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TEXT: The United States federal government ought to enter into prior, binding consultation with the government of Japan on whether … ought to……with the possibility of minor modifications …

We’ll clarify.
It competes- excludes certainty of plan. “resolved” means “firm in purpose or intent; determined”- random house 6
Japan wants consultation with the US- they won’t say no 
Robert Sutter, (Prof., Asian Studies, Georgetown U.), THE UNITED STATES IN ASIA, 2009, 208.

Despite its fears of fading U.S. interest, Tokyo periodically bristles at the unequal nature of the alliance. Japan seeks a more reciprocal arrangement in which Washington engages in prior consultations on security matters of importance and in which the United States does not seek to dictate Japanese government policies or actions related to the alliance, giving Japan greater autonomy. It is likely that Bush administration efforts to establish such a reciprocal arrangement lessened this Japanese concern, but the outlook for a future U.S. government is unpredictable.
We have two net benefits
1. First is the alliance – genuine and binding consultation prior to implementation is key to alliance 
Mike Mochizuki, Senior Fellow @ Brookings Institute, 3/22/97 Brookings Review, lexis 
As the U.S.-Japan alliance becomes more reciprocal, the United States must genuinely consult Japan, not merely inform it of decisions already made. Although the two countries agreed to a prior consultations process when the 1960 bilateral security pact was signed, this mechanism has never been used. Because support for U.S. military operations beyond Japan would provoke such intense domestic controversy, Tokyo appeared to prefer not to be consulted. The Japanese government has applied such strict criteria for when Washington would have to consult with Tokyo that Washington has never had to get Japan's formal permission to use bases in Japan for military operations in Southeast Asia or the Middle East. The result has been, paradoxically, that pacifist Japan has given the United States freer rein on the use of overseas bases than America's European allies. Japan's abdication of its right to be consulted has fueled public distrust in Japan about bilateral defense cooperation. A healthier alliance demands prior consultation. As Japan musters the courage and will to say "yes" to collective defense and security missions, it should also gain the right to say "no" when it disagrees with U.S. policy. The U.S.-Japan alliance would then evolve toward something akin to America's strategic relationships with the major West European allies.
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2. The alliance prevents multiple nuclear wars
Richard L. Armitage Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)
Asia, in the throes of historic change, should carry major weight in the calculus of American political, security, economic, and other interests. Accounting for 53 percent of the world's population, 25 percent of the global economy, and nearly $600 billion annually in two-way trade with the United States, Asia is vital to American prosperity. Politically, from Japan and Australia, to the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Indonesia, countries across the region are demonstrating the universal appeal of democratic values. China is facing momentous social and economic changes, the consequences of which are not yet clear. Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture.

In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.

Scenario Two: Sino-Russian Relations

1. Strengthening the US-Japan alliance is critical to loosen Sino-Russian ties

Brookes, Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 8-15-2005 (Peter, “An Alarming Alliance: Sino Russian ties tightening” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed081505a.cfm, accessed: 8-15-2K5)

First, the Pentagon must make sure the forthcoming Quadrennial Defense Review balances U.S. forces to address both the unconventional terrorist threat and the big-power challenge represented by a Russia-China strategic partnership.  Second, the United States must continue to strengthen its relationship with its ally Japan to ensure a balance of power in Northeast Asia — and also encourage Tokyo to improve relations with Moscow in an effort to loosen Sino-Russian ties. 
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2. Sino-Russian relations trigger renewed Russian aggression

Menges, Sr. Fellow at the Hudson Institute, 2K5 (Constantine, “China: The Gathering Threat” pg. 426)

Of equal concern is the possible reemergence of an authoritarian dictatorship  in Russia under President Putin or a successor, whether ultranationalist or  Communist. Our in-depth analysis of President Putin has included insights into his  personal development, his work in the Soviet foreign intelligence service (KGB),  and his actions since assuming the presidency of Russia on January 1, 2000. Putin is  an intelligent, disciplined, and systematic leader, determined to assure that Russia  is, in his words, a "strong state," under a "dictatorship of law" and that Russia has a  major role in the world.' Putin declares his support for political democracy and  movement toward a market-oriented economy, but the evidence to date suggests  that Russia is gradually moving toward a more autocratic path. As Russia moved  toward dictatorship, Putin would attempt to maintain a Potemkin democracy for  the purpose of deceiving the major democracies, so that they would continue  providing needed economic support for Russia.  The ever-closer relationship between Russia and China strengthens the author itarian tendencies within Russia, thereby increasing the risk that it will become  more aggressive internationally. As the Chinese government develops relations with  the Putin government, the Chinese Communist Party has revived direct relations  with the Communist Party in Russia and also ties between the Chinese and Russian  parliaments. These multiple relationships, all coordinated from the Chinese side  through its Communist Party, provide many opportunities to cultivate allies in  Russia and to fan suspicion of the U.S. and of democracy. This is especially true of  China's ever-expanding and mutually profitable relationships with the Russian  military and its military production and research entities. 

3. This causes nuclear conflict

Cohen, Fellow @ Heritage, 1996 (Ariel, “The New Great Game” accessed 8-24-2K5, online: http://www.heritage.org/Research/RussiaandEurasia/BG1065.cfm)

Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia's transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $6 billion to date (equal to Russia's IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security.  As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia's neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf.15  Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afganistan will increase. The independence of pro-Western Georgia and Azerbaijan already has been undermined by pressures from the Russian armed forces and covert actions by the intelligence and security services, in addition to which Russian hegemony would make Western political and economic efforts to stave off Islamic militancy more difficult.  Eurasian oil resources are pivotal to economic development in the early 21st century. The supply of Middle Eastern oil would become precarious if Saudi Arabia became unstable, or if Iran or Iraq provoked another military conflict in the area. Eurasian oil is also key to the economic development of the southern NIS. Only with oil revenues can these countries sever their dependence on Moscow and develop modern market economies and free societies. Moreover, if these vast oil reserves were tapped and developed, tens of thousands of U.S. and Western jobs would be created. The U.S. should ensure free access to these reserves for the benefit of both Western and local economies. 

Japan will say yes- Support

Japan wants consultation with the US 

Robert Sutter, (Prof., Asian Studies, Georgetown U.), THE UNITED STATES IN ASIA, 2009, 208.

Despite its fears of fading U.S. interest, Tokyo periodically bristles at the unequal nature of the alliance. Japan seeks a more reciprocal arrangement in which Washington engages in prior consultations on security matters of importance and in which the United States does not seek to dictate Japanese government policies or actions related to the alliance, giving Japan greater autonomy. It is likely that Bush administration efforts to establish such a reciprocal arrangement lessened this Japanese concern, but the outlook for a future U.S. government is unpredictable.
Public opinion vastly supports plan, this outweighs. 

Fukuyama and Umebayashi, Special to The Japan Times, 8/25/09 Japan ready for 'no nukes'

Shingo Fukuyama is secretary general of the Japan Congress Against A- and H-Bombs (Gensuikin). Hiromichi Umebayashi is special adviser to Peace Depot, a nonprofit organization, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090825a1.html

Sixty-four years after the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the anti- nuclear sentiment in Japan remains strong. Over 1,400 local authorities (about 80 percent) have made nuclear-free pledges. These local authorities represent the spirit of nuclear abolition in Japanese society far better than the LDP-led central government.

If the Obama administration moves decisively to get rid of "the most dangerous legacy of the Cold War." the joy of the vast majority of the Japanese people will overwhelm the reservations of an unrepresentative clique in the Japanese bureaucratic system. So, Mr. Obama, act boldly. Grasp the opportunity that is before you. Japan is ready.

Japan will say yes to removal of Nuclear Weapons 

Japan supports decreasing US reliance on nuclear weapons, not perceived as undermining extended deterrence

Mike Mochizuki, Associate Professor of Poli Sci at GW, PhD from Harvard, July ‘07  Japan Tests the Nuclear Taboo, The nonproliferation review, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/213769_731200556_778790952.pdf

Some of Japan’s realist calculations rub up against its national identity as a nonnuclear weapon state and its commitment to the NPT and nuclear disarmament. But policymakers have tried to reconcile the seeming contradictions. For example, how can Japan insist on promoting nuclear disarmament and getting the CTBT to go into force when it relies on U.S. extended nuclear deterrence? Tokyo has certainly been irritated by Washington’s unwillingness to ratify the CTBT and its slowness to reduce its nuclear arsenal.48 But Japanese policymakers claim that this attitude does not necessarily contradict the critical role of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. They distinguish between setting complete nuclear disarmament as a long-term goal and taking the ‘‘concrete and practical steps leading to that goal.’’ Accordingly, while the international situation that might make ‘‘total elimination of nuclear weapons’’ feasible may seem unclear for the foreseeable future, steps can still be taken toward that goal now without undermining U.S. extended deterrence. Regarding the CTBT, Japanese policymakers stress that not having the treaty enter into force allows nuclear explosive tests to resume sooner or later. They question whether U.S. adherence to the CTBT would actually erode confidence in the technical reliability of U.S. nuclear weapons and therefore the deterrent effect they provide. They also point out that the CTBT has safeguards for addressing the reliability issue.49

Japan supports US reduction in role and size of nuclear arsenal and Obama guaranteed extended deterrence
Fukuyama and Umebayashi, Special to The Japan Times, 8/25/09 Japan ready for 'no nukes'

Shingo Fukuyama is secretary general of the Japan Congress Against A- and H-Bombs (Gensuikin). Hiromichi Umebayashi is special adviser to Peace Depot, a nonprofit organization, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090825a1.html
As the Obama administration contemplates major reductions to its nuclear arsenal, Japan's commitment to nuclear disarmament is being tested as never before. In his Prague speech on April 5, President Barack Obama said, "We will reduce the role of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy and urge others to do the same." He went on to say, "we will begin the work of reducing our arsenal." But in between these two landmark pledges he said, "as long as these weapons exist, we will maintain a safe, secure and effective arsenal to deter any adversary, and guarantee that defense to our allies." The goal that Obama articulated of "a world without nuclear weapons" was overwhelmingly supported by the Japanese public. Yet, the way the Japanese government views U.S. extended nuclear deterrence, otherwise referred to as the "nuclear umbrella," is turning out to be a key sticking point, which may end up blocking progress on nuclear disarmament.
Japan will say yes- TROOPS 

Japan wants consultation over removal of troops from bases 

Justyna Szczudlik-Tatar April 28, 2010,  Leader of the Polish international study, Lexis

Prime Minister of Japan Yukio Hatoyama announced on 29 March that the end-of-March deadline

for settling the issue of the Futenma US military base on Okinawa, which he had appointed himself,

would not be met. A new deadline has been set for the end of May. Not only does the matter require

consultation with the Americans but, given differences between the political parties forming the

Hatoyama Cabinet, it necessitates intra-coalition negotiations. Plans have been afoot to appoint

a Japanese-American working group to deal with negotiations on this issue. 
Japan will say yes- Alliance

Japan perceives the alliance as supreme- they won’t say no

Lincoln, Senior Fellow on Council of Foreign Rels, 2003 (Edward, “Japan: Using Power..” in Wash Qrtly http://www.twq.com/04winter/docs/04winter_lincoln.pdf)

Because the Japanese government has not pressed for a stronger voice in regional and global affairs, the soft power arising from its economic strength might appear to be illusory. Such a conclusion would be a mistake. The Japanese government has indeed been able to use nonmilitary means to influence its external environment and has done so quite successfully. Elements of this soft power have come from Japan's economic size and affluence, ownership of a massive amount of assets abroad, substantial direct investments abroad, and large amounts of foreign aid. These elements provided the government with financial resources to spend (or withhold) abroad to influence foreign governments. Had the Japanese government chosen to make a splash on the global scene, it could have done so. The timidity of the government's forays at the World Bank and other multilateral institutions a decade ago was not caused by the lack of leverage. The real cause was a lack of interest. The Japanese government has been relatively satisfied with the international status quo; the multilateral economic institutions (the World Bank and the IMF) have worked reasonably well for Japan, so why rock the boat? Therefore, the government was content to focus on the more immediate needs of the nation in ensuring peace and economic stability for the Japanese. That strategy has involved a deliberate choice to subordinate the nation to the United States on security policy and a major effort to keep Americans sufficiently satisfied with Japanese behavior as to eschew policies that would harm Japan's economic or security interests. Toward the rest of the world, the government has also pursued a policy of containing protectionist urges or other behavior damaging to Japanese economic interests, but always with an eye to U.S. reactions. 

Japan will say yes to maintain the alliance as long as they are considered – consultation solves

Yukio Okamoto, special adviser to the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, Spring ’02 president of Okamoto Associates Japan and the United States:  The Essential Alliance,The Washington Quarterly 25.2, 59-72, project muse
For Japan, the United States is the country's only ally. Japan concentrates all its attention on smoothing its relations with the United States, routinely making difficult political decisions to keep the alliance on an even keel. For the United States, however, Japan is one ally among many. Surrounded by so many supporters, the United States rarely feels pressured to make extraordinary sacrifices in order to preserve one particular relationship. Indeed, U.S. members of Congress and others have been unable to resist suggesting to allies that they copy one another's practices so that the United States can reap maximum benefit. 

In its relationship with the United States, Japan has craved respect. Treated with consideration, the Japanese government delivers on its promises. As former defense secretary Caspar Weinberger noted in his memoirs: I was surprised and pleased by the speed with which the Japanese agreed to share defense responsibilities with us, and add to their own defense capabilities. [The] agreement vindicated my view that we could make progress with the Japanese, if we approached them with the respect and dignity they deserve as a world power, and that defense was an issue we could discuss frankly with them as befits a true partnership. 2 
Japan will say yes- Structure  

Japan will say yes- structure exists the only problem is the asking 

Michael Auslin and Christopher Griffin, AEI's director of Japan Studies, was an associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University prior to joining AEI, March 08, http://www.aei.org/outlook/27611
After years of deteriorated ROK-Japanese relations, rapprochement under Lee and Fukuda will allow the United States to develop a common security agenda with its two most important allies in Asia. The first step toward coordinating the U.S.-ROK and U.S.-Japanese alliances will be the establishment of a sustained senior dialogue on security affairs. Such a dialogue would provide the guidance and imprimatur necessary for working-level officials to develop a broad agenda. Moreover, a relatively formal mechanism--centered perhaps on annual meetings--would be more self-sustaining than ad hoc negotiations on immediate issues.  Such a mechanism should be based upon the regular senior dialogue that already occurs between the United States and its Northeast Asian allies. The U.S.-ROK Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) is an annual arrangement between the U.S. secretary of defense, the ROK minister of national defense, and the chairmen of each nation's joint military staffs. Meanwhile, U.S.-Japanese security consultations are centered at the Security Consultative Committee (SCC), which is composed of the American secretaries of state and defense and their Japanese counterparts.  A prospective "Trilateral Security Committee" could link these two ongoing dialogues. Such a mechanism would allow the three countries' defense ministers to offer strategic direction and establish institutional priorities for their respective departments and ministries.  This proposed body would also distinguish itself from the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group (TCOG), an effort at trilateral cooperation on North Korea from 1999 to 2003. A major reason the TCOG dissolved was American disinterest in a body that required constant senior-level effort while providing diminishing returns.[13] The coordinating mechanism proposed here would avoid this pitfall by simultaneously upgrading and downgrading the level of dialogue: senior-level talks would occur less frequently than under TCOG, allowing good ideas and successful efforts to float up from the institutionalized working-level negotiations over time.  Indeed, perhaps the most important function of a Trilateral Security Committee would be to affirm and guide working-level negotiations among the three countries. Some of these talks are already occurring. For example, the U.S. Pacific Command's Policy and Planning Directorate coordinates talks with the military staffs in Tokyo and Seoul, and the three governments are investing in enhanced communications capabilities, such as video teleconferencing. The key challenge now is to imbue these efforts with purpose and structure. For a Trilateral Security Committee to carry out such a task, it must develop a common strategic vision among the three countries and coordinate the roles, missions, and capabilities that will carry the alliances into the future. 

