulta-

tion clause did not apply in the case of nuclear 

weapons on board vessels in Japanese waters 

or ports.  The Defense Department thus ex-

pected the diplomats to begin discussions with 

the Japanese government soon, but the latter 

were still cautious.67 

 In the meantime, Prime Minister Satō 

bowed out in triumph after the successful rever-

sion of Okinawa.  Tanaka Kakuei succeeded 

him on 7 July 1972 and brought back Ōhira 

Masayoshi as foreign minister.  Tanaka's prime 

foreign policy objective was to normalize Ja-

pan-China relations.  The Japan-U.S. Security 

Treaty was expected to be a difficult issue in 

Sino-Japanese talks, but shortly after he became 

prime minister, Tanaka received a secret mes-

sage from Beijing assuring him that the treaty 

would not hinder normalization.  Before visit-

ing China, Tanaka met President Nixon in 

Honolulu in August 1972.  He pledged that 

Tokyo would "faithfully and fully" implement 

the security treaty, in effect guaranteeing con-

tinued flexible use of American bases in Japan.68 

 During the Tanaka-Nixon meeting in 
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Hawaii, Undersecretary U. Alexis Johnson 

notified Foreign Minister Ōhira of the plan to 

homeport a carrier in Yokosuka.  He said 

Washington expected to use only one carrier, 

instead of two or three, to maintain a presence 

in the Western Pacific.  But an additional 800 

families would come to Yokosuka.  Johnson 

reminded Ōhira of his 1963 conversation with 

Reischauer and stated that the planned de-

ployment would not require prior consultation.  

Ōhira replied that he, personally, would make a 

very serious study of this subject.69 

 Johnson later wrote that he decided to take 

up the homeporting issue with Ōhira himself 

because State Department Japan experts feared 

"another Enterprise-style explosion of demon-

strations."70  They thought carrier homeport-

ing was "difficult" due to the nuclear issue.  

The Japanese public was sensitive to B-52 

operations out of Japan, and had blocked the 

movement of American tanks from a depot to 

the Yokohama docks for shipment to Vietnam.  

Pressure for base reduction and restrictions on 

their use was growing.  Reduced tensions in 

Asia resulting from Nixon's trip to China, the 

winding down of the Vietnam War, and the 

dialogue between the two Koreas greatly di-

minished the security threat.  Thus, these 

experts even suggested, revision of the Ja-

pan-U.S. Security Treaty to allow only for the 

"emergency stationing of U.S. forces in Japan" 

might be in order.  In their view, the Pentagon 

tended to be more "arbitrary than necessary" 

and paid little heed to Japanese reactions.71  

Johnson and the State Department experts thus 

continued to be pessimistic about homeporting 

a carrier in Yokosuka. 

 Their fears, however, turned out to be 

exaggerated.  By the end of December 1972, 

Tokyo had agreed to Washington's request to 

homeport a carrier task group at Yokosuka. 

 Precisely how the Japanese government 

did so remains only partially clear.  According 

to James Auer, Political Advisor to Rear Ad-

miral Julian T. Burke, Commander, Naval 

Forces, Japan (CNFJ) at that time, House 

Speaker Funada Naka was persuaded to lend 

his assistance.  He "educated" Prime Minister 

Tanaka on the strategic importance of carrier 

homeporting.  Tanaka then had Funada con-

vey a personal message to Ambassador Robert 

S.  Ingersoll to the effect that his government 

would accept a carrier in Yokosuka without 

prior consultation.72  Although there is no 

documentary evidence to support this account, 

Funada's initiative may have had some positive 

effect on the outcome of negotiations that 

followed. 

 They began in September 1972, following 

Washington's formal request for "extended 

deployment" of an aircraft carrier in Japan.  

Negotiators agreed on the release of water 

surface rights at Oppama, adjacent to the Yo-

kosuka naval base; reduced American usage of 

the Nagasaka rifle range; and joint use, in 

accordance with SOFA II-4-a, of Drydocks 4 

and 5.  By mid-November, Embassy Tokyo 

reported that all homeporting issues for a 

carrier at Yokosuka had been "satisfactorily" 

resolved, even though aircraft noise problems 
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at Atsugi, then considered "minor," remained." 

