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***AFF Answers***


China DA

US said they would co-op with China, the CP only further angers China

Atkinson 09 ( Nancy Atkinson, November 17 2009, universe today writer, “US, China Agree to Discuss Cooperation in Space”,  http://www.universetoday.com/45345/us-china-agree-to-discuss-cooperation-in-space, Manchester)

The United States and China have agreed to discuss expanded cooperation in space exploration and science. According to a joint statement released in Beijing on Tuesday, the two counties will start a “dialogue” on human space flight and exploration, and both nations looked forward to reciprocal visits by the NASA administrator and appropriate Chinese space leaders in 2010. NASA Administrator Charlie Bolden, currently in Japan, said cooperation on the high frontier could pay dividends for both countries. “I am perfectly willing, if that’s the direction that comes to me, to engage the Chinese in trying to make them a partner in any space endeavor,” Bolden said, according to AFP. “I think they’re a very capable nation. “They have demonstrated their capability to do something that only two other nations that have done, that is, to put humans in space. And I think that is an achievement you cannot ignore.” He said China is a nation “that is trying to really lead” and that if the two space powers cooperate, “we would probably be better off than if we would not.” From the joint statement: The United States and China look forward to expanding discussions on space science cooperation and starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit. Both sides welcome reciprocal visits of the NASA Administrator and the appropriate Chinese counterpart in 2010. The statement also said the two countries applaud the rich achievements in scientific and technological cooperation and exchanges between the two countries over the past 30 years, and agreed to further upgrade the level of exchanges and cooperation in scientific and technological innovation through the U.S.-China Joint Commission on Science and Technology Cooperation. 

This gives reason for china to engage in a preemptive conflict with the US

Martel and Yoshihara 03 (William C. Martel and Toshi Yoshihara, 2003, Profs of IR at Naval War College and Tufts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race”, project muse, Manchester) 

Strategists in the United States and in China are clearly monitoring the other's developments in space. How the United States judges Chinese intentions and capabilities will determine Washington's response; of course, the reverse is equally true. As each side eyes the other, the potential for mutual misperceptions can have serious and destabilizing consequences in the long term. In particular, both countries' exaggerated views of each other could lead unnecessarily to competitive action-reaction cycles. [End Page 26] What exactly does such an action-reaction cycle mean? What would a bilateral space race look like? Hypothetically, in the next 10 years, some critical sectors of China's economy and military could become increasingly vulnerable to disruptions in space. During this same period, Sino-U.S. relations may not improve appreciably, and the Taiwan question could remain unresolved. If Washington and Beijing could increasingly hold each other's space infrastructure hostage by threatening to use military options in times of crisis, then potentially risky paths to preemption could emerge in the policy planning processes in both capitals. In preparing for a major contingency in the Taiwan Strait, both the United States and China might be compelled to plan for a disabling, blinding attack on the other's space systems before the onset of hostilities. The most troubling dimension to this scenario is that some elements of preemption (already evident in U.S. global doctrine) could become a permanent feature of U.S. and Chinese strategies in space. Indeed, Chinese strategic writings today suggest that the leadership in Beijing believes that preemption is the rational way to prevent future U.S. military intervention. If leaders in Beijing and Washington were to position themselves to preempt each other, then the two sides would enter an era of mutual hostility, one that might include destabilizing, hair-trigger defense postures in space where both sides stand ready to launch a first strike on a moment's notice. One scenario involves the use of weapons, such as lasers or jammers, which seek to blind sensors on imaging satellites or disable satellites that provide warning of missile launches. Imagine, for example, Washington's reaction if China disabled U.S. missile warning satellites or vice versa.In that case, Sino-U.S. relations would be highly vulnerable to the misinterpretations and miscalculations that could lead to a conflict in space. Although attacks against space assets would likely be a precursor or a complement to a broader crisis or conflict, and although conflicts in the space theater may not generate many casualties or massive physical destruction, the economic costs of conflict in space alone for both sides, and for the international community, would be extraordinary given that many states depend on satellites for their economic well-being. 
US-China conflict goes nuclear

Boston Globe, 03 (The Boston Globe, October 28, 2003, Tuesday ,THIRD EDITION, Lexis-Nexis Academic, Manchester)
Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival - and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. Meanwhile, America's "high frontier" weapons capacity will put Chinese commercial space investments at risk. No nation with the ability to alter it would tolerate such imbalance, and over the coming decades there is no doubt that China will have that capacity. Washington's refusal to negotiate rules while seeking permanent dominance and asserting the right of preemption is forcing China into an arms race it does not want. Here, potentially, is the beginning of a next cold war, with a nightmare repeat of open-ended nuclear escalation.

Japan Says No

Japan unsure about cooperation despite the benefits

Cronin 02 (Richard P., specialist in Asian affairs, Foreign affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 3/19/02, CRS Report for Congress, "Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Ballistic Missile Defense: Issues and Prospects," page 2, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf, MM)

The issue of missile defense cooperation with Japan intersects with several issues of direct concern to Congress, ranging from support for developing a capability to protect U.S. regional forces, Asia-Pacific allies, and Taiwan, from Chinese short- and medium-range missiles, to countering a possible future threat to U.S. territory from long-range missiles developed by North Korea. Japan’s current participation in the U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD) program dates from August 1999, when the Japanese government agreed to conduct cooperative research on four components of the interceptor missile being developed for the then U.S. Navy Theater-Wide (NTW) anti-missile system–a sea-based “upper tier” (exo-atmospheric) capability against short- and medium-range missiles up to 3,500 kilometers. In the spring of 2001, the Administration changed the context of the cooperative research effort when it reorganized and redirected the U.S. missile defense program to emphasize the employment of specific technologies across the entire spectrum of missile defense challenges, but especially to gain a limited, near-term capability to defeat missile attacks on U.S. territory by “rogue” states. The Pentagon re-designated the NTW program as the Sea-Based Midcourse System, with a goal of developing a capability for attacking missiles of all ranges in the initial or middle phases of their flight path. This change added to an already complex list of Japanese policy concerns, by putting Japan in the position of possibly cooperating in the development of technology that could become part of an American national missile defense capability – a step that many Japanese see as transgressing a constitutional ban on “collective defense.” Thus far, the Administration’s program change has not deterred Japan from cooperative research on missile defense, but the policy shift has unsettled Japanese leaders and created additional political obstacles to bilateral BMD cooperation. The new U.S. approach has been criticized in the Japanese press and the Diet (parliament), both because of the potential violation of the implied ban on “collective defense” contained in Article 9 of Japan’s U.S.-imposed “Peace Constitution,” and also because the Bush initiative requires the United States to withdraw from the U.S. Russian Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty, which Tokyo has long regarded as an important element of strategic stability. An integrated U.S.-Japan BMD capability aimed at protecting third countries would raise the same constitutional issues. Japan has not made a decision regarding the acquisition of a missile defense capability. Japanese policymakers and defense firms generally are enthusiastic about missile defense cooperation, but the political parties, the media, and the general public are split over the issue. Proponents view BMD cooperation as a means to counter a perceived North Korean missile threat, and perhaps a Chinese threat as well. Other Japanese are fearful of aggravating relations with China or triggering an Asian missile race. Even groups in Japan favoring BMD cooperation are concerned about the large costs associated with the still-unproven technology. The popular Koizumi administration seems inclined to finesse the constitutional issue, if possible. Japan’s future stance will likely depend on regional developments and how the issue plays out in the currently unstable political environment.

Relations High Now

Disaster Relief has strengthened the alliance

Japan Today 11 ( June 20 2011, website commenting on what the secretary of the DPJ said, “Okada says Japan-U.S. alliance deepened through disaster relief”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/okada-says-japan-u-s-alliance-deepened-through-disaster-relief, Manchester)

TOKYO — Democratic Party of Japan Secretary General Katsuya Okada told a former U.S. government official Monday that Japan and the United States have deepened their alliance through relief work in dealing with the ravages of the March earthquake and tsunami. During a meeting with Richard Armitage, a visiting former U.S. deputy secretary of state, the former foreign minister also expressed his appreciation for the U.S. assistance in the wake of the March 11 disasters.