Japan will say yes - empirically proven 
Japan will say yes to troop withdrawal- empirically proven 

Michael Auslin and Christopher Griffin, AEI's director of Japan Studies, was an associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University prior to joining AEI, March 08, http://www.aei.org/outlook/27611

In recent years, Washington's alliances with Seoul and Tokyo have each undergone significant change, creating gaps between goals and capabilities as we move our forces throughout Asia and as our security partners invest in their militaries. Although this process of transforming the alliances is an American priority, it has also revealed, yet again, how little South Korea and Japan trust one another and how difficult it is to maintain a united front without trilateral coordination.  Since 2003, the United States has been engaged in three major sets of force posture and capabilities reviews that affect Northeast Asia: the Global Posture Review (GPR), an effort to restructure the global deployment of American forces to better match the post-Cold War world; the Strategic Policy Initiative (SPI), a bilateral review with South Korea of the future of the alliance centered on the transfer of capabilities and command authority to Seoul, as well as the reduction and realignment of U.S. troops on the peninsula; and the Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI), a bilateral dialogue with Japan to develop a set of roles, missions, and capabilities between the two partners, as well as a realignment of U.S. forces there.[6]  Although carried out separately, these simultaneous reviews have served common, reciprocal goals: the United States aims to enhance burden sharing within each alliance, while both South Korea and Japan seek to reduce the impacts of American garrisons on their respective populations. For example, the United States agreed in a set of bilateral deals with Seoul and Tokyo in late 2005 to remove some twelve thousand soldiers from Korea and some eight thousand Marines from Japan over the next decade.[7] While the GPR has provided an overarching framework for American goals in these efforts, the absence of sustained, senior trilateral dialogue has prevented effective coordination.  This lack of coordination creates significant uncertainty for both South Korea and Japan about Asia's future strategic landscape. The assumption of greater "burden-sharing" in either Seoul or Tokyo ultimately involves attaining new capabilities: Seoul is undertaking a fundamental modernization of its military by 2020, while Japanese politicians have worked since 2001 to dismantle the array of restrictions on Japanese defense policy, including the possible revision of Japan's war-renouncing constitution.[8] Although American policymakers welcome these growing capabilities in South Korea and Japan, their counterparts in Seoul and Tokyo are observing each other's military development warily.[9]  While our two allies upgrade their capabilities, the United States has begun reducing its military presence in each country. Although this is popular in Korea and Japan, it also diminishes the ability of the alliances to balance American power directly against regional threats and reassure allied policymakers that U.S. troops are a tripwire for American commitment. The Pentagon is transferring new weapons systems to Guam in an effort to maintain the regional balance, but it is still engaged in a balancing act in which American credibility is on the line. If South Korea or Japan loses faith in American alliance commitments, it is difficult to predict how either would respond.  The net result is that while the United States has achieved its immediate goals in the GPR-SPI-DPRI process, ongoing antagonism between Seoul and Tokyo threatens the long-term health of both alliances. A specter of this danger was seen after North Korea's July 2006 missile test, when Roh's government focused its criticism not on Pyongyang but on Tokyo's "making a fuss" over the launches.[10] Senior South Korean officials under Roh even identified Japan as their principal security concern.[11] Over time, this kind of hostility could render both alliances ineffective as our partners turn against one another.[12]
Japan will say yes - South Korea 

Any changes made to the current military presence in South Korea could lead to rearmament for Japan because of insecurities

Franklin B. Weinstein, Director of the Project on United States-Japan Relations at Stanford University, 1977, JSTOR
Whatever differences of opinion Americans may hold concerning the importance of Korea to the United States, there is broad agreement that the security of Japan is of strong interest to the United States. The impact on the security of Japan of any change in American policies toward Korea has been a central concern in the developing debate over the Carter withdrawal plan. It is commonly believed that the United States must hold to its commitment to South Korea because the Japanese consider this essential for their own security. Any substantial diminution of the U.S. military presence, it is argued, could undermine Japanese confidence in the U.S. commitment to Tokyo and propel the Japanese toward a major rearmament program, which might include nuclear weapons. Thus, the Japanese interest has generally been interpreted as a plea for the perpetuation of existing policies, a vote against change. 

Japan is flexible about major US military withdrawals, but consultation would be strategic because Japan is concerned about how the process would be carried out

Franklin B. Weinstein, Director of the Project on United States-Japan Relations at Stanford University, 1977, JSTOR
Most Japanese, of course, arc much more concerned about Korea. While they would have hoped for the perpetuation of the existing U.S. presence in Korea, the Japanese display considerable flexibility concerning the possibility of major U.S. withdrawals. Indeed, the Japanese have for some time generally given the impression that they expect the United States to withdraw most, if not all, its forces from Korea before long and that the relevant question is not whether that ought to be done but how to do it in a way that will minimize destabilizing effects. 
Japan will say yes to issues involving Korea

Midori YOSHII 2009 (Director of The Japanese Journal of American Studies, http://wwwsoc.nii.ac.jp/jaas/periodicals/JJAS/PDF/2009/04_047-065.pdf)
Despite U.S. mediation efforts, neither the Korean nor the Japanese foreign ministers who signed the treaty wrote about U.S. encouragement and pressures in their memoirs, perhaps avoiding the image that they were advised by the Americans. U.S. ambassador to Japan Edwin O. Reischauer also wrote in his memoirs very little about his involvement in the negotiations, in order to save the image of the “equal partnership” between the United States and Japan that he worked hard to establish during his tenure in Tokyo. The Reischauer papers housed at Harvard University, however, reveal that his work for mediation between Seoul and Tokyo was an important reason why he accepted the position at the Tokyo embassy. Concerned about Korea’s future after visiting Seoul in 1960, Reischauer wrote in his diary, “[As Ambassador to Japan] I may have an influence on American relations with some other countries in East Asia—I have Korea particularly in mind.” 
Japan will say yes- want larger role 
Japan is looking for a larger role in international relations 

Katsuhisa Furukawa (research associate for Asian security at the Council on Foreign Relations) and Michael Green (senior fellow for Asian security at the Council on Foreign Relations), July 1 2000
[Katsuhisa Furukawa and Michael J. Green, Arms Control Today, “New Ambitions, Old Obstacles: Japan and Its Search For an Arrns Control Strategy, 2000, retrieved 6/25/04, www.lexis-nexis.com] 

In all of the excitement about the “rise” of China in East Asia, the world has largely forgotten that there are actually two rising powers in the region. Though China's hubris is often more striking, Japan also aspires to play a larger political and security role in international affairs. And while China's current transformation is captivating because it could take several different paths, it should not be forgotten that Japan has also entered its own prolonged period of political, economic and security transition. Notable changes in Japanese security policy used to come about once every five or 10 years. But in the past few years there has been a flurry of activity. The Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces have used live fire to chase off intruding North Korean spy ships — the first such action since World War IL Japan is indigenously developing intelligence satellites. After decades of rejecting patriotism as an illegitimate sentiment, the Japanese Diet has approved the national anthem and flag as the official symbols of the state. The Diet has also established two new commissions to begin deliberations on the feasibility of revising the Japanese Constitution, including the "no-war” clause in Article Nine, which rejects the use of force in international relations. Indeed, 60 percent of the public now favors changing the constitution, including Article Nine. 

Japan will say yes - Cooperation 

Japan will say yes- troops are a key point to cooperate on 

James L. Schoff 2005 the associate director of Asia-Pacific Studies at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, where he specializes in East Asian security and non-proliferation issues, international crisis management, and American foreign policy. pg 111, Tools for Trilateralism, Lexis

It is also clear that military assets from around the region are indispensable for a timely and life-saving response to certain crises, especially those involving island nations like the Philippines or Indonesia where access can be limited, or when military communications, command, and control capabilities are vital to success. Given the unique nature of the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-ROK military relationships, this suggests that there is something valuable to be gained by stepping up allied and regional consultations on the issue of crisis response planning, possibly in a loosely coordinated manner that weaves together bilateral, trilateral, and multilateral initiatives. It is relatively easy to prescribe additional joint planning, training, workshops, and exercises as a way to improve multilateral military-to-military and civil-military cooperation in crisis response or disaster relief situations. But the reality is that all the national militaries, government and UN agencies, and non-governmental organizations are working with limited staffs and budgets, and they do not always share the same training priorities or political freedom of action. Putting together multilateral exercises is a time-consuming and complicated task, which only gets harder as more participants are added to the roster. Just one bilateral or multilateral military exercise, for example, can often involve five or six separate meetings among all the participants to develop the scenario, identify and agree upon training objectives, carry out initial planning, visit the exercise site, and then further consolidate and finalize the planning.


Japan will say yes - Need Public Support

Japan will say yes- Desperatly want public support

Saudi Gazette 6/4/10 (Japan’s new PM must rebuild voter trust, http://www.saudigazette.com.sa/index.cfm?method=home.regcon&contentID=2010060574473)
Japan’s new Prime Minister Naoto Kan is wading into a sea of challenges - rebuilding shattered trust in his party just before elections, slashing a debt mountain and mending ties with Washington. The problems that derailed his predecessor Yukio Hatoyama just nine months after a massive election win haven’t gone away, although analysts expect the pragmatist Kan to tackle them better than the professorial Hatoyama did. When Hatoyama tearfully announced his resignation on Wednesday, he blamed his bungled handling of a dispute over an unpopular US airbase on the southern island of Okinawa, as well as political funding scandals in his party. The double-resignation of Hatoyama and the Democratic Party of Japan’s shadowy powerbroker, secretary general Ichiro Ozawa, was meant to signal a fresh start for the center-left party. Kan’s task will be to persuade jaded voters to again believe in the promises the DPJ offered last August, when its message of change swept aside half a century of almost unbroken conservative rule. But facing upper house elections, expected on July 11, Kan carries some political baggage as a former top figure of the Hatoyama cabinet, said Hideo Otake, politics professor emeritus at Kyoto University. “Yet the bad image regarding the political funding scandals has been removed with the resignations of both Hatoyama and Ozawa,” Otake said. Aides to both men have been indicted for cooking the books. In an early poll bounce for the DPJ after Hatoyama quit Wednesday, the party’s approval ratings crept up to 27 percent in a survey released Friday. The poll by the Asahi Shimbun daily indicated that backing for the opposition Liberal Democratic Party, the conservative force that long ruled Japan, stood at just 16 percent. “Public and media support may temporarily rebound as has been the case with previous new governments,” politics professor Hiroshi Hirano of Tokyo’s Gakushuin University told AFP. “The key to Kan’s government is whether the new cabinet can achieve something tangible during the remaining one month ahead of the upper house elections... Surely it will be a tough battle for the DPJ.” The most tricky issue that brought down Hatoyama still lingers -- angry opposition to an agreement with the United States to relocate an unpopular US airbase within the southern island of Okinawa. Hatoyama’s downfall came when he backtracked on an election promise to move the base off Okinawa, a backflip that sparked outrage on Okinawa and led a pacifist party to desert the DPJ’s ruling coalition last weekend. Hirano said: “After watching Hatoyama’s failure in pursuing his idealism on the Futenma issue, Kan, who originally may have had idealistic zeal as a politician, will probably take a pragmatic approach.” The outgoing finance minister will also face a tough challenge in seeking to revitalize an economy that has been stuck in the doldrums for two decades, and is set to be overtaken as the world’s number two by China this year. The DPJ last year made costly promises to turn Japan into a more “fraternal” society - but Kan has pointed with alarm at the country’s public debt mountain, which is nearing 200 percent of gross domestic product. “Kan will have to adjust the DPJ’s campaign pledges to more realistic ones, for example by reviewing cash handouts to households with children,” said Mitsubishi Research Institute economist Yoko Takeda. “Kan is seen as a budget hawk and expected to work toward reducing the fiscal debt,” she said. “Japan can’t afford a political vacuum, considering the volatile international financial markets,” Takeda added, pointing to China’s rise and Greece’s debt crisis. - AFP 

Japan will say yes- Non-strategic nukes 

Japan wants consultation over non-strategic nukes

Global Security Newswire, 7/31/09 U.S. Submarines Could Retain Nuclear-Armed Cruise Missiles, National Journal Group http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_20090731_3555
An ongoing review of the U.S. nuclear weapons posture might call for the country to continue arming some of its attack submarines with nuclear-tipped Tomahawk cruise missiles, Kyodo News reported (see GSN, March 24). Washington will look to friendly nations to help decide whether to retire the weapons, a high-level U.S. official told Kyodo News. Japan has asked the United States to consult with partner governments before rolling back any nonstrategic nuclear-weapon deployments, according to the news service. One U.S. ally has expressed support for the missiles' deterrent value, the official said without naming the country. Some Japanese officials have contended that the weapons help to counter nuclear threats from China and North Korea. Nuclear-armed cruise missiles are not ideal weapons because they would require submarines and aircraft to move relatively close to a target, according to some U.S. military analysts. Such weapons typically have fairly short ranges, although some are designed to fly over 1,800 miles. The Bush administration moved to reassess the use of nuclear-armed cruise missiles -- and to consider gradually scrapping the weapons -- but the final decision on their deployment has been delayed pending completion of the comprehensive Nuclear Posture Review.

Japan will say yes- want to maintain alliance 

Kent E. Calder is director of the Edwin O. Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies, April 29, 2009, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/ewc-in-washington/events/previous-events-2008/apr-29-dr-kent-calder/
The U.S.-Japan Alliance must revitalize itself to remain relevant in a world that is very different from the one that existed when it was created. In an East-West Center in Washington Asia Pacific Security Seminar, Dr. Kent Calder, Director of the Edwin O. Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Service, discussed his new book Pacific Alliance: Reviving U.S.-Japan Relations, detailing the changing regional and domestic environments that the alliance must navigate and his suggestions to strengthen this very important Pacific relationship.  Dr. Calder explained that the U.S.-Japan Alliance is still a very important one. From an American standpoint, this relationship provides the core for U.S. engagement in the Asia Pacific region, a region that is becoming increasingly important from both an economic and security standpoint. He argued, however, that the alliance has failed to keep up with the changes that have occurred in Asia since its inception. At the time that the U.S.-Japan Alliance was formed, there was a land war in Korea, an ideological war with communism, Southeast Asia was made up of European colonies, and China was not a significant player in regional relations. The alliance had no competition diplomatically or economically, and the importance of maintaining a stronghold against communism in Asia made the relationship easy to sell to domestic constituents in both countries.  Today, however, Dr. Calder explained that there are many external and domestic forces pulling at the alliance. Externally, the world is more globalized, and China and India are beginning to make their presence felt in Asian diplomacy and security. The power of multinational companies from all over Asia, and the changes in ethnic politics in the United States ensure that Asian countries other than Japan can further their agendas in Washington. Further, Japanese politics has been in turmoil, making it difficult for Washington and Tokyo to cooperate on any innovative policy agendas.  Domestically, Dr. Calder argued that the strong people-to-people ties that used to further U.S.-Japan relations are beginning to break down in both countries. He explained that a combination of factors, including a generation shift and a narrowing of focus of the alliance to security matters, have decreased public diplomacy and understanding efforts between the two countries. Cultural organizations are showing steadily decreasing memberships and Japanese organizations located in the United States are beginning to shut their doors. As a result, the personal relationships between citizens of the two countries is eroding, a situation that Dr. Calder explained would inevitably damage the broader dialogue necessary to maintain the alliance in a changing world.  The United States and Japan, Dr. Calder explained, need to recognize that their current relationship is insufficient to face the needs of the current world, and that a lack of crisis does not mean that things are fine just the way they are. Dr. Calder argued that the alliance must work toward updating its security relationship by implementing transformation proposals, supporting a reciprocal presence of personnel in both countries, and reminding leaders of the importance of quick response to important bilateral issues when they occur. He further supported a return to focusing on the economic relationship between Japan and the United States, specifically noting the importance of foreign direct investment in forming important economic and technological ties. He also noted the importance of addressing important regional issues both bilaterally and multilaterally, depending on the scope of the problem. Finally, Dr. Calder stressed the value of public diplomacy and exchange programs between the two countries to create a new generation of people committed to a dynamic and relevant U.S.-Japan alliance.  Dr. Calder noted that the failure of the alliance to remain vibrant in the modern world was not a fault of the alliance managers but a structural one. He pointed out that individual leaders in the alliance on both sides of the Pacific have worked hard to maintain the relationship, and have reacted well to challenges that have developed over the years. However, he stressed that that alliance structure was developed and continues to exist in a world that no longer exists. In order to remain relevant, Dr. Calder explained, the alliance must change in order to match the Asia of today, and anticipate the Asia of the future. 

