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***Consult Japan CP***




1NC Consult Japan

Observation 1: Competition

1. “Resolved” means “to make a firm decision about”, American Heritage Dictionary, 03 – indicates certainty 

2. “Should” means “used to express obligation”, Dictionary.com, 03.

3. Voting for the aff has the opportunity cost of preventing using the aff in negotiations with Japan.

Observation 2: US-Japan Alliance

Prior, binding consultation is critical to the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance – and they’ll say yes [on military expansion]

Kazuhisa 99 (Ogawa, Analyst of International Politics, Japan Quarterly, 7-19)

The most urgent task at the political level is to institutionalize prior consultation on diverse aspects of the operation of alliance. It is more logical for Japan to start by establishing a system for stating its preferences through prior consultation with the United States. Then, and only then, Japan should prepare tools it will need when saying yes: arrangements with the United States for supporting U.S. military operations to the maximum extent possible within the Japanese Constitution, and their enabling legislation. 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. 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.) 

Consultation is key to the US- Japan alliance

The Daily Yomiuri ‘10 ( June 20, 2010 “Talks needed to boost Japan-U.S”, Lexis, Manchester)
Japan and the United States should continually hold strategic dialogues.  How can the two nations realize stability on the Korean Peninsula and persuade China to act responsibly as a major power politically and economically? How should Japan and the United States cooperate with each other and other nations to tackle such issues as global warming, the war on terrorism and disarmament?  By deepening discussions on such issues and by Japan playing more active roles in the international community, the nation could build an even stronger alliance with the United States.  Security is the core of the bilateral alliance. North Korea has been developing nuclear missiles and sank a South Korean patrol vessel in March. China has rapidly been building up and modernizing its military. The Chinese Navy is expanding its operations to wider areas, causing friction with neighboring nations. Japan cannot be so optimistic about its security environment.  Fully preparing for emergencies through close cooperation between the Self-Defense Forces and U.S. forces in peacetime will ultimately serve as a deterrence against such emergencies.  The alliance sometimes is compared to riding a bicycle: The inertia of a bicycle will carry it forward, but unless we pedal, the bike will eventually slow down and fall.  To maintain the alliance, it is vital for the two nations to set common goals and work hard together to achieve them. It is also indispensable to make ceaseless efforts to settle pending issues one by one.  It is not enough to merely chant, "The Japan-U.S. alliance is the foundation of Japan's diplomacy.

1. The alliance is extremely ineffective because of aging and ineffective technology coordination and cooperation between the United States and Japan

Rapp 4 (William E., Lieutenant Colonel in the US Army and former Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies, Tokyo, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance”, January 2004, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub367.pdf // Vish)
Surprisingly (given that the United States and Japan are two of the most technologically advanced nations in the world), one of the most difficult challenges the alliance faces is in the intelligence coordination necessary to respond quickly and to fight an attacker effectively. The Japanese face continued challenges in the legal protection of classified information,129 in the internal coordination and analysis of intelligence data, and in the means, especially from space, to collect timely data. The ban on collective self-defense also seriously hinders the sharing of defense intelligence between the United States and Japan. Although the Cabinet Intelligence Research Office (CIRO) is designed to be the hub for intelligence processing for the Prime Minister, the data and analysis links into that body from the intelligence services in the various ministries are guarded and inconsistent. Interagency intelligence cooperation is still in a nascent stage in Japan. Further, the intelligence community in Japan is not practiced at recognizing who needs what intelligence as it comes in to various intelligence branches. The links to higher coordinating bodies such as CIRO, to lateral agencies in other ministries, or down to the operational level on the ground are not well-institutionalized or practiced.130 Compounding these institutional challenges is a shortage of hardware connectivity and restrictive intelligence sharing norms that prevent the kind of intelligence partnership found between the United States and Britain.131 Although improving post- September 11, tight intelligence sharing between the two countries (although most effective between the Defense Intelligence Agency and the JDA) has been the exception rather than the rule.132 In short, the alliance commits the United States to defend Japan, but does not initially allow for tightly coordinated conduct of that defense. Bilateral operations centers exist in each service branch, and are exercised annually, but are not immediately ready to coordinate the defense against a surprise attack. Likewise, the alliance does not commit the Japanese to actively support the United States in conflicts, in which America might find herself in East Asia, that fall outside the “defense of Japan” or the gray region of “situations in the areas surrounding Japan,” even if those actions directly affect Japanese interests. However, most agree that Japan would likely do so unless its interests were diametrically opposed to those of the United States. Finally, as stated above, the limited intelligence cooperation between the two countries and the way in which intelligence is processed within Japan detracts from the alliance’s effectiveness. If the alliance is to remain viable, these shortfalls will need to be addressed in coming years.

2. Changes are necessary in the space relationship between Japan and the United States – cooperating in space rather than competing will solve relations

Logsdon 92 (John M, Professor Emeritus of Political Science and International Affairs at the Elliot School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “U.S.-Japanese Space Relations at a Crossroads”, Science, New Series, Vol. 255, No. 5042, January 17th, 1992, D/A 6/21/11, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/logsdonbio.pdf // Vish)

The United States and Japan have cooperated in space at both the governmental and industrial level for the past two decades. But the objectives of such cooperation have been different for the two countries. The U.S. government has seen space cooperation as a means of demonstrating in a highly visible way its claims to global political and technological leadership; Japan has used cooperation (and not only in space) as a way of learning from a more advanced partner as an interim step to independent, often competitive, Japanese capabilities. Japanese industry worked with U.S. firms in the early stages of developing its space capabilities; after acquiring as much U.S. technology as possible through licensing and other forms of technology transfer, a Japanese firm typically reduces the interactions with its U.S. collaborator and tries to improve on the imported technology. To date, the benefits to U.S. firms have come from the revenues generated by technology transfer, not from access to Japanese or world markets through alliances with Japanese collaborators. Both the United States and Japan recognize that the "leader-follower" relationship that has characterized their space relationship so far requires revision, particularly because Japan is developing world-class capabilities in critical areas of space technology and could emerge both as a significant competitor to the United States for economic payoffs from space and as a major partner in collaborative space undertakings. From the U.S. perspective, a strategy is needed for Japanese-U.S. space relations that balances national security, political, economic, and scientific interests. Key to such a strategy is the balance sought between cooperation and competition. It is in the U.S. interest to stress cooperative interactions (1). As one high-level group recently commented, an "increasingly cooperative U.S.-Japan relationship" would have "a strongly constructive" effect, strengthening the general trend that existed from the late 1940s through the 1970s toward a more open, multilateral trading regime, alignment of security policies, and cooperation in minimizing the instabilities produced by massive capital flows and the loosening of fixed exchange rates... Partnership and competition need not be mutually exclusive (2, p.1). To develop such a productive strategy, one needs a clear understanding of the current state and likely future character of the Japanese space program. Unfortunately, there is substantial confusion on these two topics. For example, last year an aerospace trade publication reported on Japan's "commitment to an aggressive development program that will position it as a major space power in the 21st century" (3, p. 37). In contrast, the Tokyo correspondent of the New York Times observed that Japan is entering its third decade in space more confused than ever about where to proceed next, and deeply uncertain whether it wants to commit the money or scarce talent needed to turn the world's second largest economy into a spacefaring nation" (4, p. C1). The reality is that Japan is still in the process of reaching a national consensus on its long-term purposes in space and on the appropriate level of public and private investment justified by the potential benefits of space activities. The United States can exert some influence on that consensus, but more importantly, the United States needs to understand its emerging outlines so that it is well prepared for future interactions. This article is intended as a contribution to such an understanding. AN OVERVIEW OF JAPAN IN SPACE Compared to the United States, the Japanese space program is modest in size, if not in scope (5) (Table 1). Japan's current government space budget (Table 2) is approximately $1.3 billion [168.2 billion yen (6)], less than 10% of the $13.9-billion budget of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA); while the United States allocates almost 0.6% of its gross domestic product to space, the Japanese allocate 0.04% (7). Japan's space budget in 1991 was the fifth largest in the world, trailing the budgets of the United States, the former Soviet Union, China, and France (8). Japan, unlike those other countries, does not have a military space program to bear a share of the costs of its space development; the U.S. national security space program has a budget some 50% or more larger than that of NASA, and the technology developed under military auspices finds its way into both NASA and private sector space efforts. There are just under 9,700 people working on space in Japan, including both government and corporate employees; the NASA civil service roster alone totals almost 24,000 (9). A number of Japanese government agencies are involved in space (Fig. 1). (Figure 1 omitted) They operate under a policy framework developed by the Space Activities Commission, a group of senior individuals chaired by the Minister of Science and Technology that was established in 1968 to advise the Prime Minister on space policy and to coordinate government space activities. The most recent Space Activities Commission statement of Japanese space policy, issued in 1989, stresses both autonomy and international cooperation, noting that "Japan has now a promising future in establishing its own technology equal to that at an international level" (10, p. ii) and calling for increased private sector investment in space development while also stating that "Japan, as a member of the international society, is expected to make an appropriate contribution consistent with its international status. Japan will promote international cooperation in this field...." (10, p. 4). This dual emphasis is perhaps the most significant feature of Japanese space policy from a U.S. perspective; there appears to be an opportunity to influence Japan toward cooperative rather than competitive interactions. 

3. With an equal and effective alliance, Japan and the US would be able to respond quickly and effectively to deter threats like North Korea and China and foster peace and stability in East Asia

Rapp 4 (William E., Lieutenant Colonel in the US Army and former Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies, Tokyo, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance”, January 2004, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub367.pdf // Vish)
Finally, as the partnership deepens, Tokyo’s influence in Asia could further the common interests of the alliance. Japan is in a better position to mitigate the fears of its neighbors―through its leadership in multilateral institutions, continued transparency about its increased military role, and thoughtful recognition of historical emotions. By not intentionally inflaming passions in Korea and China, through acts of nationalist pride aimed at domestic audiences, and by leading East Asia in a number of multilateral forums, Japan could gain influence where the United States might not be so welcomed. Former UN diplomat Yasushi Akashi recently stated that Japan can be an important bridge for the United States into Asia. “There is a gap spreading between the United States and other countries. Japan, as a U.S. ally, can fill that gap. If Japan takes action in areas out of reach for the United States, Washington will count highly on Japan.”204 Having built a reputation for nuance, flexibility, and pragmatism through its ODA program and postwar interaction with Asian countries, Japan may be in a position to soften the more ideological tone of American foreign policy toward the region for the benefit of the two partners.205 For example, Japan could help extend the joint shaping capabilities of the alliance into ASEAN. A potential example is future negotiations over nonproliferation with Iran, with which Japan still maintains diplomatic relations and Washington does not.206 In that manner, Japan and the United States could act as a coordinated team and be successful in molding the future security environment of Asia. Using the Alliance to Shape the Future of East Asia. This monograph began by making the assertion that the alliance can and must become more than simply a narrow defense pact if both the United States and Japan want to be successful in shaping the security future of East Asia in ways that support peace, prosperity, and the growth of democratic and human values. In the next several decades, East Asia in particular will need the stability and positive character of Japan and the United States working in close concert. There is a distinct need for positive complementarities in the relationship. This power sharing could result in an alliance wellsuited to handle, in a positive manner, the most important challenge of the first half of the 21st century―the character of the rise of China to superpower status. Tight coordination of policy and increased military capability will vastly increase the deterrence credibility of the alliance. As Diet Representative Eisei Ito noted, “The best way to deal with China is for Japan and the U.S. to be partners in the truest sense and consult closely and frankly over policy toward that country.”207 Working together with one voice may be the best means of engaging China in the coming decades, preventing the opening of an exploitable rift, precluding the forceful reunification of Taiwan and the mainland, and creating a path that both facilitates Chinese national interests and the peace and prosperity of the entire region.208 North Korea and its quest for nuclear weapons represent a salient opportunity for the alliance to act in concert for the stability of Northeast Asia. No resolution of the current crisis on the Peninsula will be possible without both Japan and the United States working together within an agreed strategic framework. In addition, the powerful American and Japanese navies can help to guarantee the maintenance of the vital sea lines of communication (SLOC) running through Southeast and East Asia.209 About 52 percent of all commercial sea cargo (59 percent of supertankers) transit this region amid thorny and unresolved issues of territorial boundaries, intrastate governance problems, and piracy.210 For Japan, the routes are even more important―over 85 percent of the oil Japan imports sails through these sea lanes.211 Piracy in South and Southeast Asian shipping lanes remains a major hazard, especially in Indonesian waters and the Straits of Malacca.212 At present, Japan is committed to protect only SLOCs out to 1,000 miles from Osaka and Tokyo.213 This arc of committed sea lane protection does not even extend all the way through the vital Bashi Channel to the southern end of Taiwan and the northern entrance to the South China Sea. Increasing this Japanese maritime reach through port calls, freedom of navigation cruises into the Indian Ocean, and combined exercises should be encouraged.214 Aiding in the provision of unfettered SLOCs, which benefit most of Southeast and East Asia, also may reassure Asia about the future role of the Japanese military, thus increasing Japan’s ability to comprehensively engage ASEAN. Working in concert, the two alliance partners could expand their tight cooperation into associated security realms within the region. WMD and ballistic missile nonproliferation, cyber-terrorism, and counternarcotics are just three examples of potentially fruitful venues for increased cooperation. Ideally, the alliance would continue to deepen into a multidimensional force for peace and prosperity in East Asia. The Proliferation Security Initiative hopefully is a harbinger of further expansion beyond the original scope of the alliance. Finally, the alliance can provide the continuity of peace and trust necessary for the growth of liberalism throughout the region. Success for the United States and Japan will increasingly be measured in terms of an increased community of vibrant, pacific, free-market democracies in Asia. Making the two publics aware of the idealistic benefits of the alliance will make more headway toward acceptance of a deepening partnership than simply focusing on the alliance’s role in power politics in the region. Creating the conditions for that liberal development and tamping down the anticipated frictions that will arise along the way can best be accomplished in tandem. In the long run, this liberalism backed by the concerted power of the United States and Japan will bring lasting stability to the region.

4. East Asia is the most likely scenario for nuclear war – unique nuclear capabilities and territorial, ideological and regional dispute

Dibb 01 (Paul, emeritus professor of strategic and defense studies @ The Australian National University. “Strategic Trends - military and political in Asia” Naval College Review, Winter 2001. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_1_54/ai_75762211/)
The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia--which is the world's fourth-largest country--faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world. Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

2NC Overview

CP solves all of case – 

1. Does the entirety of the plan but consults with Japan first

2. View solvency deficits through lens of  sufficient vs. necessary – while they might have evidence that not consulting can solve the case and does things that are beneficial for solvency, they have no evidence that consulting isn’t sufficient to solve case 

Japan Says Yes (Generic)

Japan says yes, US disaster relief has made them grateful 

Saenz 11 (Arlette Saenz, March 18 2011, abc news reporter, “ Japan's Ambassador to US Expresses Gratitude, Says Japan is "Trying to Cope" With Nuclear Crisis”, http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2011/03/-japans-ambassador-to-us-expresses-gratitude-says-japan-is-trying-to-cope-with-nuclear-crisis.html, Manchester)

In a speech at The Brookings Institution, Japanese Ambassador Ichiro Fujisaki expressed his gratitude to the U.S. for its support to Japan while “trying to cope” with the nuclear crisis. “We are trying our best, and we are very grateful to the United States for the support you are giving to us,” Fujisaki said in opening remarks at The Brookings Institution discussion on the devastation in Japan. “It’s not an easy situation, but as President Obama and Prime Minister Kan said – we should overcome this situation and we will overcome the situation.” Fujisaki praised support pouring into Japan from the Red Cross, non-governmental organizations, and American experts along with the sympathy and friendship extended from the American people. “We are grateful to American people for your solidarity and being with us at this very difficult moment.” 