US-Japan relations good now - threatening Russia

The Voice of Russia 6/26 (The Voice of Russia, 6/26/11, "Japan Has No Legal Grounds to Claim the Kurils," http://english.ruvr.ru/2011/06/26/52367479.html, MM)

Moscow reacted angrily on Thursday to Washington's possible involvement in the Russian-Japanese territorial dispute over the Kuril Islands. And commenting on this today will be our guest – Dmitry Streltsov, the Chairman of the Association of Japanologists. Russia's Foreign Ministry said U.S. interference in the Kuril Islands dispute was inappropriate, and the reaction came in response to recent U.S.-Japanese consultations at the level of foreign and defense ministers. Can you comment on it? I think that these events reflect a qualitative change in the U.S.-Japan strategic partnership that was shaped in the second half of 2010. The coordination of security strategies last year was carried one inch further, it was improved after the shift in the Japanese foreign and security policy, when Japan faced several crises connected with the incident over Senkaku Islands, and at that time the alarming views, the alarming mood in the Japanese security policy prevailed over the foreign policy, and at that time the proponents of the U.S. security line prevailed in the Japanese political establishment. That is why I think this process has bilateral dimension on the side of the United States, the growing caution of Japan as the strategic ally of the U.S. in view of the military rise of China, and also the inevitable military disengagement of the United States from East Asia. All these factors, to my mind, just promote the further development of the U.S.-Japan strategic partnership. I think the fact that the United States lined up with Japan on the so-called Northern Territories issue just reflects this qualitative shift that occurred not last week, not these days, but it occurred much earlier, I think that the same position was demonstrated by the United States last November and this year in February. But to my mind these events do not necessarily reflect the deterioration of the U.S.-Russian relations in the military sphere, in the sphere of strategy, and the general distrust in the political climate of bilateral relations. I think that Russia is just a victim for the sake of this strategic partnership which was considered by Washington as a significant and substantial thing that the United States should stick to and should take a very firm position over it. Experts and political analysts continue to scrutinize the juridical aspects of the territorial dispute over the Kuril Islands. So, do the Japanese have any legal grounds to claim the Kuril Islands? Japan has no legal grounds. The problem itself is the legacy of the Second World War when Japan signed the act of unconditional capitulation, and under this act Japan cannot claim any territories except those that were proved by the victor countries. That is why legally I think that Japan can only appeal, or can attribute only to the moral fact; I mean that the history of the question when these territories were the Japanese territories by the Shimoda Treaty of 1855. If we look at the post-war period, there was the Joint Declaration of 1956 under which the Soviet Union promised to stretch these territories as a good-will act to Japan after signing the peace treaty, but peace treaty has never been signed, and that is why the state of these two islands will depend on the political will of the leaderships of both countries. But if the international law is on Russia’s side, so why does Russia continue to react to this verbal bearish from Japan? International law to my mind is on the Russia side, but the very important aspect of this problem is that this problem should be solved on the bilateral bases because, as you know, the Soviet Union did not sign the San Francisco Peace Treaty, and that is why this problem was raised on the level of bilateral relations. And, of course, the best thing is to find a compromise, and in my personal opinion the only legal base for peaceful settlement of this problem is the 1956 Joint Declaration which formed out a sort of formula of the settlement. But still the only thing, the best thing that should be done is to return to this text and to confirm on both sides the juridical legality of that very important document. On the bases of this conformation we could move a step further, and we could find some practical solution, some practical formula of moving towards peace treaty. And do you see the possibility of improving the situation in the near future? I do not think that any qualitative shift could be implemented in view of the internal situation, of the domestic situation in Japan, and also in Russia. Of course, it is a very important problem of bilateral relations, but if we see this problem in foreign policy discourse of both countries, I mean the strategic choices, and so on, and so forth, I think this problem plays a second role both for Russia and for Japan, because Russia has other strategic priorities and also Japan. Of course, it is an unfavourable thing, but it is just reality, so reality could not be change for the reason of victimized relations with Russia for the sake of some domestic stability of some political merits, with the stability of political power of the present day administration, and so on. And also, on the side of Russia, I think that Russia did not make any confessions, but the move on the Japanese side, Japan should confirm the validity of that declaration. Unless it does not confirm this very important legal document nothing could be done. But how long do you think the Kuril Islands dispute will take? Well, it could last forever. I think that the perspective of its settlement is rather dim. The only thing that could be done is to move this issue on the periphery of political agenda of bilateral relations, not to stick to this problem when considering other important problems of political coordination, of political cooperation, and so on, and so forth.

End of US boycott of Japan's commemoration for Hiroshima boost relations

Lee 6/23 (Matthew, AP author, 6/23/11, botston.com, "US Diplomat Honored for Change to Japan Policy," http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2011/06/23/us_diplomat_honored_for_change_to_japan_policy/, MM)

WASHINGTON—An American diplomat who successfully lobbied for the end of a U.S. boycott of Japan's annual Hiroshima peace commemorations was honored at the State Department on Thursday for pressing his dissenting opinion and improving U.S.-Japanese ties. Joel Ehrendreich was given an award for "constructive dissent" for convincing higher-ups that the U.S. ambassador to Japan should accept, rather than decline, the annual invitation to attend the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Ceremony, which marks the anniversary of Hiroshima atomic bombing by the U.S. Its purpose is to remember those killed in the bombing and pray for peace. While posted in Tokyo in 2005, Ehrendreich was charged with politely declining the invitation to the event but thought it was unreasonable to continue to refuse. "It didn't make sense to me to refuse the invitation," he said in remarks prepared for the award ceremony. "I felt the time had come to change our policy." The department rejected his initial argument, but Ehrendreich continued to make his case, even after rotating out of Tokyo, and finally in 2010, the U.S. ambassador attended the ceremony for the first time in 59 years. The American Foreign Service Association, which awarded the prize, said the ambassador's presence at the event was "well received by the Japanese people" and that Ehrendreich's persistence "helped strengthen U.S.-Japan relations." 

Even after earthquake, US-Japan relations good now

Rafu Shimpo 6/24 (Rafu Shimpo, "Analysis of Tweets Show Japan Brand Remains Intact After Earthquake and Tsunami," 6/24/11, http://rafu.com/news/2011/06/analysis-of-tweets-shows-japan-brand-remains-intact-after-earthquake-and-tsunami/, MM)
An analysis has found sentiment toward Japan as expressed in social media is surprisingly balanced despite the multitude of headlines about the nuclear disaster, earthquake and tsunami. Positive sentiment expressing sympathy and respect for the Japanese people nearly offset the negative aspects of the nuclear scare. An analysis of web discussions for the U.S.-Japan Council (USJC) done by U.S.-based web analytics firm Webtrends using Crimson Hexagon’s ForSight platform found that 41 percent of English-language Twitter messages (or tweets) containing the word “Japan” were positive, while 42 percent were negative (17 percent were neutral). Webtrends looked at tweets from March 11, the day the 9.0 earthquake struck northeastern Japan, to May 18. A total of 9.8 million tweets were analyzed, of which 51 percent emanated from the U.S. and just 5 percent from Japan. 35 percent of the messages dealt with relief efforts, while 27 percent of the messages touched upon radiation. The bulk of the “conversation” occurred during the first two weeks after the earthquake. “So much equity has been built into the Japan brand that it sustained Japan’s image through this crisis,” said Marko Muellner, director of marketing programs at Webtrends. “The positive comments ranged from how well-prepared Japan was for the earthquake to how stoically its people dealt with the crisis, and negative comments centered on the fear of radiation and how that might devastate the economy.” “There were also mentions about the jarring of the Japanese economy, contaminated food and the speed and cost of fixing the power plants,” continued Muellner. “But, overall, support for the victims and the country as a whole seems to be the enduring sentiment.” The results of the Webtrends analysis were reported at the U.S.-Japan Council’s Japan Leadership Symposium earlier this month as a part of a panel about the Japan brand. U.S.-Japan Council President Irene Hirano Inouye was in Tokyo for the symposium. “Without a doubt, the fortitude and resiliency of the Japanese people was demonstrated in the weeks and months following the earthquake and tsunami,” said Hirano Inouye. “What is important now is sending the message that Japan is safe and open for business. As an organization, we will continue our work to encourage others to travel to Japan, whether for business or for pleasure.” The U.S.-Japan Council is a 501(c) 3 non-profit educational organization that contributes to strengthening U.S.-Japan relations by bringing together diverse leadership, engaging stakeholders and exploring issues that benefit communities, businesses and government entities on both sides of the Pacific. Established in 2009, it maintains a network of Japanese American leaders who are committed to maintaining this important relationship. The council is headquartered in Washington, D.C. with a regional office in Los Angeles.

