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In order to read this file, you will have to construct your own theoretical defenses and permutations . I recommend the following: 

Consult Bad, Must be both Textual and Functional, Artificial Competition Bad, whole plan PICs bad, future fiat, delay, Perms (do the cp, do both, plan then consult, consult on future (other) issues, consult on enforcement)

Further Impacts regarding the alliance can be found in the Japan Futenma Affirmative.
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2AC Futenma – Consult Japan

1. The US already consulted over Futenma- Japan said they wanted the base gone, the US didn’t listen immediately, the plan would be part of the result ongoing consultations. That’s the 1AC Feffer evidence. 

More evidence that we’re forcing the answer in consultations now. 

Digital Journal May 5, 2010  U.S base in Japan: A backlash against Toyota? Lexis
Theres something distinctly troubling about the U.S- Japan relationship these days. In any case the bi-lateral arrangement is in deep flux. Japans Prime Minister Yukio Hatayama may not be very popular in Washington. It appears hes just not their man. Hatayama promised during his election campaign to re-locate one of the largest Pacific U.S marine-air bases , which is currently located on the island of Okinawa to an alternative site, preferably as far as Hatayamas supporters are concerned out of Japan. If he is successful this would reconfigurate Americas naval strength and air power in a not insignificant way. With the military rise of China and its own naval fleet challenging U.S dominance in the Strait of Taiwan and the Yellow Sea and elsewhere in the far-east, Washington is not keen on leaving the Nippon Islands soon. One of the proposed sites for the re-location is the U.S island of Guam. Should they stay or should they go? The Japanese want to know Japan is currently re-valuating its military ties to the U.S. As part of the process, the presence of the base has been a constant source of friction between Tokyo and its closest military alley. Crime and lawlessness (several rape cases involving U.S marines- see: www.cnn.com/2008/WORLD/asiapcf/.../japan.rape/index.html) have only fuelled more local resentment towards the American military and navel presence. The issue has this month come to head and created a domestic political crisis for the governing Social Democratic party. As a symbolic historical backdrop to this dispute, the 50 year old Japanese-American military-nuclear and strategic partnership hangs in the balance. Without a doubt Beijing is watching very closely how this diplomatic imbroglio pans out. On the domestic Japanese front, members of the coalition government have threatened to withdraw their support and potentially bring down the government if a resolution to the issue is not found. An end of May deadline hovers over the consultations between Japan and the U.S over the issue. Is the U.S pressuring Tokyo to remain a supine and faithful alley? The U.S. said it conducting apparently closed doors meetings with their Japanese counterparts in efforts to resolve the very thorny matter before the end of this month. There have been so far, working-level discussions yesterday at Japans Defense Ministry and supports a politically sustainable solution to the dispute. As always we value our alliance with Japan. We understand that this alliance provides both benefit to the American people and to the Japanese people, U.S. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley told reporters in Washington yesterday. It also levies a burden on the American people and the Japanese people, so we do recognize this; its one of the reasons why we’ve been involved in an intensive and lengthy process to evaluate the best way to maintain operations that are important and viable. Perhaps part of the talks is the other prickly point: Who will pay for this massive move elsewhere of the U.S base? It seems Washington expects its alley to maintain its troop on Japanese soil or as Axel Berkovsky wrote earlier this year in the Asian Times (Okinawa call to shape new U.S.-Japan era, Asia Tines Online, 02/06, 10):The longer he waits to make the "right" call -- which, as far as Washington is concerned, would be to stick to the existing agreement. It remains unclear if Tokyo will remain welcoming to the American base for much longer, due to domestic considerations. Nevertheless, Japan is feeling the heat to stay the course and maintain the Okinawa base as where and as it is.

2. Only the status quo links to the net-benefit. That’s our entire Alliance advantage, we’ve strong-armed the DPJ into accepting the base. Only the plan solves the impact. 