Japan will say yes, they are already set to cooperate on a laundry list of activities with NASA

NASA-Japan Agreement 98 ( February 2 1998,  “Memorandum of understanding between the national aeronautics and space administration of the United States of America and the Government of Japan concerning cooperation on the Civil International Space Station”, http://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/station/structure/elements/nasa_japan.html, Manchester)
1.1. This Memorandum of Understanding (hereinafter "MOU") implements and is intended to be consistent with the provisions of the Agreement among the Government of Canada, the Governments of Member States of the European Space Agency, the GOJ, the Government of the Russian Federation, and the Government of the United States of America Concerning Cooperation on the Civil International Space Station of January 29, 1998, (hereinafter "the Intergovernmental Agreement"). 1.2. Pursuant to laws and regulations in Japan, the GOJ will be responsible for the Space Station cooperation provided for in this MOU and the implementing arrangements. The GOJ hereby designates STA as its Cooperating Agency, as provided for in Article 4 of the Intergovernmental Agreement, responsible for implementing Space Station cooperation. With the exception of Article 8.3.g.4, Article 11.8, Article 20 and Article 22.2 of this MOU, STA will implement all provisions of this MOU, including designation of representatives of the GOJ referred to in Article 7.1.b, 7.1.d, 7.2.a, 7.2.b, 7.2.d, 7.2.e, 7.3 and 8.1.b, and the implementing arrangements. The National Space Development Agency of Japan (NASDA) may, as appropriate, assist STA in its implementation of this MOU and the implementing arrangements. 1.3. The specific objectives of this MOU are: - to provide the basis for cooperation between NASA and the GOJ (hereinafter "the Parties") in the detailed design, development, operation and utilization of the permanently inhabited civil international Space Station for peaceful purposes, in accordance with international law; - to detail the roles and responsibilities of NASA and the GOJ, taking into account the roles and responsibilities of ESA, CSA and RSA in the detailed design, development, operation and utilization of the Space Station and also to record the commitments of NASA and the GOJ to each other and to ESA, CSA and RSA; - to establish the management structure and interfaces necessary to ensure effective planning and coordination in the conduct of the detailed design, development, operation and utilization of the Space Station; - to provide a basis for cooperation that maximizes the total capability of the Space Station to accommodate user needs and that ensures that the Space Station is operated in a manner that is safe, efficient and effective for both Space Station users and Space Station operators; and - to provide a general description of the Space Station and the elements comprising it. Article 2 General Description of the Space Station 2.1. The detailed design, development, operation and utilization of the permanently inhabited civil international Space Station for peaceful purposes, in accordance with international law, is a long-term international cooperative endeavor, on the basis of genuine partnership, involving the Governments of Canada, Member States of the European Space Agency, Japan, the Russian Federation and the United States. This MOU defines the nature of this genuine partnership, including the respective rights and obligations of the Parties in this cooperation. 2.2. NASA, RSA, the GOJ, ESA, and CSA (hereinafter "the partners") will join their efforts, under the lead role of NASA for overall management and coordination, to create an integrated international Space Station (hereinafter "the Space Station"). NASA and RSA, drawing on their extensive experience in human space flight, will produce elements which serve as the foundation for the Space Station. The GOJ and ESA will produce elements that will significantly enhance the Space Station's capabilities. CSA's contribution will be an essential part of the Space Station. 2.3. The Space Station will be a unique permanently inhabited multi-use facility in low Earth orbit, with flight elements provided by all the partners and Space Station-unique ground elements to support the operation and utilization of the elements on orbit. 2.4. The Space Station will enable its users to take advantage of human ingenuity in connection with its low-gravity environment, the near-perfect vacuum of space and the vantage point for observing the Earth and the rest of the Universe. Specifically, the Space Station and its evolutionary additions could provide for a variety of capabilities, for example: - a laboratory in space, for the conduct of science and applications and the development of new technologies; - a permanent observatory in high-inclination orbit from which to observe Earth, the Solar System and the rest of the Universe; - a transportation node where payloads and vehicles are stationed, assembled, processed and deployed to their destination; - a servicing capability from which payloads and vehicles are maintained, repaired, replenished and refurbished; - an assembly capability from which large space structures and systems are assembled and verified; - a research and technology capability in space, where the unique space environment enhances commercial opportunities and encourages commercial investment in space; - a storage depot for consumables, payloads and spares; and - a staging base for possible future missions, such as a permanent lunar base, a human mission to Mars, robotic planetary probes, a human mission to survey the asteroids, and a scientific and communications facility in geosynchronous orbit.

Japan doesn’t harbor any anti-Americanism won’t say no because of public

Kazuhisa 99, -analyst of international politics (September 1999, Ogawa, “Substantive Debate Needed on Defense Partnership” Japan Quarterly) JB
While not discussed often, the public's friendliness toward the United States is another important condition. From the U.S. perspective, the Japanese are exceptional on this count, even among allies. There is no anti-American nationalism to speak of; it is difficult to believe that the United States has actually dropped two atomic bombs on Japan. Even when the rape of a schoolgirl in Okinawa by U.S. servicemen in September 1995 inflamed anti-base passions, no Japanese stoned or torched military bases or any other American property. Hence, on these terms, Japan is equivalent to the continental United States. The loss of the Japanese archipelago would be as damaging to the security and prosperity of the American people as an invasion of the U.S. homeland. Americans would not have an opportunity to become aware of Japan's true worth, however, until and unless Japan terminates the alliance.

Japan will say yes, it’s in their best interest 

Kazuhisa 99, -analyst of international politics (September 1999, Ogawa, “Substantive Debate Needed on Defense Partnership” Japan Quarterly) JB

To avoid the hoary disputes about the Japanese Constitution, I frame my argument in terms of alliance politics. A sovereign state can choose nonalignment or appropriate alliances to achieve security and prosperity. Although Japan became a U.S. ally in the wake of defeat and occupation, a majority of Japanese voters has supported the alliance ever since. We can say, then, that the Japanese people have decided that alliance with the United States is in their interest. Since there is such an alliance, it is natural for Japan to agree to support U.S. military actions where necessary and enact laws that make this support possible. The Diet passed such legislation in May.

 If we consult Japan, they will go out of their way to say yes to maintain the alliance. 

Okamato ’02 Yukio Okamoto, President of Okamoto Associates, Inc. Also serves as special advisor to the cabinet and chairman of the prime ministers’ Task Force on Foreign Relations, Spring 2002, “Japan and the United States: The Essential Alliance”, The Washington Quarterly. 

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. n2 

Japan Says Yes (Specific)

Japan will say Yes to Launch Vehicles, they think they will eventually get the tech from the US

Beckner 3 (Christian Beckner- project was headed by secretary of state for east Asian affairs Kurt M. Campbell, July 2003, space author and creater of homeland security launch, “US-Japan Space Policy: A Framework for 21st century cooperation”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/taskforcereport.pdf, Manchester)
Launch vehicles have played a leading role in the history of U.S.–Japan space policy, as described in the narrative history of U.S.–Japan cooperation in Chapter 1. The original 1969 Exchange of Notes between the two countries focused on launch vehicle technology, and provided Japan with access to U.S. technology in exchange for controls on its use. Japan’s early generations of launch vehicles (“N” and “Q”) were developed by through licenses of American technology, and were Japan’s primary platforms until the mid-1980s. Japan decided in 1980 to develop an autonomous launch vehicle, the H-I, that could carry a 1200- pound payload to geosynchronous orbit. xix It began launching in 1986 and was in use until 1992. During that time, Japan began to develop the H-II as a successor to the H-I, intended to carry a two-ton payload to geosynchronous orbit. Center for Strategic and International Studies 13 U.S.-Japan Space Policy: Renewing the Framework For Cooperation The H-II turned out to be a disaster for the Japanese space program. Two successive missions failed in 1998 and 1999 (including one with a $584 million payload) and launch costs were high. In 2001 the Japanese government introduced a modified version, the HIIA, and to date all of its launches have been successful. It can carry a payload of four tons to geosynchronous orbit, and variant models in the next 2–3 years will enable it to carry up to seven tons, competitive with Boeing (Delta), Lockheed (Atlas), and Arianespace. But it remains expensive, and few customers are to be found. Space Systems/Loral and Hughes both cancelled contracts with Rocket System Corporation (RSC), the private consortium that operates space launches in Japan. The U.S. government focused its research on launch vehicles in the 1990s in two areas: evolved expendable launch vehicles (EELVs) and reusable launch vehicles (RLVs). EELVs were designed to build cost-savings into the launch vehicle and launch process. The program was initiated by the Department of Defense (DOD) and both Boeing and Lockheed Martin developed launch vehicles as part of this program (the Delta IV and Atlas V respectively). The EELVs are still relatively high-cost, in spite of the project’s intent, and came onto the market at the same time that commercial launch demand was collapsing. The U.S. government also made substantial investment in reusable launch vehicles in the 1990s, hoping to develop a launch vehicle that could replace the Space Shuttle and operate at a low cost. xx This initiative was unsuccessful. National Aeronautical and Space Administration (NASA) spent a total of $1.4 billion on two RLV programs (X-33 and X-34) over the course of the project lives. xxi NASA ended the two programs in March 2001. Japan, by contrast, continues to invest in research on RLVs. Much of Japan’s research is still early stage, and it has formed a loose partnership with Europe for RLV development. These separate areas of focus could be the basis for a deal between United States and Japan. The United States could provide relevant information on its EELV capabilities to Japan in exchange for insight into the latter’s work on RLVs. A deal such as this has a number of obstacles—export control issues, fair accounting for each country’s contribution, and thirdparty entanglements (such as Japan’s current relationship with Europe on RLVs), but these problems are solvable, given the desire to avoid costly subsidies as much as possible and focus instead on investment in cost-saving and innovation

Japan says yes to SPS, they know it can help them move on from their Nuclear Problems, and prevent another crisis

Jagran Post 11 ( Jagran Post, June 26 2011, daily review website about current world issues, “ Space Solar Power can be used during disasters”, http://post.jagran.com/space-solar-power-can-be-used-during-disasters-1309079712, Manchester) 

Mumbai: With many world governments rejecting the few kinds of base load electrical power that is currently available in wake of the Fukushima accident and climate change, is it possible to re-examine the Space-based Solar Power (SSP) concept as an emergency power supply to a situation comparable to the one witnessed in Japan this year? The answer is "yes", according to space scientists who have been working on Space solar power for last two decades. Base load power plants (using non-renewable fuels like nuclear and coal) typically run at all times through the year except in the case of scheduled maintenance or repairs and produce energy at a constant rate, usually at a low cost. Space Solar Power is a system of placing very large arrays of light solar panels in high Earth orbit, (in space) where sunlight is, "five to seven times as strong as solar power on the earth's surface and available 24 hours a day, seven days a week," said the founder of America's Space Development Steering Committee Howard Bloom. "Any equipment placed in space is totally immune to fires, earthquakes, floods, volcanoes, tsunamis, hurricanes, tornadoes, local wars and other forms of destruction on the ground," John K Strickland, who specialises in issues relating to access to space, planetary bases, space solar power and environment and is a member of the Board of Directors of the National Space Society (NSS) in the US said. The power generated from sunlight in space can be converted to a wide beam of microwaves or a tight beam of laser light and sent down to the ground very efficiently. "The idea arose at one of our Space Development Steering Committee meeting recently, partly as a response to thinking about how the Japanese nuclear accident could have been prevented just by making emergency power available from space in a few hours," Strickland and Bloom said. Since no one has died as a result of Fukushima accident, the power is just as (or even more) valuable at any disaster scene where people are dying as a result of no power, Strickland said. The equipment (about 5-20 tonnes), to provide about one Megawatt (or more) of power from such a laser power beam can be quickly moved to the site of an emergency or disaster, by a large helicopter in a single trip. The exact weight and volume of the solar panels would need to be determined by engineers, Strickland said. The emergency receiver equipment, consisting of thin sheets of solar panels, would be brought in from outside the disaster area, where it would be stored in a safe location. The idea is intended to provide emergency power to any disaster site or sites on Earth, and would only take three satellites to implement, he said. "A single satellite would cover most of Asia and I would assume that is where the first satellite would be placed. All that is needed at the site is a flat rooftop or area of ground about 50-100 feet wide to arrange the set of solar panels flat on the surface. The satellite, in the same orbit used by your TV signal satellite, would aim a laser beam also about 50-100 feet wide from 22,000 miles high down to the emergency site," he said. The beam would not be high power and therefore, could not be used as a weapon, Strickland said. At the same power level as the Sun at noon, the laser beam could provide as much as 300-400 watts per square metre of actual power, so 600 solar panels of four sq m each would provide about one MW of power. The system would be relatively automatic and would not require highly trained personnel to operate, he said. A larger array of such panels could have provided power to pumps at the Japanese nuclear site where almost all of the problems were caused by a lack of electricity, power needed just to pump water, ironically at a power generating plant, he added. 

Japan says yes to going to the moon or Mars

Suzuki 05,-  Senior Policy Researcher for the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency and Ph.D. from Sussex European Institute (February 2005, Kazuto, “Administrative Reforms and the Policy Logics of Japanese Space Policy” Vol. 21 Iss. 2 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964604000761
However, there are some encouraging signs. First, industry is taking the initiative to attract political attention to space. The proposed QZSS project might be the turning point for Japan's space policy. Second, the increase in military action outside Japanese territory would create for demands on space technology. This may not lead to the creation of a system independent of US intelligence gathering, but the Japanese government would certainly be interested in having a more autonomous capability.20 Third, the new Bush space vision of exploring the Moon and Mars, though its future is still uncertain, would be of interest to those Japanese politicians who prioritize the alliance with the USA. If US policy calls for international cooperation in the exploration of Mars and construction of a Moon base, it may attract the interest of Japanese politicians in participating; the Japanese government would support this project, because of its close alliance with the USA. Eventually, this might inject a new stimulus into the Japanese space community.

-XT: Consultation Key

Extend Daily Yomiuri, it indicates that Japan and the US want to continue to strengthen the alliance, but the only avenue for this increase in cooperation is through genuine consultation

Consultation strengthens relationships 

Tanaka ‘09, (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, Manchester)
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.
Unilateral Development of SPS pisses off Japan

Schwab 02 (, April 15 2002, PHD from Pittsburgh current lecturer at U of Hawaii, “ The New Viability of Space Solar Power:  

Global Mobilization for a Common Human Endeavor”,  http://www.die.unipd.it/~benato/download/nationalgrid/Documenti/Space%2520Solar%2520Power1.pdf, Manchester)
With regard to Ridges’s call for mitigation of any and all potential disasters, SSP should definitely be on the list of ideas that would make U.S. energy infrastructure more secure. A useful model for how to implement SSP energy for all the nations on Earth would be the ongoing efforts and challenges faced in building the International Space Station (ISS). While this paper does not examine all the irregularities regarding the ISS, it is hoped that successes and lessons learned in international cooperation via the ISS would be applied to future SSP projects.  Unilateral development of SSP by the U.S. would only add to the growing perspective of the U.S. as an overbearing and arrogant hegemon. This dangerous perspective held by even the closest U.S. allies could at least be partially mitigated through international engagement in developing secure energy for planet Earth. 