Futemna might be killing relations now, but possibility of threats keeps the alliance strong

Martin 6/23 (Alex, staff writer, The Japan Times, "Japan, U.S. Can't Manage to Shake Futemna Headache: but the Threat of china will Keep Bilateral Security Ties Relevant," 6/23/11, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20110623a4.html, MM)
High-level security talks between Japan and the United States held Tuesday in Washington canceled the 2014 deadline to move the contentious Futenma air base in Okinawa and highlighted the main issue that is likely to continue complicating the bilateral relationship. While the Futenma matter has hit another impasse, analysts say the alliance between Japan and the U.S. will remain strong in the face of regional security challenges, including China's increasing military presence in the area and North Korea's nuclear threat. On Tuesday, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and their counterparts, Foreign Minister Takeaki Matsumoto and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa, emerged from meetings in Washington with a statement saying the Futenma relocation will be completed at the "earliest possible date" after 2014. The statement also asks China to take a "responsible and constructive role" in the stability of the region, and asks for its "cooperation on global issues." "The lack of progress on base issues has been exasperating for the U.S. The Kan government has shown itself to be inept," said Paul Scott, a political science professor at Kansai Gaidai University, referring to the Democratic Party of Japan administration under Prime Minister Naoto Kan. But Scott also said that while China at present does not have the capability to project its sea power worldwide, "it is venturing into the blue water in ways not seen since the commercial voyages of the Ming Dynasty." Negotiations over the relocation of U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from the densely populated city of Ginowan to a less populated area within the prefecture have stalled due to strong local opposition. While the relocation is one step in the Pacific realignment of U.S. forces that would shift 8,000 U.S. Marines and their dependents, who would possibly number around 9,000, to Guam, the U.S. territory will first need to build infrastructure to accept the troops moving from Okinawa. The plan, however, has also met resistance from U.S. lawmakers concerned with its high cost — the Senate Armed Services Committee recently passed a bill banning spending for the move to Guam until a thorough review was undertaken. Gates said the move was a "manifestation of growing congressional impatience with the lack of progress," and said he "emphasized the importance of concrete progress over the course of the next year." In Washington, Sen. Jim Webb, who chairs the East Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and is a leading opponent of the current agreement, said a more realistic alternative was needed and that Congress should withhold funding until other options are explored. "The decisions announced today (at the two-plus-two meeting) with respect to basing realignments were predictable," Webb said. "However, the reality of extensive delay in completing the Futenma Replacement Facility as it is now proposed underscores the importance of resolving U.S. basing realignments in a more realistic manner. "The concerns regarding costs and feasibility raised by the Armed Services Committee should be fully addressed before Congress funds the proposed realignments," he said. Scott, an expert on U.S.-Japan-China relations, said administrations under the DPJ have strained Japan's ties with the U.S. During his short-lived stint, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama alarmed Washington when it appeared he was wooing China with his proposal for a so-called East Asian community. "Self-inflicted damage by both sides demonstrated an extraordinary lack of nuance," Scott said. "My guess is that Washington is secretly hoping for a DPJ defeat and the return of the old Liberal Democrtic Party." But Hatoyama was eventually forced to resign, in part after criticism over his inability to follow through on his campaign promise of removing Futenma from Okinawa, and Kan is a lame duck after declaring he will resign amid criticism of his handling of the March 11 disasters and ensuing nuclear crisis. And now, with the government concentrating most of its attention on reconstruction efforts amid heated political infighting — and new movements from within the U.S. calling for a review of the relocation — Futenma seems to be on the back burner, with the two nation's main concern being how to deal with China's rise and Pyongyang's threat. "China has flexed its muscles in the maritime regions surrounding Japan in ways that are not productive," Scott said, adding that it was in America's best interest to maintain its military presence in the region. "Okinawa and Japan are not just Asia-based issues but overlap and interact with the (Persian Gulf) and the Middle East, as well as sea lanes of command, communication and control," he said. And while the two nations urged China to take a more responsible role in regional stability and transparency in its military modernization, Scott said Japan boasts a dismal foreign policy record, citing last year's run-in between a Chinese fishing boat and Japan Coast Guard vessels trying to shoo it away from the Japan-controlled Senkaku Islands. "Japan's response to these collisions was weak in the extreme. . . . Japan certainly does not have the skill or will to engage in a proactive independent foreign policy in Asia," he said, criticizing the Foreign Ministry for failing to project a clear Japanese vision for the region. Sheila Smith, a senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, said that as the U.S.-Japan alliance heads into 2012, the political change in Northeast Asia — with China's increasing military clout and the North Korean nuclear threat — "will require us to remember the fluid regional context within which Japan must recover" in the wake of the March 11 disasters. "Our relationship can also have a tremendous impact on the success or failure of Asia's effort to build strong and predictable frameworks for security, especially maritime security," she said. The earthquake, tsunami and nuclear disaster that ravaged the country's northeast has burdened the nation with an estimated ¥25 trillion in damages — the most expensive natural disaster in history. Smith said she believed the U.S.-Japan bilateral agenda expanded in the wake of the March 11 disasters, and said the two nations should work closely on the nuclear crisis in Fukushima, and do everything — both at the government and nongovernment level — to help Japan recover. The U.S. military mounted a massive relief campaign in the wake of the March 11 earthquake called Operation Tomodachi, which was received with open arms in Japan. "Despite the political standoff in Nagata-cho, Japan's businesses and local communities, NGOs and households have shown tremendous energy and determination to overcome the difficulties. Governance at the national level must keep pace, and the U.S. can help where capacities are most needed," she said. Gist of bilateral security statement KYODO Washington — Following are highlights of the joint statement issued Tuesday after security talks between the Japanese and U.S. defense and foreign ministers. On common strategic objectives, Japan and the United States: • Urge China to play a responsible and constructive role in regional stability and to adhere to international norms of behavior. • Agree to deter North Korea's provocations and seek the verifiable denuclearization of the North, including its uranium enrichment program. • Strengthen trilateral security and defense cooperation with Australia and South Korea. • Maintain safety and security of the maritime domain by defending the principle of freedom of navigation. • Promote the highest level of safety of civil nuclear programs, and enhance the capability to address nuclear incidents. On the relocation of the Futenma air base, Japan and the United States: • Agree to build two runways in a V formation in a coastal area of Okinawa Prefecture. • Drop the earlier agreed deadline of 2014 for completing the relocation, while vowing to finish the project at the earliest possible date after 2014.
	


