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1NC Frontline
1) Plan doesn’t solve heg – no reverse causal evidence says that Japanese defense growth means the US loses its entire defense industrial base
2) Not zero-sum – no reason Japanese defense growth directly trades off with the US

3) Japan’s defense-industrial base is collapsing now
Kubota 10 (Yukari, May 20, “Japan's Defense Industrial Base in Danger of Collapse”, http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=18293, AV)
The Crisis of the Defense Industrial Base The structural change in the defense industry is a warning that the Japanese defense industrial base is heading toward collapse. FHI's case suggests that the traditional defense business model, in which the government relies on a contractor for R&D and production while the contractor recovers its prior investment through mass production in the close public-private relationship, is no longer functioning well. Without stable procurement, it cannot be denied that defense suppliers providing indispensable technological support to the defense industry will decrease further in number, which may cause Japan to lose a domestic source of important technologies. Problems surrounding the defense industry seldom come to light, with a few exceptions such as the overcharges by several defense corporations in 1997. Meanwhile the Japanese defense industrial base has been weakening. Once it collapses, a lot of time and money will be required to restore the technological base of the defense industry where barriers of entry, including technological competency, are high. In October 2009, the Japanese government decided to put off the update of the National Defense Program Guidelines and the Mid-term Defense Program by one year, stating that it would draw conclusions from advisory panel meetings. It is widely believed that the true reason was that the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) wanted time to put together various opinions on national security policy. Whatever the reason, policymakers should also face up to the issue of the defense industry, which directly relates to Japan's national security, when debating the country's defense policy in the year to come.
4) No impact to the rise of a hostile rival --- deterrence and geography solve

Layne 6 [Christopher Layne, IR at Texas A&M, 2006, The Peace of Illusions, p. 182]
Offshore balancing is a hedging strategy. It recognizes that if regional power balances fail, the United States might need to intervene counterhegmonically, because a Eurasian hegemon might pose a threat to American security. However, an offshore balancing strategy would not assume that the rise of a twenty-first-century Eurasian hegemon inevitably would threaten the Untied States. There is a strong case to be made that the nuclear revolution has transformed the geopolitical context with respect to America’s interests in Eurasia in two crucial ways. First, nuclear weapons have made the Eurasian balance less salient to the United States. Because of nuclear deterrence (and geography), fear that a future Eurasian hegemon would command sufficient resources to imperil the United States arguably is a strategic artifact of the prenuclear era. Second, even as the impact of the Eurasian balance of power has declined as a factor in America’s security, in a nuclear world the likely cost of U.S. intervention in a great power war in Eurasia has risen. 

5) Hegemony doesn’t solve conflict
Layne 6 [Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 178]
The bottom line is that the arguments of hegemony’s proponents are not convincing. Great power wars in Eurasia don’t happen often, and when they do, America’s economic stakes in Eurasia have never sucked it into war against its will. Doubtless, at some point in the coming decades great power war again will occur in Eurasia. When it does, the United States is uniquely well positioned to weather any economic disruption that might ensue. The United States benefits economically from great power peace in Eurasia, but Eurasia is at peace most of the time—and will be regardless of the presence of U.S. troops—and most of the time U.S. trade with Eurasia will not be af​fected by great power turmoil. In this sense, it is far from clear that any eco​nomic benefit accrues to the United States from its military commitments in Eurasia. Simply put, regardless of whether American troops are playing a hegemonic - “stabilizing” role, most of the time the United States is going to be able to reap the benefits of economic exchange with Eurasia. On the other hand, U.S. forces in Eurasia do not ensure the continuance of peace (just as their withdrawal would not mean the inevitable outbreak of war). What the U.S. forward presence does do, however, is expose the United States to automatic entanglement in a future great power war in Eurasia, re​gardless of whether its interests seriously are implicated by the conflict. In a nuclear world, this is something the United States should want to avoid. The aim of American grand strategy should be to preserve America’s freedom to decide whether its interests require it to intervene in a Eurasian war and, if so, to determine the extent of its military involvement.

Heg Defense – 2NC Extensions
Hegemony doesn’t solve regional stability 

Layne 6 [Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 170]
Of course, proponents of current U.S. grand strategy will object that, by retracting its security umbrella, the United States will create Eurasian secu​rity vacuums that will cause re-nationalization and a reversion to de​stabilizing multipolarity.34 Ironically, however, America’s hegemonic grand strategy is failing in this respect already, because re-nationalization is occur​ring gradually, even though the United States is acting as a regional stabi​lizer. On its present grand strategic course the United States will end up with the worst of both worlds: notwithstanding the U.S. military presence, Eurasia is becoming more multipolar and more volatile. This means that instead of increasing the chances of peace, its alliances expose the United States to the rising probability of becoming entrapped in a future Eurasian war.