Alliance Preserves stability 

The United States needs to engage in binding consultation from time to time- this rebalances the alliance and preserves stability in East Asia

Rapp, Lieutenant Col. With a PH.D in IR from Stanford, 2004 (William E., “Paths Diverging? Accessed online at http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf)
At the same time, the United States and Japan have some strong diverging interests that, given impetus by world events, could outweigh the mutual ones and lead to a decrease in the centrality of the alliance to both countries. These include differing conceptions about the role of international institutions, about what is meant by “pulling one’s weight” in the upkeep of international peace, about the role of military force, and about the future trajectory of China. Times are changing, however, and the alliance must find a way to continue to mature or eventually face competition from alternative security means both countries find to be more effective at achieving their own national interests. The current security environment is very different from that of 1951, when the security treaty was first established. While the alliance can still, in all likelihood, accomplish its original mission―the narrowly focused defense of Japan―if called  upon, the alliance can be much more to both countries. Importantly, it needs to be and sooner, rather than later. After the resolution of the Korean situation―either through reunification or some process to ensure removal of WMD from the north―(whether that will be in 2 years or 10)―the probability of a conventional attack on Japan is too remote to warrant maintaining such a narrow conception of the alliance. The purpose of this monograph is to argue that Japan, through incremental steps over a number of years, will significantly transform its security policy, and that such change will necessitate appreciable alterations in the structural balance of the security alliance between the United States and Japan. The collective impact of Japan’s security policy changes, desire to be an active and effective power player in Asia, recognition of the congruence of interests between Japan and the United States, and the growing U.S. understanding that unilateralism will ultimately prove untenable, in all likelihood will create strong demands from both sides of the Pacific to carefully but significantly alter the current character of the alliance. It is in neither country’s interests to lose the other as a partner in security, but the character of that partnership will likely change. How and where can the alliance change? Substantive alteration in the way both countries approach their long-term security posture in Asia is required. This can be accomplished without formal negotiation of a new treaty. The United States needs to accept a relative loss from time to time in policy leadership and trust that Japan, while it may make different tactical choices along the way, strongly shares long-term strategic interests with the United States. America will increasingly find that, to achieve its interests in Asia in the long term, it needs to share power with its most important ally in Asia. For Japan, substantive legal change, concerning how the country can react to crises and the manner and geographical regions in which its Self-Defense Force (SDF) can be employed, has begun but significantly more is required to accept this sharing of power with the United States and to gain the voice in international relations it is increasingly seeking. In a partial reverse of the fundamental arrangement of the alliance, the United States will likely need to trade some bases, force structure, and policy voice in exchange for greater Japanese acceptance of new roles, missions, and risks in the alliance. Working together, Japan and the United States can proactively shape the security environment of East Asia so as to facilitate the growth of peace and prosperity throughout the region. Would these changes in the alliance be beneficial to both the United States and Japan? As discussed in detail later, both countries would gain in the long term from a more balanced partnership in Northeast Asia. For Japan, a more symmetrical alliance would bring the country a greater voice in the shaping of security writ large in the region, a responsible outlet for its enhanced sense of national purpose and pride, and a way to achieve the goals it seeks in the 21st century.5 As for America, relinquishing some measure of control within the alliance will result in a more sustainable grand strategy for maintaining positive influence within the region. Especially after the reunification of Korea and the re-emergence of China, U.S. interests in East Asia will continue to be best served by a stronger and more viable alliance with Japan. 

Prior Consultation never happens 

Prior consultation never happens

Murata, Assoc. Prof. @ Doshisha U, 2000 p. 35 (Koji, The Japan-US Alliance)

The U.S. and Japanese governments should reinstate both prior and -regular consultation provisions. As mentioned earlier, the prior consultation . has never been exercised. Furthermore, the Japanese government taken the position that it will not propose prior consultation to ; government and that the content of such consultation need not be reported to the Diet. As Japan is willing to take more active roles in the alliance, however, this position should be revised. Also, although the governments meet regularly for consultation, especially at the senior level, given the importance of daily communication between the - .t standing consultative body at the working level would be more effective The establishment of such a body would be helpful in cultivating security specialists on both sides as well.
Consult w/ Nukes = Better Alliance

Consultation over reducing the role of nuclear weapons solves Japanese distrust and strengthens the alliance

James L. Schoff, associate director of Asia-Pacific studies at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, March ‘09, 
M.A. in international relations at The Johns Hopkins University School for Advanced International Studies. “Realigning Priorities The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf
The United States will most likely continue to try to deemphasize the role of nuclear weapons in its national security and extended deterrence policies, which creates a need to build allied confidence in their collective conventional military preparation and cooperation. Deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons is a welcome development, but it should be accompanied by an intense period of political, diplomatic, and strategic consultations covering non-proliferation policies, regional security initiatives, and bilateral security cooperation. This process could create opportunities to reshape extended deterrence for the twenty-first century in ways that strengthen and diversify the allies’ security and political relationships, which can underwrite stability in the region and reassure Japan as the United States seeks a lower nuclear profile. To help guide these bilateral discussions, America should better understand how Japan perceives its options in response to regional developments and what tools are available for the two countries as they continue to solidify their alliance and strengthen deterrence.
Consult= Better relations 

Consultation strengthens relationships 

Hitoshi Tanaka, Senior Fellow at the Japan Center for International Exchange and was Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of Japan, http://globalasia.org/pdf/issue9/Hitoshi_Tanaka.pdf 2009
Second, Tokyo must work to ensure robust and stable relations among the big powers in the region: the US, China and Japan. In addition to deepening commercial and financial ties, greater efforts must also be made to strengthen security relations and reduce mutual distrust. To this end, the three nations should formalize trilateral security talks to complement existing bilateral meetings. Regular trilateral dialogue would deepen confidence and promote further transparency of each nation’s military capabilities and strategic intentions. At the same time, Japan must also work to strengthen existing trilateral strategic consultation forums in the region, such as that among Japan, the US and South Korea.
Consultation K2 Multilateralism

Without consultation, nations will abandon US efforts, collapsing multilateralism 

Nye, Council on Foreign Relations, Dean of Harvard School of Government, 8/3/03 http://www.jstor.org/pss/20033649
Proponents of the neoconservative strand in the new unilateralism are more attentive to some aspects of soft power. Their Wilsonian emphasis on democracy and human rights can help make U.S policies attractive to others when these values appear genuine and are pursued in a fair-minded way. The human rights abuses of Saddam's regime have thus become a major post hoc legitimization of the war. Moreover, as indicated earlier, the Bush administration has made wise investments in American soft power by increasing development aid and offering assistance in the campaign against HIV/AIDS. But although they share Woodrow Wilson's desire to spread democracy, the neo-Wilsonians ignore his emphasis on institutions. In the absence of international institutions through which others can feel consulted and involved, the imperial imposition of values may neither attract others nor produce soft power. Both the neo-Wilsonian and the Jacksonian strands of the new unilateralism tend to prefer alliance a la carte and to treat international institutions as toolboxes into which U.S. policymakers can reach when convenient. But this approach neglects the ways in which institutions legitimize disproportionate American power. When others feel that they have been consulted, they are more likely to be helpful. For example, NATO members are doing much of the work of keeping the peace in the Balkans and in Afghanistan. Nato works through many committees to achieve the standardization and interoperability that allow coalitions of the willing to be more than ad hoc groupings. Without regular institutional consultation, the United States may find others increasingly reluctant to put tools into the toolbox. One day the box might even be bare. American-led coalitions will become less willing and shrink in size -- witness the two gulf wars.
Consult Now Key

Now is the time to consult 

Michael Auslin and Christopher Griffin, AEI's director of Japan Studies, was an associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University prior to joining AEI, March 08, http://www.aei.org/outlook/27611

The need for coordination is most evident in Washington's relations with Japan and South Korea, officially known as the Republic of Korea (ROK), vital allies perched at the front line of Asia's security challenges. But these countries remain mired in a mutual animosity that has complex roots, a situation that has frustrated trilateral security cooperation with the United States. Fortunately, the near-simultaneous inaugurations of new leaders in Seoul and Tokyo present a unique opportunity to move beyond these longstanding obstacles and engage our two most important Asian allies in a trilateral agenda.

Soft Power NB

Consult key to alliance and soft power
Ted Osius, Foreign Service Officer for Southeast Asia and the Pacific, ‘02 “The U.S.-Japan Security Alliance: Why it Matters and How to Strengthen It”, p. 75-6
The Armitage report challenges the U.S.-Japan relationship to evolve from one of "burdensharing" into "power-sharing."32 Armitage's actions since joining the government suggest his sincerity in pursu​ing this goal. In Senate testimony, he reiterated themes from the au​tumn presidential campaign: "Close and constant consultation with allies is not optional. It is the precondition for sustaining American leadership. . . . To the extent that our behavior reflects arrogance and heightened sense of position, our claim to leadership will be-come, in spite of our military prowess, the thinnest of pretenis."33 The United States can, in fact, gain from power sharing, as long as it learns to tolerate it. America and the United Kingdom fought shoulder-to-shoulder wars, share a language and cultural roots, and pursue democratic and free market values in many shared endeavors around the )e. The United States regularly takes British views into account m dealing with European matters. Although decades may pass before the U.S.-Japan relationship reaches that level of trust, Japan to world's second-largest economy and a nation that shares America's commitment to democracy and a free market. Japan needs to make its views known, especially regarding Asia, and America must in return listen respectfully and with an open mind. tough it is difficult to imagine as effective a foreign policy part-as Prime Minister Tony Blair, in Asia the United States needs an to partner empowered, at times, to play a parallel role. Consultation, according to the Brookings Institution's Ivo Daalder, implies "give-and-take, putting one view on the table, hearing the other view and seeing if what emerges from the disagreement way forward that satisfies both sides. . . . Unilateralism has nothing to do with whether you're willing to talk to people. It's whether you're willing to take their views into account."35 Japan can help United States deal with its challenge, as the world's only super-power, in taking other views into account. Japan can also help the United States take advantage of the opportunities in Asia to engage real consultation and to build coalitions to address today's core global issues.
Soft power key to hege
Armitage and Nye 07  Former Deputy Secretary of States, Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard

(Richard and Joseph “CSIS Commission on Smart Power”) //anuj
Investing in the global good is not charity. It is smart foreign policy. America’s allies look to us for ideas and solutions, not lectures. The goal of U.S. foreign policy should be to prolong and preserve American preeminence as an agent for good. Achieving this goal is impossible without strong and willing allies and partners who can help the United States to determine and act on priorities. America should have higher ambitions than being popular, but foreign opinion matters to U.S. decision-making. A good reputation fosters goodwill and brings acceptance for unpopular ventures. Helping other nations and individuals achieve their aspirations is the best way to strengthen America’s reputation abroad. This approach will require a shift in how the U.S. government thinks about security. We will always have our enemies, and we cannot abandon our coercive tools. Resetting the military after six years of war is of critical importance. But bolstering American soft power makes America stronger. The U.S. government must develop the means to grow its soft power and harness the dynamism found within civil society and the private sector. Implementing a smart power strategy will require a strategic reassessment of how the U.S. government is organized, coordinated, and budgeted. The next president and the 111th Congress should consider a number of creative solutions to maximize the administration’s ability to organize for success, including the appointment of senior personnel who could reach across agencies to better align strategy and resources. We must build on America’s traditional sources of strength in a principled and realistic fashion. With new energy and direction, the United States could use its

Multilat NB

X - Without consultation, nations will abandon US efforts, collapsing multilateralism 

Nye, Council on Foreign Relations, 8/3/03
Proponents of the neoconservative strand in the new unilateralism are more attentive to some aspects of soft power. Their Wilsonian emphasis on democracy and human rights can help make U.S policies attractive to others when these values appear genuine and are pursued in a fair-minded way. The human rights abuses of Saddam's regime have thus become a major post hoc legitimization of the war. Moreover, as indicated earlier, the Bush administration has made wise investments in American soft power by increasing development aid and offering assistance in the campaign against HIV/AIDS. But although they share Woodrow Wilson's desire to spread democracy, the neo-Wilsonians ignore his emphasis on institutions. In the absence of international institutions through which others can feel consulted and involved, the imperial imposition of values may neither attract others nor produce soft power. Both the neo-Wilsonian and the Jacksonian strands of the new unilateralism tend to prefer alliance a la carte and to treat international institutions as toolboxes into which U.S. policymakers can reach when convenient. But this approach neglects the ways in which institutions legitimize disproportionate American power. When others feel that they have been consulted, they are more likely to be helpful. For example, NATO members are doing much of the work of keeping the peace in the Balkans and in Afghanistan. Nato works through many committees to achieve the standardization and interoperability that allow coalitions of the willing to be more than ad hoc groupings. Without regular institutional consultation, the United States may find others increasingly reluctant to put tools into the toolbox. One day the box might even be bare. American-led coalitions will become less willing and shrink in size -- witness the two gulf wars.
Multilat key to hege- on balance outweighs restrictions on freedom of action

Jentleson 04 Prof of Pol Science At Duke, Senior Foreign Policy Advisor to Al Gore

(Bruce W.Washington Quarterly, Winter, l/n) //anuj

Multilateralism's greatest strength lies in its very logic. Any strategy's reach must measure up to the scope of the problems it seeks to address. Given the global scope of so many of the threats and challenges in today's world, one nation acting alone simply cannot solve or even manage them. To be sure, there will always be times and threats that require unilateral action, and some political third-rails must be avoided, such as full foreign command of U.S. troops. In the contemporary era, however, the scenarios that are best met unilaterally, or even largely unilaterally, are becoming more the exception than the rule. The freedom of action given up by acting multilaterally tends to be outweighed by the capacity gained to achieve shared objectives. Part of that gain is a political version of the international trade principle of comparative advantage, by which different nations, relevant international institutions, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) all bring to bear their complementary expertise based on their own historical experiences, traditional relationships, and policy emphases. Another part of that gain is burden sharing in ways that can help with the politics and the finances of sustaining commitments over time. Yet another part is the legitimacy that can come only from a broadly multilateral effort. International norms surely do not determine action but, as Martha Finnemore aptly put it, they do "create permissive conditions for action." n5 Achieving broadly multilateral efforts admittedly has its own set of obstacles and pitfalls, but it also has benefits that are inherently not possible for any nation, even the United States, to achieve when it acts without others or even with just a select few.
AT: Interbranch conflict

1. Empirically denied- Bush executive abuse

2. Obama solves

Baker, 3/3/09 James A. Baker III, the U.S. secretary of State from 1989-92, and Warren Christopher, the U.S. secretary of State from 1993-97, are the co-chairmen of the National War Powers Commission convened at the University of Virginia. “War act would ensure that president, Congress consult,” lexis
President Obama, during his campaign, said that he would "convene a bipartisan Consultative Group of leading members of Congress to foster better executive-legislative relations," and that "this group will meet with the president once a month to review foreign policy priorities, and will be consulted in advance of military action."
3. No impact- and it causes Japan to say yes

Martha Gibson, Professor of Poli Sci @ Colorado, ‘92
Weapons of influence: The legislative veto, American foreign policy, and the irony of reform, Martha Gibson

Conflict between branches is not inherently bad. Indeed our governing system was set up precisely to inspire a degree of conflict and tension which would serve to check and balance the powers of each branch vis-à-vis the others. But there must be a distinction made between constructive and destructive conflict; between the types of policy debates which inject prudent consideration of the diverse alternatives and ensure representation, and the kind which undermine the stability and coherence of policy and leave a perception of unreliability in the international arena

Probably the most obvious benefit of conflict in foreign policy is the leverage which the threat of congressional opposition gives the president when trying to convince another country to undertake a particular course of action.  Often referred to as the “good cop, bad cop” scenario, by raising the specter of congressional opposition, the president can often induce compromise from a foreign government in the effort to make a policy more acceptable to Congress. Ultimately, the interests of the United States can be served by such manipulation. A case in point is China’s recent declaration of its intention to become a signatory to the U.N. Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, probably in the effort to stave off congressional opposition to the renewal of its MFN trade status (which the president supports),
AT: Japan won’t prolif

1. The internal link is credibility, not capability. It’s not that Japan will question the capability of the US deterrent. Rather, Japan will question the credibility of the US commitment to defend Japan – ie, is the US willing to trade LA for Tokyo? The plan makes Japan fear the answer is no and that removing Japan from the nuclear umbrella is next on Obama’s agenda

2.  At best your authors assume status quo of consultations, NOT the plan, which is a deviation from consult norm because of it’s certain nature- this is uniquely threatening to Japan

3. Japan would calculate risk of losing US deterrent as greater than going nuclear despite sanctions

Sean Varner, 8/25/09  former student fellow with The Center for Vision & Values at Grove City College and a current graduate student at Missouri State University’s Department of Defense and Strategic Studies in Fairfax, VA, commenting on The Assure to Deter (Japanese Breakout) Strategy, http://forums.csis.org/poni/?p=281#comment-133
Regarding Japan’s security environment, I believe they view the DPRK as a provocative regional foe but China as an existential threat. Thus their defense decisions are going to be made principally with Beijing in mind. I hope in my brief article I was able to communicate how big a deal I thought it would be if Japan went nuclear, given its history and disarmament advocacy. I do question, though, whether the int’l community would seek many punitive measures (especially if it legally withdraws from the NPT) other than a temporary cut-off of fuel supply, for 2 reasons. One, look at the half-hearted and always late int’l response to North Korea and Iran. Given the lessons of those situations, I’m sure decision-makers in Tokyo would calculate that if they could ride out a couple years of public fury, they would be accepted as a de-facto nuclear power. Which leads to the second point, as Doug Bandow mentioned in the last PONI debate, that we have been selective in our response to proliferation, doing it on a case-by-case basis. A nuclear Japan will not instantly be an adversary of the U.S., especially as China continues to rise. I would predict it would be an independent nuclear U.S. ally, like France (or India). Like I said in the initial op-ed, Tokyo could be forced to make the least miserable choice out of a list of bad options. Unsure of the U.S. deterrent while Pyongyang and Beijing grow more provocative would be unacceptable. Developing their own deterrent would result in harsh int’l pressure and a regional arms race. Their only good option at present is to convince the U.S. to maintain a capability it feels it can depend on. But that option may expire with START or later agreements.