2AC Futenma – Consult Japan

3. Lack of resolution of Futenma is the stopping point of all other consultations – only the plan solves. 

Associated Press 12-30-09 “FOCUS: Security policy to keep causing confusion with coalition in disarray+” http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D9CTGCCG0&show_article=1
DPJ Secretary General Ichiro Ozawa has also called for Japan to assume a greater role in its own security. He once expressed the view that the role of the U.S. military in Japan should be trimmed down, saying the U.S. Navy's 7th Fleet based in Yokosuka, Kanagawa Prefecture, would be "enough for the U.S. presence in the Far East."  The three ruling parties are aiming to reach a decision on where to move the Futemma airstrip, an issue which has strained Japan's ties with the United States, by May. But Nakano said it is unlikely they will settle the issue by that time because, in his opinion, their conclusion will be different from the current relocation plan.  "They have long delayed a decision and it is unlikely that they will stick to the original transfer plan. Since the United States won't approve an alternative relocation site by May, further confusion will lie ahead," the associate professor said.  Nakano, however, indicated that confusion would not be totally negative. He urged both Japan and the United States to engage in "constructive discussions" by recognizing their efforts to break the deadlock over Futemma as a good chance to review their security alliance, which he says will "never go away anyway."  Hatoyama agreed with U.S. President Barack Obama during their summit talks in Tokyo in November to start one-year consultations to review the alliance, with a view of expanding cooperation areas from the current military security to antidisaster efforts, medicine and health, education and the environment.  But the two counties have been unable to launch the consultation process due to the Futemma stalemate.  Victor Cha, associate professor and director of the Asian Studies program at Georgetown University, said he can understand the Hatoyama government is exploring an alternative Futemma transfer plan to "consolidate political power" domestically, but called on the coalition to set clear vision for the Japan-U.S. relationship after the upper house election.
4. The plan is a precondition to a true consultative framework moving forward. Only the plan can create the alliance that their net-benefit is talking about. The counterplan overloads the negotiations that are already happening. 
Yuki Tatsumi July 2010 Senior Associate of the East Asia Program at the Henry L. Stimson Center “A Short-Term Challenge to the U.S.-Japan Alliance Putting Its Long-Term Health at Risk” National Bureau of Asian Research http://www.nbr.org/publications/element.aspx?id=447

With Tokyo’s alliance management structure in flux, what will become of the alliance? Given the tension over Futenma and the U.S. sense of frustration toward the Hatoyama government in the process, it is unlikely that the two countries will be able to carry out a meaningful discussion on how to enhance the alliance in the way appropriate for the challenges of the 21st century. Moreover, confusion in the Japanese domestic political situation will probably continue for the next several years. This will likely make political discourse inward-looking, leaving little time to discuss some of the strategic questions for Japan, such as Japan’s role in the world, its role in the U.S.-Japan alliance, or its relations with China. In the meantime, alliance managers in both countries can only consult on a limited number of issues, such as technical cooperation in ballistic missile defense or military- to-military cooperation in non-combatant operations—issues that are apolitical or technical in nature and therefore are unlikely to be politicized. This limitation is unfortunate. Maintaining a robust U.S.-Japan alliance is in the interest of both countries. It is true that the alliance has served purposes that are broader than strictly military. Indeed, for the alliance to be vibrant well into the 21st century, it must be able to take on a wider range of security challenges in areas beyond the Asia-Pacific region.
2AC Consult – General Say no

Japan will say no to the counterplan – they want to avoid looking like a lap dog.

Michael J. Green 2010 senior adviser and Japan Chair at CSIS and is concurrently on the faculty at Georgetown University. He served on the staff of the National Security Council from 2001 through 2005 and was special assistant to the president for national security affairs and senior director for Asian affairs from January 2004 to December 2005.  Japan’s Confused Revolution The Washington Quarterly • 33:1 pp. 3􏰀19

The DPJ’s promise to move closer to Asia also sends confusing signals. Hatoyama made news after his bilateral summit on the margins of the September 2009 UN General Assembly with President Hu Jintao of China by promising to create a new ‘‘East Asian community’’ that would, by implication, exclude the United States. This, however, was not a new proposal16 since LDP governments had already agreed to this vision in regional summit meetings held as far back as 2007.17 Nor is an exclusive East Asia community likely to become a reality any time soon, judging from polling done by CSIS in late 2008 that demonstrated deep skepticism across the region, especially in Japan, about whether security and economic prosperity could be sustained over the coming decades without the United States.18 Indeed, from the perspective of U.S. national interests, more positive ties between Japan and its Northeast Asian neighbors would be a welcome development, particularly Hatoyama’s pledge not to inflame regional emotions about Japan’s historical aggression. The problem has been that the DPJ has often chosen to articulate its Asianist vision as a kind of counterbalance to the United States, a theme that worked well during the campaign when the party was trying to portray Koizumi as a U.S. lapdog, but one that now sends confusing signals to Washington.19
Say No – Afghanistan