Relations Low

US-Japan Alliance at odds because of Okinawa

McCormack 10, -Professor of Pacific and Asian history (9/10/2010, Gavan, Political Science Complete “The US-Japan ‘Alliance’, Okinawa, and Three Looming Elections” http://www.japanfocus.org/-gavan-mccormack/3407, Manchester)
Hatoyama's resignation followed the most sustained and intense spell of abuse and intimidation to which any major US ally in modern times has been subject. It was a mark of his shame at having failed his promise and at having betrayed the hopes and expectations of Okinawans in particular. His successor, Kan Naoto, made sure to promptly telephone US President Obama to assure him that he would stick to Hatoyama's promise, i.e., that the pledges of submission dating back to 1996 would indeed be honored. He made the call even before formally assuming office, and in his introductory policy speech to the Diet he pledged, as had Hatoyama before him, the "steady deepening of the alliance relationship."

Like Hatoyama, however, just three months into his government Kan finds that the deepening process is not so easy. There is no prospect in the months ahead, certainly up till the projected Obama visit to Japan for the November APEC leaders meeting, of any "50th Anniversary agreement on a bilateral statement on the way towards that "deepening" of the alliance. Instead, the US-Japan relationship steadily spirals back into the swamp of recrimination that marked the Hatoyama era. What neither government can accept, though it becomes increasingly clear, is that no Futenma Replacement Facility will ever be built in Okinawa.

By August both sides, while maintaining the facade of proceeding towards implementation, were stepping back from the agreement, each blaming the other. They agreed, however, to hold fire till the end of November. By then, Okinawa would have chosen a new Governor. That decision weighed so heavily on them that they could only postpone further attempts to resolve base matters till the result was known.

Agreement follows agreement, postponement follows postponement, in a pattern that has continued for 14 years. Neither side could admit that Okinawa's resistance constitutes a brick wall they could neither ignore nor breach. The failure of the two governments over so many years to solve their "Okinawa problem" left both frustrated and increasingly at odds with each other. As the Kan government struggled vainly to find a way forward, the same "magma" of resentment that was constantly threatening to burst its Okinawan banks seemed to be affecting the US-Japan relationship. The two governments contested each other's interpretation of the agreements, breaching one or other section of them. What was "deepening," in fact, was disagreement

Currency Wars Threaten Relations

Grey 10 ( Barry Gray, September 18 2010, “ Economic crisis threatens to unleash global currency wars”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/sep2010/curr-s18.shtml, Manchester) 

The eruption of currency exchange conflicts is bound up with mounting signs that the global economic crisis is systemic, rather than merely conjunctural, and growing fears that a genuine recovery is not in the offing. The European sovereign debt crisis and the weakening of US economic growth have led governments around the world to seek to secure a greater share of export markets. Under conditions of slowing growth and stagnant markets, this inevitably heightens trade conflicts between competing capitalist nations. In particular, the US and the European Union, spearheaded by the export power Germany, have aggressively pursued a cheap currency policy in order to gain a trade advantage against their rivals. Of the major economic powers, Japan has suffered the greatest damage from these policies, as investors and speculators have shifted from dollar- and euro-denominated investments to the yen, driving up the currency's exchange rate. This has embittered relations between Japan and both the US and the EU. Japan has also denounced China for artificially keeping its currency low while bidding up the yen by increasing its purchases of Japanese government securities. Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan ordered the selloff of yen one day after he survived a bid by rival Democratic Party of Japan leader Ichiro Ozawa to unseat him. The markets were taken by surprise, thinking that the defeat of Ozawa, who had called for stronger action to halt the appreciation of the yen, lessened the likelihood of an intervention. The Japanese currency had hit a series of 15-year highs versus the dollar. By late Wednesday, the yen had dropped nearly 3 percent in relation to the greenback. On Thursday, Kan warned that additional interventions were possible, pledging to take "resolute action" to further reduce the value of the yen. Japan is the first of the old-line economic powers to intervene in currency markets in response to the global crisis, but the practice is more general and it is spreading. South Korea, Thailand and Singapore have all seen their currencies rise some 30 percent versus the Chinese renminbi. They and Taiwan have been active in currency markets, purchasing dollars to slow the rise of their currencies. 

I/L Link Turn - Cooperation Hurts Relations

Cooperation hurts relations – PAR model proves

Crow 92 (Stanley Jr, Captain, USAF, Masters in international studies, AEROSPACECOLLABORATION Theories and Case Studies From the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Korean Experience: Implications for Theater Missile Defense, p.dtic 6/26/11 K. Harris)

The application of the PAR model to this case differs slightly in that it did not progress to the point of involving private companies on the U.S. side, meaning that only state-level issues need be analyzed. As was the case in the discussion of the F-2, the difference in capabilities between the two states will be characterized as "small." This is supported not only by the facts regarding general technological development cited previously, but also in the actions of the U.S. government in terminating the Space Agreement in 1984 on the grounds that Japan was becoming a potential technical competitor. The issues can be represented in the PAR categories as shown in Table 8. In this table, only the welfare benefit of providing increased ties in the bilateral relationship would have been served by a collaborative effort. Each of the positional goals directly conflicts with an opposite goal of the other party. This clearly illustrates why collaboration on this project was not likely to succeed -- Japan's sole intent was to improve its capability vis-a-vis the U.S. which is precisely what the U.S. sought to prevent. Yet while the PAR framework was useful as a tool for laying out these issues, the actual outcome of the positional analysis contradicts the theory. According to the model, the weaker side will always have an incentive to collaborate since it can thereby gain in relative strength. Yet in this case, the Japanese avoided collaboration because doing so would place unwanted constraints on their use of the acquired technologies, an outcome not foreseen in the model. The final issue is the last item, the Super 301 provision. Unlike the type of . agreements the PAR model indicates can promote collaboration through reducing sensitivity to positional issues, the Super 301 directly aggravated such tensions. This provision, contained in the 1988 revision to the Omnibus Export Act, authorized the U.S. to target unfair trading practices of foreign countries for retaliatory measures. In 1990 the U.S. applied this provision to government procurement of satellite launch services, demanding that they be subjected to competitive bidding and awarded on a cost basis. 123 One effect of this measure was to force Japan to pull a number of satellites from the manifest for future H-2 launches and instead open them up to bids from other launch providers. 124 Far from promoting a sense of shared objectives, this served to highlight the competitive relationship between the two countries. So for the H-2 / LE-7 engine project, the PAR model appears to have satisfactorily predicted the observed outcome of no collaboration.

Cooperative efforts between the US and Japan kill relations – Fundamental differences between private sectors.

Crow 92 (Stanley Jr, Captain, USAF, Masters in international studies, AEROSPACECOLLABORATION Theories and Case Studies From the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Korean Experience: Implications for Theater Missile Defense, p.dtic 6/26/11 K. Harris)

The first step in laying out the theoretical model for this analysis is to make explicit a distinction that heretofore has been used implicitly: that the interests of states differ from those of firms; while the two may in some cases be harmonized, in others they may be contradictory. Denis Simon describes the two-tiered nature of this issue in the introduction to his book on collaboration: "There is a major gap between private sector perspectives regarding transborder collaboration and strategic alliances and those within the public sector." He then argues that it is necessary to differentiate among three levels of analysis. The first being the "system level" which corresponds to the general trends in the international political economy described above. The other two levels are: The nation-state level -- where traditional notions of national security and domestic welfare still hold a great deal of weight, even as they are being challenged by both external and internal forces... The finn level -- where the drive for markets and enhanced mobility are leading companies to reject many of the limits artificially imposed by national boundaries.r' This necessitates using an analytical approach which perceives the system of international collaboration as comprising a two-level game, played simultaneously by actors at each level and according to their own motives. The final assessment of any given collaborative undertaking will therefore be a composite analysis that considers both national and corporate interests while accounting for the contradictory drives to manage risk and cost while at the same time retaining critical information.

Squo Solves

Squo US-India cooperation in space solves better than US-Japan cooperation, more advanced technology, military capabilities, and cooperation with Russia all prove.