AT: Japan won’t prolif

4. Reducing US nuclear reliance triggers Japan prolif – anxiety is widespread and Gaullists are in disguise
Richard Halloran, military correspondent to New York Times ‘9, The Dangers of a Nuclear Japan, RealClearPolitics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/05/24/nuclear_japan_96638.html
That obligation, rooted in a security treaty and US policy for decades, calls for the US to retaliate against an aggressor mounting a nuclear attack on Japan. That pledge has increasingly come into question as Japanese political leaders, defense analysts, and news commentators have wondered whether the US, and notably President Barack Obama, can be trusted with the nuclear defense of Japan. Moreover, mutterings of Japanese distrust of America's extended deterrence, as the nuclear umbrella is known, have coursed through a skeptical underground discussion. Said a Japanese scholar: "There are a lot of Gaullists in disguise in Japan." A Japanese diplomat, Yukio Satoh, onetime ambassador to the United Nations, wrote recently that "extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan's only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats." Thus, Satoh wrote, "the Japanese have been more concerned about the credibility of the American commitment." That anxiety has reinvigorated a debate about whether Japan should acquire a nuclear deterrent of its own and reduce its reliance on the US. Japan has the technology, finances, industrial capacity, and skilled personnel to build a nuclear force, although it would be costly and take many years. The consequences of that decision would be earthshaking. It would likely cause opponents to riot in the streets and could bring down a government. South Korea, having sought at least once to acquire nuclear weapons, would almost certainly do so. Any hope of dissuading North Korea from building a nuclear force would disappear. China would redouble its nuclear programs. And for the only nation ever to experience atomic bombing to acquire nuclear arms would surely shatter the already fragile international nuclear non-proliferation regime. The main reason Japan has not acquired nuclear arms so far has been a lack of political will. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the Japanese experienced a deep-seated nuclear allergy. That and the threat from the Soviet Union during the Cold War kept Japan huddled under the US nuclear umbrella. Today, Japanese fear North Korea, which is developing nuclear weapons and has test fired missiles over Japan. Longer run, Japan casts wary eyes on China's expanding nuclear arsenal and is again fearful of a revived nuclear threat from Russia. In addition, Japanese noted that President Obama campaigned for election on a pledge to reduce nuclear arms. Once in office, he has called for their elimination, particularly during a speech in Prague several weeks ago. That has led many Japanese to question whether President Obama can proceed on nuclear arms reduction at the same time he maintains the US commitment to Japan's nuclear defense.
5. Election magnifies the link – DPJ will misinterpret the plan absent consult
Bruce Klingner, senior research fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation , 9/2/09
DPJ victory poses challenges for U.S. alliance, Special to the Korea Herald, lexis

Uncertainty begets suspicion and misinterpretation, and the potential for diplomatic faux pas by the new U.S. and Japanese administrations is high.
The Obama administration must balance achieving its security objectives with maintaining strong relations with critical ally Japan. At times, these goals will be in contradiction with each other, necessitating a delicate balance and deft management of the alliance by both nations.
To a greater degree than ever before, the United States' ability to influence Japanese policy will be hindered by a ruling party that is skeptical - if not suspicious - of Washington's intentions. The way ahead will require subtle sophisticated interaction, even as both sides write the terms of a new relationship.
AT: Japan won’t prolif

6. Consult now key to extended deterrence
Giarra and Green, 7/17/09, president of Global Strategies & Transformation, a defense consultancy; senior adviser and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Relations and professor at Georgetown University (Paul S. and Michael J., Asia's Military Balance at a Tipping Point, Wall Street Journal Asia, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124776820445852755.html)
Officials from Japan and the United States meet tomorrow in Tokyo to discuss the future of the alliance under the Security Consultative Committee. The talks come at a crucial time, when the military balance of power in Asia is in flux. China's growing military capabilities and North Korea's missile and nuclear provocations should top the list of discussion topics at the SCC. China is challenging access to the global commons through a broad, consciously directed array of military developments. China's military has moved beyond its focus on Taiwan and now possesses antisatellite weapons, advanced land attack ballistic missiles, new classes of submarines and surface ships and the emerging ballistic missile capability to hit ships at sea at least 1,000 miles from China's coasts. These developments are designed to re-order the balance of power in China's favor by diminishing American strategic mobility and free access to Pacific waters, Pacific airspace, and the "high terrain" of space and cyberspace. A good example of this is China's development of land-mobile antiship ballistic missiles. This antiaccess capability is unprecedented anywhere in the world and has numerous implications for the U.S. Navy, probably best summarized as losing air and sea dominance -- and perhaps control -- in the Asian-Pacific region. This puts at risk American influence, regional security and alliance interdependence. Given these developments, U.S. officials will have to lay out constructive thinking in Tokyo about how to add more capability in the U.S.-Japan alliance. The U.S. should have serious talks with its allies about gaps in strategic defenses caused by the Chinese military's build-up. One place to start might be a dialogue about whether making the strategic F-22 stealth fighter available to allies makes sense for both allied and American security. For example, the U.S. has been saying "no" to Japan's request for the F-22 stealth fighter without first sitting down with its key ally in the Pacific and jointly figuring out whether the fighter makes sense for U.S. and allied security in light of the PLA Air Force's rapid expansion of advanced fighters. In light of the North Korean threat, the U.S. must also think seriously about allied perspectives on the ongoing U.S. nuclear posture review (due in December), the strategy and technologies of missile defense, and the president's Prague Speech on disarmament. North Korea has declared its intention to be a full nuclear weapons state by 2012 and is determined to put nuclear weapons on missiles, the first of which will range South Korea and Japan. Cutting U.S. missile defense spending now is out of synch with the realities of Asia, which are driven by the North Korean threat and the Chinese emphasis on offensive ballistic missiles. The time has come for serious discussions with Japan and South Korea about how extended deterrence and nuclear deterrence work under these new circumstances. Japanese interlocutors have been requesting such a bilateral dialogue for years. The capabilities of U.S. alliances and defense relationships across Asia are interconnected, both in terms of U.S. credibility and the ability to deter and dissuade. Given the North Korean sprint for deliverable nuclear weapons, the administration should review the implications of its current plan to abandon the Combined Forces Command with South Korea by 2012, particularly since 10 million South Korean citizens have signed petitions saying "hold on." A U.S. decision on Taiwan's request for F-16 C/D fighters to counter China's rapidly expanding fighter fleet is also long overdue. Next year, the United States and Japan will celebrate the 50th anniversary of the 1960 mutual security treaty. The agenda put in place this weekend in Tokyo will set the stage for the Alliance Declaration that President Barack Obama and a future Japanese prime minister will promulgate. Managing the high profile realignment at the U.S. Marine base in Okinawa will be important, as will new areas of cooperation to respond to transnational challenges such as pandemics and climate change. But at its core alliance solidarity is about mutual protection. The threat environment the U.S. faces with its allies in Northeast Asia is becoming increasingly dangerous. Bilateral consultations of character, substance and achievement are major components of deterrence. The high level defense discussions in Tokyo are the "best first" opportunity for the Obama administration to demonstrate its readiness to continue an American tradition of working with allies to reinforce stability in the Asia Pacific region.

AT: Delay 

1. Empirically takes 90 minutes – this is in context of consultations prior to a world summit, which is most likely where the counterplan will happen with G20 and UN meetings coming up

Xinhua News Agency, 6/15/95 “clinton, murayama pledge to enhance bilateral ties” lexis
U.S. president bill clinton and japanese prime minisrer tomiichi murayama today reaffirmed their determination to strengthen bilateral relations and cooperation in all dimensions despite their stubborn trade disputes. the commitment was made during their 90-minute talks at dalhouse university in halifax several hours before the opening of the three-day summit of the group of seven (g-7) leading industrialized nations. "our discussion focused on the strength of the u.s.-japan relationship, and we are determined to make it stronger still," clinton said at a joint news conference with murayama. "never have the ties between our (two) nations been more important, and never have they been closer," he added. clinton noted that the united states and japan share a "common agenda"

2. DPJ is speedy

Globalsecurity.org, 8/30/09  Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ)  http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/japan/party-dpj.htm

In contrast to the LDP, which was dependent on the bureaucracy for policy-making, the DPJ is a party dominated by young professionals, including bureaucrats, lawyers, doctors, aid workers, bankers, and journalists, who are able to draw on a wide variety of experience in formulating policy proposals. As a result, DPJ politicians have introduced a large number of independent members’ bills. The party places a strong emphasis on the speedy implementation of across-the-board reform and the creation of a fairer and more inclusive social environment in Japan. The DPJ was instrumental in introducing the manifesto (party platform) to Japanese politics, marking the initiation of a policy debate.
3. More ev- this time it took 7 hours – still no impact
Japan Economic Newswire, 5/8/91 lexis

KIMMITT, THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S THIRD-RANKING OFFICIAL, ALSO MET WITH PRIME MINISTER TOSHIKI KAIFU AND FOREIGN MINISTER TARO NAKAYAMA TO CALL FOR A STRENGTHENING OF BILATERAL TIES, NOTING THAT THE RELATIONSHIP HAS GLOBAL IMPLICATIONS. THE OFFICIALS, WHO DECLINED TO GO INTO THE SUBSTANCE OF THE SEVEN-HOUR CONSULTATIONS BETWEEN KIMMITT AND OWADA, SAID THE MOST FRUITFUL OUTCOME OF THE MEETING IN JAPAN'S VIEW WAS WASHINGTON'S COMMITMENT TO HELPING JAPAN ATTAIN "A GREATER VOICE IN THE INTERNATIONAL ARENA."

4. Their ev assumes Diet is involved, consultation doesn’t go through legislative branch 

Koji, Assoc Prof @ University in Kyoto, 2k (Murata, The Japan-U.S. Alliance, ed. Nishihara Masashi, p. 35)

The U.S. and Japanese governments should reinstate both prior and regular consultation provisions. As mentioned earlier, the prior consulta​tion clause has never been exercised. Furthermore, the Japanese govern​ment has taken the position that it will not propose prior consultation to the U.S. government and that the content of such consultation need not be reported to the Diet. As Japan is willing to take more active roles in the Japan-U.S. alliance, however, this position should be revised. Also, although the two governments meet regularly for consultation, especially at the senior officials' level, given the importance of daily communication between the allies, a standing consultative body at the working level would be more ef​fective. The establishment of such a body would be helpful in cultivating and educating security specialists on both sides as well.

5. We immediately consult which solves the net benefit. Outweighs any risk of a non-quantifiable impact- their ev doesn’t make a timeframe distinction 

AT: No mechanism

1. Glad they pointed this out. This is a devastating answer to every consult counterplan except Japan and maybe NATO

2. Cross apply Mochizuki. 1960 security treaty established the Japan American Security Alliance along with a system of prior consultations- it’s already in US law 

3. Prior consult clause includes Japanese veto right
Hughes, senior research fellow @ University of Warwick, ‘04 (Christopher, Japan’s Security Agenda, p. 141)

The Japanese government has thus claimed since 1960 that its rights of "prior consultation" provide the ability to veto U.S. military actions from Japan that it opposes (Welfield 1988: 141-142). In practice, any such abil​ity has been questioned. There is little evidence that the United States has sought prior consultation with Japan, or that Japan has the political will to refuse, dependent as it is on the United States for its own security (Hook et al. 2001: 129). The scope of the Far East and the range of action of the U.S.-Japan security treaty was defined by Prime Minister Kishi in Diet inter​pellations in February 1960. The official position was that even though the Far East was not necessarily a designated geographical region to which the treaty could be restricted, it included the areas north of the Philippines and surrounding Japan (Nihon no shuhen), and the areas under the control of South Korea and Taiwan (Asagumo Shimbunsha 2001: 619-620)