Japan is trying to use Afghanistan to distinguish itself from American foreign policy – they’ll say no.
Josh Rogin 11-26-2009, A graduate of George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs, Josh lived in Yokohama, Japan, and studied at Tokyo's Sophia University, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/25/can_japan_bring_peace_to_afghanistan
The Japanese government, now led by the Democratic Party of Japan, has been searching for a new role in Afghanistan after announcing it would end its military refueling mission there but also increase its aid contribution by $5 billion. Leading an international effort to negotiate a détente between the Afghan Taliban and the Afghan government could be how the DPJ forges a new identity for Japan's foreign policy, which has long been tethered to U.S. foreign policy. The DPJ has called for a more independent position in the Japanese alliance with Washington. "Since Japan enjoys an excellent reputation with Afghanistan and the immediate neighbors of Afghanistan, it is highly desirable that Japan play a key role within the international community in supporting the peace and reintegration program led by the Afghan government," the recommendations state. Earlier this year, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton set out the conditions under which she believes reconciliation with certain members of the Taliban could be achieved. "We understand that not all those who fight with the Taliban support al-Qaida, or believe in the extremist policies the Taliban pursued when in power," she said at the Council of Foreign Relations on July 15, "And today we and our Afghan allies stand ready to welcome anyone supporting the Taliban who renounces al-Qaida, lays down their arms, and is willing to participate in the free and open society that is enshrined in the Afghan Constitution." But Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard Holbrooke said Nov. 23 that "there has been no direct meetings between American officials and Taliban officials ... we are not having direct contacts with the Taliban."
2AC Consult – Iraq

Japan’s opposition to the Iraq war proves they are an unreliable ally. 

Michael Finnegan July 2010 Return to Basics: Recalibrating the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance Senior Research Associate at The National Bureau of Asian Research. National Bureau of Asian Research http://www.nbr.org/publications/element.aspx?id=447

I’ve argued elsewhere that the alliance as constituted today is not operationally capable.3 Both sides bring considerable operational heft to the partnership, to be sure. There are significant service-based (e.g., navy to navy) capacities to operate together. But in the sense of modern joint warfare, and despite the efforts of now three U.S. administrations and a passel of Japanese governments, the alliance does not have the mechanisms—the joint warfare capabilities—to manage most of the more dangerous national security contingencies that one could reasonably posit. Beyond the question of capacity, Japan has not demonstrated a willingness to expand its operational role. This decade has offered several opportunities where Japan could have stepped up but has not done so. In Iraq, Japan chose a humanitarian role that in the end arguably detracted from the overall mission as security forces of other nations were required to protect the Japanese contingent. Japan has entirely eschewed a “boots on the ground” role in Afghanistan, instead focusing on providing aid and assistance. The country’s on-again-off-again provision of fuel in the Indian Ocean to support operations in and around Afghanistan was merely useful at best. The only area where Japan has shown a desire to get involved is in humanitarian assistance, and its contribution in the wake of the 2004 Indonesian tsunami was arguably the high point of the last decade for Japanese international military contributions. Japan’s limited willingness to participate in global contingency operations beyond humanitarian missions in turn limits the usefulness and value of Japan as an ally. Although harsh and perhaps impolitic, that is a fact that both sides must recognize. Japan’s lack of will limits not only the potential operational capability of the alliance but also its overall value as a critical national security tool for the allies, from the perspective of both shared challenges and individual security concerns. The value proposition of the alliance is thus diminished.
A2: Consult – Climate Change Turn

The counterplan's negotiations derail US-Japanese cooperation on climate change 

Japan Times 1/15 (Allaying alliance anxiety, LN)

