I. Introduction

A few reasons why you should care about this topic:

--US Leadership is the core impact area of this topic. 

--Most popular impact area – 10 years of PD database, it’s the only impact area that has been in every year

--Generally an important area – there is not a day that goes by without American power being addressed or discussed in one way or another in the global media.  Over the past 5 years no subject has been more studied and discussed in world politics than the sheer extent of American power as imperialism, empire or hegemony.

A. Definitions:  

1. Leadership: 

2. Power : 

a. Hard Power: 

b. Soft Power: 

c. Smart Power: 

3. Empire/Imperialism: 

4. Hegemony/Informal Empire

5. Primacy: 

6. Unipolarity: 

B. Brief Introduction into IR Frameworks:  

1. Realism Framework 

2. Classic Liberalism – 

3. Neo Liberalism or Modern Liberalism– 

4. Conservatism –

5. Neo Conservatism – 

C. History of US Hegemony --Assertion of US Hegemony after World War II

1. Prior to World War I the US had been reluctant to get involved in foreign wars.  

2. By the end of 1945, Japan and Germany had surrendered unconditionally.  The US occupied all of Japan and was the greatest power in the Far East.  With Great Britain, the US occupied half of Germany and was thus the greatest military force in Europe.  The US Navy had undisputed control of the seas.  American planes controlled the skies.  The US demonstrated in Hiroshima and Nagasaki that it possessed the most powerful weapon ever created.  

3.  FDR organized a series of conferences whereby the US would apply its vast power to organizing the world for a new peace.  

a. shaped international economic institutions – Bretton Woods, GATT/WTO.  

b. shaped international legal institutions – UN, War Crimes Tribunal

c. supported the creation of alliances and institutions to pursue the goal of containing the USSR.  

d. the nature of the liberal international order that emerged from the end of the Cold War created a community in which the extent of mutual interests, political, economic, and military cooperation and interdependence made violent conflict between its members inconceivable.

4. Committed to principle of primacy –committed our wealth and military to the task of “containing” USSR.

5. US leadership and hegemony was a mixture of hard power and soft power, unilateralism and multilateralism, 

6. One of the reasons for the uniqueness of the US military preponderance was that some countries rich enough to support large military establishments chose not do so because they prospered under the U.S. security umbrella.  

D. US hegemony after Cold War

1. In the late 1980s it gradually became apparent that the cold war nearing its end and that, at least for the time being, there existed a unipolar world.  

2. The world order that emerged in the 1990s was organized in an inclusive way – many decisions made through multilateral institutions, American power helped create world order, China, Russia & India found it in their interest to adopt cooperative strategies and promote the rule of law.

3. As long as the global trading system remained reasonably intact the resort to war between major powers was irrational.

II. The Link Debate: There are multiple ways for both sides to access the hegemony debate this year. 

A. For the negative which will argue that -- Military Presence Key to US Hegemony—this is mostly a defense of hard power.

1. Presence/Bases key to power projection: 

2. Presence key to US Influence – 

3. Key to Protecting Many Vital Interests to the US: 

4. Deters Arms Races/Prolif: 

5. Decreasing Presence Creates Power Vacuum – 

6. Key to Shaping International Environment:  

7. Vital Signal to Reassure Allies/Deter Enemies: 

B. For the affirmative there are two approaches –

1. Military Presence Undermines Hard Power

a.   Counterproductive to Security Interests: 

b. Failures of Military Presence Cause Collapse of Hegemony
c. Undermines Military Readiness – Resource and Personnel Drain – 

d. Fuels Anti-Americanism/Emboldens Enemies: 

e. Motivates Terrorism/Insurgent Attacks: 

f. Decreased presence part of defense transformation: 

g. Decreased presence causes shift to more flexible and effective deployments – 
h. Decreasing current military presence allows shift to increase presence in more strategically important areas 

2. Military Presence Undermines Soft Power 

b. US Presence in authoritarian countries Undermines Legitimacy of US Leadership: 

c. Military power undermines more effective forms of power: 

d. Decreased presence causes shift toward Multilateral Cooperation: 

e. Military presence undermines the Economic Basis of Soft Power – 

f. Decreased presence increases Burden Sharing: 

g. Decreased Presence causes shift toward Diplomatic Presence/Soft Power: 