4. The DPJ wants prior consultation via the 1960 treaty
***This answers the claim that the prior, binding clause is only about navy and military bases- DPJ interprets more broadly 
Globalsecurity.org, 8/30/09  Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ)  http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/japan/party-dpj.htm
The June 1999 "Provisional Version" of the "The Democratic Party of Japan Basic Policies on Security" states that "The United States maintains a military presence in the Asia-Pacific for regional peace and stability, and is also displaying a willingness to involve itself actively in the region. This nation is in fact playing a major role as a stabilizer of the region. The DPJ believes that the military presence of the United States is important to regional peace and stability, while also bearing in mind the fact that U.S. activities are directed at securing U.S. national interests.... Japan will maintain the Japan-U.S. Security Arrangements, which have an important impact on the peace and stability of the region, while managing these arrangements effectively and in a balanced manner through closer consultation with the United States. To do so, we need to further strengthen the relationship in all areas between the U.S. and Japan, which are both democratic nations with mostly shared values.... the DPJ believes that Article 9 of the Constitution does not allow Japan's participation in multinational forces where this entails the exercise of armed force.... Japan needs to break away from the traditional approach whereby equal priority is given to the Ground, Maritime and Air SDF. Instead, it should draw up a budget that takes into account likely threats. In terms of cutting costs, the scope should be widened for on-the-shelf goods, actively introducing open bidding  "Because the current Japan-U.S. Security Arrangements have left the United States to make the major decisions and Japan has been satisfied with simply being a junior partner, the Japan-U.S. relationship cannot be called an alliance in the true sense of the word. The stance that Japan should take from now on is to engage in close dialogue and consultation with the United States, giving full consideration to Japan's national interests. Obviously, the national interests of Japan and the United States will not always coincide perfectly.... further clarification is needed of the prior consultation system based on the 1960 Exchange of Notes Concerning Article VI of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. The extremely narrow interpretation adopted by the Japanese government needs to be rethought.  For example, the "use of bases for combat operations conducted from Japan" excludes U.S. naval vessels' "dispatch from bases in Japan" according to the government.... The form and scale of U.S. military bases in Japan needs to be constantly reviewed. In particular, U.S. bases are concentrated in Okinawa, imposing heavy cost and burden on Okinawan people even today, fifty years since the end of the World War II. The DPJ will work actively toward the consolidation and scaling-down of U.S. bases in Okinawa, including the transfer of facilities within Japan and abroad. When the situation on the Korean Peninsula stabilizes at some point in the future, a major review is likely to take place over the current role of the U.S. forces in South Korea, including their raison d’être. Then, all U.S. forces stationed in East Asia, including Japan, will probably need to be scaled down or re-deployed. Once the Korean Peninsula has stabilized, basic discussion is needed from a medium- to long-term perspective over the presence of U.S. forces in the Far East as well as the roles of U.S. bases in Japan as a base for peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. " The Democratic Party of Japan's Platform for Government 2009 stated that the Party would "Develop proactive foreign policy strategies and build a close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance. Establish intra-regional cooperative mechanisms in the Asia-Pacific region with the aim of building an East Asian Community. Ensure that North Korea halts development of nuclear weapons and missiles, and make every effort to resolve the abduction issue. Play a proactive role in UN peacekeeping operations, liberalisation of tradeand investment, and the fight against global warming. Take the lead to eradicate nuclear weapons, and remove the threat of terrorism..."51. Build a close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance to serve as the foundation ofJapan's foreign policy. For this purpose, having developed an autonomousforeign policy strategy for Japan, determine the assignment of functions and roles between Japan and the United States, and work positively to fulfilJapan's responsibilities in this regard.Promote liberalization of trade and investment through the conclusion of afree trade agreement (FTA) with the United States. The measures will notinclude any which are detrimental to the safety and stable supply of food,increasing Japan's food self-sufficiency ratio, and the development of Japan'sagricultural industry and its farming villages.Propose the revision of the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agreement. Move inthe direction of re-examining the realignment of the U.S. military forces inJapan and the role of U.S. military bases in Japan. "52. Strengthen Japan's foreign relations in Asia with the aim of building anEast Asian Community. Make the greatest possible effort to develop relations of mutual trust withChina, South Korea, and other Asian countries. Establish intra-regional cooperative mechanisms in the Asia-Pacific region,particularly in such areas as trade, finance, energy, the environment,disaster relief, and measures to control infectious diseases. Take positive measures to promote the conclusion of economic partnershipagreements (EPAs) and free trade agreements (FTAs) with countries of the Asia-Pacific region, as well as countries throughout the world, covering abroad range of fields including investment, labour and intellectual property. The measures will not include any which are detrimental to the safety andstable supply of food, increasing Japan's food self-sufficiency ratio, and the development of Japan's agricultural industry and its farming villages. 53. North Korea must not be permitted to possess nuclear weapons. North Korea's repeated nuclear tests and ballistic missile launches constitutea clear threat to the peace and stability of Japan and the internationalcommunity, and they certainly cannot be permitted.In cooperation with the international community, especially the United States, South Korea, China, and Russia, we will take firm measures,including cargo inspections, to induce North Korea to abandon thedevelopment, possession, and deployment of nuclear, chemical, and biologicalweapons and missiles. The abduction of Japanese citizens by North Korea is a violation of Japan'ssovereignty and a serious violation of human rights, and we will make every effort to resolve this issue as a responsibility of the Japanese government. 54. Realise world peace and prosperityAim to build world peace that emphasises the importance of the UnitedNations, and play a significant role by taking the lead on UN reforms andother areas.Play a role in building peace by participating in UN peacekeeping operationsand related efforts. However, such participation must be based on Japan's own judgment and must be placed under democratic control and governance. Carry out anti-piracy operations according to proper procedures in order toprovide security for maritime transport and make an internationalcontribution. Promote liberalisation of trade and investment, in particular by exercisingleadership toward the successful conclusion of World Trade Organisation (WTO) negotiations through such means as improvement of the dispute settlement system and a fundamental review of agricultural and other policies. 55. Take the lead in working for the elimination of nuclear weapons, and remove the threat of terrorism. Work toward a nuclear-free Northeast Asia Make efforts to facilitate the early entry into force of the ComprehensiveNuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and the early realisation of a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty .Play a leadership role in the 2010 review conference on the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). To eradicate terrorism and its breeding grounds, study the implementation of economic assistance, strengthening of government institutions, andhumanitarian and reconstruction activities, in conjunction with NGOs, and contribute to the eradication of poverty and to national reconstruction."  

AT: no spillover

1. Plan is a unique link – consult is normal means but plan’s certain nature is deviation. And, nuclear policy key. Extend Schoff, Izumi, and Varner- changing nuclear policy without first consulting reifies Japan’s paranoia, jacking alliance and causing them to go nuclear

(___) Extend Mochizuki – prior consult spills over by treating Japan as a true ally and re-establishing our 1960 promise, fundamentally restructuring the alliance. 

2. Now is key- a big move will shore up the alliance with new government

Sheila A. Smith, Senior Fellow for Japan Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and an Adjunct Fellow at the East-West Center, 9/6/09 A Sea Change in Japanese Politics  http://www.honoluluadvertiser.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2009909060342

Last Sunday's historic electoral victory for the Democratic Party of Japan not only energized Japanese politics, but also renewed debate over the future of the U.S.-Japan relationship. Although the primary focus of the DPJ leadership has been on domestic challenges rather than foreign policy throughout its 11-year effort to build a viable second party for Japan - one that could challenge the half-century rule of the Liberal Democrats - the question of what the DPJ's foreign policy stance will be, including its views on defense issues, now tops the list of concerns in the U.S. and elsewhere. DPJ President Yukio Hatoyama has little time to waste. As he prepares his new government, Japan's prime minister-to-be is confronted with a Washington eager to move forward and a diplomatic agenda that requires an earlier rather than later articulation of his new government's foreign policy goals. From outside Japan, it is unclear whether or not the DPJ will usher in a new era for the U.S.-Japan partnership. Clearly, Japan's own domestic transformation will impact the United States, and as a DPJ-led government seeks to transform governance practices, the management of our alliance must also undergo some adjustments. Most obvious is the critique of past practices regarding the U.S. military presence in Japan. Issues such as the Status of Forces Agreement that governs the U.S. military's presence in Japan, as well as "Host Nation Support" - the funding offered by the government of Japan to U.S. forces - have been raised as possible targets of DPJ reform. The DPJ has also pointedly indicated its differences with the troop realignment plan currently under discussion, specifically the handling of the relocation of Marine Air Station Futenma in Ginowan City, Okinawa. Like many Okinawans, the DPJ has suggested that this base should be moved away from Okinawa rather than to a less-populated area on the island's northern coast, as is suggested in the current plan.

Likewise, the DPJ's critique of Japan's participation in refueling ships involved in U.S. antiterrorism efforts in the Indian Ocean nearly derailed this operation in 2008. However, a major thrust of the DPJ's criticism was the Japanese government's lack of transparency rather than the value of the mission itself. Thus, many of these issues focus on procedural questions of legislative oversight and transparency in public policy, rather than a fundamental challenge to common U.S.-Japanese goals and interests.

Nonetheless, there are signs that the DPJ is interested in shifting Japan's diplomatic priorities, and this has raised some eyebrows in Washington. Of particular note was an op-ed that ran in the International Herald Tribune on Aug. 26, four days prior to Japan's election. Entitled "A New Path for Japan," and penned by Hatoyama, it critiqued American-style "market fundamentalism" and argued that Japan's "sphere of being" was Northeast Asia. This new vision for Japan proposed not Asian regionalism — the enhancement of networks and institutions for multilateral dialogue — but rather Asian regionalism à la Europe, complete with a regional security mechanism and a shared currency. One essay does not make a foreign policy, however, and Hatoyama's immediate efforts to reach out to the United States have reassured many that, for now, Washington should take a deep breath and wait to see how relations develop before jumping to any hasty conclusions about the future of the alliance. A full global diplomatic calendar will also push the new Japanese government toward greater clarity. As prime minister, Hatoyama is expected to attend the U.N. General Assembly and the G-20 summit in September. Undoubtedly, in the midst of this flurry of global gatherings, Japan's new prime minister will meet with President Obama to reinforce the trust-building optics for the bilateral U.S.-Japan relationship. These early days of the new Japanese government will be crucial, not only for establishing the first real effort at political transition in post-war Japan, but also for building the global partnerships that will sustain Japan's future. More is at stake here than our bilateral relationship. Japan and the United States play critical roles in global governance institutions that face a monumental agenda, including the global recession, the threat of pandemic disease and the immediate need for concerted action on climate change. Early nerves aside, Hatoyama and Obama must lead their governments beyond past irritants and toward a vision for a better future for our two societies in these very trying times.

AT: no spillover

4. Will spillover 

James Kelly, President of Pacific Forum CSIS, Summer ‘95 Washington Quarterly, lexis
Third, a related shortcoming would be the notion prevalent in Washington that the economic, political, and security spheres can be worked on by different officials using uncoordinated strategies without the effects of their work overlapping from one sphere into another. Although it would be a mistake to sacrifice trade interests blindly for security interests -- a failing often alleged but rare in practice since the 1970s -- it is equally wrongheaded to pretend that damaged relations in one sector do not cross to another, from, for example, trade or finance to politics or security. This is especially true for Japan, which is still the most important U.S. ally in the region. It has been seen recently that unresolved and bitter trade disputes with Japan can adversely affect the U.S.-Japan security relationship. n6 This does not mean that trade problems are not serious or should not be aggressively pursued: it does mean that a broader range of U.S. officials needs to be involved with each set of issues.
AT: relations resilient
1. Election makes alliance future unstable – if relations have been resilient, it’s only because the same pro-US party has been in power for half a century, DPJ transition upsets this
Sheila A. Smith, Senior Fellow for Japan Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and an Adjunct Fellow at the East-West Center, 9/6/09 A Sea Change in Japanese Politics  http://www.honoluluadvertiser.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2009909060342

Last Sunday's historic electoral victory for the Democratic Party of Japan not only energized Japanese politics, but also renewed debate over the future of the U.S.-Japan relationship. Although the primary focus of the DPJ leadership has been on domestic challenges rather than foreign policy throughout its 11-year effort to build a viable second party for Japan - one that could challenge the half-century rule of the Liberal Democrats - the question of what the DPJ's foreign policy stance will be, including its views on defense issues, now tops the list of concerns in the U.S. and elsewhere. DPJ President Yukio Hatoyama has little time to waste. As he prepares his new government, Japan's prime minister-to-be is confronted with a Washington eager to move forward and a diplomatic agenda that requires an earlier rather than later articulation of his new government's foreign policy goals. From outside Japan, it is unclear whether or not the DPJ will usher in a new era for the U.S.-Japan partnership. Clearly, Japan's own domestic transformation will impact the United States, and as a DPJ-led government seeks to transform governance practices, the management of our alliance must also undergo some adjustments. Most obvious is the critique of past practices regarding the U.S. military presence in Japan. Issues such as the Status of Forces Agreement that governs the U.S. military's presence in Japan, as well as "Host Nation Support" - the funding offered by the government of Japan to U.S. forces - have been raised as possible targets of DPJ reform. The DPJ has also pointedly indicated its differences with the troop realignment plan currently under discussion, specifically the handling of the relocation of Marine Air Station Futenma in Ginowan City, Okinawa. Like many Okinawans, the DPJ has suggested that this base should be moved away from Okinawa rather than to a less-populated area on the island's northern coast, as is suggested in the current plan. Likewise, the DPJ's critique of Japan's participation in refueling ships involved in U.S. antiterrorism efforts in the Indian Ocean nearly derailed this operation in 2008. However, a major thrust of the DPJ's criticism was the Japanese government's lack of transparency rather than the value of the mission itself. Thus, many of these issues focus on procedural questions of legislative oversight and transparency in public policy, rather than a fundamental challenge to common U.S.-Japanese goals and interests. Nonetheless, there are signs that the DPJ is interested in shifting Japan's diplomatic priorities, and this has raised some eyebrows in Washington. Of particular note was an op-ed that ran in the International Herald Tribune on Aug. 26, four days prior to Japan's election. Entitled "A New Path for Japan," and penned by Hatoyama, it critiqued American-style "market fundamentalism" and argued that Japan's "sphere of being" was Northeast Asia. This new vision for Japan proposed not Asian regionalism — the enhancement of networks and institutions for multilateral dialogue — but rather Asian regionalism à la Europe, complete with a regional security mechanism and a shared currency. One essay does not make a foreign policy, however, and Hatoyama's immediate efforts to reach out to the United States have reassured many that, for now, Washington should take a deep breath and wait to see how relations develop before jumping to any hasty conclusions about the future of the alliance. A full global diplomatic calendar will also push the new Japanese government toward greater clarity. As prime minister, Hatoyama is expected to attend the U.N. General Assembly and the G-20 summit in September. Undoubtedly, in the midst of this flurry of global gatherings, Japan's new prime minister will meet with President Obama to reinforce the trust-building optics for the bilateral U.S.-Japan relationship. These early days of the new Japanese government will be crucial, not only for establishing the first real effort at political transition in post-war Japan, but also for building the global partnerships that will sustain Japan's future. More is at stake here than our bilateral relationship. Japan and the United States play critical roles in global governance institutions that face a monumental agenda, including the global recession, the threat of pandemic disease and the immediate need for concerted action on climate change. Early nerves aside, Hatoyama and Obama must lead their governments beyond past irritants and toward a vision for a better future for our two societies in these very trying times. 
AT: relations resilient

2. Even if the alliance doesn’t collapse, it will stagnate- triggers the impact

Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at Heritage, 8/26/09 How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance

Backgrounder #2308, http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg2308.cfm

The truth is that nearly 30 years later, Japan's perspective on security issues has not moved from these crossroads, and as a result, cracks are emerging in its alliance with the U.S. U.S. national security leaders, including congressional committees, should take appropriate steps in the framework of a review of both U.S. and Japanese commitments. In 1960, the United States made a promise to guarantee the long-term security of a former enemy. Such a commitment brings with it the enduring responsibility of the U.S. government to stand by its word. Similarly, Japan took a long-range view of the importance of its relationship with the United States, and the rest of the world continues to assess Japan on its reliability as a security partner and credibility as a pillar of international security.  Although severing the military partnership is neither likely nor in the interests of either country, growing disenchantment could exacerbate existing tensions and lead to greater fissures in the relationship or a stagnant alliance that is unable to adapt to a rapidly changing Asian security environment. U.S. policymakers are weary of Tokyo's long-standing complaints of being treated as a junior partner despite Washington's repeated entreaties for Japan to assume a larger security role. For its part, Japanese trust of the U.S. security commitment has eroded as a result of the Bush Administration's premature removal of North Korea from the terrorist list and fears that President Obama will acquiesce to accepting Pyongyang as a nuclear weapons state. Neither country is well served by endlessly repeated bromides of the strength of the alliance as it becomes increasingly apparent that Japan will not fulfill the security role required to address increasing global security threats. Alliance discussions must go beyond rehashing tactical details of U.S. force realignment. Instead, U.S. and Japanese policymakers should conduct a realistic assessment of the needs of the alliance, particularly fully delineating roles, missions, and capabilities, including a timetable for Tokyo to fulfill its commitments. Washington must continue to press Tokyo to go beyond token contributions to international security missions and create a partnership that is more global in scope, even as the U.S. acknowledges that other allies, particularly South Korea, are more likely to be reliable partners. Papering over differences in order to maintain cordial relations while failing to address growing strategic shortfalls not only defers necessary remedial actions, but also provides a dangerously false sense of security and potentially undermines U.S. abilities to achieve its strategic objectives. Sweeping deficiencies in the relationship under the rug also threatens the long-term health of the alliance. The Alliance: Still Important Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington's resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary. Japan hosts the largest contingent of U.S. forces in Asia, including the only aircraft carrier home-ported outside the United States and one of three Marine Expeditionary Forces, as well as paying for a major portion of the cost of stationing U.S. forces there. Japan is America's principal missile defense partner in the world. Washington and Tokyo have made significant progress in recent years in evolving the role of Japan's Self-Defense Forces (SDF). Alliance managers and military personnel should be commended for achieving considerable accomplishments despite often seemingly insurmountable political obstacles. The two militaries now have enhanced and integrated their joint training, intelligence sharing, and interoperability. The military leaderships of both countries are engaged in a massive redeployment of U.S. forces in Japan, including relocating a Marine Corps air station on Okinawa, and transferring 8,000 Marines from Okinawa to Guam. The U.S. Army is deploying the headquarters for I Corps from Fort Lewis, Washington, to Camp Zama, Japan, and the U.S. and Japanese Air Forces are integrating air defense functions in a joint center on Yokota Air Base. Japan has also been moving further from the flagpole by venturing into new security roles. The Japanese Maritime SDF performed refueling operations in the Indian Ocean, Air SDF units provided logistical support in Iraq, and 5,600 Ground SDF personnel assisted with restoring public services in Iraq. All of these missions represented progress and should be acknowledged, particularly since they were attained despite considerable Japanese political opposition and public uncertainty. (continues…) Conclusion Japan is important to the United States--which makes it all the more critical to improve the alliance for mutual benefit. An Asia without the U.S.-Japanese alliance would be far worse than the status quo. The U.S. needs strong relationships with Japan and South Korea, as well as coordinated efforts among these three allies to combat current and future security challenges in Asia and around the world. Moreover, the alliances are not simply a response to threats, but are a partnership of countries that share the values of freedom and democracy. The U.S. should not shy away from emphasizing that aspect in its military partnerships with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Leaders in Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul have inherited responsibilities that go well beyond their borders. The sacrifices of their citizens in the 20th century should never be forgotten, and these three singularly important nations must constantly review the premise of their commitments and long-term relationships in the moral dimension that "our words are our bonds." Japanese policymakers have not defined a strategic vision to address the evolving world environment. Such a grand strategy must be accompanied by bold, effective leadership to mobilize public support for Japan's regional and global role. A national debate must take place if Japan is to reverse its present wayward course. The election of the opposition DPJ and its commensurate search for a policy could prove to be catalyst. The U.S.-Japan alliance is not a house of cards. But it is underperforming, and weaker than generally perceived. As one U.S. official said, "Getting Japan to do more is like pushing a string." The alliance needs shoring up, including wider understanding and public acknowledgement of its strengths, weaknesses, and limitations to allow a more robust U.S. discussion of its own defense needs. Endlessly repeating the bromide of "Japan as linchpin" is not a viable strategy and it ill serves the United States. A failure of America's leaders to understand, appreciate, and take necessary transformative measures puts Washington's ability to achieve its objectives at risk and raises dangers of crises in Asia and around the world.
AT: relations resilient
3. Alliance on brink- consultation key 