Consultation is key, Japan believes it is a necessary part of the Alliance

US-Japan Security Consultative Committee 11 (June 21 2011, “Joint Statement of the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee”, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/166597.htm, Manchester) 
II. Common Strategic Objectives Based on the assessment of the changing security environment, the Ministers revalidated and updated the Alliance’s Common Strategic Objectives of 2005 and 2007. The Ministers decided that the following represent Alliance Common Strategic Objectives: Ensure the security of Japan and strengthen peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. Enhance the capability to address a variety of contingencies affecting the United States and Japan. Deter provocations by North Korea; achieve the complete, and verifiable denuclearization of North Korea, including its uranium enrichment program, through irreversible steps and, through the Six Party process; resolve issues related to proliferation, ballistic missiles, illicit activities, and humanitarian concerns, including the matter of abductions by North Korea; fully implement United Nations Security Council resolutions and the September 2005 Joint Statement of the Six-Party Talks; and support peaceful unification. Strengthen trilateral security and defense cooperation with both Australia and the Republic of Korea. Encourage China’s responsible and constructive role in regional stability and prosperity, its cooperation on global issues, and its adherence to international norms of behavior, while building trust among the United States, Japan, and China. Improve openness and transparency with respect to China’s military modernization and activities and, strengthen confidence building measures. While welcoming the progress to date in improving cross-Strait relations, encourage the peaceful resolution of cross-Strait issues through dialogue. Encourage Russia’s constructive engagement in the Asia-Pacific region. Realize full normalization of Japan and Russia relations through the resolution of the Northern Territories issue. Discourage the pursuit and acquisition of military capabilities that could destabilize the regional security environment. Strengthen security cooperation among the United States, Japan, and ASEAN and support ASEAN’s efforts to promote democratic values and a unified market economy. Welcome India as a strong and enduring Asia-Pacific partner and encourage India’s growing engagement with the region and participation in regional architectures. Promote trilateral dialogue among the United States, Japan, and India. Promote effective cooperation through open, multilayered regional networks and rule-making mechanisms, including the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting-Plus (ADMM+), Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), and the East Asia Summit (EAS). In order to support fragile states and promote human security, strengthen U.S.-Japan cooperation in areas of humanitarian assistance, governance and capacity building, peacekeeping operations, and development assistance. Prevent and eradicate terrorism. Seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons, while maintaining necessary deterrence. Promote the nonproliferation and reduction of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, and hold states accountable for violating their non-proliferation obligations. Maintain safety and security of the maritime domain by defending the principle of freedom of navigation, including preventing and eradicating piracy, ensuring free and open trade and commerce, and promoting related customary international law and international agreements. Maintain our cooperation with respect to protection of and access to space, and cyberspace where we share interests. Promote the resilience of critical infrastructure, including the security of information and space systems. Strengthen international cooperation on disaster prevention and relief. Promote the highest level of safety of civil nuclear programs, and enhance the capability to address nuclear incidents. Promote dialogue on the diversification of supplies of critical resources and materials, including energy and rare earths. Consult on efforts to enhance the ability of the United Nations Security Council to carry out its mandate and effectively meet the challenges of the new century through reform, looking forward to an expanded Council that includes Japan as a permanent member. Promote stability and prosperity in the Middle East and North Africa by pursuing opportunities to support and encourage democratic reforms. Ensure Iran’s full compliance with its international obligations and return to serious negotiations with the P5+1 regarding its nuclear program. As part of the dual-track approach, the United States and Japan will continue robust implementation of UN Security Council Resolutions. While welcoming the launch of transition in Afghanistan, ensure sustained progress through continued support for the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), and strengthen civilian efforts to promote effective governance and development. Support Pakistan’s efforts to strengthen civilian governance and to implement economic reforms. III. Strengthening of Alliance Security and Defense Cooperation In order to address the evolving regional and global security environment, the SCC members decided to seek to enhance further bilateral security and defense cooperation. The Government of Japan established the new National Defense Program Guidelines (NDPG) in 2010. The new NDPG aims to build a “Dynamic Defense Force” that is characterized by enhanced readiness, mobility, flexibility, sustainability and versatility, reinforced by advanced technology and intelligence capabilities. The Government of the United States reaffirmed its commitment in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) to strengthen regional deterrence, and to maintain and enhance its military presence in the Asia-Pacific region and also affirmed its intent to tailor regional defense posture to address such challenges as the proliferation of nuclear technologies and theater ballistic missiles, anti-access/area denial capabilities, and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace. Reflecting the above newly developed national security strategies, the Ministers specified the following areas for emphasis: (1) Strengthening Deterrence and Contingency Response The Ministers welcomed progress to date on bilateral planning and reaffirmed efforts to refine bilateral plans so that the U.S.-Japan Alliance can better defend Japan and respond to the range of regional challenges. These efforts will aim to strengthen bilateral whole-of-government mechanisms for peacetime and crisis coordination, and to improve contingency access by U.S. forces and the SDF to facilities in Japan. The Ministers stressed the need to study continuously the roles, missions, and capabilities of the United States and Japan, and confirmed the intent of this process to identify areas for strengthened operational cooperation. The Ministers decided to accelerate bilateral cooperation on non-combatant evacuation operations. The Ministers decided to expand joint training and exercises, study further joint and shared use of facilities, and promote cooperation, such as expanding information sharing and joint intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) activities, in order to deter and respond proactively, rapidly and seamlessly to various situations in the region. The Ministers welcomed the progress both countries have made in cooperation on ballistic missile defense. Regarding the SM-3 Block IIA cooperative development program, the Ministers decided to study future issues in preparation for transition to a production and deployment phase. In this regard, transfer of the SM- 3 Block IIA to third parties to be requested by the Government of the United States may be allowed, in accordance with the Exchange of Notes of June 23, 2006, concerning transfer of arms and military technologies to the United States of America, in cases where the transfer supports the national security of Japan and/or contributes to international peace and stability, and when the third party has sufficient policies to prevent the further transfer of the SM-3 Block IIA. The Ministers designated the Joint Arms and Military Technology Commission (JAMTC) as the consultation mechanism for such future third party transfers. The Ministers welcomed the establishment of a bilateral extended deterrence dialogue on a regular basis as a consultative mechanism to determine the most effective ways to enhance regional stability, including that provided by nuclear capabilities, in the near-term and long-term. The Ministers recognized recent progress to deepen our bilateral space security partnership through the U.S.-Japan Space Security Dialogue and possible future cooperation in areas such as space situational awareness, a satellite navigation system, space-based maritime domain awareness and the utilization of dual use sensors. The Ministers committed themselves to discuss new ways for the United States and Japan to confront the challenges posed by increasing threats in cyberspace and welcomed the establishment of a bilateral strategic policy dialogue on cyber-security issues. They acknowledged that effective bilateral cooperation on cyber-security will necessitate “whole of government” solutions and coordination with the private sector.

Only through Consultation can the US and Japan strengthen the alliance                                                                 US-Japan Security Consultative Committee 11 (June 21 2011, “Joint Statement of the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee”, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/166597.htm, Manchester)                                                                                                                         Following is the joint statement issued at the conclusion of the June 21, 2011 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee meeting, attended by Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Minister for Foreign Affairs Matsumoto, and Minister of Defense Kitazawa. Begin Text: Toward a Deeper and Broader U.S.-Japan Alliance: Building on 50 Years of Partnership I. Preamble As the U.S.-Japan Alliance enters its second half-century, the members of the Security Consultative Committee (SCC) affirmed that our Alliance remains indispensable to the security of Japan and the United States, and to the peace, stability, and economic prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st century. The Ministers met on June 21, 2011, and discussed the close collaboration between the Japanese and U.S. Governments in response to the March 11 earthquake, tsunami, and nuclear emergency. This cooperation, involving unprecedented joint operations by the Japan Self Defense Forces (SDF) and U.S. Armed Forces, has given renewed confidence to the Alliance and has deepened the friendship that the United States and Japan have built over the last half century as described in the SCC document, “Cooperation in Response to the Great East Japan Earthquake,” issued in the SCC meeting today. Japan expresses heartfelt gratitude for the wide-ranging assistance provided by the United States, and the U.S. Government pledges its continuing support to Japan’s recovery. The SCC members recognized the need to continue to address challenges posed by the increasingly uncertain security environment, which includes: the expanding military capabilities and activities in the region; North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs and its provocative behavior; the emergence of non-traditional security concerns; and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace. The Ministers also noted increasing global challenges, including the ongoing struggle against extremism in Afghanistan and the Middle East. These challenges highlight not only the essential role of the Alliance in maintaining regional security and stability, but also the need for our two nations to deepen and broaden cooperation. Our shared values, democratic ideals, common interests, and respect for human rights and the rule of law remain the foundation of the Alliance. To meet these existing and emerging challenges, the Ministers noted the need to continue to strengthen Alliance capabilities by adapting our cooperation, modernizing our forces, enhancing interoperability, and cooperating in the development of new technologies. The Government of the United States reaffirmed its commitment to the defense of Japan and the peace and security of the region, including through the full range of U.S. military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional. The Government of Japan reaffirmed its commitment to provide for the stable use of facilities and areas by U.S. forces and to support the smooth operation of those forces through the provision of Host Nation Support. The two sides welcomed the successful conclusion of a new agreement on Host Nation Support as described in the SCC document, “Host Nation Support,” issued in the SCC meeting today. The SCC members reaffirmed their commitment to implement steadily the realignment initiatives described in the May 1, 2006, SCC document, “United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation” as supplemented by the May 28, 2010, SCC Joint Statement and the SCC document, “Progress on the Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan,” issued in the SCC meeting today. Based on the SCC Joint Statement of January 19, 2010, the two governments conducted intensive consultations on deepening the Alliance in wide-ranging areas of common interest in the changing security environment. The Ministers endorsed the following results of these consultations: 
US-Japan alliance is on the brink, consultation is key

Rapp 04, (commander of the Northwestern Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, graduate of the US Military Academy and holds an M. A. and Ph.D. in political science from Stanford University (Summer 2004, William E., “Past its Prime? The Furutre of the US-Japan Alliance” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc/parameters/Articles/04summer/rapp.pdf, Manchester)
The overall trend for the United States is away from, rather than toward, rigid and formal alliances to obtain security in various regions of the world. The Cold War alliance structures, driven by bipolarity, are a historical aberration for the United States.31 Given the current asymmetrical distribution of world power, America will continue to find greater efficacy in informal coalitions than in long-term, formal alliances. By hedging with China and by dragging its feet on American initiatives in order to secure its own strategic flexibility, Japan will likely hasten the downfall of the alliance.

In 2015, the US-Japan security Alliance still will be legally in force; however, both countries will likely have made great strides to expand their security options in the region beyond reliance on each other. Americans probably will retain considerable basing rights in Japan, though less than currently utilized, especially in Okinawa, which remains a lightning rod for nationalist complaints in Japan. The United States will be more focused on providing strategic balance in East Asia than on supporting any one particular nation, as strategic relations with China and Russia likely will be less confrontational. Japan will have a much more robust military capability and, with the exception of not having a nuclear deterrent, will be more active in East Asian security affairs and maintaining freedom of the seas. The Japanese likely will have publicly reexamined Article IX of their Constitution and legalized both the existence of a military and the ability to conduct collective defense with other nations. Finally, the two countries will have a significant cooperative venture ongoing in ballistic missile defense that serves well the interests of both countries without necessarily obligating military cooperation in other venues. On average, in 2015 the strategic vectors of Japan and the United States will have diverged significantly in many areas.

This view of the likely strategic situation between the United States and Japan a decade from now is in no way predetermined. Three situations in particular could reinvigorate the alliance and make it more akin to the Anglo-American relationship. Arise in aggressive, anti-Japanese supernationalism in China could convince Tokyo to abandon its hedging policies. A forcible reintegration of Taiwan or assertion of exclusive navigation rights by China in the South China Sea could also push the Japanese toward a more participatory stance in the alliance. Finally, the reunification of Korea under a distinctly anti-Japanese banner would create the conditions necessary for both the United States and Japan to view the alliance as absolutely essential to their respective vital interests.

Given the issues and trends discussed above, the United States should follow a hedging strategy in Asia and adopt the following policy recommendations.

Policies to Enhance the Alliance

* Push combined ballistic missile development and fielding in a manner that requires Japan to resolve its political dilemma on collective defense without overtly applying international pressure.

* Mirror Japan's emergency legislation and increase in SDF roles with substantively increased bilateral command, control, and consultation mechanisms in Japan, US Pacific Command headquarters, and in the Pentagon.

* Continue the Bush Administration practice of frequent, high-level consultations with Japan so as to emphasize to both Japanese and other Asian audiences the importance the United States places on the relationship.

* Earnestly address Japanese concerns with the Status of Forces Agreement and make a substantive, though largely symbolic, withdrawal of some portion of the US Marine Corps presence in Okinawa. Move at least two Marine infantry battalions to alternative basing sites in Asia, possibly Darwin, upon completion of their tour in Iraq in 2005.

* If and when Japan "legalizes" its armed forces, make a highly public recognition of the legitimacy of that act for Asian audiences.

Policies to Increase Strategic Flexibility (Hedge) in Asia

* Work through or create a fabric of multilateral institutions to enhance security transparency in Asia, like the Proliferation Security Initiative, and create opportunities for collective action on regional issues.

* Seek alternative basing and military access arrangements in East and Southeast Asia. Expand island basing options in Guam and the western Pacific and explore potential basing or access options in Australia, the Philippines, Thailand, Singapore, and Vietnam.

Conclusion

The eventual demise of the US-Japan security Alliance is not a foregone conclusion. However, the trend lines in both Japan and the United States do not guarantee the retention of the alliance in the same form as today. Within the next decade, significant changes in the partnership will have to occur for the alliance to remain viable and effective for both countries. At the current trajectory, the perceived lack of reliability of Japan as an alliance partner will likely cause the United States to seek alternative means of achieving peace and stability in the region.

We need to consult, we just said we would

Cole 11 (J. Michael Cole, June 23 2011, staff writer for Taipei times, “ US, Japan call for strong Asia-Pacific defense”, http://www.taipeitimes.net/News/front/archives/2011/06/23/2003506460, Manchester)

 Top US and Japanese defense and foreign affairs officials on Tuesday reaffirmed the US-Japan Alliance and called for peaceful resolution of disputes in the Taiwan Strait through dialogue, while admitting that plans to relocate US troops from a military base in Okinawa would miss their deadline. The Security Consultative Committee meeting, held in Washington, involved US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs Takeaki Matsumoto and Japanese Minister of National Defense Toshimi Kitazawa. This was the first meeting of the committee, informally known as the “2+2 ministerial,” in four years. In a joint statement, the committee said it recognized the need to address a number of challenges in an “increasingly uncertain security environment,” which included expanding military capabilities and activities in the region, as well as the emergence of non-traditional security concerns. The US government reaffirmed its commitment to the defense of Japan and to peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region, including through regional alliances and the full range of US military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional. Japan reaffirmed its commitment to provide stable use of facilities and areas by US forces and to support their smooth operation. The statement said it welcomed continued developments and cooperation with Japan on theater ballistic missile defense — which for years has met strong opposition from Beijing — and called for the study of future issues in preparation for transition to production and deployment of the SM-3 Block IIA missile defense system. The US also reaffirmed its commitment, first made in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, to strengthen regional deterrence and to maintain and enhance its military presence in the Asia-Pacific region. More specifically, in comments that ostensibly targeted China, it stated its intent to tailor its regional defense posture to address proliferation of nuclear technologies and theater ballistic missiles, anti-access/area denial capabilities and other evolving threats, such as to outer space and cyberspace. 

We need to consult, the security committee agreed on it

Pellerin 11 ( Cheryl Pellerin, June 21 2011, writer for  American Forces Press Service, “Gates: U.S. Committed to Robust Presence in East Asia”, http://sharing.govdelivery.com/bulletins/GD/USDOD-153F79, Manchester)

The meetings, informally known as the 2+2 ministerial, underscore the strength of the U.S.-Japan security alliance and its role as the cornerstone of stability in the region. Discussions during this year's meeting focused on the most critical challenges facing the Asia-Pacific region, Gates said. "Those include the denuclearization of North Korea, supporting continued progress in Afghanistan, and maritime security," he said. Gates said committee members agreed "on a framework to transfer jointly produced missile-defense interceptors to third parties, to deepen our cooperation on humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, and to start new initiatives in space and cybersecurity." 

Both parties agree we have to consult each other on space issues

usconsulate.gov 11 ( usconsulate.gov, May 16 2011, “ Space Exploration Seminar in Fukuoka Highlights U.S.-Japan Scientific Cooperation”, http://fukuoka.usconsulate.gov/f-20110516-01.html, Manchester) 

May 16, Fukuoka - Dr. Hiroshi Yamakawa, Secretary General of the Strategic Headquarters for Space Policy for the Japanese Cabinet, and Mr. Justin Tilman, the U.S. space agency NASA's Representative in the Pacific Rim, headlined the U.S. Consulate in Fukuoka's Symposium on U.S.-Japanese Space Cooperation for an audience of over 100, joined by another 40 watching over digital video conference from the Nagoya American Center. Dr. Tetsuo Yasaka of the QPS Institute moderated, and Mr. Hisaya Watanabe of NPO Imagine contributed a private sector perspective. The program, which took place on the same day as the second-to-last ever space shuttle launch, was designed to illustrate the impressive level of cooperation between the two allies on space exploration issues, and also to provide an opportunity for government officials, academics and businesspeople in the Kyushu region to meet and share ideas about space exploration. Mr. Justin Tilman, NASA's Representative Dr. Yamakawa, the first speaker, described Japan's objectives in space exploration and the primary areas of U.S.-Japan cooperation. After that, Mr. Tilman talked about the contributions of Japanese astronauts and scientists in space flight and the successful operation of the International Space Station, and also gave insight into NASA's plans and goals for the post-space shuttle era. Dr. Yasaka then looked at Kyushu's past and future role in the development of Japan's space industry. The final panelist, Mr. Watanabe, emphasized that space exploration does not have to be simply a governmental affair, pointing out the expansion of for-profit space enterprises and suggesting some ideas for new private sector growth. 