III. The Internal Link Debate

A. Hard Power Good for Hegemony/AT: Soft Power key to Hegemony

1. Many security threats require hard power response not soft power

2. Strong military and hard power are key to US hegemony: 

3. Strong, forwardly deployed US military key to several security demands 

4. Soft power ineffective without hard power – 

5. Hard Power strengthens Soft Power: 

6. Hard power doesn’t trade off with soft power – 

7. Multiple obstacles to restoring soft power – reduction in US military presence alone insufficient to solve.

B. Soft Power Good for Hegemony

1. Soft power strengthens Hard Power: 

2. Soft Power makes Hard Power Unnecessary:   

3. Soft Power strengthens US foreign policy effectiveness: 

4. Soft Power allows us to influence and shape others.  

5. Soft Power can present a more effective challenge to extremists than hard power –

6. Soft power key to effective cooperation against terrorism: 

C. Military Spending Bad for Hegemony – Decreased presence will increase spending – something has to be done with the troops and equipment – most likely they will be redeployed which means building new bases and infrastructure, negotiating new deals with new countries, and/or shifting to new defense technologies and weapon systems to replace the troops.  Estimates are that significantly reducing military presence in the countries where we are currently deployed will impose billions of dollars in increased defense spending.  Increased defense spending now is bad because it will derail the economic recovery.  A successful economic recovery is vital to maintaining US hegemony.  I would not suggest running this as an offensive argument if the affirmative has not claimed a hegemony advantage, but it can be a powerful turn, so long as it is consistent with the other arguments you want to make to answer the advantage. 

IV. The Impact Debate

A. Hegemony/Primacy Good

1. US hegemony critical to systemic stability – avoiding wars over power

a. Deterrence
b. Terrorism- 
c. Proliferation – 

ii. decreased credibility of US nuclear guarantee would cause European and Asian allies to acquire their own nukes.

iii. Strong US needed to respond to rogue proliferants – North Korea and Iran.  US plays key role in enforcing the NPT and promoting compliance with its terms.

d. US promulgation and enforcement of international norms – dominant influence on the definition of international law

e. Public goods provided by the US stabilize the system by legitimizing it and decreasing resistance to it

2. Decreased US hegemony risks transition wars – 

3. US hegemony critical to global economic stability – 

4. Unilateralism/Unipolarity Good

a. US unilateralism key to effective multilateral global governance – 

b. Unipolarity makes arms races and destabilizing conflicts pointless and limits rivalry to trade and economic pursuits

c. All alternatives to US unipolarity are worse: 

d. Multipolarity – 

e. Bipolarity –.  

f. Apolarity: 

5. Alternatives to Unilateralism are worse

a. No substitute for US as the provider of governmental services to the international system—
b. Plausible alternative is not better global governance but considerably less governance – 

c. Multilateralism fails – Logic of collective goods 

d. EU ineffective: 
B. Primacy/Unipolarity/Hegemony Bad: Should argue that the collapse of hegemony is inevitable and that the aff (or neg depending on who’s on which side) helps cushion the landing.  This significantly helps neutralize the hegemony good arguments.  

1. Counterproductive to global Systemic Stability

2. Pursuit of Military primacy destabilizing.

a. Reckless Wars: 
b. Undermines Allied Self-Defense: 
c. Undermines Balance of Power: necessary to prevent war – 

d. Legitimizes Violence: 

e. Nuclear Proliferation: 

f. Blowback: pervasive anger and hatred that US hegemony breeds over many decades resulting not just in terrorism, but in local resistance, popular movements, guerilla insurgency and rival national alliances. 

g. Reduction in US military primacy inevitable 

3. AT: Primacy/Unipolarity Good

a. Irrelevant to Security Threats: 

b. No Increased Influence: 

c. Hegemony Does Not Preserve Global Economy -  US is not the only country that benefits from and cares about maintaining an open trading system.  

4. Unipolarity Bad Alternative

a. does not promote effective global governance – 
b. Multipolarity provides a better way to check disorder and aggression than relying on US unipolarity

5. Unilateralism Bad Alternative

a. Undermines effective hegemony and leadership—

6. Alternatives Generally Effective: 

7. Regionalism Effective alternative

8. EU Effective alternative (to US Soft Power)

V. Strategic Advice


A. General

1. Narrow the Debate:  develop a specific theory that can be distinguished from the broader debate.

2. Control Uniqueness: Make sure that you have the uniqueness nailed down to help neutralize the other side’s offense.

3. Make Your Own Blocks: 

4. Be Prepared to Defend your IR Framework –

5. Be Prepared to Offer Specific Examples –
6. Know the qualifications of your authors –
7. Don’t rely on, in fact don’t read the Khalizad impact card.  It was a great card, but it is time to put that one out to pasture – 


B. Advice for the Affirmative:

1. Figure out what your OFFENSE is going to be – you have three basic options: 1) turn the link, 2) turn the internal link, 3) turn the impact.  Relying on “no link” is a loser.

2. Consider making your offense a 1AC advantage
3. Seize Control of the Alternative – what will happen if we pull our troops out of Japan?  Will they go home?  Will they go to another trouble spot?  You probably can’t mandate what happens, but you can get control of the debate by researching it and defending that alternative as the link into your offense.


C. Advice for the Negative:

1. Defend Alternatives  –
2. Don’t put too much faith in counterplanning out the advantage 
3. Don’t be Afraid to Defend Hard Power/Hegemony/Realism 
4. Put pressure on aff solvency claims 