Later that month, the two governments ex-

changed formal letters of agreement.  In 

December, the Navy announced its "Overseas 

Family Residence Program" which would 

homeport a carrier in Japan.73  On 5 October 

1973, thousands protested as the USS Midway 

arrived in Yokosuka.  The Strategic Signifi-

cance of Homeporting a Carrier at Yokosuka 

 The permanent basing of a carrier in Japan 

and the policy review which led to it early in 

the 1970s pointed the way toward the Navy's 

1986 Maritime Strategy.  Its essence was 

deterrence, and, in the event of its failure, 

forward defense and allied cooperation to 

terminate a war on favorable terms.  The 

aircraft carrier was central to all of this.  In 

peacetime, the U.S. Navy would support 

friends and allies in various ways, such as ship 

visits to foreign ports and joint exercises with 

them.  That would remind the world that 

America was willing and able to defend itself 

and its allies.  In wartime, success in anti-air, 

antisubmarine, and anti-surface warfare was 

considered "crucial" to effective prosecution of 

offensive operations.  Naval forces are flexi-

ble, and that characteristic makes them espe-

cially useful for crisis control.  But in this 

scheme, they were seen as essential for chang-

ing the nuclear balance in America's favor.  

They would destroy Soviet ballistic missile 

submarines and improve the overall U.S. stra-

tegic position by surrounding the Soviet Union.  

Carrier battle groups, augmented by subma-

rines or surface ships equipped with Toma-

hawk missiles were "central" to defeating 

Soviet air, submarine, surface- and sea-based 

nuclear forces.74 

 The three pillars of deterrence credibility 

are: capability, intention, and positive estimates 

of them from adversaries.  During the Cold 

War, the Soviets, or any other potential ag-

gressors, would have not been deterred by 

empty threats and rhetoric.  For a credible 

extended deterrence over Japan, the United 

States needed an appropriate deterrent plus a 

commitment to protect Japan if necessary.  It 

was essential that the Soviet Union not degrade 

American capability and intent.75  Credible 

extended deterrence required a forward posture 

to demonstrate alliance solidarity, which in turn 

strengthened the credibility of the American 

deterrent. 

 The nuclear umbrella constituted a large 

part of U.S. extended deterrence over Japan.  

It is no exaggeration to say that maintaining the 

credibility of the nuclear umbrella was what 

the management of the Japan-U.S. alliance was 

all about during the Cold War.  In its early 

stages, some Japanese feared entrapment in a 

U.S.-led war.  In the 1960s, however, the 

Japanese were forced to come to grips with the 

problem of nuclear defense due to the Okinawa 

reversion, the anti-ballistic missile (ABM), the 

nuclear non-proliferation treaty, and the Chi-

nese nuclear threat.  On the strategic level, 

U.S.-Soviet arms limitation talks made the 

United States feel less endangered by the 

Soviet Union, and it was thought decades 

would pass before Chinese missiles could 

reach American soil.  These developments 

prompted some Japanese who had feared 
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entrapment in an American war to worry that 

Washington might abandon Japan.  Tokyo 

might have decided to "go nuclear," but instead 

the Satō government chose to proclaim the 

three non-nuclear principles and rely on 

American protection under the nuclear um-

brella.  In that situation, Japan as a beneficiary 

of American nuclear strength needed to pay a 

price for Yankee protection.76 

 By accepting American nuclear-powered 

and nuclear-capable vessels into its ports and 

waters, Japan paid that price.  Nu-

clear-powered submarine visits to Japan not 

only enhanced their forward operations but 

also demonstrated firm alliance solidarity.  

Homeporting the USS Midway was a greater 

price because of its strategic significance.  

The system of prior consultation, with help 

from the 1960 assurance, became an effective 

tool making it possible for the Japanese gov-

ernment to publicly deny the presence of nu-

clear weapons in its ports and waters while 

privately and silently assenting to that presence.  

Many Americans, including Rear Admiral 

Gene R. LaRocque in 1974 and Ambassador 

Edwin O. Reischauer in 1981, testified that U.S. 

warships entered Japanese waters and ports 

with nuclear weapons aboard.  Opinion polls 

showed that 70-80 percent of Japanese citizens 

believed that those ships did so with nuclear 

weapons on board.  More importantly, the 

Soviet leaders believed so, too.  Thus, home-

porting the USS Midway in Japan significantly 

increased the credibility of U.S. extended 

deterrence. 

 Many Japanese continued to oppose the 

presence of an American aircraft carrier in their 

ports.  In 1975, the city of Kobe introduced 

the socalled "Kobe formula." Under it, the city, 

which has administrative control over its port, 

requires foreign military vessels seeking entry 

to certify that they do not carry nuclear weap-

ons.  If they do not certify, the city will deny 

the use of its port.  The formula is meant to 

implement the three nonnuclear principles at a 

municipal level.  Although it is nothing more 

than a resolution passed by the Kobe city 

council, the formula has kept American war-

ships offshore because Washington refuses to 

confirm or to deny the presence of nuclear 

weapons on its ships and/or aircraft.77  But 

Kobe's actions do not reflect the views of the 

Japanese public as a whole.  Ordinary citizens 

might be dissatisfied with their government's 

inconsistent policy, but they understand the 

need to accept important seaborne elements of 

the U.S. nuclear deterrence in their ports and 

waters.78 

 The 1978 U.S.-Japan Defense Guidelines 

confirmed the integration of a carrier battle 

group based at Yokosuka into Japan's national 

security system.  For the first time, they clearly 

stated that the United States would "maintain a 

nuclear deterrent capability and the forward 

deployments of combat-ready forces and other 

forces capable of reinforcing them."  The 

Guidelines also promised that, in the event of an 

armed attack against Japan, U.S. Naval Forces 

would support Japanese Maritime Self-Defense 

Force operations by "the use of task forces 

providing additional mobility and strike power." 