Jaramillo 10 (Cesar, managing editor of the Governance Group for the Space Security Index, 8/?/10, 2010 spacesecurity.org, "Space Security 2010," page. 133, http://swfound.org/media/29039/space%20security%20index%202010%20full%20report.pdf, MM)

India has one of the oldest and largest space programs in the world, which has developed a range of indigenous dual-use capabilities. Space launch has been the driving force behind the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO). It successfully launched its Satellite Launch Vehicle to LEO in 1980, followed by the Augmented Satellite Launch Vehicle in 1994, the Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle in 1994, and the Geostationary Satellite Launch Vehicle in 2004. During this time ISRO developed a series of civilian Indian Remote Sensing satellites and, as of July 2010, maintains 10 satellites that provide imagery for the Indian military.150 The Cartosat-series remote sensing satellites, of which the latest (Cartosat-2B) was launched in 2010, are generally considered to be dual-use in nature, although organizations such as the Union of Concerned Scientists have classified the primary users of Cartosat-2A as military.151 Referring to Cartosat-2, Secretary of the Department of Space and Chairman of ISRO G. Madhavan Nair has explained that “we don't put a restriction on anybody using it,”152 confirming beliefs that India’s civil space program is available for military use. ISRO has also developed a Radar Imaging Satellite using synthetic aperture radar that will be able to take 3-m resolution images in all-terrain, all-weather, day/night conditions – a significant dual-use capability.153 The satellite, built with Israeli assistance and equipped with all-weather vision capabilities, was successfully launched in April 2009.154 The Indian National Satellite System155 is one of the most extensive domestic satellite communications networks in Asia. India uses its Metsat-1 satellite for meteorology. To enhance its use of US GPS, the country is developing GAGAN, the Indian Satellite-Based Augmentation System, which will be followed by the Indian Regional Navigation Satellite System (IRNSS) to provide an independent satellite navigation capability, which is expected to be made up of seven navigation satellites by 2012.156 In 2007 India signed an agreement with Russia to jointly use its GLONASS navigation system.157 Although these are civilian developed and -controlled technologies, they are used by the Indian military for dual-purpose applications.158 In 2008 the US-India civilian nuclear cooperation agreement was approved. By ending longstanding sanctions it could allow for greater cooperation between ISRO and the military.159

Alt Cause – Futenma Relocation

Alt cause – the Futenma issue kills relations and relocation has been delayed indefinitely

Wan 6/21 (William, diplomatic correspondent and staff writer for the Washington Post, “Okinawa Marine base move to be delayed”, June 21st, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/national-security/okinawa-marine-base-move-to-be-delayed/2011/06/21/AGZ4vteH_story.html // Vish)

The United States and Japan said Tuesday that they would stick to a plan to relocate a Marine Corps base on Okinawa but would delay the move because of financial and political hurdles. The Futenma air base has long been an irritant in the U.S.-Japan relationship. Leaders on both sides view it as an essential deterrent in the region, especially in the face of an increasingly powerful and assertive Chinese military. But many on the Japanese island resent having an American base in a crowded urban area and question whether Futenma is still needed. The decision to delay the base relocation from its 2014 deadline was announced after a meeting in Washington involving Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and their counterparts from Japan. At a news conference afterward, the participants said they discussed the base, as well as North Korea’s nuclear program, the fighting in Afghanistan and plans to share missile technology. Both sides affirmed their support for moving Futenma, but the timeline was left uncertain.

Kan won’t come to a decision about the Futenma issue – there’s no way to satisfy the Okinawans and the Americans

Bandow 10 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Ronald Reagan, “Get Out of Japan”, 6/18/2010, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11928 // Vish)

Washington's victory appeared to be complete. The Japanese government succumbed to U.S. demands. A new, more pliant prime minister took over. The Japanese nation again acknowledged its humiliating dependency on America. Yet the win may prove hollow. Although Hatoyama's replacement, Prime Minister Naoto Kan, gives lip service to the plan to relocate the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma within Okinawa, the move may never occur. There's a reason Tokyo has essentially kicked the can down the road since 1996. Some 90,000 people, roughly one-tenth of Okinawa's population, turned out for a protest rally in April. With no way to satisfy both Okinawans and Americans, the Kan government may decide to follow its predecessors and kick the can for a few more years. Moreover, there is talk of activists mounting a campaign of civil disobedience. Public frustration is high: in mid-May, a human chain of 17,000 surrounded Futenma. Local government officials oppose the relocation plan and would hesitate to use force against protestors. Naoto Kan could find himself following his predecessor into retirement if he forcibly intervened. Even a small number of demonstrators would embarrass U.S. and Japanese officials alike.

Relocation won’t happen until 2021 – multiple warrants

Montvel-Cohen 5/30 (Sharla Torre, Publisher and Editor-in-Chief at Guam Buildup News, “Obama, Kan Pursue ‘Solid Footing’: Runway Design For Futenma Marine Base Replacement Selected”, http://guambuildupnews.com/Buildup-News-Politics/Obama-Kan-Pursue-Solid-Footing-Runway-Design-for-Futenma-Marine-Base-Replacement-Selected.html // Vish)

The two countries are expected to reaffirm the relocation plan for the Marine base while agreeing to postpone the now impractical 2014 deadline for completing it at next month's Two-Plus-Two meeting. A more likely target date may be beyond 2021, according to a Marine planning document obtained by GuamBuildupNews.com. In the document dated March 24, U.S. Marine Corps Pacific Division policy director Bryan Wood notes that the latest 2021 completion date for the new facility "will likely slide" again. Delays are expected during landfill permitting, the document states, which may take one to two years. Construction issues may also contribute to delays, which are set to include the demolition of up to 94 percent of existing structures in the Henoko's Oura Bay area. Tokyo and Washington's recent decisions on the new airstrip design move the diplomatic process forward so that more specific and detailed planning can take place. However, Mr. Wood told GuamBuildupNews.com in an April interview, the next step is "when they start approving the landfill -- that's forward progress. This will drive the timeline."

Kan’s not going to make a decision on Futenma – his government has just procrastinated over the issue

Yomiuri Shimbun 6/25 (Japanese Newspaper, “Enough procrastination: Govt must act on Futenma”, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/T110624005018.htm // Vish)

Is Kan serious about relocation? Kan, however, did not discuss the issue with the Okinawa prefectural governor. Does he actually have any intention of dealing seriously with the Futenma issue? Since he assumed office, Kan has visited Okinawa Prefecture three times. On last year's observance marking the end of the Battle of Okinawa, Kan asked for Nakaima's cooperation with Futenma's relocation to the Henoko district. Nakaima, however, only said the situation in Okinawa Prefecture is "quite tough." At that time, Nakaima did not totally rule out the possibility of relocating the air station to Henoko. However, Kan simply stood by as Nakaima changed his stance to "relocation outside the prefecture." The characteristic of the Kan administration is again seen here: Raising grandiose targets and then procrastinating over them rather than making concrete efforts to achieve solutions. A full 15 years have passed since Japan and the United States agreed in April 1996 to return the land on which Futenma Air Station sits to the prefecture. More than 80 billion yen has been spent on economic promotion programs in the prefecture's northern area, including Nago, alone. This massive expenditure of public money and effort should not be allowed to come to nothing. The administration of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama sought in vain for ways to relocate the Futenma airfield outside of the prefecture, resulting in what has been referred to as a "loss of time," which Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa tried to explain away as "a cost entailed in democracy" due to the change of government. This is an incredible excuse. The current aggravation of the Futenma relocation issue may develop into a situation that can hardly be dismissed as a "loss of time." Such a serious mistake in government policy can hardly be justified simply by mentioning the change of government.