Heg collapse inevitable—other countries will overtake us economically 

Ferguson, Prof @ Harvard, 10 [Niall Ferguson is Professor of History at Harvard University, a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and a Senior Research Fellow for Foreign Affairs, “Complexity and Collapse,” Foreign Affairs Volume 89 • Number 2, March/April 2010]
The current economic challenges facing the United States are  also often represented as long-term threats.  It is the slow march of  demographics—which is driving up the ratio of retirees to workers— and not current policy, that condemns the public ﬁnances of the United States to sink deeper into the red. According to the Congressional Budget O⁄ce’s “alternative ﬁscal scenario, ”which takes into account likely changes in government policy, public debt could rise from 44 percent before the ﬁnancial crisis to a staggering 716 percent by 2080. In its “extended-baseline scenario, ”which assumes current policies will remain the same, the ﬁgure is closer to 280 percent. It hardly seems to matter which number is correct. Is there a single member of Congress who is willing to cut entitlements or increase taxes in order to avert a crisis that will culminate only when today’s babies are retirees? Similarly, when it comes to the global economy, the wheel of history seems to revolve slowly, like an old water mill in high summer. Some projections suggest that China’s gdp will overtake the United States’ gdp in 2027; others say that this will not happen until 2040. By 2050, India’s economy will supposedly catch up with that of the United States, too. But to many, these great changes in the balance of economic power seem very remote compared with the timeframe for the deploy-ment of U. S. soldiers to Afghanistan and then their withdrawal, for which the unit of account is months, not years, much less decades. Yet it is possible that this whole conceptual framework is, in fact, ﬂawed. Perhaps Cole’s artistic representation of imperial birth, growth, and eventual death is a misrepresentation of the historical process. What if history is not cyclical and slow moving but arrhythmic—at times almost stationary, but also capable of accelerating suddenly, like a sports car? What if collapse does not arrive over a number of centuries but comes suddenly, like a thief in the night? Great powers and empires are, I would suggest, complex systems, made up of a very large number of interacting components that are asymmetrically organized, which means their construction more resembles a termite hill than an Egyptian pyramid. They operate somewhere between order and disorder—on “the edge of chaos, ”in the phrase of the computer scientist Christopher Langton. Such systems can appear to operate quite stably for some time; they seem to be in equilibrium but are, in fact, constantly adapting. But there comes a moment when complex systems “go critical. ”A very small trigger can set oª a “phase transition”from a benign equilibrium to a crisis—a single grain of sand causes a whole pile to collapse, or a butterﬂy ﬂaps its wings in the Amazon and brings about a hurricane in southeastern England. Not long after such crises happen, historians arrive on the scene. They are the scholars who specialize in the study of “fat tail”events— the low-frequency, high-impact moments that inhabit the tails of probability distributions, such as wars, revolutions, ﬁnancial crashes, and imperial collapses. But historians often misunderstand complexity in decoding these events. They are trained to explain calamity in terms of long-term causes, often dating back decades. This is what Nassim Taleb rightly condemned in The Black Swanas “the narrative fallacy”: the construction of psychologically satisfying stories on the principle of post hoc, ergo propter hoc. Drawing casual inferences about causation is an age-old habit. Take World War I. A huge war breaks out in the summer of 1914, to the great surprise of nearly everyone. Before long, historians have devised a story line commensurate with the disaster: a treaty governing the neutrality of Belgium that was signed in 1839, the waning of Ottoman power in the Balkans dating back to the 1870s, and malevolent Germans and the navy they began building in 1897. A contemporary version of this fallacy traces the 9/11 attacks back to the Egyptian government’s 1966 execution of Sayyid Qutb, the Islamist writer who inspired the Muslim Brotherhood. Most recently, the ﬁnancial crisis that began in 2007 has been attributed to measures of ﬁnancial deregulation taken in the United States in the 1980s. In reality, the proximate triggers of a crisis are often suffcient to explain the sudden shift from a good equilibrium to a bad mess. Thus, World War I was actually caused by a series of diplomatic miscal-culations in the summer of 1914, the real origins of 9/11 lie in the politics of Saudi Arabia in the 1990s, and the ﬁnancial crisis was principally due to errors in monetary policy by the U. S. Federal Reserve and to China’s rapid accumulation of dollar reserves after 2001. Most of the fat-tail phenomena that historians study are not the climaxes of prolonged and deterministic story lines; instead, they represent perturbations, and  sometimes the complete breakdowns, of complex systems. 
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Their evidence is wrong – three reasons: it hugely overestimates U.S. ability to prevent conflict, underestimates the costs of heg and relies on threat inflation to justify an activist grand strategy 

Layne 6 (Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 176-177)

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the post-conflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States “could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environ​ment quite costly to its own trade and investment.”59 This really is not an eco​nomic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eura​sia’s political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not cul​minate in war, but it’s a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states’ calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of “environment shaping” have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hege​mon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.