Empirics Prove the US-Japan consult of Space Issues

Beckner 3 (Christian Beckner- project was headed by secretary of state for east Asian affairs Kurt M. Campbell, July 2003, space author and creater of homeland security launch, “US-Japan Space Policy: A Framework for 21st century cooperation”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/taskforcereport.pdf, Manchester)
In the 1990s, the United States and Japan cooperated on a number of scientific projects in space. In 1994, the two countries partnered on the Advanced Earth Observing Satellite Program (ADEOS), a scientific remote-sensing system designed to acquire data on global environmental change. The International Space Station (now involving the Russians as a partner, not a competitor) came into existence with both U.S. and Japanese participation, and the 1998 Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of Japan and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration of the United States of America Concerning Cooperation on the Civil International Space Station codified their cooperation. The two countries also concluded several minor space policy agreements during the decade. The 1995 Agreement between the United States and Japan Concerning Cross-Waiver of Liability for Cooperation in the Exploration and Use of Space for Peaceful Purposes dealt with a legal issue related to space policy but had no real impact on the substance of the relationship. In 1998, the two countries signed the U.S.–Japan Joint Statement on GPS Cooperation, confirming their intent to partner and ensure full compatibility for future satellite navigation systems. These piecemeal agreements have served to manage particular issues in the relationship, but are insufficient to mediate potential disputes and address the common challenges that the two countries face in space policy. As discussed in Section 4 of this chapter, the context in which both countries evaluate priorities in space policy has changed significantly in the last few years, creating the need for a new, comprehensive framework for the relationship. 

Cooperation on GPS lays grounds for space co-op

SBPNT 11 ( Space based positioning, navigation and timing, January 13 2011, “Joint Announcement on United States–Japan GPS Cooperation”, http://www.pnt.gov/public/docs/2011/japan.shtml, Manchester)

The Governments of the United States of America and Japan convened a plenary meeting in Tokyo, Japan on January 13, 2011, to review and discuss cooperation in the civil use of the Global Positioning System (GPS) and GPS augmentations, including Japan’s Multi-functional Transport Satellite (MTSAT) Satellite-based Augmentation System (MSAS) and Quasi-Zenith Satellite Systems (QZSS). The GPS consultations are held regularly pursuant to the “Joint Statement on Cooperation in the Use of the Global Positioning System” signed by the heads of the two Governments on September 22, 1998. During the meeting, the United States (U.S.) representatives described the status of Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS) and GPS modernization and the United States’ international GPS cooperation with third parties. Representatives of the Government of Japan reported on the status of the MSAS and QZSS programs and on Japan’s international Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) – related cooperation activities. Both Governments reaffirmed the importance of providing open access to basic space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) services for peaceful purposes, free of direct user fees. Both Governments reiterated that GPS and its augmentations have become indispensable for modern life in the U.S., Japan and the world, providing essential services and increased efficiencies in a broad range of applications, such as aviation and maritime safety-of-life, geodetic surveying, car and personal navigation, mobile telephone timing, international financial transactions and electric power transmission. 

Japan and US are cooperating in space now

Daily Yomiuri 10, (7/4/2010, Noriyuki Yoshida and Tetsuro Yamada, The Daily Yomiuri, “Japan’s manned space program at crossroads” http://www.asianewsnet.net/home/news.php?id=11244&sec=1) JB
Seven astronauts. Twelve missions. But is this the end of the line?
Astronaut Naoko Yamazaki on Monday (April 5) became the seventh and last Japanese to blast off into space onboard a US space shuttle. But with the shuttle fleet to be retired this year, Japan's manned space programme has come to a crossroads.
Japan has been dependent on the United States for its space development. This nation has picked up technologies needed for manned space flights, which were previously dominated by the United States and Russia, and has sent an experiment module called Kibo that is now at the International Space Station and the H-II Transfer Vehicle (HTV), an unmanned cargo spacecraft, into space onboard its own rockets.
Getting to this stage was not easy, though.
"At first, we were treated like outsiders," recalled Yoshiyuki Hasegawa, a senior official of the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA). "[The United States] didn't give us any details about space flight operations. But through persistent negotiations, we gradually persuaded them to share more and more information with us."
Hasegawa said US expertise on risk management theory and ensuring the safety of space flights were particularly useful to Japan.
A space shuttle has many backup measures and safety checks. Even a tiny problem could have catastrophic consequences. Can one part's failure be prevented from adversely affecting the entire spacecraft? What if a safety mechanism itself breaks down? Technical staff discussed these problems time and time again, going through a process to check and confirm all possible scenarios were covered.
This reservoir of experience eventually became the technological backbone for the development of Kibo and the HTV.
HTV successfully reached the space station on its maiden flight last year, using its auto pilot. The unmanned vehicle will deliver supplies to the ISS for the time being, but JAXA expects it will carry astronauts in the future.
The shuttles were critical to Japan's space program.
"Without the space shuttles, Japan couldn't have participated in the ISS project and we would've been left behind in developing technology for a manned space program," said Mamoru Mori, who in 1992 became the first Japanese astronaut to soar into space aboard a shuttle.
Japan is now closely involved in the international effort to cooperate in space development. This participation brings added responsibility and burdens: Japan annually spends 300 billion yen (US$3.2 billion) on space development, of which about 40 billion yen ($425 million) is channeled to ISS-related projects.
Questions have been raised about the cost and benefit of space development because these days just a handful of experiments can be conducted only in space as technological advances can accurately re-create similar conditions on Earth. Public opinion in this country seems to be turning against Japan's manned space flight program.
Shinichi Nakasuka, a professor of aerospace engineering at Tokyo University, believes Japan should not pursue a manned space program.

New circumstances will force integration of the alliance and make consultation necessary 

Green 02, Director of Asian Affairs, National Security Council, former senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, (2002, Michael J.  “Balance of Power” in U.S.- Japan Relations in a Changing World, Steven K. Vogel, Associate Prof. Political Science, UC Berkeley, ed. pg. 31) JB
That is the next great challenge for the alliance. Incremental adjustments have brought the alliance to the point where the separateness that Yoshida built into the strategic bargain must be confronted. Already the debate is intensifying about the right of collective defense in Japan. Theater missile defense and the revolution in military affairs will force greater integration of information sharing. Constrained U.S. budgets and expanding military requirements will force Washington to depend on allies like Japan more for backup in regional contingencies, particularly in low-intensity operations like peacekeeping and humanitarian relief. Tokyo will expect to be consulted earlier in international crises and the United States will expect Japan to do more. The United States will have to accept that increased integration means increased dependence on Japan in times of crisis and an increased Japanese capacity for independent action. The Japanese side will have to accept that empowerment in the alliance and the region requires Japanese action in times of crisis. 

Japan is undergoing massive changes now is a key time for determining the future of the alliance

Green 02, Director of Asian Affairs, National Security Council, former senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, (2002, Michael J.  “Balance of Power” in U.S.- Japan Relations in a Changing World, Steven K. Vogel, Associate Prof. Political Science, UC Berkeley, ed. pg. 31) JB
At the same time, however, very few observers of the U.S.-Japan alliance expect that the security relationship will not change over the coming years.

As one State Department official with expertise in U.S.-Japan relations has noted, “there will probably be more change in Japanese security policy over the next decade than there has been over the previous five.” 1 An influential report on U.S.-Japan security relations by a bipartisan group of American experts in October 2000 echoed this theme: “Japanese society, economy, national identity, and international role are undergoing change that is potentially as fundamental as that Japan experienced during the Meiji Restoration.”

Consultation is key to the alliance and overall US policy in Asia. 
Osius 02, US Foreign Service Regional environmental affairs officer for Southeast Asia and the Pacific, B.A. Political Theory, Harvard University, M.A. international economics and US foreign policy, Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, (2002, Ted, The U.S.-Japan Security Alliance: Why it Matters and How to Strengthen It, pg. 76-77) JB .0
America and the United Kingdom fought shoulder-to-shoulder in wars, share a language and cultural roots, and pursue democratic and free market values in many shared endeavors around the globe. The United States regularly takes British views into account when dealing with European matters. Although decades may pass before the U.S.-Japan relationship reaches that level of trust, Japan is the 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, 34 and America must in return listen respectfully and with an open mind. Although it is difficult to imagine as effective a foreign policy partner as Prime Minister Tony Blair, in Asia the United States needs an Asian 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 is a 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 the United States deal with its challenge, as the world’s only superpower, in taking other views into account. Japan can also help the United States take advantage of the opportunities in Asia to engage in real consultation and to build coalitions to address today’s complex global issues. Watching America’s contradictory impulses, and its oscillations between support for multilateral solutions and unilateral approaches, gives Tokyo an excuse to hesitate about tightening the alliance. However, America’s historical pattern as part of collective security and collective economic arrangements should provide significant reassurance. The United States led the way in building the UN, NATO, the International Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organization, APEC, and other regional and global institutions. In addition, America’s allies in the Middle East, Europe, and Asia have shown that a U.S. partner can, in fact, say “no” and avoid entrapment. A country such as Saudi Arabia can decide when and if its bases will be used for specific operations and whether to continue hosting U.S. bases. On numerous occasions, the Saudis have refused American proposals to act against Iraq. America’s partner says “no,” and yet the alliance endures. 

As noted earlier, the United States withdrew from the Philippines in 1992 when the Philippine Senate failed to ratify an extension of the bilateral basing agreement. This, of course, gave rise to fears of “abandonment” by America’s other Asian allies. Termination of a security relationship (and the Philippine-U.S. security relationship suffered an interruption, not a conclusion) is a drastic final resort, only to be pursued if all else fails. As long as U.S. and Japanese interests overlap significantly (and chapters 1 through 5 of this book demonstrate that they do), consultation, give-and-take, and even power sharing should result in the best possible outcomes for both alliance partners.

AT: Non-Binding Consultation

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

Rapp, 2004 ( William E Rapp, Lieutenant Col. With a PH.D in IR from Stanford, January 2004, “Paths diverging? The Next Decade in the US-Japan Security Alliance”, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf, Manchester)

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. 

Genuine Consultation is key to sustain the US-Japan alliance

Mochizuki 97,- (PhD, Harvard University) holds the Japan-U.S. Relations Chair in Memory of Gaston Sigur at the Elliott School of International Affairs in The George Washington University (Spring 1997, Mike M.,  “Japan” Vol. 15. Iss 2.) JB
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.

Prior and Binding Consultation is key to effective cooperation Japan won’t say no 

Kazuhisa 99, -analyst of international politics (September 1999, Ogawa, “Substantive Debate Needed on Defense Partnership” Japan Quarterly) JB
The most urgent task at the political level is to institutionalize prior consultation on diverse aspects of the operation of alliance. It is more logical for Japan to start by establishing a system for stating its preferences through prior consultation with the United States. Then, and only then, Japan should prepare tools it will need when saying yes: arrangements with the United States for supporting U.S. military operations to the maximum extent possible within the Japanese Constitution, and their enabling legislation. 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.

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.

Prior and Binding Consultation is key to effective cooperation 

Kazuhisa 99, -analyst of international politics (September 1999, Ogawa, “Substantive Debate Needed on Defense Partnership” Japan Quarterly) JB
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.

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.

Internal Uniqueness

Negotiations over the Okinawa relocation will push relations to brink even if the aff wins that relations are high now

Hodge 6/20 (Nathan, Washington-based writer who specializes in defense and national spending, 6/20/11, The Wall Street Journal, "U.S., Japanese Review Bases," http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304887904576395851370739940.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, MM)
WASHINGTON—The U.S. and Japan are preparing to launch a round of delicate negotiations over the future shape of the U.S. military presence in Japan. Senior U.S. officials said the "two-plus-two" talks beginning in Washington on Tuesday between the U.S. secretaries of state and defense, and the Japanese foreign and defense ministers would include discussions about downsizing the U.S. Marine Corps presence on the Japanese island of Okinawa, a perpetual source of friction in U.S.-Japan relations. At issue is a plan to relocate about 8,000 Okinawa-based Marines to the U.S. island territory of Guam by 2014, leaving about 10,300 Marines on the Japanese island. The U.S. and Japan have committed to spending a combined $10 billion to complete the Guam relocation, which is tied to plans to consolidate Marine facilities on Okinawa and close Marine Corps Air Station Futenma, an air base located in a densely populated area of southern Okinawa. The move is part of a larger realignment plan hammered out in 2006 between the two countries. Less clear, however, is whether implementation deadlines can be met. Last month, three influential U.S. senators called the plan into question, saying it was too costly. And Japan, which faces a massive bill for building replacement military facilities, must now factor in the cost of the March 11 disasters. U.S. officials are keen to stress the importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance, particularly given China's strides in military modernization and recent military provocations by North Korea. Earlier this month, U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said preserving the decades-old security alliance was particularly important in "an unsettled time and in an unsettled area." Officials have been extremely careful in their public statements about the plans. In March, the head of the State Department's Japan section was relieved of his post after allegedly making remarks about Okinawans that touched off a diplomatic storm in Tokyo. On a visit last week to Okinawa, Marine Corps Commandant Gen. James Amos affirmed his support for the plan, which calls for building a replacement facility for Futenma in a less densely populated part of northern Okinawa. "I fully support the agreed-to plan," he said in a question-and-answer session with Okinawa-based Marines. "We've got to get on with it." That plan also hinges in part on Japan funding construction of new runways on landfill near the Okinawan village of Henoko. Former Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama raised U.S. concerns with talk of an alternative location for the new base, an idea he abandoned shortly before quitting last year. His replacement, Naoto Kan, has announced plans to resign, but his successor isn't likely to be settled soon. The two-plus-two talks are taking place against the background of a larger U.S. military realignment in the Pacific. The U.S. is consolidating bases and relocating troops in Japan, South Korea and on Guam, a process that the U.S. Government Accountability Office recently described as "the largest transformation of U.S. military posture in the Pacific since World War II." In May, three senators—Democratic Sens. Carl Levin (Mich.) and Jim Webb (Va.) and Republican John McCain (Ariz.)—urged a rethink of base plans, calling current ones "unrealistic, unworkable, and unaffordable." They proposed revising the Marine Corps plan for Guam and looking at alternative sites. They also proposed moving Marine aircraft to Kadena Air Base, an Air Force facility on Okinawa, instead of building a costly new facility in northern Okinawa. Sen. Levin raised the issue during June 9 confirmation hearings for Secretary of Defense-designate Leon Panetta, in line to take office in July. Mr. Panetta said the Pacific remained a "very important strategic area," adding, "We do have to maintain a presence there, but there are a lot of issues to be resolved and worked on." Michael Green, a Japan expert at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, said the plan forwarded by the senators was "a back-of-the envelope sketch of one previously considered alternative, but neither the U.S. nor the Japanese governments think it's really realistic." Mr. Green added that larger strategic issues would underpin U.S.-Japan talks. "The larger context is not just the local Okinawan politics," he said. "The larger context is that China this past year has been surprisingly assertive in expanding its maritime operations

Continued US commitment to Japan needed-"sympathy budget" cuts proves

Yomiuri Shimbun 6/20 (Yomiuri Shimbun, 6/20/11, "Japan-U.S. Talks to Stress 'Sympathy Budget'," http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T110619002283.htm, MM)

Japan and the United States will negotiate a joint statement reconfirming the importance of Japan's financial support for U.S. forces in this nation--the so-called sympathy budget--in a security meeting in Washington on Tuesday, according to sources. Diplomatic sources involved in Japan-U.S. relations said the written statement will be composed and adopted by the Japan-U.S. Security Consultative Committee, also known as the two-plus-two framework, comprised of the two countries' foreign and defense ministers. In the joint statement, the governments will reaffirm the great significance of Japan's financial assistance to U.S. forces hosted in this nation. It will also refer to the major contribution of U.S. forces via Operation Tomodachi, a relief mission for victims of the March 11 Great East Japan Earthquake, the sources said. The bilateral reiteration of support for the sympathy budget comes as the U.S. government faces pressure to reduce the defense budget, with the expense of having forces deployed overseas having been questioned in Congress, the sources noted. In December the two countries agreed that Japan will continue to allocate funds to the sympathy budget for five years from fiscal 2011, with the annual amount to total 188.1 billion yen, the amount that was allocated in the fiscal 2010 budget. Japan's commitment to that effect is stipulated in a bilateral agreement that came into effect in April. The sources said three other joint statements will also be agreed upon in Tuesday's two-plus-two meeting, respectively addressing: -- The realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, including the relocation of functions of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture. -- Setting new, shared strategic goals and strengthening cooperation on defense. -- Cooperation in the event of a major natural disaster or nuclear accident. 

Beef proves relations can spoil quickly

Glosserman 05, Director of Research for the Pacific Forum CSIS, (January-March 2005, Pacific Forum CSIS: Comparative Connections, “'History Starts Here'”, http://www.csis.org/pacfor/cc/0501Qus_japan.html) JB
In the first quarter of 2005, the United States and Japan signed a historic declaration that laid a foundation for the future of their bilateral security alliance. The Feb. 19 Security Consultative Committee (SCC) meeting both locked in the impressive progress that has been made in the security dimension of the alliance over the past four years and committed Washington and Tokyo to continuing efforts to modernize their alliance. Yet, as the two governments looked toward a rejuvenated alliance, an increasingly contentious trade spat over beef reminded both countries that bad old habits were ever ready to spoil celebrations over “the best relations ever.” 