The United States and Japan cancelled their 2014 deadline for relocation – the base and its effects on the alliance are here to stay

McCurry 6/22 (Justin, correspondent for the Guardian, “Okinawa airbase row takes new twist as US and Japan delay relocation”, June 22nd, 2011, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/jun/22/okinawa-airbase-us-japan-delay-switch // Vish)

A major realignment of US military forces in east Asia is in disarray after Tokyo and Washington agreed to drop a 2014 deadline for the relocation of a marine corps airbase on the southern Japanese island of Okinawa. Under an agreement reached in 2006, Futenma base, which is in a heavily populated area, was to be moved to a coastal location further north, with 8,000 marines and their families being transferred to the US Pacific territory of Guam. But the plan has been shrouded in uncertainty amid local opposition to the construction of the new base and the failure to find an alternative location elsewhere in Japan. During security talks in Washington on Tuesday, the two sides said they hoped to complete the move "at the earliest possible date after 2014". "It is critical that we move forward with the relocation of Futenma and the construction of facilities in Guam for the US marines," the US defence secretary, Robert Gates, said. "Doing so will reduce the impact of our presence on local residents in Okinawa while allowing us to maintain capabilities critical to the alliance in Japan." Japanese officials said they would attempt to win local support for replacing Futenma with a new facility in Nago, on Okinawa's northern coast. Local leaders, however, want the base moved off the island altogether and voiced dismay that, despite the delay, the relocation plan remains intact. Okinawa's governor, Hirokazu Nakaima, accused the countries' leaders of "ignoring" local concerns about the risk of accidents, as well as pollution, crime and the burden of hosting about half of the 47,000 US troops based in Japan. "It is virtually impossible to deliver a relocation plan that can gain the acceptance of local people," he said. Susumu Inamine, the mayor of Nago, accused Tokyo and Washington of indulging in "unacceptable intimidation" by delaying, but not ditching, the original plan.

Japan won’t use space for security

Japan has no interest in using space for security purposes

Suzuki 7 (Dr. Kazuto, Associate Professor of International Political Economy at the Public Policy School, Hokkaido University, in Japan, “Space: Japan’s New Security Agenda”, October 2007, Research Institute for Peace and Security Policy Perspectives, http://www.rips.or.jp/english/publications/policy_perspectives/pdf/RPP05_suzuki.pdf // Vish)

In January 2007 when a Chinese missile destroyed an aging weather satellite, the Japanese government expressed its concern about the debris created by the ASAT (anti-satellite) test. The government understood that this was a science and technology mission rather than a military test.1 In its white paper, Defense of Japan 2007, the Ministry of Defense then referred to it as another example of China’s lack of transparency.2 Japanese reaction was thus quite moderate, compared to the United States’ reaction to the test, which was much stronger.3 The United States called the test a threat to its national security. Japan’s interest in protecting space system is different from that of the United States. The U.S. military relies heavily on space for information gathering, communication, and navigation. Japan has restricted itself from using space for its security needs. Being the world’s second largest economy, the world’s second largest spender on the civilian use of space, and the world’s third largest spender on defense, Japan possesses technological and industrial capability to use space for its national security. Thus many non-Japanese space experts may wonder why it has not done so, if only for nonaggressive purposes. The main reason for Japan’s reticence is its pacifist constitution, which is interpreted to prohibit using space for security purposes. In 1969, the Japanese parliament, the Diet, passed a resolution “Concerning the Principle of the Development and Utilization of Space,” popularly known as “the exclusively peaceful purposes resolution.” It stipulates that Japan’s space programs may be conducted by the civilian sector, not the defense sector, and only for the research and development of new technology for exclusively peaceful purposes.4 The principle of “exclusively peaceful purposes” is not new, as it appears in the Outer Space Treaty5 and the ESA Convention.6 The Japanese application of this principle, however, is unique. While debating the resolution in the Diet in 1969, the Diet members argued that it should be applied to the development and use of space in the same way that nuclear technology had been. That is, nuclear technology and space have a dual use, as they can be developed simultaneously for both civilian and military purposes. In addition, because Japan’s Science and Technology Agency (STA) was in charge of both nuclear and space technology, the Diet felt that the development of space should be restricted as tightly as that of nuclear technology was. Ever since the horror of the nuclear holocausts in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the Japanese people have been skeptical of using nuclear technology even for peaceful purposes, and therefore the Diet stipulated that it be used only for civilian purposes and that the military not be involved administratively, financially, and politically in its development and operation.7 Accordingly, this notion of “exclusively peaceful purposes” was applied to space as well. Based on the interpretation of the Diet resolution, all of Japan’s operations in space have been conducted for scientific and technological purposes. The strategic goal of Japan’s space policy thus has been to “catch up” with the technology of other advanced countries such as the United States and European nations. Thus the goal of most of Japan’s space programs, even that of those for communication, broadcasting, and meteorology, has been technological excellence. For many politicians, space was the “necktie of advanced countries,”8 suggesting that Japanese space policy should aim at gaining national prestige.

Alt Cause to Relations

Other issues are key to the Alliance

CRS 08 (Congressional Research Service, January 10 2008, “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests”,  www.hsdl.org/?view&doc=87624&coll=limited, PDF, Manchester)

The dynamic security landscape and the range of U.S. interests in East Asia demand that policymakers carefully consider their priorities as the U.S.-Japan alliance evolves. Below is a range of options, many of them non-exclusive, that U.S. policymakers could pursue to protect American security interests in the Asia-Pacific. Press Japan to Strengthen its Military Some military strategists see Japan’s well-funded military as a key asset in managing or hedging against a rising China. These advocates argue that Japan’s development into a more assertive military force could counter China’s ongoing military modernization. Key assets that may counter Chinese military modernization include enhanced missile defense, maritime surveillance, and anti-submarine warfare capabilities. If U.S. planners felt the threat from China intensify, U.S. officials could push Japan to move forward further by exceeding the 1% threshold in defense spending, stepping up training to respond to possible conflicts with China, and developing nuclear weapons. Critics of this policy point out the potential for inadvertent conflict through a classic security dilemma scenario: if China feels acutely threatened by Japanese advancements, political tension could escalate into armed conflict in a moment of crisis. Reduce the U.S. Military Presence in Japan Some analysts argue that the Cold War formula for the U.S.-Japan alliance is outdated and that the forward presence of 53,000 U.S. troops is an unnecessary burden to the U.S. military. They assert that Japan has the resources to develop into a more autonomous defense force and could cooperate with the U.S. military in areas of mutual concern on a more limited, “normal” country-to-country basis. Further, advocates argue that the eventual withdrawal of U.S. forces from Japanese soil could cement a more durable strategic partnership than the current configuration.31 Opponents of this strategy argue that the large-scale U.S. military presence is necessary in a region with simmering tension and the rise of China, a power that may challenge U.S. hegemony in Asia. Some military experts argue that reducing the number of Marines stationed in Japan, while maintaining air and sea assets, could reduce some of the burden on local communities and still maintain a strong U.S. deterrence in the region.  Encourage SDF to Focus on Humanitarian and Peace Operations To deflect regional concerns that Japan is remilitarizing, the SDF could focus its activities largely on humanitarian and reconstruction activities. Japan already has participated in several international peace-keeping missions, as well as contributed to disaster relief efforts. U.N. endorsement of humanitarian operations makes SDF dispatches more palatable for both the Japanese public and other nations. Japanese policymakers drew upon U.N. resolutions to justify Japan’s participation in operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. The United States could encourage such participation by offering specific training for SDF troops; for example, Japanese defense officials have expressed interest in learning more about disaster relief from the U.S. military. Utilizing non-military assets, such as the Coast Guard instead of the MSDF, could reduce the concern about Japan exceeding its self-defense framework. Washington could also benefit from the presence of Japanese troops in areas where U.S. troops are not welcome; the 2006 Pew Global Attitudes Project showed that Japan was one of the world’s most favorably-viewed states as the U.S. image worldwide slipped.32 To encourage Japan to play a more active role in international operations, the United States could advance its support for Japan’s bid to become a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council (UNSC). Although the Bush Administration has backed Japan, it did not support the so called “G-4 proposal,” which would grant a non-veto UNSC membership to Germany, India, and Brazil. China, a permanent member of the UNSC, and South Korea have voiced opposition to Japan’s bid: the United States would likely need to extend strong diplomatic pressure to secure sufficient support. Several Members of Congress have also spoken out in favor of Japan’s bid. Japan pays more than 20% of the U.N. regular budget, the second-largest contribution. Develop Multilateral Defense Cooperation For more traditional military operations and training, particularly in East Asia, the development of multilateral cooperation among the United States, Japan, and other regional allies may help assuage concerns about Japan’s growing capabilities.33 If historical and political tension can be overcome, security cooperation with the South Korean military may be particularly productive given the two countries geographical proximity, common security concerns, and shared democratic values. Some analysts have suggested reviving the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group (TCOG),34 established in 1998 by Defense Secretary William Perry, to draw South Korea and  Japan into dialogue on mutual issues of concern.35 Other U.S. defense partners in the region — Australia, Thailand, Singapore, the Philippines, and, potentially, India — may also be interested in developing security ties with Japan if the United States provides cooperative frameworks. Multilateral exercises, such as the annual Cobra Gold exercise in Thailand, provide a possible arena for SDF forces to become more integrated into regional defense cooperation. Some have suggested that military engagement with China could help ease regional tensions.36 Admiral Timothy Keating, commander of U.S. forces in Asia and the Pacific, has been a proponent of renewed U.S. military ties with Beijing, with a particular focus on joint exercises in humanitarian operations. After a long hiatus because of political tensions among the capitals, in 2007 Japan and China resumed military-to-military ties with meetings of defense ministers and a Chinese naval port visit, the first since World War II. Create a Northeast Asia Security Forum The February 2007 Six-Party Talks agreement includes the establishment of a working group to create a Northeast Asia peace and security mechanism. Although the six parties have focused most attention on the disarmament provisions of the agreement, analysts say that such a forum could resolve outstanding territorial concerns, establish cooperation in fields like energy security, and ease the distrust that has characterized post-World War II relations. U.S. leadership would likely be crucial to forming such a mechanism. Some experts argue that such a regional organization could allow Japan to follow the example of Germany’s reintegration into Europe.37 To China, American leadership of a NATO-like organization in East Asia could help the United States regain its reputation as the “cork in the bottle” that prevents Asian hostilities from flaring up, as opposed to a view within some circles in Beijing that the United States is helping Japan to remilitarize. 
Okinawa issue outweighs space concerns