In a meeting in Honolulu on Tuesday, Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton reaffirmed that Japan and the United States will begin consultations to further deepen their alliance, as this year marks the 50th anniversary of the signing of the current joint security treaty. They also agreed that the bilateral alliance has underpinned security in the Asia-Pacific region for the past 50 years.     The meeting represented an attempt by both nations to smooth high-level communications after Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama postponed, until May, a decision on the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma (in the central part of Okinawa Island). The delay has caused friction between Japan and the U.S., and it is hoped that the meeting will help grease the wheels for the planned consultations.  The Futenma issue continues to cast a shadow over bilateral ties. While Mr. Okada reiterated that Japan will make a decision on the relocation by the end of May and said the issue should not be allowed to adversely affect the alliance, Ms. Clinton insisted that Japan implement a 2006 bilateral accord to move the Futenma function to the northern part of Okinawa Island as soon as possible.  It is crucial that the Hatoyama administration make a determined effort to resolve the Futenma issue at an early date.  Discussions about deepening the alliance will start in the first half of this year, with meetings between the two nations' foreign and defense ministers. Although the discussions may cover Japan-U.S. cooperation on global issues such as the economy, climate change, nuclear nonproliferation and public health, the Hatoyama administration must know that a joint assessment of the security environment surrounding Japan is inevitable. The administration should fully prepare itself, and carefully consider how Japan should proceed in talks on the subject.  If the security-related issues are not sorted out early on, it may be difficult for the two countries to tackle other important issues with mutual trust and in an effective manner.
Climate change cooperation with the DPJ key to solve warming 

BBC 2009 (Japan, US Grow Apart over efforts to tackle global warming, LN)

However, the Hatoyama administration's announcement that Japan will seek to cut greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent from 1990 levels has demonstrated a major change in Japan-U.S. relations in the field of global warming countermeasures.   The move was appreciated by the United Nations and European countries while Washington remained silent about Japan's declaration.   When asked about Japan's target during a special working group meeting in Bangkok in late September, U.S. chief negotiator Jonathan Pershing coolly replied that he had not yet analyzed the target.   Even though Japanese representatives made remarks in favor of Washington at the Barcelona meeting, U.S. negotiators did not appreciate the Hatoyama initiative, which includes measures to extend assistance to developing countries to help them reduce greenhouse gases.   "The United States had viewed Japan as an ally. However, after listening to Prime Minister Hatoyama's speech, U.S. officials thought Japan is distancing itself from Washington," said a high-ranking official of the Foreign Ministry.
Rapid unchecked climate change causes extinction. 

Tickell, 8-11-2008  (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)  

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.

A2 Consult – Heg turn

Genuine consultation destroys leadership.

Carroll ‘9

(James F. F., attorney for the Huddleston Law Firm, Notes & Comments Editor, Emory International Law Review; J.D., with Honors, Emory University School of Law, 23 Emory Int'l L. Rev. 167, lexis) 

n221. See Thomas Friedman, Op-Ed., 9/11 is Over, N.Y. Times, Sept. 30, 2007, § 4, at 12. This does not mean, however, that foreign countries should hold a veto over U.S. foreign or domestic policies, particularly policies that are not directly related to their national survival. Allowing foreign countries or international institutions to veto or modify unrelated U.S. policies would make a mockery of our foreign policy and destroy the credibility of American leadership. International cooperation does not require making our policy subservient to the whims of other nations. See generally The Allies and Arms Control (F.O. Hampson et al. eds., 1992). See also Khalilzad, supra note 177.
Nuclear war.

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND policy analyst, Spring 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, “
 Losing the Moment?”

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
A2:Consult – Rising X

Rising Expectations

Consultation creates rising expectations—not following up will undermine relations 
Edwards 1989 (Geoffrey; Centre of International Studies - Cambridge) The Atlantic Alliance and the Middle East p. 227

Ringing declarations and exhortations to consult closely and to develop more harmonious if not harmonized positions have regularly emerged from the multilateral fora of Western Europe and the Atlantic.  In 1951, for example, it was declared that:  There is a continuing need . . . for effective consultation at an early stage on current problems, in order that national policies may be developed and action taken on the basis of a full awareness of the activities and interests of all members of NATO.  While all members of NATO have a responsibility to consult with their partners on appropriate matters, a large share of responsibility for such consultation rests on the more powerful members of the community.   Much of the same could be, and is being, said today both on matters coming within the NATO area and especially on matters that fall outside it.  And yet the channels of multilateral consultation have grown considerably, not only between those countries that make up the European Community but also between Western Europe and the United States.  Such multilateral channels are, of course, in addition to those bilateral links that the countries of Western Europe have maintained with the United States.  The existence of such a multitude of channels raises expectations that consultation will take place.  Disappointment and some resentment is often the result when it does not.  Equally, perhaps, when consultations do take place, they raise expectations that the views of those being discussed will be taken into account.  Again, resentment is caused when they are not.
A2: Consult – Delay

Consulting Japan results in massive delays

Baker 92, Former US Senator and Law Firm Partner,  Foreign Affairs
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.