Relations Sustainable
US-Japan relationship is sustainable and can overcome problems

Bisley 08, (PhD London School of Economics, Professor of International Relations at La Trobe Univ, April 2008, Nick, Vol. 30, Iss. 1; “Securing the ‘Anchor of Regional Stability’? The Transformation of the US-Japan Alliance and East Asian Security” http://connection.ebscohost.com/c/articles/32432301/securing-the-anchor-regional-stability-transformation-us-japan-alliance-east-asian-security, Manchester )
The current state of the US-Japan alliance clearly breaks with the past in two ways. First, during the Cold War Japan had developed creative approaches to security and adopted a comprehensive security concept well before it became fashionable. The alliance is the centre-piece of Japan's more "normal" security policy and it is structured around a strictly military conception of the means to achieve security; the human security agenda has been given a much lower priority. Second, the alliance has moved away from its Japan-centric purpose to having regional security, broadly understood, as its focus and it is operationally integrated into America's global strategic framework.

During the Cold War, and into the early 1990s, the US-Japan security relationship was not really an alliance in any strategically meaningful sense. While some argue that any form of security cooperation warrants an alliance label,40 this underplays the strategic commitment that the term reflects. An alliance need not involve a formal commitment to mutual defense or collective security; however, the label connotes some positive common strategic action beyond vague cooperation. It involves states which conceive of their security interests as sufficiently interlinked that they are willing to undertake military action to advance commonly held political objectives. The improvements in US-Japan relations have increased their ability to coordinate military and political action to advance commonly held security goals. This has been achieved through improving their operational linkages, and a political shift in which élites on both sides share a common view on the security ends that the alliance serves and the means to advance these aims. It can now genuinely be described as an alliance.

The US-Japan relationship stands on robust political foundations and has overcome many of the strategic and operational problems which had bedevilled it in the 1990s and it is one of the key pieces of America's global strategy. It rests on a number of pillars which include a shared set of interests, shared threat perceptions and policy responses, and is underpinned by a set of common values that are overtly expressed as vital to the relationship. In the words of a senior Japanese policy-maker, the US-Japan relationship is in a "mature phase".41 The quality of the relationship was personified by the concord which existed between President Bush and Prime Minister Koizumi. Koizumi's final trip to the United States included not only a summit putting the rhetorical stamp on alliance transformation, it included an unprecedented presidential tour of Elvis Presley's home, Graceland. As a metaphor for the alliance more generally, the visit could hardly be more fitting. Although the personal relationship between the two was very important to the political and operational process of alliance enhancement, the strategic interests it advances and the extent of the consensus about these among policy-makers is such that, providing alliance managers exercise due care, the basic tenor of the current relationship will last long after these two political leaders have left the stage.

Internal Links

***Solvency

Generic

Cooperation over space policy is a way to develop a stable and positive relationship between the United States and Japan

Beckner 3 (Christian M., B.A. in International Relations and English from Stanford, and Senior Homeland Security Analyst in IBM’s Global Leadership Initiative, former project manager of the CSIS’s Human Space Exploration Initiative, “U.S.-Japan Space Policy: A Framework for 21st Century Cooperation”, The Center for Strategic and International Studies, July 2003, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/taskforcereport.pdf // Vish)
But there is no guarantee that new issues will not emerge to test the relationship’s recent solidity. Accidents or incidents involving U.S. forces stationed in Japan, or unexpected events (akin to the Ehime Maru incident), could occur and rekindle latent resentments. Politicians in either country could blame their poor economic performance on the other, and trigger a new round of protectionist behavior. The two countries could diverge in their opinions on the appropriate response to an incident on the Korean peninsula. Given these uncertainties, now is the time to lock in the gains of a strong U.S.–Japan alliance, by strengthening and renewing the institutions, frameworks, and channels of interaction and cooperation that are the bulwark of the relationship. Space policy is one area where such attention is due, and it is our hope that the United States and Japan will move forward in the near term to develop a new governing framework for the bilateral relationship, and take the additional specific steps that will ensure that both countries continue to make positive and stabilizing progress on international space policy.

Japan doesn’t want to be the “junior partner” in the alliance – anything but an alliance based in mutual cooperation hinders its effectiveness at deterring security threats

Rapp 4 (William E., Lieutenant Colonel in the US Army and former Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies, Tokyo, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance”, January 2004, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub367.pdf // Vish)
It appears clear that Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to loosen the restrictions on the use of military force and the ability to participate in collective and cooperative defense schemes. Due to the changing security environment and the resulting mismatch between the threats of that environment and Japan’s capabilities to respond, the domestic resistance to change in security policy is slowly eroding. Such liberation of policy is in Japan’s long-term self-interest, as it seeks to shape the world around itself in ways that enable peace and prosperity to flourish. Finding that economic and diplomatic tools alone are not sufficient for the task of achieving its national interests, the Japanese are slowly emerging from nearly 60 years of military isolation and are incrementally gaining more of a balance in their foreign policy mechanisms. It is vital to note that Japan, while increasing its capability to participate in more traditional military exercise of power, is not wholeheartedly transitioning into a realpolitik, balance of power nation. Rather, Japan is choosing to become more assertive as a means to bring about its own conception of “civilian power” (application of predominately nonmilitary national means) and strong desire for harmonious, community-based relations between nations. Interestingly, the Japanese support for the United States in the showdown on Iraq in early 2003 in the UNSC was motivated as much by support to an ally (in return for continued protection from DPRK) as it was by a desire to prevent a fatal rift from destroying that highly valued institution.179 In the near future, the Japanese do not have a viable security alternative to the alliance with the United States. With the distinct threat of North Korea and the future uncertainties of China and a potentially unified Korean Peninsula, Japan continues to need the alliance. In general, however, the Japanese people increasingly dislike the unilateralism and penchant for the use of military force that they see in the United States. Therefore, to many, being the junior partner in an alliance with the United States (especially as currently configured) is not part of the ideal, long-term future of Japan. This point is vital―the alliance with the Americans is a means to security for the Japanese, not an end desired in and of itself. In order to maintain the strength of the alliance, it is exceedingly important that both countries recognize and act on this increased Japanese desire and capacity for bilateral and international voice. The United States eventually will have to share power with the Japanese, who will, in turn, need to embrace a more active, risktaking role or hazard a brittle failure of the increasingly artificial asymmetries of the alliance. However, these changes in capability and structure, both in Japan and within the alliance, will have a secondary impact on the Chinese and Koreans that must be mitigated through forthright, transparent, and confidence-building measures taken by the Japanese and American governments. This important, but secondary, role, multilateral diplomatic, economic, social, and military institutions have their place in both countries’ foreign policies. The primary mechanism for long-term achievement of peace and prosperity in Northeast Asia will be an enhanced and deepened U.S.-Japan security alliance.

Japan is a rising power and the only way to foster good relations with them is to cooperate over space issues

Logsdon 92 (John M, Professor Emeritus of Political Science and International Affairs at the Elliot School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “U.S.-Japanese Space Relations at a Crossroads”, Science, New Series, Vol. 255, No. 5042, January 17th, 1992, D/A 6/21/11, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/logsdonbio.pdf // Vish)
Japan is best seen as an emerging space power, still unsure of how it wants to put to work the technological capability it is developing. In the interim, it is positioning itself to take advantage of any economic, political, or security opportunities to use the capability that might emerge. In its discussion of international cooperation, Japan's most recent statement of space policy noted that "Japan will establish and accumulate space technology equal to that at an international level. Japan will provide the results for global space development and will positively promote international cooperative activities consistent with Japan's status as an international society" (10, p. 18). The United States should be doing all it can to encourage Japan to move in this direction, rather than to use its developing capabilities in a competitive manner. Historically, Europe and the former Soviet Union have been the transatlantic partners for most major U.S. cooperative space initiatives; given the growing importance of transpacific relations, the United States should seek additional opportunities to make Japan primary partner in new space undertakings. Engaging Japan in regional and global cooperative space undertakings may be one way to build the kind of stable relations in the Asia-Pacific area that are essential to 21st century world order. There are many questions that must be answered for the United States to develop a coherent approach to space relations with Japan. Perhaps the most fundamental is how best to balance U.S. security, political, and technological interest in dealing with another society that is pursuing a space program for reasons that to date have been very different from those shaping the U.S. effort in space. Is Japan likely to increase the emphasis on international uses for the public good of its space capability, as its recent policy pronouncements suggest, or will its space priorities continue to be driven primarily by anticipation of technological and commercial payoffs? Without an answer to that question, it is difficult to recommend a particular approach to U.S.-Japanese space relations. For the time being, the United States should remain flexible in its strategy toward Japan while trying to exert its influence toward collaboration rather than competition. There are a number of scientific, Earth observation, and public service communication missions under discussion between the U.S. and Japanese technical communities and governments as candidates for fUture cooperative projects. Japan appears particularly interested in contributing its space capabilities to the worldwide global change effort. Moreover, the United States has announced its intention to open an exploratory dialogue with potential partners regarding international collaboration in the human exploration of the solar system; Japan's interest in lunar exploration and exploitation makes it a logical candidate for a major cooperative role if a U.S. exploration program gets under way. Japan's private sector is also proposing ambitious international space projects. An example is the World Environmental and Disaster Observation System (WEDOS), which Japanese industrial leaders are promoting in various forums around the world. WEDOS would be composed of numerous Earth observation satellites linked by series of data relay satellites (24). Presumably, most of these satellites would be manufactured by Japan, thereby giving it the opening into the world market it has been seeking, and combining cooperative and commercial impulses in a single undertaking. As both the United States and Japan engage, each in its own national style, in a debate over future goals in space, there are opportunities to create broader cooperative space relations between the world's two richest societies. Although space collaboration is by itself certainly not a solution to tense relations between the two nations, it can, if well conceived and implemented, serve as one means of stressing positive interactions. Thus, it would be wise for the United States to take seriously this passage from the 1989 statement of Japanese space policy: "The time is ... ripe for global space development and for cultivating close international relationships" (10, p. i).

US-Japan cooperation over space is key to US-Japanese relations and security (Also a consultation CP solvency card)

DOD 6/21 (6/12/11, US Department of State, "Joint Statement of the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee," http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/166597.htm, MM) 

I. Preamble As the U.S.-Japan Alliance enters its second half-century, the members of the Security Consultative Committee (SCC) affirmed that our Alliance remains indispensable to the security of Japan and the United States, and to the peace, stability, and economic prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st century. The Ministers met on June 21, 2011, and discussed the close collaboration between the Japanese and U.S. Governments in response to the March 11 earthquake, tsunami, and nuclear emergency. This cooperation, involving unprecedented joint operations by the Japan Self Defense Forces (SDF) and U.S. Armed Forces, has given renewed confidence to the Alliance and has deepened the friendship that the United States and Japan have built over the last half century as described in the SCC document, “Cooperation in Response to the Great East Japan Earthquake,” issued in the SCC meeting today. Japan expresses heartfelt gratitude for the wide-ranging assistance provided by the United States, and the U.S. Government pledges its continuing support to Japan’s recovery. The SCC members recognized the need to continue to address challenges posed by the increasingly uncertain security environment, which includes: the expanding military capabilities and activities in the region; North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs and its provocative behavior; the emergence of non-traditional security concerns; and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace. The Ministers also noted increasing global challenges, including the ongoing struggle against extremism in Afghanistan and the Middle East. These challenges highlight not only the essential role of the Alliance in maintaining regional security and stability, but also the need for our two nations to deepen and broaden cooperation. Our shared values, democratic ideals, common interests, and respect for human rights and the rule of law remain the foundation of the Alliance. To meet these existing and emerging challenges, the Ministers noted the need to continue to strengthen Alliance capabilities by adapting our cooperation, modernizing our forces, enhancing interoperability, and cooperating in the development of new technologies. The Government of the United States reaffirmed its commitment to the defense of Japan and the peace and security of the region, including through the full range of U.S. military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional. The Government of Japan reaffirmed its commitment to provide for the stable use of facilities and areas by U.S. forces and to support the smooth operation of those forces through the provision of Host Nation Support. The two sides welcomed the successful conclusion of a new agreement on Host Nation Support as described in the SCC document, “Host Nation Support,” issued in the SCC meeting today. The SCC members reaffirmed their commitment to implement steadily the realignment initiatives described in the May 1, 2006, SCC document, “United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation” as supplemented by the May 28, 2010, SCC Joint Statement and the SCC document, “Progress on the Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan,” issued in the SCC meeting today. Based on the SCC Joint Statement of January 19, 2010, the two governments conducted intensive consultations on deepening the Alliance in wide-ranging areas of common interest in the changing security environment. The Ministers endorsed the following results of these consultations: II. Common Strategic Objectives Based on the assessment of the changing security environment, the Ministers revalidated and updated the Alliance’s Common Strategic Objectives of 2005 and 2007. The Ministers decided that the following represent Alliance Common Strategic Objectives: Ensure the security of Japan and strengthen peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. Enhance the capability to address a variety of contingencies affecting the United States and Japan. Deter provocations by North Korea; achieve the complete, and verifiable denuclearization of North Korea, including its uranium enrichment program, through irreversible steps and, through the Six Party process; resolve issues related to proliferation, ballistic missiles, illicit activities, and humanitarian concerns, including the matter of abductions by North Korea; fully implement United Nations Security Council resolutions and the September 2005 Joint Statement of the Six-Party Talks; and support peaceful unification. Strengthen trilateral security and defense cooperation with both Australia and the Republic of Korea. Encourage China’s responsible and constructive role in regional stability and prosperity, its cooperation on global issues, and its adherence to international norms of behavior, while building trust among the United States, Japan, and China. Improve openness and transparency with respect to China’s military modernization and activities and, strengthen confidence building measures. While welcoming the progress to date in improving cross-Strait relations, encourage the peaceful resolution of cross-Strait issues through dialogue. Encourage Russia’s constructive engagement in the Asia-Pacific region. Realize full normalization of Japan and Russia relations through the resolution of the Northern Territories issue. Discourage the pursuit and acquisition of military capabilities that could destabilize the regional security environment. Strengthen security cooperation among the United States, Japan, and ASEAN and support ASEAN’s efforts to promote democratic values and a unified market economy. Welcome India as a strong and enduring Asia-Pacific partner and encourage India’s growing engagement with the region and participation in regional architectures. Promote trilateral dialogue among the United States, Japan, and India. Promote effective cooperation through open, multilayered regional networks and rule-making mechanisms, including the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting-Plus (ADMM+), Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), and the East Asia Summit (EAS). In order to support fragile states and promote human security, strengthen U.S.-Japan cooperation in areas of humanitarian assistance, governance and capacity building, peacekeeping operations, and development assistance. Prevent and eradicate terrorism. Seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons, while maintaining necessary deterrence. Promote the nonproliferation and reduction of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, and hold states accountable for violating their non-proliferation obligations. Maintain safety and security of the maritime domain by defending the principle of freedom of navigation, including preventing and eradicating piracy, ensuring free and open trade and commerce, and promoting related customary international law and international agreements. Maintain our cooperation with respect to protection of and access to space, and cyberspace where we share interests. Promote the resilience of critical infrastructure, including the security of information and space systems. Strengthen international cooperation on disaster prevention and relief. Promote the highest level of safety of civil nuclear programs, and enhance the capability to address nuclear incidents. Promote dialogue on the diversification of supplies of critical resources and materials, including energy and rare earths. Consult on efforts to enhance the ability of the United Nations Security Council to carry out its mandate and effectively meet the challenges of the new century through reform, looking forward to an expanded Council that includes Japan as a permanent member. Promote stability and prosperity in the Middle East and North Africa by pursuing opportunities to support and encourage democratic reforms. Ensure Iran’s full compliance with its international obligations and return to serious negotiations with the P5+1 regarding its nuclear program. As part of the dual-track approach, the United States and Japan will continue robust implementation of UN Security Council Resolutions. While welcoming the launch of transition in Afghanistan, ensure sustained progress through continued support for the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), and strengthen civilian efforts to promote effective governance and development. Support Pakistan’s efforts to strengthen civilian governance and to implement economic reforms. III. Strengthening of Alliance Security and Defense Cooperation In order to address the evolving regional and global security environment, the SCC members decided to seek to enhance further bilateral security and defense cooperation. The Government of Japan established the new National Defense Program Guidelines (NDPG) in 2010. The new NDPG aims to build a “Dynamic Defense Force” that is characterized by enhanced readiness, mobility, flexibility, sustainability and versatility, reinforced by advanced technology and intelligence capabilities. The Government of the United States reaffirmed its commitment in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) to strengthen regional deterrence, and to maintain and enhance its military presence in the Asia-Pacific region and also affirmed its intent to tailor regional defense posture to address such challenges as the proliferation of nuclear technologies and theater ballistic missiles, anti-access/area denial capabilities, and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace. Reflecting the above newly developed national security strategies, the Ministers specified the following areas for emphasis: (1) Strengthening Deterrence and Contingency Response The Ministers welcomed progress to date on bilateral planning and reaffirmed efforts to refine bilateral plans so that the U.S.-Japan Alliance can better defend Japan and respond to the range of regional challenges. These efforts will aim to strengthen bilateral whole-of-government mechanisms for peacetime and crisis coordination, and to improve contingency access by U.S. forces and the SDF to facilities in Japan. The Ministers stressed the need to study continuously the roles, missions, and capabilities of the United States and Japan, and confirmed the intent of this process to identify areas for strengthened operational cooperation. The Ministers decided to accelerate bilateral cooperation on non-combatant evacuation operations. The Ministers decided to expand joint training and exercises, study further joint and shared use of facilities, and promote cooperation, such as expanding information sharing and joint intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) activities, in order to deter and respond proactively, rapidly and seamlessly to various situations in the region. The Ministers welcomed the progress both countries have made in cooperation on ballistic missile defense. Regarding the SM-3 Block IIA cooperative development program, the Ministers decided to study future issues in preparation for transition to a production and deployment phase. In this regard, transfer of the SM- 3 Block IIA to third parties to be requested by the Government of the United States may be allowed, in accordance with the Exchange of Notes of June 23, 2006, concerning transfer of arms and military technologies to the United States of America, in cases where the transfer supports the national security of Japan and/or contributes to international peace and stability, and when the third party has sufficient policies to prevent the further transfer of the SM-3 Block IIA. The Ministers designated the Joint Arms and Military Technology Commission (JAMTC) as the consultation mechanism for such future third party transfers. The Ministers welcomed the establishment of a bilateral extended deterrence dialogue on a regular basis as a consultative mechanism to determine the most effective ways to enhance regional stability, including that provided by nuclear capabilities, in the near-term and long-term. The Ministers recognized recent progress to deepen our bilateral space security partnership through the U.S.-Japan Space Security Dialogue and possible future cooperation in areas such as space situational awareness, a satellite navigation system, space-based maritime domain awareness and the utilization of dual use sensors. The Ministers committed themselves to discuss new ways for the United States and Japan to confront the challenges posed by increasing threats in cyberspace and welcomed the establishment of a bilateral strategic policy dialogue on cyber-security issues. They acknowledged that effective bilateral cooperation on cyber-security will necessitate “whole of government” solutions and coordination with the private sector. (2) Alliance Cooperation in a Regional and Global Setting The Ministers stressed the importance of promoting security and defense cooperation with countries that share common values in the region, including the aforementioned trilateral security cooperation. The Ministers encouraged efforts to promote trilateral and multilateral cooperation in humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HA/DR) and other operations as the circumstances allow, through joint exercises and mutual logistics support. The Ministers also shared views on the importance of establishing a regional HA/DR logistics hub in Japan. The Ministers underlined the importance of further cooperation in international operations, including disaster relief, peacekeeping, reconstruction and anti-terrorism. The Ministers affirmed their intent to cooperate further in maritime security and counter-piracy to protect the freedom of navigation and ensure safe and secure sea lines of communication. The Ministers decided to continue cooperation on environmental issues related to both countries’ forces. (3) Enhancing Alliance Foundations Welcoming the progress to date, the Ministers emphasized the importance of further improving information security systems, including introducing government-wide security clearances and enhancing counter-intelligence measures, as discussed in the Bilateral Information Security Consultation. They also welcomed the Japanese Government’s efforts to strengthen its legal framework for information security and expected that such efforts would lead to enhanced information sharing. The Ministers recognized the importance of continuously examining and enhancing bilateral frameworks in order to make operational cooperation more effective, more tailored to the emerging security challenges, and more responsive to various situations. The Ministers confirmed that closer cooperation in equipment and technology between the United States and Japan is a fundamental element of a strong Alliance. In particular, the Government of Japan will promote its ongoing study to respond to the trend toward international joint development and production, through which developed countries enhance the performance of equipment and deal with rising costs. The Government of the United States encourages these Japanese efforts. As the Ministers reflect on the last fifty years of our Alliance, they take great satisfaction in all that has been achieved. At the same time, the Ministers recognized that our Alliance has never been more important or been faced with more significant challenges. In this context, both sides acknowledged the need to continue to take steps to deepen the intensity of consultations and coordination on the full range of security, strategic and political issues that face the region and the world.