Pennington 11 (Matthew Pennington, June 21 2011, AP writer, “US, Japan agree to delay Marine base relocation”, http://www.newstimes.com/news/article/US-Japan-agree-to-delay-Marine-base-relocation-1433292.php, Manchester)

WASHINGTON (AP) — The U.S. and Japan said Tuesday they would press ahead with the costly relocation a U.S. Marine air station in Japan but pushed back the deadline amid opposition to the plans in both countries. The delay in the relocation of Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on the southern island of Okinawa had been widely anticipated. Japan's government has failed to win the requisite assent of residents there, although the plans aim to reduce the U.S. military footprint on the island that hosts more than half of the 47,000 American troops in Japan. A joint statement said the relocation would be completed at the "earliest possible date" after 2014, the original deadline. The announcement was made after security talks between Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates with Japanese Foreign Minister Takeaki Matsumoto and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa that also touched on North Korea's nuclear program, Afghanistan and the sharing of missile defense technology. The meeting reaffirmed the close ties between staunch allies but also highlighted an issue that complicated their relationship. Kitazawa described opinions on Okinawa over the air station relocation as "very harsh." He told a joint news conference the Japanese government would make its best efforts to gain the understanding of the Okinawa governor and residents, many of whom resent the presence of U.S. forces because of pollution, noise and crime associated with military bases. Gates urged Japan to move quickly. Referring to the demands of an influential group of U.S. senators who have moved to freeze U.S. funding for the relocation, Gates said that reflected "impatience with the lack of progress." He said he had emphasized to Japan the importance of concrete progress over the next year. The two sides confirmed plans, spelled out in 2006 agreement, for Marine air operations to be shifted to a less crowded part of Okinawa, where a new airfield would be built. Some 8,000 Marines would also be shifted to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. They also confirmed their commitment to fund it. Japan is to foot much of the multibillion-dollar bill. 

Okinawa issue is destroying the Alliance

Chaffin 10 (Greg Chaffin, October 5 2010, institute for policy studies writer, “Okinawa and the Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance”,  http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/okinawa_and_the_changing_us-japan_alliance, Manchester)

For the past 60 years, the Japanese have relied on the U.S. military to underwrite their national security, thus allowing them to pursue a pragmatic strategy of economic development as the core of their domestic and foreign policy. This strategy has achieved mixed results. While Japan has made gains through international economic engagement, many in the Japanese government now view such a strategy as limiting Japanese influence. As a result, they advocate a grand strategy of “comprehensive security” that relies on three equal pillars of military security, economic diplomacy, and multilateral engagement. Already, the Japanese government has systematically eroded the institutional obstructions, legal restrictions and social taboos that have constrained military enhancement. This shift in strategy to establish a more muscular Japan would also require a restructuring of the US-Japan security alliance. Over the last six decades, Japan has succeeded in rebuilding a shattered nation thanks in no small part to the security guarantee and preferential trade policies offered by the United States. In return, the Japanese have given up sovereignty over U.S. military installations on Japan, while paying to maintain them. The United States has benefited from this arrangement as the bases on Japan have helped project American power into the Western Pacific. In addition to gaining ‘an unsinkable aircraft carrier’ in the Pacific, the United States has been able to maintain a forward military presence that is significantly cheaper because of Japanese contributions to base maintenance. Originally intended to help stem the spread of communism, and protect a strategic economic ally, the U.S. military presence in the Western Pacific has become an integral factor in sustaining U.S. global hegemony, particularly as a result of the increasing importance of East Asia to the global economy. But the underlying nature of the U.S.-Japan Security alliance is changing. There is growing debate in Japan over the utility of the alliance in its current form. This is the result of an increasingly capable Japan, which is attempting to tread a fine line to avoid both entrapment and abandonment. This debate over the future role of Japan in the alliance is largely informed by the policy preferences of Japanese political factions that seek to realize opposing visions of Japan on the international stage. One vision is of a broadly and thoroughly independent and capable Japan, while at the other end is a vision of Japan that is essentially a mercantile power that rejects military power. These are certainly not the only two preferences, but they are indicative of the intense domestic political debate occurring in Japan over the continued utility of the security alliance. The United States, too, is trying to adapt its alliance with Japan to a changing security environment, which includes the rise of China. Although the clash between Washington and Tokyo over U.S. military bases on Okinawa has been officially treated as a relatively minor dispute, it has laid bare very serious underlying problems that will continue to plague the alliance. The United States expects greater Japanese engagement and cost-sharing to ensure regional security. To maintain regional stability, Japan must either become more engaged (requiring increases in military spending, and the political and social will to change existing laws and norms) or the alliance must remain asymmetric. Both of these alternatives face perhaps insurmountable obstacles in the local opposition to base expansion and the financial realities facing Japan and the United States. 