Consult Not Key

US assurance solves any decrease in confidence / (consultation not key)

Satoh ‘9 [Yukio - THE JAPAN INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS.   “ARE THE REQUIREMENTS FOR  EXTENDED DETERRENCE  CHANGING?” MONDAY, APRIL 6, 2009 CARNEGIE INTERNATIONAL NONPROLIFERATION 

CONFERENCE  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=1299]

Strategically, Japan’s adherence to the Three Non-Nuclear Principles depends largely, if not  solely, upon the credibility of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, or more specifically, the credibility of  the United States’ commitment to provide deterrence for Japan.      In coping with conceivable nuclear threats, the Japanese government has hitherto expressed  no more than sheer and total dependence upon the American deterrence.      The present Defense Programs Outlines, which was adopted by the cabinet in 2004, for  example, takes the position that “to protect its territory and people against the threat of nuclear  weapons, Japan will continue to rely on the U.S. nuclear deterrent”.  This position has been  maintained ever since the first Defense Program Outlines was adopted in 1976.      Unlike the case of NATO, however, there have been no official consultations between  Washington and Tokyo on how American extended deterrence should function, nor even any  mechanism put in place for such consultations.      This is largely, in my eyes, due to Japan’s reluctance to date to be involved in American  nuclear strategy.  The United States on its part has not seemingly missed the lack of strategic  consultations with Japan.  Yet the United States for its part has been steadfastly assuring the Japanese in increasingly  clear manner of its commitment to provide deterrence for Japan by all means, including nuclear.     For example, the Japan-U.S. joint statement issued at the last Security Consultative  Committee meeting held in May 2007 recognized that “the U.S. extended deterrence underpins the  defense of Japan and regional security”.  This committee meeting was attended by the Japanese  ministers of foreign affairs and defense and the U.S. secretaries of State and Defense.      With this shared recognition, the United States then reaffirmed that the full range of U.S.  military capabilities, - both nuclear and non-nuclear strike forces and defense capabilities - formed  the core of extended deterrence and supported U.S. commitment to the defense of Japan.      Most recently, President Barack Obama assured the Japanese Prime Minister Taro Aso of  the continuing U.S. commitment to the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty.  By the way, quite symbolically,  the Japanese prime minister was the first foreign visitor the president received at the Oval Office,  and Japan was the first foreign country Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visited  in her new capacity.      On top of these political assurances, U.S. force presence in Japan by itself signifies a sort of  physical assurance of American commitment.  U.S. forces operate strategically important facilities in  Japan and around 17 US naval vessels, including an aircraft carrier, are “home-ported” in the  country.  Japan’s so-called “host nation support” covers around 70 percent of the non-salary cost  required for American force presence in Japan.      The deployment of U.S. missile defense systems in response to the North Korean nuclear  and missile tests to date is yet another testimony to the American commitment.  These deployed  systems include a land-based X-band radar, Aegis vessels equipped with Standard III missiles and  land-based Patriot III missiles.  Furthermore, progressing operational cooperation between U.S.  forces and the Japanese Self-Defense Forces solidifies military bases for American extended  deterrence.    
No Leaks

No leaks—Gates

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/]
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. 
Past NPR’s prove—countries don’t care about leaks if the policy content is agreeable

Bleek, arms control reporter, 2002 p. http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2002_04/nprapril02

Highlighting past “underinvestment in the infrastructure,” the review calls for “a revitalized nuclear weapons complex that will…be able, if directed, to design, develop, manufacture, and certify new warheads in response to new national requirements” as well as “maintain readiness to resume underground nuclear testing if required.” The review says the administration is already restoring the ability to produce nuclear weapon components, including both primary plutonium “pits” and thermonuclear secondaries.The review also details plans for the long-term maintenance and modernization of U.S. delivery vehicles, citing the need for a new ICBM by 2018, a new ballistic missile submarine and submarine-launched ballistic missile by 2029, and new strategic bombers by 2040. According to the review, possible new systems to meet these needs are already under study.  The leaks generated little reaction from key U.S. allies but strong critiques from nations listed as potential targets by the review. “There is a feeling that the document was written during the Cold War,” Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov said March 13. “We think this does not agree with the spirit of our relations” 
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