Nye, 7/14/09 (Joseph S. Nye, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor, "Will US-Japan Alliance Survive?" Op-Ed, The Korea Times, Belfer Center Programs or Projects: International Security, p. google)

 

Next year marks the 50th anniversary of the United States–Japan Security Treaty, a central feature of stability in East Asia for half a century. But now, with the Japanese experiencing a period of domestic political uncertainty, and North Korea's nuclear tests and missile launches increasing their anxiety, will Japan reverse its long-standing decision not to seek a national nuclear-deterrent capability? Is the U.S.-Japan alliance coming to an end? In the early 1990s, many Americans regarded Japan as an economic threat. Some people — in both countries — viewed the security alliance as a Cold War relic to be discarded.   
These trends were reversed by the Clinton administration's 1995 "East Asia Strategy Report." In 1996, the Clinton-Hashimoto Declaration stated that the U.S.-Japan security alliance was the foundation for stability that would allow growing prosperity in post-Cold War East Asia. That approach has continued on a bipartisan basis in the U.S., and polls show that it retains broad acceptance in Japan. Most close observers of the relationship agree that the U.S.-Japan alliance is in much better shape today than 15 years ago. Nonetheless, the alliance faces three major challenges in a new external environment. One is North Korea, whose recent behavior has been clever and deceptive. The North Koreans have violated their agreements, knowing that China, the country with the greatest potential leverage, is most concerned about regime collapse in North Korea, and thus the threat of haos on its borders. Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the U.S. decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China. It is a mistake, however, to believe that extended deterrence depends on parity in numbers of nuclear weapons. Rather, it depends on a combination of capability and credibility. During the Cold War, the U.S. was able to defend Berlin because our promise to do so was made credible by the NATO alliance and the presence of American troops, whose lives would be on the line in the event of a Soviet attack. Indeed, the best guarantee of American extended deterrence over Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops (which Japan helps to maintain with generous host-nation support). Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects such as the development of regional ballistic missile defense. Equally important are American actions that show the high priority that the U.S. gives to the alliance, and its guarantees not to engage in what Japan fears will be "Japan-passing" in its relations with Asia. That is why it was so important that U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's first trip was to Asia, and her first stop in Japan. It is also why it is mistaken to speak of a formal G-2 with China, rather than multilateral cooperation. A second challenge for Japan is the dramatic rise of China's economy. Although an important trade partner, China's growing power makes Japan nervous. When re-negotiating the U.S.-Japan security alliance in the 1990's, Japanese leaders sometimes privately asked me if the U.S. would desert Japan in favor of China. I responded then (and today) that there is little prospect of such a reversal, for two reasons. First, China poses a potential threat, whereas Japan does not. Second, the U.S. shares democratic values with Japan, and China is not a democracy. Moreover, China's internal evolution remains uncertain. While Chinese are more free today than at any time in their history, China's political evolution has lagged behind its economic progress. Unlike India, China has not solved the problem of political participation. There is always a residual danger that China will embrace nationalism to ward off domestic problems. At the same time, it is in the interest of the US, Japan, and China that China's rise be peaceful and harmonious (in the words of Chinese leaders). Treat China as an enemy, and you guarantee enmity. That is why the strategy of integration, plus a hedge against uncertainty, makes sense for both the US and Japan. Indeed, there are strong grounds for the U.S., Japan, and China to engage in areas of trilateral and other regional cooperation. Third, the U.S.-Japan alliance will have to face a new set of transnational challenges to our vital interests, such as pandemics, terrorism, and human outflows from failed states. Chief among these challenges is the threat posed by global warming, with China having surpassed the U.S. as the leading producer of carbon-dioxide emissions (though not in per capita terms). Fortunately, this is an area that plays to Japan's strengths. Although some Japanese complain about the unequal nature of the alliance's security components, owing to the limits that Japan has accepted on the use of force, in these new areas, Japan is a stronger partner. Japan's overseas development assistance in places ranging from Africa to Afghanistan, its participation in global health projects, its support of the United Nations, its naval participation in anti-piracy operations, and its research and development on energy efficiency place it at the forefront in dealing with the new transnational challenges. Given today's agenda, there is enormous potential for an equal partnership, working with others, in the provision of global public goods that will benefit the U.S., Japan, and the rest of the world. That is why I remain optimistic about the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance. 
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4. Alliance is in a quiet crisis – prefer our historical analysis of fundamental trends to their shallow news headlines- And, this answers spillover – Obama will sustain cooperation but addressing structural inequalities is key 
Kent Calder, Director, Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies, Johns Hopkins University, 5/8/09
Brookings Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies Panel, The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Beyond Northeast Asia, Keynote Speaker p. http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2009/0508_us_japan/20090508_japan_panel2.pdf
But in a very important sense, I do think just as the Japanese title of my book suggests that there is a quiet crisis in U.S.-Japan relations, and if it simply goes on automatic pilot without proactive additional steps to strengthen the relationship, and one of them is the quality of the intellectual dialogue, the sort of things that we have seen today. But if there are not important steps to strengthen this relationship, that the two countries will gradually drift into a much more distant relation with each other and we will see some very important problems between them beginning to arise. I know that that is a counterintuitive notion. Ambassador Mansfield years ago said this is the most important bilateral relationship bar none and then a lot of people have said it, you know, as in the tone of our discussion just now, that basically things are fine. So, what is happening to create a quiet crisis in U.S.-Japan relations? Let me note just a few dimensions of that. I think it's most easily seen if we contrast the world that Dulles made. That's the first chapter of my book, the world that John Foster Dulles created in the Pacific through the San Francisco Peace Treaty of 1951, if we contrast that world to the world that we have today. In 1951, of course, the Korean War was underway. China had just or the volunteers had just come across the Yalu. There was -- Korea itself of course was in turmoil. Southeast Asia was under colonial rule. The United States and Japan stood as the only major economies -- political economies in the Pacific. And the world today of course is very different in, I would say particularly, three dimensions.  First of all, of course, Asia, the rest of Asia, has revived. China is growing explosively. Korea has revived both economically and politically, as those of you who know Korea's very active activities here in Washington, D.C., also will appreciate very effective representation. Globalization of course has proceeded very rapidly. And in a globalized world, China is particularly strong given its size, given its broad geographical scope, relationship to various areas of the world, large population, energy issues, environmental issues, there’s a whole series of reasons why China naturally in a globalized world becomes quite central. And one might say similar things perhaps with regard to India as well. For Japan of course globalization is a more complex proposition. I do agree with the participants that I have heard and from what I've read, I have read their summaries of their comments both morning and afternoon, that there is much that Japan has to contribute. But at a national level, Japan itself in the global system of course has particular problems of adjustment and also certain complexities in its broader relationships within the region that arise out of globalization. It is not I think it’s fair to say, or has not so far been, the beneficiary in a global sense of globalization in the same way that China has or India has or the United States of course in many ways as well. The United States I think has greatly benefited, its multinational corporations, its networks. Anne-Marie Slaughter's interesting piece in the current issue of Foreign Affairs points out the breadth of how America's heterogeneity and diversity actually gives it very important strengths in a globalized world. For Japan of course many underlying strengths in terms of efficiency, in terms of high capital exports, in terms of technology, industrial organization, there are many, many underlying strengths of Japan and I think these are not sufficiently appreciated. But whether they are magnified by globalization or not, or whether they have been magnified so far because, of course, the Japanese economy has largely been in recession Japan has been in a complex period politically, possibly of political transition. It's been hard for Japan to be proactive on the global scene. Perhaps what we have seen today is the beginning, one would hope, or an intensification of an outward reach toward a global world. But the world today is globalized and it's not clear to me on the face of it that globalization is benefiting Japan.  Another important change, which to me helps to create the quiet crisis of the alliance, is the way that domestic politics is changing. In Japan I think what it is doing because it is unclear as to what the future is going to hold, it's preventing people who have tremendous expertise or insights potentially from speaking out in a very clear way or for Japan as a government to be really decisive. Now, there have been some important initiatives. I would certainly point to the Toyako Summit and important environmental initiatives that I think have not been appreciated enough. And my hope would be that given the new receptivity of the United States, at last, on environmental issues and energy issues, that there is an important area for cooperation, hopefully with whatever government arises in coming months and years in Japan.  But the Japanese political scene without question I think creates complexities and particularly for alliance, and particularly in many ways for the kind of alliance that we have. In the last 8 years, I think on the military side certainly there has been an important expansion of U.S.-Japan cooperation. Japanese forces in the Indian Ocean, at one point, for better or worse, Japanese forces in Iraq and in Kuwait in support of the broader multilateral effort. But this cooperation which in a military sense has expanded is based it seems to me on a very, very narrow economic, cultural, and social base, and political base as well. The trading relationship has narrowed. Trade between China and Japan since 2004 has been greater than trade with the United States. Trade between the United States and China since 2005 is greater than U.S.-Japan trade which for many years was the largest trade across the Pacific. Financial relations of course have grown in many ways more complex as the U.S. becomes such a huge debtor and Japan as a very large creditor, and a certain community of interests with China which of course also is an extremely large creditor on the official account at the same time, so interests in the economic area have shifted.  Cultural ties quietly have also eroded I think sadly. For example, the number of Japanese foreign students in the United States is down significantly, about 10 percent from a decade ago. The number of Korean students conversely has sharply risen and is now greater than that of Japanese students even though there are of course nearly twice as many people in Japan as there are in Korea. Cultural relations, major conferences, the Shimoda Conferences that once were very dynamic have not been very active recently. Fortunately we have discussions such as we have today and some of the people here in this room of course are playing very important roles. Yet they are more isolated and alone than has been true in the past, and so the cultural relationship has been narrowing, the economic relationship, precisely at a time when as I say in the military area the relationship has grown stronger and more intimate for better or worse. Now, we could be on a point of political transition in Japan. In the United States as well politics have been shifting. I have been tremendously heartened by the visit of Secretary Clinton, and President Obama's meeting, of course, with the Prime Minister early in the administration. I think it probably surprised a lot of people who predicted that a Democratic government could not get along with Japan. I think if you look at history, it's very important to note that Democratic administrations have often gotten along very well with Japan. And conversely, many people seem to have forgotten the Nixon shocks and Richard Nixon's relations with Japan which contrasted of course greatly to those of John Kennedy and the Kennedy Administration and the Kennedy-Reischauer years.  I talk a lot about these things, how the relationship has evolved. I don't want to go on too long because I really would be interested in your comments. Let me just summarize briefly a few of the points that I make about how -- what the problem with U.S.-Japan relations is and then what to do about it. To define the problem, I basically use an historical analysis. I look at Britain's relationship with Japan, the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902 which contrasts in some very interesting ways to the post-war relationship, and then most importantly, I look at what's happened from the world that Dulles made to the world that we have today.  Broadly speaking, the theme is one of deteriorating networks. Networks are really quite crucial. Conversely, it seems to me, U.S.-China networks have greatly strengthened partly because of how they developed from Nixon's visit to China and so on. The U.S.-Japan networks, many of them came --historically of course they came out of the early post-war period which involved major reform and transformation in Japan but also of course was intensely hierarchical. It was an occupation relationship that gave birth to the post-war structure of U.S.-Japan relations. Now, that was fortunately changed over time, but I don't think we can forget in thinking to the future the embedded historical elements. So, in summary, I think the problem that one has is a certain asymmetry that flows from history, a certain one-sidedness if you want perhaps to put it that way. Another is the decline of what I call common equities, that is to say, the stakes that the two countries have in the strength of their bilateral relationship. I do believe firmly in the importance of U.S.-Japan relations. I am not a narrow bilateralist. I have criticized many of the things that evolved particularly over the last 6 or 8 years. I think that it was -- in a sense reaffirmed many of the asymmetries in the relationship. But over time, what we've seen is we've seen the two countries beginning to go their separate ways in a relationship that needs to be for strategic reasons, for economic reasons, for cultural reasons, I think there are many reasons why a strong U.S.-Japan relationship is important for both countries and can also be positive for the broader world.  What to do about it. I look at four cases basically, four other countries, which I think can all give us a few ideas as to how to improve U.S.-Japan relations. First of all, Britain. Secretary Armitage and many others of course have said that U.S.-Japan relations should be the Anglo-American relationship of the 21st century or that that in  any case is a positive model. I think there are some things that one can learn from Anglo-American relations, but I don't think that's the best model and maybe I should cite in the positive side what I do think can be learned. Britain has been very early into the bilateral policy process with the United States. It has realized again partly just because of longstanding networks, longstanding personal ties, that there is a period of germination as policy begins to evolve that's very, very important and it's found various ways of getting actively involved in that. A second thing is symbolism. As many of you if you take a walk, it's a little far to walk -- a cab or whatever -- a ride up Massachusetts Avenue to the British Embassy, you'll notice a statue of Winston Churchill right in front of the embassy. Winston Churchill's mother of course was an American. Britain and the United States fought together in World War II. Naturally Churchill becomes evocative. There have been times of course when in the Oval Office there have been statues and representations of Winston Churchill, although I don't believe that's true at the moment. The other thing Britain as a matter of practice created the illusion and usually the reality that at the end of the day it will be on board as they say. The British have talked about steering the unwieldy barge of American policy. Right from the 1940s they talked about this, but ultimately they have with sided with the U.S., they have fought with the U.S., they have been on board, and I think this is one of the reasons why they have had credibility. Another part, the last element, of course, is the nuclear dimension. For various reasons including the last of those, it seems to me that really this is in many ways -- it's been effective for American diplomacy and certainly even more so for British diplomacy. It really isn't the best model for U.S.-Japan. The better one I think is Germany, the U.S.- German relationship. What is it about it that strikes me? One thing I should point out right at the beginning, there is a tremendous amount of very active intellectual dialogue and joint research projects going on between the two countries. Germany has the largest Fulbright program in the world, for example. The German Marshall Fund was created, an initiative of Willy Brandt, as returning to the United States for the Marshall Plan that aided Germany's reconstruction. Of course it's become very large. It sponsors a lot of joint projects. For example, scholars of the two nations work on immigration and how to deal with that, or industrial change and the impact on labor, there are a large range of social and political issues and defense issue that they consider together. NGOs play a very important role in the U.S.-German relationship. The political parties of Germany all have institutes here in Washington. Because the German NGOs are so active here in Washington, they are I think much more effective than many countries on Capitol Hill in strengthening ties. The Werner Fellowships for example invite Americans, congressional staff members and scholars and different people to Germany, so there is a very intense dialogue. This flowed as in the case of U.S.-Japan of course from an asymmetrical relationship. It flowed out of a war in which the two sides were antagonists, and yet they have succeeded I think to a significant degree in neutralizing, in deepening a dialogue which is much broader also than the military and it doesn't include the same sort of nuclear dimensions and so on as the U.S.-British relationship. U.S.-China, interestingly, I think also provides some lessons for U.S.-Japan. Of course, it isn't an alliance relationship of the same kind, but China has been very effective on Capitol Hill through American corporations who do very significant business in China. Chinese leaders when they come to the U.S. rather than just flying into Washington, they very often have gone slowly across the country and visited local areas, meeting with governors and local businesspeople. They have announced contracts -- prime minister along the way, so have done many things to broaden the base, the geographical base of the relationship. And the U.S.-China Business Council it seems to me also has been rather effective here in Washington. I could go on and on, but just to give you a flavor of what I tried to do is to suggest that there are things that the U.S. and Japan could do to strengthen their relationship by looking at some other countries in the world.  In policy terms, again I don't want to spend too long on this, maybe we could discuss it briefly in a Q and A, foreign investment, there needs to be more foreign investment in Japan I think clearly. If you contrast U.S.-European relations with U.S.-Japan, they are strikingly different in that regard and that has been a handicap for Japan I think here in Washington. Reciprocal presence, a diplomatic and NGO presence in the capitals of the two countries, again what is happening here is a good antidote, but there hasn't been nearly enough. There aren't enough Japanese NGOs here, there are not enough -- American presence in Japan is not nearly broad enough. There have been many American cultural centers for example which have been closed in the last decade. Koizumi and Bush might have gotten along well personally, but at a lower level there was much that was eroding, and as I say, particularly on the economic and the cultural side. Rapid reaction capabilities -- I remember I was with the U.S. Embassy at Tokyo during the tragic "Ehime Maru" case when an American submarine surfacing accidentally hit a Japanese fishing boat. The crisis exploded very rapidly, as also incidents in Okinawa and so on often did. And very frequently if you weren't there right at the beginning with a response and an explanation, then all kinds of misunderstandings very easily proliferated. So in the internet age, the ability of policy to respond quickly to sudden developments I think is tremendously important. Finally, political economic networks, some of the sorts of things that Anne-Marie stresses in her, I think very good, "Foreign Affairs" piece. A reverse JET program, the JET program that some of you I know have been involved with, has been a success. Japan has invited many foreigners, not only Americans, to Japan. They work in schools and international affairs institutes in Japan and I think have contributed to understanding or some way that we could create some reciprocal flows. The Boao Conference that China has. International conferences that provide networking opportunities. Shimoda has deteriorated. China has the Boao or Korea has Cheju Forum. Does Japan have anything like that? Internet dialogues. We have initiated a Skype dialogue between the Tokyo Foundation and our center a couple of times a month which has been quite successful. What new kinds of dialogues can we think of? Is it time for some more analytical thinking about how to strengthen the relationship, a new Wise Man's Group or something like that? There are a lot of other ideas that we have tried to develop in this book or in the course of this work.  The conclusion that I have as I say is that we really need to look beneath the headlines. In the headlines themselves of course things look as though they're going fine, but the trends of history, the wheel of history, is moving in a different direction particularly if one considers the nature of the world as it was 50 years ago and the fact that many of the institutions were created then and they haven't changed. So we need to think about the future and how to configure for a new sort of world, and I think this conference has been an excellent step in that direction. Thank you very much.  MR. BUSH: Thank you very much, Kent, for a creative and stimulating approach to a very important issue. We have about 20 minutes. We can take a few questions. Why don't you field the questions yourself? If you have a question, wait for the mike, which will be with you very soon. So, Aki we’ll give you the first question.  QUESTION: Thank you, Dr. Calder. A very impressive speech. Let me explain shortly my concept on Japan's foreign policy. The so-called lost decade discussion was very passionate in terms of economy in Japan, but I think we pay much attention to the lost decades of the foreign policy chance in Japan, particularly in the 1990s. Let me brief -- I agree that the starting point of our foreign policy reshape of the post-World War II, San Francisco Treaty and the U.S.-Japan security arrangement in the 1950s. But in the 1960s what happened, before the 1960s? After the reshaping the relations with wartime countries, Japan tried to keep good ties with the Soviet Union in the middle 1950s. We tried to normalize relations but we failed. So in the 1960s what happened? We had good relations with Korea, normalization. The 1970s, Japan-China relations normalization. Japan and the Middle East good relations. Japan and Southeast Asia also advanced. And in the 1980s we tried to resolve the two remaining issues, the Soviet Union and North Korea. Then we tackled particularly after Gorbachev's perestroika period, but we failed. In the 1990s we again did the issues with Russia and now sometimes we repeat with North Korea and we failed. So in this sense we have yet to overcome the past issues. So after finishing the two obstacles, Russia and North Korea, Japan could be – hold new stage I believe, so it's very critical for the United States I think. Therefore I would like you to give your impression of my assessment on how to overcome the lost decade in foreign policy (inaudible) chance it's very critical.   MR. CALDER: Thank you very much. I think there are two dimensions. First, the descriptive part, what has happened over the last several decades, a declining capability it sounds like you are suggesting in achieving Japan's foreign policy goals recently for example in respect to North Korea. I don't know, maybe in the missiles, you might mean the abductees or issues like this that Japan hasn't been too effective and earlier things went better.  As a general matter, I agree that there has been that sort of a drift and I think the relationship to the quiet crisis of the U.S.-Japan relations is important. Why is it that Japan is finding it more difficult to achieve its objectives? I think this is partly because Asia is changing. Other countries are becoming stronger. American politics in some ways is changing. I think the Obama Administration will prove to be receptive to U.S.-Japan, a strong relationship. But ethnic politics are changing. The population of Japanese Americans is pretty much stable, about 800,000. There are now 4 million Chinese Americans in the U.S., and in 1985 there were less than there were Japanese Americans. So I think the structural changes that are occurring in the Pacific and then in the United States are one factor that's at work.  Another factor I think could be political uncertainties in Japan and the lack of a structure which is suited to global diplomacy. For example, the Prime Minister's  office, of course, it's begun to get stronger, but it hasn't probably been strong enough to support a really global diplomacy. You're dealing today I believe with Eastern Europe and Central Asia and all of these things and the Kantei, also the Foreign Ministry -- Japan's Foreign Minister is maybe about one-third of the size of the State Department, I believe -- my guess is that it's not probably strong enough to support a really global diplomacy. Also think tanks. Your center is really the distinguished center in Japan I know on Russian Studies and Slavic Studies, but does Japan have the think tank infrastructure like Brookings or other centers to sustain a global role? So the two points that I take away from what you are, first of all, that the quiet crisis of U.S.-Japan relations has made it more difficult for Japan in some ways to influence policy.  The other thing is that Japan has not institutionally developed the dynamic structures to respond to globalization. Globalization has occurred basically since 1985 and Japan's Foreign Ministry, its Kantei has not changed, or its political role have really not changed very much.  One last point I really think is important. I hear this from many Japanese leaders, that the Diet, the Kokkai touben, the fact that they have to stay, the Finance Minister, the head of the Bank of Japan, all of the key leaders, have to stay in Japan to respond to Diet interpolations prevents them from developing the sort of international contacts. They all come to Washington now during Golden Week and they can't come at other times, or to Beijing or wherever. In a world of globalization, I think that that's unfortunate.  QUESTION: Chia Chen, freelance correspondent. You were talking that U.S.-Japan military alliance is the cement of this relation. I would like your comment to  undercurrent. First of this, both people in Okinawa and Japan are concerned about the huge military base in Okinawa. And second is this, I keep hearing the voices from Japan and from here that are we trust the other side is reliable when really crisis happens.  MR. CALDER: You say the other side. Do you mean the United States?  QUESTION: Yes, I said U.S. -- Japan would be reliable or trust if military crisis happened? And also the USA – would Japan be reliable when the things happens?  MR. CALDER: Thank you very much. Those are both really important questions. Let me take first the question of U.S. bases in Okinawa. Okinawa of course has a very strategic location right in the center of the East China Sea. I was at the Peace Park, there may be some others who were there, when President Clinton spoke during his visit in 2000. And I was very struck by what he had to say about the importance of reducing the footprint of the U.S. military in Okinawa, at the same time, retaining the credibility and the deterrence -- the stabilizing role of the presence that the U.S. had there. So over time I would broadly agree with the thrust of what he said, that the U.S. should be trying to reduce the inconveniences and obviously the environmental problems and crime and all of that sort of thing. There is always too much of that, although I think sometimes it's over-exaggerated.  There is a major transformation proposal underway as you know. Talk is all of Futenma. I think Futenma does need to be closed, but the agreement that was made back in 1996 at the summit between the two countries provided for some alternate facilities. What we have now is we've got a downsizing by 2014 of the Marine presence, both countries have agreed to that, and to close Futenma and to open an alternate facility.  Broadly speaking it seems to me that that is a sensible arrangement. Whatever we do, we need to maintain the credibility of the alliance.  But that said, to get an agreement if it really would cause things to move forward, I suppose some sort of minor adjustments might be possible by mutual agreement. The big picture, we can't forget the big picture, really is the stability and the credibility of the alliance itself. History of Europe in the past showed that a balance of power world does not produce stability and the U.S.-Japan alliance in that sense I think does provide -- aid the stability of a very important and increasingly prosperous part of the world.  Now, would Japan be reliable in a crisis? I think it depends on what you mean by reliable and what kind of crisis. I would say that the fundamental role of Japan in the Pacific is not primarily in the military area. Japan's tremendous capabilities in energy efficiency, also extraordinary successes on environmental issues. ODA, it was for a long time the highest in the world, it's now down around number five. It's quietly declined which I think is unfortunate. That said, I think the alliance is fundamental to the broader relationship of the two countries. If Japan did not come through in a crisis in some key area where the two countries had mutual expectations, then that would be very unfortunate. It would help I think if the collective self-defense provisions or the interpretation of the constitution were changed. That would make the alliance more flexible.  Personally, I think the alliance should not be too ambitious. Let me put it that way. Fundamentally I don't think the main thing the United States needs from Japan is military. For symbolic reasons I wouldn't disagree with what Mike O'Hanlon was saying before lunch that some commitment in major crisis areas of the world would be desirable, but I don't know that it necessarily needs to be boots on the ground. If we look at Japan's Iraq involvement, for example, I'm not sure that it was necessarily so fundamental. It cost a lot politically. What it contributed, could Japan potentially have contributed more by a more detached stance in the ability to influence key nations in the region like Iran? There are various ways to look at that issue. But I do believe that if we define the alliance realistically and it does include a military dimension, and one dimension that I think on that side that is important is rapid reaction in cases of terrorism, joint cooperation against terrorism, probably missile defense, in certain ways a limited version that doesn't stir an arms race in East Asia. So there is a core of military dimension where cooperation is needed and the security treaty is important. And if we define the alliance in a sufficiently narrow way and if we strengthen, and this is the point of what I was saying before, if we strengthen the political base, the broad base of the alliance so that what we agree to do is politically feasible, then I think Japan would be reliable.   
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1. This is silly in the context of the plan—the signal of reducing military presence would overcome in Chinese security calculations