BMD puts a huge dent in Japanese economy, this is straining relations

Cronin 02 (Richard P. Cronin, March 19 2002, Specialist in Asian Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, , “Japan-US Cooperation on Ballistic Missile Defense: Issues and Prospects”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf, Manchester)

Acquisition of a BMD capability would present a major a financial challenge to today’s Japan, which is struggling with a faltering economy and proportionately the largest public fiscal debt in the industrialized world. Although climbing for most of the 1990s, Japan’smilitary budgets began leveling off around 1998. The share of the research and development budget has been shrinking in relation to the procurement budget. BMD procurement would have to compete for funds with the planned procurement of such systems as F-2 fighter aircraft, air-refueling tankers, two new AEGIS destroyers (which could serve as platforms for an eventual BMD system), a replacement for Japan’s fleet of PC-3 maritime reconnaissance aircraft, and information gathering satellites. The costs of Japan’s participation in research and development related to four parts of the Standard-3 interceptor missile are relatively small, but acquisition of a BMD capability would unquestionably present the Koizumi government and the JDA and Self-Defense Forces (SDF)withmajor defense budget decisions. In both FY2001 and FY2002, the Japanese government allowed less than a 1% increase in defense spending. Japan’s prolonged economic slump has seriously limited new arms acquisitions. Some analysts estimate that it could cost Japan as much as $50 billion over a number of years to develop and deploy a robust ballistic missile defense. Considering that Japan’s FY2001 budget for procurement for military hardware only totaled ¥ 767 billion (about $7.1 billion at then prevailing exchange rates), and that the entire budget was less than $40 billion, the JDA likelywill face extremely difficult choices in deciding between BMD and other weapons system modernization programs. Japanese officials say that the current Five-YearDefenseOutline that began with FY2001 has sufficient funding for currently planned procurement programs only. Because the five-year plan traditionally does not allow for major revisions, Japanese officials indicate that a procurement decision could not take place until about FY2006. 
Lie Perm

Gates will prevent Leaks 
Clark ‘9-(Colin Clark, 2009 May 6, DoD Buzz, Online Defense and Acquisition Journal, Gates’ gag too tight, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/05/06/gates-gag-too-tight/) JB
Congressional aides have been complaining for several weeks that they are having trouble reacting to Defense Secretary Robert Gates’ budget proposals because they can’t get data or analysis from the Pentagon with which to counter Gates.

It’s clearly ticked off some of their bosses, as evidenced by a letter released this afternoon, citing concerns about Gates’ “gag order” forbidding officials from discussing the budget or any of its details.

A group of 11 House lawmakers told Gates they are  “concerned that 1) this agreement is not strictly limited to predecisional discussions, and 2) that Congress may be excluded from oversight and engagement due to the restrictions put in place by this agreement.” According to the accompanying press release, the members said “the new restrictions will severely and unnecessarily limit Congress in its Constitutional duties.” 

While reporters have always chafed against the Alice in Wonderland Pentagon policy that officials are barred from discussing anything labeled “pre-decisional,” lawmakers have had a much easier time getting data and analysis from Pentagon supporters, people who want to ensure their program’s own survival and Pentagon officials eager to curry favor with the Hill for whatever purpose. But Gates has succeeded in cutting of that information flow for the first time in the 12 years I’ve covered defense.

Rep. Randy Forbes, lead author of the letter, said that Gates “is essentially preventing Members of Congress from asking the questions necessary to ensure our soldiers are equipped to do their jobs, and is prohibiting media and public awareness on important defense issues.”

Forbes, top GOP member of the House Armed Services readiness subcommittee, noted that the Army recently refused to testify before Congress about the Future Combat System, saying any discussions would involve budget decisions and senior Army officials couldn’t discuss them because they had signed Gates’ non-disclosure agreements.

Forbes stuck a stick in the administration’s side, noting that the gag order and classification of Navy readiness reports “are direct contradictions to an Administration that has prided itself on transparency. Especially in these economic times when every defense dollar should be used on the most important priorities, the budget process should be as transparent as possible.”

Of course, Gates probably smiled as he read Forbes’ letter, hearing from the Hill that his restrictions are having exactly the kind of effect he hoped they would

No leaks, the crackdown on the drake case proves

Shane 10 (Scott Shane, June 11 2010, writer for the NYT, “Obama Takes a Hard Line Against Leaks to Press”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/12/us/politics/12leak.html, Manchester) 

He took his concerns everywhere inside the secret world: to his bosses, to the agency’s inspector general, to the Defense Department’s inspector general and to the Congressional intelligence committees. But he felt his message was not getting through. So he contacted a reporter for The Baltimore Sun. Today, because of that decision, Mr. Drake, 53, a veteran intelligence bureaucrat who collected early computers, faces years in prison on 10 felony charges involving the mishandling of classified information and obstruction of justice. The indictment of Mr. Drake was the latest evidence that the Obama administration is proving more aggressive than the Bush administration in seeking to punish unauthorized leaks. In 17 months in office, President Obama has already outdone every previous president in pursuing leak prosecutions. His administration has taken actions that might have provoked sharp political criticism for his predecessor, George W. Bush, who was often in public fights with the press. Mr. Drake was charged in April; in May, an F.B.I. translator was sentenced to 20 months in prison for providing classified documents to a blogger; this week, the Pentagon confirmed the arrest of a 22-year-old Army intelligence analyst suspected of passing a classified video of an American military helicopter shooting Baghdad civilians to the Web site Wikileaks.org. 

Delays

Consultation with Japan would create massive delays 

Baker 92- chief of staff to President Ronald Reagan senator in Tennessee, (Spring 1992, Howard H. “Rescuing the US-Japan Alliance”, Vol. 71 Iss. 2, http://www.jstor.org/pss/20045127) JB
The Japanese political process makes creative policymaking difficult and rapid decisions impossible. What counts at the highest level is not issues or leadership, but money from interest groups and deals between factions. The socialists and the communists, who have no real chance of governing, seek opportunities to embarrass the government whenever they can. To break the frequent deadlocks, Japanese policymakers are forced to invoke foreign pressure. All this adds up to a glacial and seemingly grudging pattern of decision-making that undermines Japan in American eyes and tarnishes the value of the concession or contribution in question.

Short-term prospects for reform are not encouraging. Former Prime Minister Kaifu staked his political leadership on the need for reform. He lost. Prime Minister Miyazawa has put the whole issue aside. Yet over time developments external to the Liberal Democratic Party may force an improved electoral system and better regulation of "money politics." Prospects for reform depend, among other things, on whether the opposition parties can shed discredited ideologies and become more attractive to voters, whether new regulations will curtail political donations from corporations and banks, and whether public discontent can pry open the grip of the "iron triangle" of vested interests -- regulated and protected industry sectors and their counterparts in the bureaucracy and the Diet.

AT: Unilateral Action

Japan Doesn’t care about unilateral action, they’ve done what we want before

Britannica 95 ( Encyclopedia Britannica, 1995, “ International Trade”, http://www.uv.es/EBRIT/macro/macro_5003_25_77.html, Manchester)

 During the late 1970s, the U.S. dollar was threatened with a collapse. By the mid-1980s the opposite had occurred: the dollar had soared--rising about 80 percent. A number of forces contributed to this rise. One was U.S. fiscal policy: tax rates were cut sharply, and budgetary deficits ballooned. Large-scale government borrowing added to the demands on financial markets, leading to high interest rates. This encouraged foreign asset holders to buy U.S. bonds. To do so, they bought dollars, creating upward pressure on the exchange value of the dollar. In turn, the high dollar made it difficult for U.S. producers to compete on world markets. U.S. imports rose briskly; exports were relatively sluggish, and the U.S. trade deficit soared. Because of strong competition from imports, U.S. producers of automobiles, textiles, and a number of other products lobbied for protection. Under the threat of unilateral U.S. actions, the government of Japan was persuaded to impose "voluntary" limits on exports of cars to the United States. There were concerns--both in the United States and in its trading partners--that the United States might adopt a much more protectionist policy because the high exchange value of the dollar was making it so difficult for U.S. producers to compete. 

Consult CP’s Bad

Consultation CPs are a Voting Issue – 

1) They fiat a moving targets- without a certain outcome it is impossible for us to actually generate offense against CP

2) Time frame fiat is illegitimate, justifies delay the plan until after X bill is passed, makes it impossible to win

3) Not predictable-there are an infinite number of actors that can be consulted-literally thousands of possible agencies the NEG could consult, makes debate impossible