Joint developed space technology key to US Japan relations

Staff 6 (3/07/06, staff writers for Tokyo (AFP), "Japan U.S. to Jointly Test Missile Defense System This Week," http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Japan_US_To_Jointly_Test_Missile_Defence_System_This_Week.html, MM)
Japan and the United States will test-fire an interceptor of their jointly developed next-generation ship-borne missile system later this week, a Japanese defence official said Tuesday. The two allies are currently developing a new version of the US sea-based Standard Missile 3 (SM-3), amid growing concern about North Korea and rising tension between Japan and China. Under the plan, they will launch a conventional SM-3 with a nose cone prototype, from a US Aegis destroyer off Hawaii, to shoot down a flying target, the defence agency official said. "We will check if the nose cone, which protects sensors and other devices, comes off in mid-air properly," the official said without disclosing further details including a specific date for the test. According to local news reports, the test will be a final check of the system on the experimental level after six years of joint research, as the two countries aim to produce the system by March 2016. In December, the Japanese government officially approved a plan to develop the missile defence system with the United States. Tokyo has been in a hurry to build such a system with Washington since North Korea stunned the world in 1998 by firing a missile over the Japanese mainland into the Pacific. The cabinet of Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi approved a three-billion-yen (26-million-dollar) budget in the financial year for development costs as requested by the country's Defense Agency. It also earmarked 700 million yen for remaining work on the joint research. The SM-3 is part of an anti-missile shield which also includes the land-based surface-to-air PAC-3. SM-3s intercept ballistic missiles when they reach their highest point outside of the atmosphere and PAC-3 missiles are used to destroy missiles that evade SM-3 interceptions. The SM-3s will be based on destroyers equipped with the state-of-the-art Aegis air-defence system. The missile-defence project has been a major part of the strengthened Japan-US military alliance in recent years.

Defense and Intelligence

US-Japan cooperation and coordination over issues like BMD and intelligence in space helps the alliance appropriately respond to security threats and become effective

Rapp 4 (William E., Lieutenant Colonel in the US Army and former Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies, Tokyo, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance”, January 2004, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub367.pdf // Vish)
As Japan’s security policy changes and becomes more ready to assume a larger role in determining the course of international 58 relations in East Asia, the alliance will need to be modified―both to accommodate the Japanese and to leverage their increased contributions to regional security. It is not likely that formal modifications to the Mutual Security Treaty can be (or will need to be) negotiated and ratified.180 Rather, change in the alliance will likely come through modifications to administrative agreements (such as the SOFA), change in the scope of participation of Japanese forces (following passage of new security legislation), or simply changes in the way alliance business is conducted. Over the next decade, the United States should continue to develop and field ballistic missile defenses in Northeast Asia, even though it may have to pay the bulk of the cost. Not only is this the best way to protect its forces and allies in the region, but it also provides a powerful vehicle by which the Japanese can overcome many of the most stubborn domestic impediments to an enhanced international security role. The good thing is that the Japanese want protection from ballistic missiles as well. The inherently integrated features of such a system necessitate collective defense, enhanced crisis management capabilities, and vastly deepened bilateral military relations. BMD fielding might be the ultimate exercise of gaiatsu that the United States has pressed on Japan and, if North Korea continues on its current path, one of the more successful. The combination of the North Korean nuclear threat and the success of the improved Patriot (PAC-3) as a terminal phase defense system in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM will greatly enhance the ability of Japan to sell their fearful, but dubious, public on the merits of such systems. over the next 10-15 years can be categorized under the following three objectives: increased military effectiveness, increased policy partnership, and decreased alliance irritations. A brief look at American options in all three areas is useful. As discussed earlier, many of the changes in Japanese security policy are focused on improving their own military utility and ability to manage a crisis in a timely manner. Changes in American alliance policies can mirror some of these improvements. The fulltime staffing, equipping, and training of bilateral coordination intelligence communities in both countries. Such a center is relatively useless without extensive and timely intelligence and analysis feeds. Such intelligence deepening, predicated on Japanese steps to further secure classified information and reorganize the jumble of intelligence centers of gravity, is a critical step forward for the alliance.
Missile Defense

MoU on Missile Defense cooperation bolsters US Japan relations

CDI 4 (12/21/04, Center for Defense Information, "Japan, U.S. Sign Missile Defense Cooperation Agreement," http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=2839#10, MM)
A new memorandum of understanding (MoU) on missile defense cooperation focused on acquisitions was signed between the United States and Japan in the past week.  This MoU is supposed to last for five years and should, according to Defense Daily (Dec. 21, 2004), include “new guidelines on research, arms sales, and deployment of a missile defense shield.” Japan currently has 23 PAC-2 systems and four Aegis destroyers equipped with the Standard Missile 2.  The Japanese government hopes to buy the next generation of these systems, respectively the PAC-3 and the SM-3.  Along these lines, Japan has officially made an exception for its policy of banning military exports in order to develop a missile defense system with the help of the United States. According to Hiroyuki Hosoda, the last U.S. missile defense test failure “would not affect plans to build a shield for Japan as the two systems were different.”

Specifically, cooperation on BMD will solve the alliance’s woes

Rapp 4 (William E., Lieutenant Colonel in the US Army and former Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies, Tokyo, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance”, January 2004, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub367.pdf // Vish)

The joint research on ballistic missile defense (BMD), for example, will have a tremendous impact on the character of the alliance if such a system is fielded by both countries in Japan or in the neighboring seas. Provided that the Japanese and American components of such a fielded system are integrated (as they would have to be since Japan will have no satellite detection capability for over a decade, if ever), the operational deployment of BMD by default is an exercise in collective defense―a relationship which is currently interpreted as prohibited by the Constitution. The command, control, communications, computer, and intelligence (C4I) systems that link detection assets to control centers to firing batteries would have to be able to detect and assess an enemy missile launch within seconds and automatically choose the appropriate interceptor platform for firing. Such rapid information sharing and decisionmaking must be built into the C4I and firing systems, thereby forcing policy changes on collective defense and initiation of combat operations before the system could be fielded. Professor Masahiro Matsumura correctly notes that “how a Theater Missile Defense command is architected will shape the power structure of U.S.-Japan military relations.”133 Japan likely will attempt to minimize the combined nature of BMD through the construction of an autonomous system utilizing land and sea-based radars for acquisition of launches, but until Japan can field reliable launch detection satellites, it must rely on American systems and thus face the collective defense question. Like BMD, the coordination necessary for successful execution of non-combatant evacuation operations―especially from Korea―can only result from significant stretching (if not revision) of Japanese security policies.

Coordination with Japan key to U.S. success and development in space-based technology (BMDs) 

Hicks 7 (Alan B, rear admiral of the U.S. navy, 11/28/07, Washington Round Table on Science& Public Policy, "Aegis Ballistic Defense System-Status and Upgrades," marshall.org, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, MM)
Given the Marshall Institute’s longstanding interest in ballistic missile defense, this program is particularly appropriate. We are quite pleased to have Admiral Hicks with us today to discuss the string of successes posted by the Aegis ballistic missile defense program. Many of you are aware of the most recent test, which apparently involved one of the most strenuous ballistic missile defense tests of the program to date. I am sure the Admiral will talk about that in greater detail as we move along, but I take it as an indicator of consistent progress within the program writ large and accelerating progress and momentum inside the Aegis program in particular. I will also point out the growing international interest in this program. We have quite a few people from Japan that are with us today. Japan’s investment in this particular program is an indicator, not only of its continued success, but also of its utility at providing the basic mission, which is protecting not only our citizens, but citizens around the world, from the terror of a ballistic missile attack. I am quite pleased to have Rear Admiral Alan B. Hicks with us today to discuss this program. He came to an event such as this two years ago to provide an update at that point, and we are glad to have him back to provide a similar service today. He became the Program Director in November 2005. Previously he served as commander of the Aegis cruiser USS CAPE ST GEORGE (CG-71); he was Deputy Director for Combat Systems and Weapons in the Naval Surface Warfare Directorate of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, and he has many other accolades in a distinguished naval career, which are listed on the program flyer that you have today. Admiral, thank you for being with us and we look forward to your comments. When I talked to you two years ago, we had one engagement ship. One. We could modify a second one on the fly, the Port Royal, to support Lake Erie. She was ready to go, but she wasn’t really what I would call a full-up round in the sense of training and procedures. What do we have today? Our tenth Aegis BMD engagement ship and our first Atlantic fleet ship, the USS Ramage is pulling into Baltimore harbor tomorrow afternoon to coincide with the Army-Navy game. Navy will extend its dominance of the Army in a continuing fashion! But we are very proud of that. Ramage has the physical install completed, and the crew has started her training cycle and will complete her certification sometime in the December or January timeframe to be our first Atlantic fleet ship. When I talked to you before, we had what we called initial deployment rounds that were in the magazine in Pearl Harbor. There were just a handful of those missiles. Today we have missiles loaded on four deployed ships in the Pacific. Our first engagement-capable ship is en route to deployment to the Middle East on a routine deployment. So in two years, we have a tactically certified computer program in an Aegis ship, we have ten engagement ships and we have missiles that are deployed on board ships. It is not enough, but it is certainly a significant achievement. We are going to talk today about where we have come in testing. This year will culminate in five flight tests for the Aegis program, where we will have fired six SM-3s and one Air Defense Standard Missile in our testing. It will also mark our first engagement by an ally, Japan. We are very pleased with where we have come. But even more importantly, on top of that are other items that I will talk about: the amount of additional testing we have done with the rest of the ground-based missile defense system, THAAD, which is in Hawaii at PMRF for testing; where we have come with testing, working with SBX, we have an afloat radar; where we are with working with the command-and-control C2BMC system in our testing; where we are headed there; and some of the things we have set for goals for ourselves to get more integrated testing with other pieces of the ballistic missile defense capability for this nation. So without further ado, I will press forward. We do contribute to the bigger BMDS. No one element can go it alone. We are focused today with the current capability against the short- and medium-range threats, which is the regional theater piece. We are also focused on providing sensor support to the ground-based missile defense system and we have a limited capability against intermediate-range ballistic missiles today, with the plan that by 2015 we will go against a greater set of IRBMs, intermediate, and some limited sets of the intercontinental ballistic missile threat. In our briefings this year to Congress, MDA is changing how we categorize or call the blocks of delivery of capability. But today, in the previous nomenclature, the Block 04 capability is fielded (Figure 4). As I said, it is certified and out there with the fleet and available to the combatant commanders. It supports the limited defensive operations for cueing the ground-based interceptors and it also has the engagement capability that I just spoke to. To give you a sense of the threat and why this is so critical, it dates back to the incident with North Korea a few years ago. I put range rings on here to show you the threat. That is why the government of Japan has made such a huge investment in this capability and is the most forward-leaning of our allies to get a capability – it’s because the threat is there for them. It is there today. It is in numbers and it is something that they are concerned about and that we are very excited to be working with them for the defense of Japan. What is the Aegis BMD weapon system 3.6 capability? Well, it is an upgrade to the Aegis software (Figure 5). We take the current computer program, upload this program, and it gives us this kind of capability for engagement and supporting as a sensor cue. If a ship is stationed off North Korea, it contributes to the defense of Alaska and Hawaii as a sensor to help support ground-based interception. It also has an organic engagement capability to defend Japan, for instance, and it also can cue another Aegis ship that is sitting off Hawaii for the defense of Hawaii. The other thing to remember about this, in the 3.6 capability, which is different than when I talked to you two years ago, we have returned more of the multi-mission capability back to the ship. The earlier versions of this program that we were testing only allowed us to do BMD. But today we can do our other missions, including air defense self defense – not big area air defense, but to defend themselves and also to be able to do strike operations with Tomahawk and ASW. In the long-range surveillance operations to support ground-based interceptors, one of the things I have learned is, what does that mean? Well, if the ship is forward deployed, which is where the Navy is normally deployed, and the ship has the capability, you will shift into this mode where it will do the detection for the big BMDS from Aegis link track into C2BMC through some translators, and then make some predictions that will then start going through the system to get to the ground-based interceptors, either in Vandenberg or at Fort Greeley, to allow them to launch (Figure 6). This is a significant capability that we have worked on and practiced and we have demonstrated in many of our tests that we can execute. We will be doing testing in the coming year, where we will be the primary cue to GMD. And we will be working on that schedule over the coming months. The Block IA missile is in production today. It is not a test round anymore, it is in a production capacity at Raytheon down in Tucson and all the subcontractors around the country that are supporting it, some of who are represented here today. Figure 7 (left) shows the missile, a single-color IR seeker. From the Navy we get the Mark 72 booster and then we have a second and third stage, the third stage being what we call the kick stage that gets us into space. And then the kinetic warhead.