2. Consultation improves trilateral relations – neg evidence not specific to consult
Ogawa Kazuhisa, military analyst, July-September ’99 

“Substantive debate needed on defense partnership,” Japan Quarterly. Vol. 46, Iss. 3; pg. 17, 7 pgs, proquest
Overall, Japan and the United States are not likely to say no to each other often.  However, the two countries can reap great rewards from institutionalization of prior consultation. First, if the United States shows that it solicits Japan's view before military operations in Asia, Japan's neighbors would trust Japan more and expect more of it. For example, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (North Korea) has a good reason not to bargain with Japan now to establish diplomatic relations: Japan may renege on deals with North Korea if the United States presses Japan. In contrast, if North Korea perceives Japan to be a nation whose views are respected by the United States, it is likely to pursue diplomatic ties with Japan even if it has to make some concessions. North Korea would expect Japan to help defuse unwanted confrontations with the United States
3. China wants a strong alliance because it deters Japanese militarism

Zagoria and Rivlin,  ‘97 Donald, Prof of Poli Sci @ Hunter College, Benjamin Rivlin, Director of the raplh Bunche Institute, May, “revitalizing the US-Japan Alliance, http://216.239.39.104/search?q=cache:8470StgVon0J:www.ciaonet.org/conf/bun03/bun03d.html+%22china+accepts+the+alliance+if+it+checks%22+AND+%22peace+and+stability%22&hl=en
Officially, the Chinese scholar said, the Chinese government has adopted a wait-and-see attitude and the future of the debate will depend on US policies and actions. He added that his own conclusion from recent developments was that there had been no basic change in the Chinese position on the alliance. China accepts the alliance if it checks Japan from going it alone and from becoming militaristic, and if the alliance contributes to peace and stability, and if it is not directed against China. Chinese leaders face a dilemma. If the United States were to end the alliance and withdraw from East Asia, then China would lose the buffer between itself and Japan. Without this buffer, Japan might well decide to increase the size and capabilities of its military. Sooner or later, the two East Asian powers could confront one another. Given the technological superiority of Japanese industry and the massive revenues on which it can draw, the Chinese would be hard put to compete with Japan in a regional arms race and it would divert resources away from economic modernization. Such a scenario is clearly not in China’s interest.
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Consultation improves trilateral relations
Ogawa Kazuhisa, military analyst, July-September ’99 
“Substantive debate needed on defense partnership,” Japan Quarterly. Vol. 46, Iss. 3; pg. 17, 7 pgs, proquest
Overall, Japan and the United States are not likely to say no to each other often.  However, the two countries can reap great rewards from institutionalization of prior consultation. First, if the United States shows that it solicits Japan's view before military operations in Asia, Japan's neighbors would trust Japan more and expect more of it. For example, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (North Korea) has a good reason not to bargain with Japan now to establish diplomatic relations: Japan may renege on deals with North Korea if the United States presses Japan. In contrast, if North Korea perceives Japan to be a nation whose views are respected by the United States, it is likely to pursue diplomatic ties with Japan even if it has to make some concessions. North Korea would expect Japan to help defuse unwanted confrontations with the United States. 
Japan alliance outweighs all others