 U.S. forward deployment in the Western 
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Pacific, symbolized by the presence of the USS 

Midway in Japan, enhanced global deterrence 

by providing a clear indication that, in the 

event of war, the Soviet Union would have to 

fight there as well as in Europe.  Soviet 

war-fighting doctrine gave high priority to 

locating and destroying Western sea-based 

nuclear assets.79  Japan accepted the presence 

of those U.S. nuclear assets, including carriers, 

SSNs, and other vessels armed with Tomahawk 

missiles but excluding SSBNs, in its ports and 

waters in the 1960s and 1970s.  And in the 

1980s, the Japanese further contributed to their 

own defense by increasing anti-air and 

anti-submarine capabilities in the 

name of "sea lane defense."80 

 

Conclusion 

 Presence leads to credibility.  In East 

Asia, the sea-based deterrent has been the most 

important component of the American military 

posture.  Sea-based deterrence depends on the 

unrestricted access to necessary facilities in 

foreign countries, which in turn requires the 

cooperation of friendly governments.  Tokyo, 

despite the difficulties described in this essay, 

provided that cooperation by accepting the 

homeporting of the USS Midway at Yokosuka 

thirty-five years ago.  That act laid the foun-

dations for an American nuclear naval presence 

that continues to this day.  On 25 September 

2008, the USS George Washington (CVN 73) 

came to Yokosuka as the first nuclear-powered 

aircraft carrier to be homeported there.  It had 

no nuclear weapons aboard, for Washington 

had announced in 1992 that its ships and air-

craft would no longer carry them in peacetime.  

Nonetheless, Japanese opponents, who had 

objected to the arrival of a "mobile nuclear 

power plant," protested.  The U.S. Navy had 

softened the effect of their objections, however, 

by providing a fact sheet on the safety of the 

ship's reactors that referred back to the 

aide-memoires of the 1960s.  It had also 

invited Yokosuka's mayor and business leaders 

to San Diego to reaffirm the safety of nu-

clear-powered naval vessels in civilian ports.  

Those gestures, which built upon experience 

drawn from the homeporting of the USS Mid-

way, demonstrated anew the importance of 

cooperation between Washington and Tokyo in 

the maintenance of security in the Western 

Pacific.81 

 What does the continued presence of an 

American aircraft carrier in Japan portend? 

Today, American power in the international 

arena has been weakened by the Iraq War.  A 

rising China is building up its navy which 

includes submarine forces meant for sea denial 

just as those of the Soviet Union were in the 

Cold War.  North Korea has virtually become a 

nuclear power, and its missiles can reach Japan 

if not the United States.  Once again there is 

growing concern about the credibility of U.S. 

extended deterrence.  After Pyongyang's 2006 

nuclear test, some Japanese fear that Washington 

might place more emphasis on non-proliferation 

than on de-nuclearization when dealing with 

North Korea.  Some in Japan have even called 

for revision of the three non-nuclear principles 

so that their country might develop its own 

nuclear weapons. 
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 The deployment of the USS George 

Washington, however, indicates that America's 

commitment to the defense of Japan and its 

other friends and allies in the Western Pacific 

and Indian Ocean remains firm.  The Penta-

gon's 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review em-

phasized the reinforcement of American carrier 

and submarine forces in the Pacific so as to 

maintain the offensive capability essential to 

extended deterrence.  Washington and Tokyo 

have agreed that the carrier air wing currently 

based at heavily populated Atsugi should be 

transferred to less populous Iwakuni so as to 

reduce irritating noise pollution.  In October 

2007, the U.S. Navy unveiled its newest mari-

time strategy which gives equal weight to 

preserving peace and winning a war.  The 

strategy calls for international cooperation, 

recognizing that no nation alone can assure the 

security of the seas where various threats lurk.  

To that end, it calls for the expansion of 

American naval capabilities to assure forward 

presence, deterrence, sea control, power pro-

jection, maritime security, and enhanced disas-

ter response and humanitarian assistance 

capabilities.82 

 The carrier strike group homeported at 

Yokosuka will continue to be important for the 

maintenance of those capabilities and the 

preservation of security cooperation between 

Japan and the United States. 