Coordination with Japan key to U.S. success and development in space-based technology (BMDs) 

Hicks 7 (Alan B, rear admiral of the U.S. navy, 11/28/07, Washington Round Table on Science& Public Policy, "Aegis Ballistic Defense System-Status and Upgrades," marshall.org, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, MM)
We have also done the simultaneous engagement, which I will talk about, and you will get to see a video of it, that we just completed in November, where we had two targets in space and two SM-3s in space at the same time. Next month, the Japanese Defense Ship Kongo, supported by the USS Lake Erie, will be on range to complete the first maritime BMD engagement from another nation’s ship with the U.S. provided capability. I will tell you, Kongo is a great ship with a superb commanding officer. They will be ready to go. But if you look at these tests, we are also very proud of what we have done with our other BMDS test events where we have worked with other people. They are not all fully reflected on this chart by any means; it would be too busy with both THAAD and GBI and other collection event. You see here a Pacific Phoenix, a sea-based terminal engagement. Back in May 2006 we took the SM-2 Block 4 and modified it, which is an extended range AAW weapon, to go against some of the more basic short-range threats (which the SM-3s are not designed to engage) to give us a near-term, sea-based terminal capability. I will talk a little bit more about that.

Coordination with Japan key to U.S. success and development in space-based technology (BMDs) 

Hicks 7 (Alan B, rear admiral of the U.S. navy, 11/28/07, Washington Round Table on Science& Public Policy, "Aegis Ballistic Defense System-Status and Upgrades," marshall.org, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, MM)
You will see here different intercepts from the airborne sensors, IR sensors. You are also going to see some from our others. You are going to see end-game there for the intercepts. We have engaged separating and unitary targets. We have also gone to sea with the new BMD signal processor as part of the BMD upgrade with the 1B missile that allows us to do much higher-end discrimination and earlier declaration as part of these tests. We are very pleased with the progress of that; that will match up very well with the 1B with that radar upgrade. It shows here how we have done integration with the other parts of the BMDS to track long-range ballistic missiles as far as supporting GMD, what we have done for the connectivity connections and support for that. That is a fairly steady drumbeat that we go through. What you are watching here are the actual sailors on the consoles. You may even see my aide, who just came off Lake Erie; she was the fire control officer until last spring on Lake Erie. Lake Erie has done the majority of testing. We have shot from USS Shiloh in June 2006 and USS Decatur, our first DDG shot earlier this year. We try to involve as many other BMD ships as we can. In this case you see Hopper’s participation; earlier you saw Russell. There is the commanding officer and the Tactical Action Officer. The crew a long time ago came up with the name to call the SM-3 “The Eagle.” You are seeing the kill vehicle go through its machinations it goes through in its phases of flight. This event was with Japan; we are in a cooperative research for a new nosecone design on board the SM-3, what we call a clamshell design. This was to test the design on our existing Block IA for its applicability to the future 21” SM-3 Block IIA development program we are doing with Japan. One of the things we do through every event is we stress the multi-mission nature of the ships. One of the things we go through is the ship’s walk-through, a counter-strike with Tomahawk against a launch site. We have run submarines out there on the range with the ships so they could do ASW (anti-submarine warfare) while they are doing BMD scenarios. During one event back in April, we fired a cruise missile at the ship while she was engaging a ballistic missile target. The ship was very successful; that was Lake Erie. That was in April. We are very pleased with the results there. But the idea here is to let you know, which we needed, because the combatant commander wanted it along with the fleet, was to sustain the multi-mission capability of the Aegis warships. 

Coordination with Japan key to U.S. success and development in space-based technology (BMDs) 

Hicks 7 (Alan B, rear admiral of the U.S. navy, 11/28/07, Washington Round Table on Science& Public Policy, "Aegis Ballistic Defense System-Status and Upgrades," marshall.org, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, MM)
I have highlighted for you in Figure 13 what we have today. I told you we are going to do a radar upgrade and a missile upgrade in the 2010-2011 timeframe. Way out there, past my time, in the 2015 timeframe, we intend to deliver to the country an integrated combat system baseline with the Navy, which means there will be one computer program that does all of it: large area defense, air defense, and BMD. We will also, with the support of Japan, go beyond the Block IB missile to deliver the Block IIA missile, which is the 21” full caliber round, which buys us a tremendous increase in battle space. If you look on the right, you go from three ships that can defend Japan, with the current capability and the Block IB, to one ship which can cover almost all of Japan. More importantly, because of the increased speed of this missile and the extra divert it will have in space, you can now start talking about defending larger areas. As you see in the far hand right, a ship or two ships sitting south of Japan above the Philippines can defend Australia. This is a significantly increased defended footprint. We are very excited about this development program with Japan to get this capability.
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Hicks 7 (Alan B, rear admiral of the U.S. navy, 11/28/07, Washington Round Table on Science& Public Policy, "Aegis Ballistic Defense System-Status and Upgrades," marshall.org, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, MM)
I would also highlight that we have gotten here based on our lineage, but a lot of the stuff we have gotten here with Japan has been based on a very robust research program. We have done joint U.S.-Japan research in radars, missile technologies, open architecture technologies, that has allowed us to build the confidence as a team that we can go forward and co-develop the upgraded SM-3 21” missile, the Block IIA. As I mentioned, we modified the SPY radar to allow us to do what we do today over what it does in traditional air defense. But with a Block IIA missile, and even with the IA to an extent in some scenarios, which is why I mentioned it earlier, sometimes you will want to cue the ship. You can out-fly the radar, so the ability to do an autonomous engagement with a ship is no longer germane. So we come up with terminologies, and I don’t want to get too techno-geek on you, but the bottom line here is that we will use data links to provide cueing data from one ship to another or from a shore-based radar to the ship that allows us to support engagements. Because in the future down here, you can out-fly the radar and you will need that advanced support. Now somebody might say, “Well, is it always going to be that way?” When the Navy builds the next CG(X), then we may be able to do an autonomous radar, depending on the type of radar the Navy decides to build. But for the current plan that takes us through 2015, we will need to build it to leverage other sensors, and I believe that is a good thing.

Satellites

Cooperation over remote sensing satellites especially would move the US-Japan relationship towards an effective partnership

Beckner 3 (Christian M., B.A. in International Relations and English from Stanford, and Senior Homeland Security Analyst in IBM’s Global Leadership Initiative, former project manager of the CSIS’s Human Space Exploration Initiative, “U.S.-Japan Space Policy: A Framework for 21st Century Cooperation”, The Center for Strategic and International Studies, July 2003, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/taskforcereport.pdf // Vish)

The remote sensing satellite field is a significant area of engagement for the U.S.–Japan space policy relationship, one where commercial and security interests often collide and policymakers face real choices about how to balance these interests. Two key developments in remote sensing policy have created a fresh context for U.S.–Japan cooperation in this area: the launch of Japan’s first reconnaissance satellites in March 2003, and the announcement of the new U.S. remote sensing policy in April 2003. These two developments make remote sensing a test case for the broader relationship. The remote sensing satellite field dates back to 1960, and reached maturity in the 1970s with the launch of the first LANDSAT satellites. Remote sensing satellites are used for a wide range of purposes, across all three key drivers of space policy. In the area of science, remote sensing helps with diverse tasks such as environmental monitoring, disease control, and meteorology. Commercial uses of remote sensing include agricultural monitoring, oil and mineral exploration, and the development of geographic information systems. Remote sensing has numerous security-related uses as well, such as launch detection (using remote sensing radar satellites) and space-based imagery. DOD operates several dozen reconnaissance satellites (classified and unclassified) that are used for national security purposes. Japan launched its initial two reconnaissance satellites into orbit in March 2003, the fruition of a process that had been underway since the Taepodong-1 missile launch by North Korea in 1998.xxiii Two more satellites will be launched in 2004 to complete the program, at a total estimated cost of 250 billion yen. Japan had been involved in remote sensing activities since the 1970s, but to this point with a strong focus on scientific research. The new satellites will have some scientific uses, but little effort has been made to disguise the fact that their primary missions are security-related, enabling the country independently to acquire imagery from areas of key concern and monitor missile launch activity. “I have high expectations that the satellites can now help boost our country's own information-gathering capability,” said Prime Minister Koizumi after the satellites were successfully placed in orbit. Less than one month later, the U.S. government released the U.S. Commercial Remote Sensing Policy, an attempt to adjust policy to new realities and strike the balance between security and commercial interests in this area. The policy acknowledges the reality that the technology gap has closed between commercial remote sensing systems (such as Space Imaging’s Ikonos and DigitalGlobe’s QuickBird) and military systems. The policy encourages US space agencies to acquire imagery from these private sector sources, and focus new development on leading-edge and/or scientific missions. The policy also clarifies U.S. export control in the area of remote sensing and expresses support for government-to-government cooperation—but only if it does not harm security or undercut private sector firms. These two policy shifts create an uncertain context for U.S.–Japan cooperation. The United States is starting to shift the responsibility for space imagery out of the government and to the private sector at the margin (at the low- to medium-end range of technological capabilities, and only to a small degree to date; the U.S. government still has strong dominance of high-end capabilities), just when Japanese government is getting into the business. Japan’s quest for autonomy has not been cheap, and officials in the Japanese government have anonymously admitted that the performance of its imagery satellites has been lower than commercially-available alternatives to date.xxvii But if it can solve these technical issues, it will no longer find itself in a situation of dependency, worried about the risk that the US government will invoke shutter controls or monopolize the imagery intake at high-priority times. The relationship will continue to evolve along one of three distinct paths. In the first scenario (“U.S.-dominant”), there is an imbalance of dependency in the relationship: the United States has little use for Japanese capabilities, but Japan is still reliant on the United States (including private sector firms) for the foreseeable future. In the second scenario (“Autonomy”), Japan develops fully autonomous capabilities and its reliance on the United States shrinks. The two countries operate side-by-side and exchange data at the margins, but there is little real value created from any cooperative efforts. In the third scenario (“Partnership”), Japan develops a strong capability AND works at the same time to increase its partnership with the U.S. government. The two countries allocate resources and share imagery more efficiently and on a real-time basis, and create institutions that facilitate cost-sharing, research and development, and best-practice sharing for imagery analysis. Right now the relationship is close to the first scenario, and it is uncertain whether it will shift to the second or third scenario. It is in the overall interest of both countries to move toward the Partnership scenario, but there are forces in both countries that would be resistant to such close ties. These obstacles can be overcome in two ways: by taking easy, near-term steps to increase cooperation now (such as improving cooperation on data analysis and response), and by moving forward in the context of a comprehensive reassessment of the U.S.–Japan space policy relationship.

Weapons

Coordination with Japan key to U.S. development of weapons

Hicks 7 (Alan B, rear admiral of the U.S. navy, 11/28/07, Washington Round Table on Science& Public Policy, "Aegis Ballistic Defense System-Status and Upgrades," marshall.org, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, MM)
Let’s talk about the Block IIA missile (Figure 17). The bigger missile adds a 21” second and third stage that gives it more power, speed and reach versus the deployed SM-3 Block IA and programmed Block IB. That buys us a much faster missile that can go a lot further. I can’t divulge the stats, but this missile allows you to go after some number of ICBM threats and a lot of the IRBM threat set. But more importantly, the defended area that one ship can cover is greatly expanded, and we also hold a lot more countries at risk for denied area they can launch from. We are very excited about this; this is a co-development program with the government of Japan. It is a very critical program, it is a very complex program, and it marries up U.S. and Japanese industries. I have to tell you, I keep people on the road between Japan and here and vice versa all the time to pull this off. This is a very aggressive schedule to be flying this missile in the 2014 timeframe, to go into production in 2015.What does it mean? The SM-3 Block IIA buys a lot more battle space, as it graphically shows you in Figure 18. It’s a lot of money, over $2 billion in development. The next year or fifteen months will dictate the work-share relationship, who works on what piece of the missile and who is going to produce those. That joint U.S.Japan research program I talked about before is what has given us the confidence we can do this. I am not sure there has ever been anything this complex done in a co-development relationship in the history of the U.S. There have been work shares, but when you think about a missile of this complexity and also marry up the weapons systems modifications that have to occur inside the Aegis Weapon System to do this, it is fascinating and challenging and exciting and we are privileged to be part of it.

Now is Key

Now is key – The Unites State must re-assert itself with consultation while Japan undergoes a political transformation

INSS 2k (Institute for National Strategic Studies – National Defense University. The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm) JB
Nevertheless, the necessity of economic reform and restructuring, driven by the pressures of a relentless globalization of the international economy, are likely to lead to political change. These economic forces are breaking apart the monopoly power of the so-called Iron Triangle—the heretofore collusive relationships among politicians, business, and the bureaucracies—and making power more diffuse. The Japanese political order is experiencing protracted change.

Political changes in Japan could lead to unprecedented opportunities to reinvigorate the U.S.-Japan relationship—as well as test it further. The end of bipolar ideological confrontation in Japanese politics and the emergence of a new pragmatism about security affairs among a younger generation of elected officials provide fertile soil for creative new approaches to leadership.

It would be unrealistic to expect the current leadership suddenly to embrace reform or to assume a higher profile on the global stage. The demands of Japan’s parliamentary system make it difficult to implement policies, that require short-term pain in exchange for long-term gain. The political system is risk-averse. But the successor generations of politicians and the public-at-large also recognize that economic power alone will no longer be enough to secure Japan’s future. Moreover, the Japanese public, by giving official standing to the national flag and anthem, and in focusing on such territorial claims as the Senkaku islands, has evidenced a new respect for the sovereignty and integrity of the nation state. The implications for the U.S.-Japan relationship stemming from these changes are profound.

A similar process is at work in the United States. The growing role of Congress as a force in foreign policy, the rising influence of state and local governments, and the dramatic transformation of the private sector as the initiator of economic change—driven by technology and the empowerment of the individual— are altering the influence of oncecentral foreign policymaking institutions.

 But, just as Japan’s risk-averse political leadership has held back the nation’s economic transformation, the lack of clear direction from Washington also has taken a toll. Episodic executive branch leadership has failed to produce a well-conceived game plan for America’s relationship with Japan. This, in turn, has accelerated the erosion of political support and popular understanding of the importance of the alliance. In short, the political, economic, and social changes underway in the United States put an even greater premium on executive branch leadership in foreign affairs.

 If the United States can exercise leadership— that is to say, excellence without arrogance— in its relations with Japan, the two countries will be better able to realize the full potential for cooperation nurtured during the past 50 years. If the changes underway in Japan ultimately produce a stronger, more responsive political and economic system, the synergy in U.S.-Japan relations will enhance our abilities to play an engaged, mutually supportive, and fundamentally constructive role in regional and global arenas in the years to come.

Because the stakes are so high in Asia, it is urgent that the United States and Japan develop a common perception and approach regarding their relationship in the 21st century. The potential for conflict in Asia is lowered dramatically by a visible and “real” U.S.-Japan defense relationship. The use of bases granted by Japan allows the U.S. to affect the security environment from the Pacific to the Persian Gulf. The revised Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation, the basis for joint defense planning, should be regarded as the floor—not the ceiling—for an expanded Japanese role in the transpacific alliance, and the uncertainties of the post-Cold War regional setting require a more dynamic approach to bilateral defense planning.