Ogawa Kazuhisa, military analyst, July-September ’99 
“Substantive debate needed on defense partnership,” Japan Quarterly. Vol. 46, Iss. 3; pg. 17, 7 pgs, proquest
Second, prior consultation is likely to improve the alliance qualitatively. This practice would compel Japan to improve its ability to discuss strategy with the United States. So far, a number of policy-makers and analysts have pointed out that prior consultation would be pointless or worse because Japan lacks the ability to respond at America's level of sophistication. Japan has fallen into a vicious cycle in which it does not seek prior consultation because it does not have the analytical capability to influence U.S. decisions. In contrast, once institutionalization of this procedure compels Japan to make up for this shortfall, the quality of Japan-U.S. military consultation can only improve. This is in America's interest.  For Japan, this change will open the possibility to modify the Japan-U.S. security regime toward Japan's stated goal of world peace through a more effective United Nations. (Although this probably sounds "soft" to most Americans, this is also the stated goal of the Japan-U.S. Treaty of Mutual Security and Cooperation.) System in Place, but Not in Use  In 1960, Japan and the United States defined three subjects of prior consultation: significant changes in deployment of units, significant changes in weapon systems, and use of facilities and areas for staging combat operations out of Japan.  Over the decades, members of the Diet have questioned the Cabinet on whether it has been consulted by the United States about these issues. Each time, the Japanese government has fallen back on humbugs such as "Prior consultation has never been necessary" or "U.S. military units were ordered to combat operations when they were on training exercises outside Japan." Institutionalization of prior consultation would spare Japan such embarrassment.  However, we are left with a most serious question: What entitles Japan to demand that the United States institutionalize prior consultation?  In a way, the Japan-U.S. alliance is an anomaly. The two allies ought to have established such a regime as a matter of course. While claiming prior consultation on paper, Japan and the United States have not even brought it up in practice. There must be a hidden dimension to the alliance. This is the secret: The Japanese public has harbored an illusion about the alliance's asymmetry, and this illusion has borne an inferiority complex. This alchemy of the mind has distorted the operation and evolution of the Japan-U.S. alliance.  Japanese certainly have grounds to overestimate the alliance's asymmetry. The security treaty guarantees the deployment of U.S. forces to defend Japan. In contrast, Japan cannot deploy military forces outside its territory to defend Americans from attack. (According to the Japanese government's interpretation of the Constitution, Japan has the sovereign state's inherent right of collective selfdefense, but Article 9 forbids its exercise.) It is not strange for Japanese citizens to feel that they should be grateful for America's charitable donation of security, or to believe that the United States will abolish the alliance and leave Japan defenseless if Japan offends the United States. The problem is that most of the politicians, businessmen, bureaucrats, specialists, intellectuals and journalists who are responsible for setting Japan's future course share the public's misperception of the Japan-U.S. alliance.  The truth cannot be more different from this Japanese belief. U.S. policy-makers have been fearing for decades that Japan will one day announce its intention to terminate the alliance. This is because Japan is the most valuable of America's 58 treaty-bound allies in two ways. First, the United States cannot maintain global preponderance without Japan. Second, in military terms, the alliance with Japan is the most symmetric of America's alliances.  The first point is obvious from Japan's unique role as America's power projection platform. U.S. military bases in all other allied countries are forward bases for responding to specific regional threats. For instance, bases in the Republic of Korea (South Korea) are for deterring-and failing that, fighting-a war on the peninsula by deploying forces in response to military threats from North Korea.  The immense bases in NATO Europe are also for meeting regional threats, as were those in the Philippines. In contrast, U.S. bases in Japan provide the bulk of support for the Seventh Fleet and the III Marine Expeditionary Force, whose area of responsibility stretches from Hawaii to the Cape of Good Hope-one half of the world! Such a power projection platform is vital for America's maintenance of a position from which it can claim global leadership.  
AT: PERM do both (lie) (1/2)
1. The perm fails: government action invariably involves leaks which will expose the true intentions of consultation – transparency builds international cooperation.

Finel & Lord 02 – *Professor of Military Strategy and Operations at the U.S. National War College and past Executive Director of the Security Studies Program and the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University from 2002-2004 and **Vice-President and Director of studies at the Center for a New American Security and Foreign Policy Studies Program fellow at the Brookings Institute. (Bernard I. Finel and Kristin M. Lord, Power and Security in the Age of Transparency, p. 101. DS)

In fact, a government that tolerates a free press pays a price by exposing itself to exploitation by states with private information. The press has some ability to expose leaders to potential punishment by the voters or the courts for lies told in office. These inherent costs of democratic government may, under some circumstances, be sufficient to distinguish the promises of democracies as more credible than the promises of nondemocracies."' As Keohane put it, Some governments maintain secrecy more zealously than others. American officials, for example, often lament that the U.S. government leaks information “like a sieve” and claim that this openness puts the United States at a disadvantage Surely there are disadvantages to openness.... But some reflection on the problem of making agreements in world politics suggests that there are advantages for the open government that cannot be duplicated by countries with more tightly closed bureaucracies. Governments that cannot provide detailed and reliable information about their intentions-for instance, because their decision-making processes are closed to the outside world and their officials are prevented from developing frank informal relationships with their foreign counterparts-may well be unable convincingly to persuade their potential partners of their commitment to the contemplated arrangement.”

2. The permutation still links to the net-benefit. Consultation only preserves relations if revisions and changes can take place during consultation.

Sjursen 04 Awarded the Anna Lindh Award in 2006 for outstanding contributions to research in the field of European Foreign and Security Policy Studies. The award is initiated by three European foundations - Compagnia di Sao Paolo (Turin), Riksbankens Jubileumsfond (Stockholm) and Volkswagen Stiftung (Hanover). (July 2004, Helene “On the Identity of NATO”, International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 80, No. 4, The Transatlantic Relationship (Jul., 2004), pp. 687-703 

However, a multilateral arrangement is vulnerable. The vulnerability is linked to the absence of the possibility of sanctions within a multilateral system-the absence of the shared commitment of all the member states to be legally bound by the principles of multilateralism. The legal commitment that, as noted earlier, is a requirement for a pacific federation, is not present. Hence, there may be a general expectation inside NATO of consultation, equality and non-hierarchical decision-making processes; and when states break with these jointly accepted norms, they may provoke strong reactions from their fellow members. 48 However, the possibility of sanctioning the norm-breaker through legal means is not there. Thus, multilateralism within NATO, as elsewhere, is dependent on the benevolence of the member states and in particular the n the identity of NATO benevolence of the most powerful states within the organization. This was already evident in the early I96os, when Eisenhower's plans to share the United States' nuclear secrets with the European allies, and thereby ensure equality between the United States and its European allies, were abandoned.
3. Double-bind: Either the plan and CP are enacted simultaneously, meaning the perm links to the net benefit, or the plan is adopted after the CP which is a timeframe permutation and illegitimate


A. They make all the counterplans non-competitive and counterplans are key to negative ground.


B. They justify future fiat which shreds negative uniqueness ground for Das.


C. Voting issue for Fairness and Education

AT: Perm do both (Lie) (2/2)

4. They can’t win on the perm.


A. Perm magnifies the link to the net benefit – if NATO finds out the US in engaging in non-
genuine consultation they will be more angered than the plan without consultation.


B. Counterplan solves 100% of case – any risk the perm links to the net benefit means a neg win.

5. Only genuine consultation can save the alliance

Genuine consultation and respect is key to keep multilateralism alive.

Haass 02 - President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Director of policy planning for the Department of State, Principal adviser to Secretary of State Colin Powell, Confirmed by the U.S. Senate to hold the rank of ambassador, Served as U.S. coordinator for policy toward the future of Afghanistan and U.S. envoy to the Northern Ireland peace process, Received the State Department’s Distinguished Honor Award, Special assistant to President George H. W. Bush, received the Presidential Citizens Medal for  contributions to the development and articulation of U.S. policy during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, Served in the Departments of State (1981-85) and Defense (1979-80),  Vice president and director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, Holds a BA from Oberlin College and the Master and Doctor of Philosophy degrees from Oxford University  (April 22, Richard N. “Remarks to Foreign Policy Association”, US Department of State http://www.state.gov/s/p/rem/9632.htm, LS) 

First and foremost, American leadership is fundamental. Without it, multilateral initiatives can be stillborn, go astray -- or worse. We must be resolute and confident once we have embarked upon a policy. Yet leadership demands, as President Bush has emphasized on many occasions, a sense of humility. Leadership thus requires genuine consultation. We must respect the values, judgment, and interests of our friends and partners. We have no monopoly on wisdom. 

6. Promising genuine consultation but doing the plan regardless is intentional deception which is immoral and should be rejected.

A) Kurtz 4 – Commander United States Navy (2004, Jonathan D. Kurtz, USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT FIXING THE TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONSHIP, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423739&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf LS/MEF) 

The US acts in its own self-interest, unilaterally if it has to, largely because it can. But to its detriment, according to some analysts, when events call for multilateralism, the hegemonic US invariably conducts allied consultations “not so much to forge a common policy, let alone build goodwill, as to persuade others of the rightness of the US cause.”31 Rather than trying to accommodate the Europeans in building a coalition to enter Iraq, as distasteful or tedious and time-consuming as that might have been for some in the Bush administration, the perception is that they cast European concerns aside. Even those European allies that supported the US campaign complained privately about the lack of consultation and diplomatic effort.32

B) Howard and Corver 8 (2008, Richard, Clinton, Ethics for the real world, http://www.ethicsfortherealworld.com/intro.pdf LS)

The message is that while we often think of ethics as shaping character, it may influence relationships even more. Ethical compromises erect social and emotional barriers between people—barriers that stubborn are hard to discuss. Tainted character is bad enough; strained relationships can be worse. Ethical compromise creates both. In developing ourselves as skillful ethical decision makers, these three insights will emerge repeatedly. The lesson is that it is better to choose instead of react, to develop sensitivity instead of numbness, and to heed the impact of ethical lapses on relationships.

AT: PERM do the plan (consult is normal means)

1. The Perm is severance


A. They sever out of the unconditional enforcement and certainty of the plan because Japan 
might say no or make minor adjustments.


B. The sever out of the immediacy of the plan because consultation takes time, fiat is immediate.


C. Voter



1. Moving Target: It allows them to spike out of our offense by removing parts of the plan 


that link, it is the same as affirmative conditionality.



2. Ground: It kills our CP and Kritik ground because they can remove parts of the plan to 


make everything not competitive.

2. Not Topical


A. Resolved, Webster’s Dictionary 2001: “Fixity of purpose”


B. They are not resolved in implementation because Japan can say no to the plan.


C. Voter: Perms can be extra topical but not completely non-topical.  This forces them to justify 
the resolution which is critical to counterplan and disad links. Our interpretation is more 
predictable because the resolution is the only sacrosanct thing in debate.

3. Even if Congress consults, it doesn’t give Japan binding veto power, which is critical to strengthen the alliance – that’s our 1NC evidence.

4. Consultation is not normal means.

Malone & Khong 03 - President of the International Peace Academy AND Fellow of Nuffield College and Director of the Centre for International Studies, Oxford University (David & Yuen, Unilateralism & U.S. foreign policy, “US Regional Policies”, pg. 348) DS

Foreign perceptions of the U.S.... are not only divergent: they are to a large extent incompatible in logical terms. They include a U.S. intent on minding what it sees as its own business; the dark, satanic U.S. of Islamic conspiracy theorists who see deliberate purpose and focused aim in every aspect of what America does (or indeed, does not do); a unilateralist U.S. which has made military power its tool of choice; and an America with a network of allies around the world, ensuring strategic stability in the key areas of Asia, Europe and the Middle East? It is not surprising that a view from Africa does not even feature on Heisbourg's list of foreign images of the United States. A hint at just what a low priority Africa is on the U.S. foreign policy radar screen. Determining the rhythm of overall U.S. foreign policy can be a complex undertaking, especially following a change in presidential administrations, because U.S. hegemony does not always translate into a discernible grand strategy. It is a more straightforward exercise in the African context, however, because U.S. policy takes a predictable pattern. The United States alliteratively embarks on unilateral action, disengages on U.S. terms, fails to consult properly with its partners, and rarely opts for genuine multilateralism

 Consult CP Frontline (1/2)

1. Perm- Do Both 

2. Consultation counterplans are illegit – 


a. Conditional fiat – we don’t know whether the neg will defend “yes” or “no” which reduces our 

ability to generate offense which justifies severance perms


b. Timeframe fiat – the counterplan implements the plan later than the affirmative which allows 
them to 
spike out of disad links by delaying – makes timeframe perms reciprocal


c. Infinite regression – the negative could consult any country they wanted


d. Voting issue for fairness, predictability and ground

3. Consultation spurs inter-branch conflict

David Newsom, Professor of Diplomacy @ the University of Virgina, 1992, The Allies and Arms Control, Edited by Hampson, Von Riekhoff and Roper, p. 282

The reluctance of an administration to consult fully with the Congress explains further the hesitation of U.S. presidents to lay alternatives before allies that have not similarly been presented to the Congress.  Washington policymakers proceed on the assumption – whether always correct or not – that consultations, whether with allies or with the Congress, will leak.  Reports of discussions of policy alternatives with allies that have not similarly been presented to the congress can cause serious executive-legislative tensions.

4. Inter-branch conflict cripples US foreign policy – turning the net benefit

Linda S. Jamison, Deputy Director of Governmental Relations @ CSIS, Spring 1993, Executive-Legislative Relations after the Cold War, Washington Quarterly, v.16, n.2, p. 189

Indeed there are very few domestic issues that do not have strong international implications, and likewise there are numerous transnational issues in which all nations have a stake.  Environmental degradation, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, population control, migration, international narcotics trafficking, the spread of AIDS, and the deterioration of the human condition in the less developed world are circumstances affecting all corners of the globe.  Neither political isolation nor policy bifurcation is an option for the United States.  Global circumstances have drastically changed with the end of the Cold War and the political and policy conditions that sustained bipartisan consensus are not applicable to the post-war era.  The formulation of a new foreign policy must be grounded in broad-based principles that reflect domestic economic, political and social concerns while providing practical solutions to new situations.  Toward a cooperative US Foreign Policy for the 1990s: If the federal government is to meet the new international policy challenges of the post-cold war era, institutional dissension caused by partisan competition and executive-legislative friction must give way to a new way of business.  Policy flexibility must be the watchword of the 1990s in the foreign policy domain if the United States is to have any hope of securing its interests in the uncertain years ahead.  One former policymaker, noting the historical tendency of the United States to make fixed “attachments,” has argued that a changing world dictates policy flexibility, where practical solutions can be developed on principles of broad-based policy objectives (Fulbright 1979).  Flexibility, however, will not be possible without interbranch cooperation.  The end of the Cold War and the new single-party control of the White House and Congress provide a unique opportunity to reestablish foreign policy cooperation.  Reconfiguring post cold war objectives requires comprehension of the remarkable transformations in world affairs and demands an intense political dialogue that goes beyond the executive branch (Mann 1990, 28-29).

5. The net benefit is a reason they will say no to the plan- if they want something to talk over they will not do it just so that the US has something they control over them. They will want to consult on their terms 

6. Consultations take a long time to do- nations like to think about something before they do it. If they rubber stamp it that means it won’t solve the net benefit because it is not meaningful to them, while they wait people are dying and the CP can’t solve the impacts of economic collapse and death in that time 

Consult CP Frontline (2/2)

7. Consultation kills hegemony

Dole, Former Vice President, 1995 (Foreign Affairs, Spring)

The United States, as the only global power, must lead.  Europe—as individual stats or as a collective cannot.  China, Russia, India, Brazil, and Japan are important regional powers, and some may be potential regional threats.  But only the United States can lead on the full range of political, diplomatic, economic and military issues confronting the world. Leadership does not consist of positing questions for international debate: leadership consists of proposing and achieving solutions.  The American attempt in May 1993 to discuss lifting the Bosnian arms embargo with NATO allies, for example, was simply wrong:  It was a discussion, not a U.S. initiative, and was readily perceived by the Europeans as a half-hearted attempt lacking President Clinton’s commitment.  By comparison, if President Bush had followed a similar course after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990, Saddam Hussein would still be in Kuwait today—if not in Saudi Arabia—and he would very possibly be armed with nuclear weapons. Leadership is also saying what you mean, meaning what you say, and sticking to it.  That includes a willingness to use American force when required.  To state that North Korea “cannot be allowed to develop a nuclear bomb” and then one year later sign an agreement that ignores the issue of the existing arsenal is confusing to the American people and to our allies.  To threaten to withdraw most-favored-nation trading status from China because of human rights violations and then to extend such status months later—despite no change in Chinese human rights practices—makes the world wonder why the linkage was made in the first place.  To introduce a resolution in the U.N. Security Council to lift the arms embargo on Bosnia-Herzegovina, while top administration officials claim the war is over and the Serbs have won, severs and link between the worlds of U.S. policymakers and their deeds.
8. US hegemony is critical to prevent apolarity and multiple nuclear wars

Niall Ferguson, Senior Fellow @ the Hoover Institution @ Stanford, July/August 2004, “A World without Power”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=2579&page=3, ACC: 9.16.04, p. online

The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.

9. Perm do the plan and consult on all other issues too- solves best because we ensure we solve the net benefit by consulting on all other issues 
10. Japan will say no- 

Insert warrants 
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