CP solvency – launch vehicles
US-Japan cooperation over launch vehicles would be effective and cost a lot less

Beckner 3 (Christian M., B.A. in International Relations and English from Stanford, and Senior Homeland Security Analyst in IBM’s Global Leadership Initiative, former project manager of the CSIS’s Human Space Exploration Initiative, “U.S.-Japan Space Policy: A Framework for 21st Century Cooperation”, The Center for Strategic and International Studies, July 2003, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/taskforcereport.pdf // Vish)

Launch vehicles have a critical role in the space value chain. If countries cannot get their satellites into orbit, they have no space program. But the launch vehicle industry has taken a difficult hit in the last few years. The demand for launches is shrinking due to the collapse of the commercial communications satellite market and the longer operational lives of today’s satellites. New low-cost competitors (China, India, SeaLaunch) are crowding the market, forcing the high-cost space programs (United States, Japan, Europe) to subsidize their space launch industries. Agreements between the United States and Russia, Ukraine, and China limited the launch capacity of the latter countries in the 1990s, but these agreements have lapsed. All of these developments suggest a launch vehicle industry that has lost its strategic importance. This is deceiving. The security imperative in the United States and the desire for autonomy in Japan are both still strong. Neither country is likely to exit the market in the face of low-cost competition. This leaves the two countries with three non-mutually-exclusive options: subsidize, innovate, and/or reduce costs. The first option is the least painful in the short-term, but ultimately the most costly. The latter two options require substantial up-front investment, but have the potential to deliver long-term returns. One way to minimize these investments is international partnership, and the United States and Japan should expand their cooperation in the area of launch vehicles to achieve these goals. Launch vehicles have played a leading role in the history of U.S.–Japan space policy, as described in the narrative history of U.S.–Japan cooperation in Chapter 1. The original 1969 Exchange of Notes between the two countries focused on launch vehicle technology, and provided Japan with access to U.S. technology in exchange for controls on its use. Japan’s early generations of launch vehicles (“N” and “Q”) were developed by through licenses of American technology, and were Japan’s primary platforms until the mid-1980s. Japan decided in 1980 to develop an autonomous launch vehicle, the H-I, that could carry a 1200- pound payload to geosynchronous orbit. It began launching in 1986 and was in use until 1992. During that time, Japan began to develop the H-II as a successor to the H-I, intended to carry a two-ton payload to geosynchronous orbit. The H-II turned out to be a disaster for the Japanese space program. Two successive missions failed in 1998 and 1999 (including one with a $584 million payload) and launch costs were high. In 2001 the Japanese government introduced a modified version, the H-IIA, and to date all of its launches have been successful. It can carry a payload of four tons to geosynchronous orbit, and variant models in the next 2–3 years will enable it to carry up to seven tons, competitive with Boeing (Delta), Lockheed (Atlas), and Arianespace. But it remains expensive, and few customers are to be found. Space Systems/Loral and Hughes both cancelled contracts with Rocket System Corporation (RSC), the private consortium that operates space launches in Japan. The U.S. government focused its research on launch vehicles in the 1990s in two areas: evolved expendable launch vehicles (EELVs) and reusable launch vehicles (RLVs). EELVs were designed to build cost-savings into the launch vehicle and launch process. The program was initiated by the Department of Defense (DOD) and both Boeing and Lockheed Martin developed launch vehicles as part of this program (the Delta IV and Atlas V respectively). The EELVs are still relatively high-cost, in spite of the project’s intent, and came onto the market at the same time that commercial launch demand was collapsing. The U.S. government also made substantial investment in reusable launch vehicles in the 1990s, hoping to develop a launch vehicle that could replace the Space Shuttle and operate at a low cost. This initiative was unsuccessful. National Aeronautical and Space Administration (NASA) spent a total of $1.4 billion on two RLV programs (X-33 and X-34) over the course of the project lives. NASA ended the two programs in March 2001. Japan, by contrast, continues to invest in research on RLVs. Much of Japan’s research is still early stage, and it has formed a loose partnership with Europe for RLV development. These separate areas of focus could be the basis for a deal between United States and Japan. The United States could provide relevant information on its EELV capabilities to Japan in exchange for insight into the latter’s work on RLVs. A deal such as this has a number of obstacles—export control issues, fair accounting for each country’s contribution, and third-party entanglements (such as Japan’s current relationship with Europe on RLVs), but these problems are solvable, given the desire to avoid costly subsidies as much as possible and focus instead on investment in cost-saving and innovation.
At: Lie Perm

Leaks are inevitable in the Obama administration

The Weekly Standard 10,- (2/15/11, Steven F. Hayes, The Weekly Standard, “Politicizing Intelligence; The Obama Administration Leaks and Spins, http://www.weeklystandard.com/articles/politicizing-intelligence) JB  

Last week, a little more than 24 hours after the FBI warned senators not to disclose the sensitive information that Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab was cooperating with the FBI, the White House shared the information with the news media.

An indignant Christopher "Kit" Bond, the ranking Republican on the Senate Intelligence Committee, immediately wrote to President Obama, complaining that he had been told by FBI Director Robert Mueller that the cooperation of the Nigerian terrorist who tried to bomb a Northwest passenger jet over Detroit was extremely sensitive information and was to be kept quiet. It was so sensitive, in fact, that the entire committee wasn't briefed, just Bond and the committee chairman Dianne Feinstein.

"On Monday afternoon, the leadership of the Senate Intelligence Committee received notification from the Federal Bureau of Investigation concerning Abdulmutallab's recent willingness to provide critical information," Bond wrote. "FBI officials stressed the importance of not disclosing the fact of his cooperation in order to protect on-going and follow-on operations to neutralize additional threats to the American public; FBI Director Bob Mueller personally stressed to me that keeping the fact of his cooperation quiet was vital to preventing future attacks against the United States."

The classification system is terrible, leaks will get out

 Schafer 04 (Jack Schafer, June 23 2004, editor of slate quoting Leonard who heads the Information Security Oversight Office, the National Archives branch that develops classification and declassification policies at the behest of the president, “ Too Many Secrets, Says Secrecy Czar http://slate.msn.com/id/2102855/, Manchester) 

In a little-noticed mid-June speech, secrecy czar J. William Leonard fretted over signs of a breakdown of the classification system for national security. Leonard heads the Information Security Oversight Office, the National Archives branch that develops classification and declassification policies at the behest of the president. In his talk, given at a classification training seminar, Leonard complains that the system has lost touch with the "basics": Some agencies don't know how much information they classify; they don't know whether they're classifying more than they once did or less; they don't know whether they're classifying too much or too little; and they don't know whether they're classifying material for too long a period or too short. This quality-control breakdown has resulted in agencies classifying too much information and, in some cases, classifying information that by law shouldn't be stamped "secret" in the first place. Implying that the government classified the reports of prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib to cover up the scandal, Leonard sa [I]n no case can information be classified in order to conceal violations of law or to prevent embarrassment to a person, organization or agency. … Specifically, "exactly from whom are we keeping the information secret?" In the case of detainee abuse, we are obviously not keeping it secret from the detainees—they experience the abuse and interrogation techniques first hand. And I assume we do not expect them to sign a nondisclosure agreement upon their release from custody based upon the premise that they had been exposed to classified information when they are subjected to abusive techniques. Don't mistake Leonard for an ACLU firebrand: As Steven Aftergood of the Federation of American Scientists (whose excellent listserv alerted me to the speech) puts it, Leonard "is not an 'openness' advocate or a free-lance critic of government secrecy." He's a career security professional who deplores the leaks of classified material to the press. Leonard attributes what he calls an "epidemic" of leaks to the press to the dysfunctional classification system, which has recently taken to using the war as an "excuse to disregard the basics of the security classification system." Leaks are coming out of the "highest levels of our government" (the Valerie Plame affair); a former Cabinet secretary is alleged to have handed off classified material to a book author for publication, and the classification machine is operating so poorly down at Guantanamo Bay that a chaplain was publicly charged with pilfering secrets on his computer and then released. "The problem [Leonard] has identified is that the currency of classification is being devalued by questionable, sometimes suspiciously self-serving secrecy actions," writes Aftergood in e-mail. "This produces an erosion of security discipline, which in turn fosters an environment in which leaks are more likely to come about. The net result is bad security policy and bad public policy." Because leaks of classified information make for such great headlines, journalists rarely give much thought to why something was leaked or why it was classified in the first place. Leonard's speech encourages us to look for the important story behind every leaked classified-info story and ask these questions: Why was the information classified in the first place? Who or what was served by its classification—some self-interested bureaucracy or our national interest? (Think Abu Ghraib.) Who was served by the leak? Who was damaged? (Think Valerie Plame.) Who is served by declassification delays? 

Leaks are inevitable, Obama administration isn’t experienced enough

D'Aprile 10 (  Shane D'Aprile, Decemember 5 2010, “Gingrich: Leaks show Obama administration 'shallow,' 'amateurish'” , http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/132037-gingrich-blames-obama-on-wikileaks-labels-assange-a-terrorist”, Manchester)

Former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said Sunday that President Obama and the White House deserve a large share of the blame for the massive amounts of classified information revealed through WikiLeaks. Gingrich said the leaks are "a scandal of the first order" and that they demonstrate the Obama administration is "shallow" and "amateurish" when it comes to national security. "You have a private first class who downloads a quarter million documents, and the system doesn't say, 'Oh, you may be over extended?' I mean, this is a system so stupid that it ought to be a scandal of the first order," Gingrich said. "This administration is so shallow and so amateurish about national security that it is painful and dangerous." 

AT: China DA

3 reasons why China avoids a war with the US

Takagi 02 (Takagi Seichiro, 2002, Director, 2nd Research Department (Area Studies) @ the National Institute for Defense Studies, August, Issues & Insights, “A Japanese Perspective on the U.S.-China Relationship”, http://www.csis.org/pacfor/issues/ 

5-02_pdf.pdf, Manchester)

For China, cooperation, or at least avoidance of serious confrontation, with the U.S. is critically important for several reasons. First, the United States became the sole superpower after the end of the Cold War, and serious confrontation with it can not be in China’s national interest. For economic growth, which came to assume dominant significance for the legitimacy of the current regime, the U.S. is indispensable as the market for its products and the supplier of capital, technology, and opportunities for training personnel in management and research. With its penchant for triangular approach in diplomatic strategy, an amicable relationship with the U.S. tends to be considered to be an asset with which to apply pressure in case of friction with Japan. China also accepts, with increasing openness, the U.S. presence in the Asia-Pacific as a critical factor for regional stability, which China requires for the pursuit of economic development.  
Consultation is key to dealing with China

Armitage and Nye 7 (Richard L. Armitage, President, Armitage International Joseph S. Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, “ The u.s.-japan alliance Getting asia Right through 2020 ” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf 6/26/11 I.R.)

The United States and Japan are arguably the two countries whose interests will be most affected by China’s future direction—and they are also the two countries with the greatest influence to affect that direction. The United States and Japan should consult closely to develop a coordinated alliance approach to China. Part of this approach must acknowledge that China’s interests are converging with those of the United States and Japan in certain areas and thus should seek trilateral cooperation where there are potential gains from such efforts. While Chinese interests may overlap with those of the United States and Japan, they are not identical. The United States and Japan should seek to illuminate a path for China to become a responsible stakeholder, with key points of demarcation requiring more active Chinese cooperation in urging regimes such as North Korea and Iran to change 

 The Alliance deters Chinese Aggression

McDevitt 01 (Michael, 2001, Director @ C.S.I.S., CNA Corperation, Oct. 20, “Implications of the Rise of China for the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/dc/track2/1st/mcdev.pdf, Manchester)

The Bush administration is clearly concerned about the rise of China. While they do not name China by name, the DOD report holds that Asia is "...gradually emerging as a region susceptible to large-scale militate competition.'' The report goes on to conclude that maintaining a stable balance in Asia will be a complex task, and, clearly implying China, holds that a "military competitor with a formidable resource base will emerge.'' Aside from Japan, no other East Asian country but China fits this profile-and Japan, of course, is an ally not a competitor. To address this issue and to preclude China, or anyone else for that matter, from dominating Northeast Asia or the East Asian littoral, the QDR says U.S defense strategy will focus on promoting security cooperation with friends and allies in order to create a “favorable balance of military power" to improve deterrence and prevent aggression and coercion. In fact, a principle objective for ''security cooperation" (the term of art that evidently replaces "engagement" as a way to characterize military-to-military contacts between the United States and the countries of East Asia) will be to ensure access, interoperability with allies and friends, and intelligence cooperation. This is because there are so few U.S. bases in Asia and the distances are so vast. As a result, the report indicates, the United States will place a premium on securing additional access and infrastructure agreements in the region. In practical tents, this guidance translates into sustaining the current continental-maritime military balance in East Asia. In other words insuring that a continentally dominant China does not develop, unchecked, the ability to project its power off the continent into what the ODR terms Northeast Asia and littoral Asia. Given the fact that China needs to cross open ocean to bring its formidable army to bear against Japan, or other allies and friends, including especially Taiwan- U.S. forces must be able to trump any attempts to do so.

Consult Good

Consult CP’s are Good:

1) They test the word resolved in the resolution

2) The AFF has infinite prep, there is no reason why they can’t prepare for obvious actors we could consult, there also is no difference between having to prepare this CP and preparing for a new DA a team could read

3) Lit checks any abuse, there is a lot of literature as to why we should consult japan, they should have been ready for it

4) All our consultation key arguments, say yes arguments, and net benefit are reasons why there is no explosion of limits because there has to be enough ev for us to actually right a CP for it

5) And they can still create offense against the act of consultation, the possible time delay, and some risk that they say no

6) And worst case reject the argument not that team




Taiwan Conflict leads to extinction

Strait Times 00 (strait times, June 25 2000, “ No one gains in war over Taiwan”, lexis, Manchester)
 THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. 

Cooperation is key in the Asia-Pacific Region

Blair and Hanley 01, -*commander-in-chief of the U.S. Pacific Command, AND ** his primary strategic adviser in the Asia-Pacific region, (Winter 2001, The Washington Quarterly, “From Wheels to Webs’; Reconstructing Asia-Pacific Security Arrangements” http://www.marshallfoundation.org/education/documents/blair.pdf)   
The prevalent way of thinking about international relations throughout the Asia-Pacific region is in balance-of-power terms. Leaders in China, India, Russia, and other states talk of a multipolar world where major states are rivals, continually maneuvering to create balances. This is the world of Bismarck and nineteenth-century Europe.

An alternative approach, offering the prospect of a brighter future in Asia and better suited to the concerns of the twenty-first century, is one in which states cooperate in areas of shared interest such as peaceful development, diplomacy promotion, and use of negotiation to resolve disagreements. In essence, it would be preferable to promote "security communities." Karl Deutsch coined the term "security community" in 1957 to mean a group of states whose members "share dependable expectations of peaceful change" in their mutual relations and rule out the use of force as a means of resolving their differences.
Consultation is key to maximize intelligence sharing that is vital to regional stability

INSS 2k (Institute for National Strategic Studies – National Defense University. The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm) JB
Ironically, with the end of the Cold War, the ambiguous nature of threats and the often more complex policy choices have sharpened the need to cooperate in analyzing and collecting vital information on shared security threats around the world. Tokyo has made it clear that existing U.S.-Japan intelligence ties do not

meet its needs.

For the United States, the potential for greater cooperation with Japan is obvious. Allies need to articulate their differences as well as reach agreement on policy actions based on comparative and competitive analysis. Shared intelligence represents the road to that goal. Moreover, a division of labor—apportioning analytical tasks according to the comparative advantages of each partner—offers gains for a resource-strapped intelligence community. Japan has the capacity to bring valuable information and insights to a strategic intelligence dialogue because of its global engagement.

Perhaps more important, a strategic vision of intelligence cooperation with Japan is long overdue. Failure to strengthen U.S.-Japan intelligence ties only raises the risks that our perception—and possibly our policies—will diverge when challenges demand common understanding and action within the alliance.

Improved intelligence cooperation is no less important for Japan. The path to a greater international contribution by Japan requires both a stronger indigenous Japanese intelligence capability and greater cooperation with the United States.

Strengthened intelligence cooperation will help Japan to improve its own policymaking, crisis management, and decisionmaking processes. In addition, both within and beyond Asia, Japan faces more diverse threats and more complex international responsibilities, which call for intelligence that provides a better understanding of its national security needs.

***AFF Answers***


China DA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Japan Says No

Japan unsure about cooperation despite the benefits

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

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

Relations High Now

Disaster Relief has strengthened the alliance

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

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

US-Japan relations good now - threatening Russia

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

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

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

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

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

Even after earthquake, US-Japan relations good now

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

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

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


Relations Low

US-Japan Alliance at odds because of Okinawa

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

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

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

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

Currency Wars Threaten Relations

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

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

I/L Link Turn - Cooperation Hurts Relations

Cooperation hurts relations – PAR model proves

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

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

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

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

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

Squo Solves

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

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

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

Alt Cause – Futenma Relocation

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

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

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

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

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

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

Relocation won’t happen until 2021 – multiple warrants

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Japan won’t use space for security

Japan has no interest in using space for security purposes

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

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

Alt Cause to Relations

Other issues are key to the Alliance

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

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

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

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

Okinawa issue is destroying the Alliance

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No leaks, the crackdown on the drake case proves

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

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

Delays

Consultation with Japan would create massive delays 

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

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

AT: Unilateral Action

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

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

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

Consult CP’s Bad

Consultation CPs are a Voting Issue – 

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

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

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

