
Controversy Area: 

The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the_______ 

Background: 

Debates centering around the deployment of American military forces abroad are hardly novel in the 

parliamentary debate community, but it is somewhat rare for us to focus our debates solely around the 

need to deploy a specific branch of the military. In particular, debates about US naval presence are often 

largely unsophisticated and lack the nuance and specificity that could be achieved by encouraging 

debaters to engage in more in-depth research regarding this topic. Questions regarding the size, 

operability, and tactics of the US Navy were frequent topics during the 2016 presidential election cycle, 

but rarely did these discussions provide a substantive or even accurate picture of how American forces 

operate or the ways that alternate deployment strategies could impact geopolitics.  

This is certainly a missed opportunity, as debates about American naval deployments can provide 

valuable, topical education while also allowing for excellent clash and a fair distribution of ground for 

both sides. The United States is currently faced with a number of rising security, environmental, and 

economic challenges that could certainly be addressed by a greater commitment to naval deployments 

in critical regions. Centering topics around the use of the Navy to address piracy, environmental 

disasters, and the occasionally bellicose behavior of China, Russia, and Iran would go a long way to 

encouraging high-quality debates at the 2017 National Parliamentary Tournament of Excellence. For 

your consideration, this proposal has included six potential resolutions, as well as the justifications for 

potentially selecting each of them: 

Potential Resolutions: 

1. The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the Persian Gulf 

The Persian Gulf is a critical focus of American grand strategy in large part due to its importance in 

stabilizing the global oil market. 55% of crude oil reserves can be found in countries located on the 

Persian Gulf, making stability in this region of paramount importance to the United States. Iran has long 

desired to increase its power projection in the Gulf, and has become increasingly hostile towards 

American ships in recent months. Despite recent diplomatic breakthroughs between the United States 

and the Islamic Republic, there were 31 incidents of “unsafe and/or unprofessional interactions” 

between their navies during the first half of 2016, and many defense experts warn that Iran is showing 

an increased capacity to enact a successful anti-access/aerial denial strategy in the Persian Gulf. The 

growing boldness of the Iranian Navy, combined with fears expressed by many regional allies that the US 

is wavering in its commitment to the Persian Gulf, make this a timely topic.  

2. The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the Red Sea 

Not only has the Red Sea seen an increase in Iranian naval activity similar to that of the Persian Gulf, but 

it has also seen American naval personnel fired upon by Houthi rebels who oppose America’s role in 

backing the Yemeni government in the country’s ongoing civil war, causing concerns about the need for 

a stronger American presence in the region to discourage future attacks and support the ongoing 

counterterror operations against Al Qaeda. Additionally, the United Nations has struggled to enforce 

arms embargos against the Houthis, as well as the countries of Somalia and Eritrea, in large part due to 



their inability to stop supplies from being transported through the Red Sea. Finally, concerns of piracy in 

the Red Sea have once again begun to arise, as evidenced by Iran’s recent decision to begin escorting 

valuable oil shipments through the body of water to prevent them from being threatened. A topic 

focusing on the deployment of the US Navy in the Red Sea would provide an opportunity to discuss the 

wide breadth of issues that currently affect the region.  

3. The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the South China Sea 

Of all topics involving US naval deployments, the South China Sea is arguably the one most commonly 

discussed in modern parliamentary debate. However, there is a significant reason for this. A number of 

countries including China, Japan, the United States, the Philippines, Vietnam, and Taiwan all have 

significant economic and security interests in the South China Sea, and have at varying points signaled 

their willingness to use military force to protect these interests if necessary. Despite the Hague’s ruling 

in July of 2016 that its expansive territorial claims in the body of water have no basis, China has 

continued to express their intent to exercise sovereignty over the South China Sea, which contains the 

highly disputed Spratly and Paracel island chains. Despite this being a frequent topic of debate, students 

frequently display a stunning lack of knowledge regarding the actual specifics and historical implications 

of the ongoing security conflict in the South China Sea, and a resolution specifically focusing on this body 

of water would encourage more thorough research into the dispute, which would allow students to 

argue about it with more authority and insight in future rounds.  

4. The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the Strait of Malacca 

The Strait of Malacca is one of the most important economic shipping lanes in the world, as one-fourth 

of all traded goods pass through the body of water each year. Despite its importance, recent years have 

seen significant disruptions in trade through the Strait caused by piracy, weather-related shipwrecks, 

and large clouds of smoke emanating from fires in Indonesia. Additionally, China has made establishing a 

firm security presence in the Strait a top priority over the past decade, which has resulted in growing 

concerns over the potential for increased naval activity disrupting critical trade routes. Despite its 

significance in both global commerce and China’s hegemonic aspirations in East Asia, discussions of 

American naval presence in the Strait of Malacca are virtually non-existent in parliamentary debate, 

making this topic a unique educational opportunity worth taking advantage of. 

5. The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the Arctic Ocean 

Much like the South China Sea, debates frequently mention naval conflicts over the Arctic in passing, but 

rarely discuss these issues with any depth or sophistication. Over the past few years, Russia has 

significantly increased its naval presence in the Arctic Ocean, and has amassed an Arctic fleet upwards of 

seven times larger than that of the United States. Aside from the growing concerns regarding Russian 

domination of the Arctic and its valuable natural resources, the Navy has also expressed its desire to 

strengthen its capacity to respond to environmental crises such as oil spills and the effects of climate 

change, which would require a greater commitment by the United States to establishing a larger 

permanent naval presence in the region. With more and more ice melting every year, the Arctic Ocean is 

becoming an increasingly important economic, environmental, and security concern that will shape 

American policy with states such as Russia, Canada, and Denmark over the coming decades, warranting 

its discussion at the NPTE. 



6. The United States should significantly increase its naval presence in the Black Sea 

Russian domination of the Black Sea has become increasingly important in recent years, particularly in 

light of the Russian incursions into Crimea and Georgia, as well as concerns expressed by NATO 

members in 2014 that the sea had functionally become a “Russian lake.” America’s decision to briefly 

send ships from the Sixth Fleet into the Black Sea in June of 2016 sparked a series of retaliatory threats 

from the Russians, and raised concerns about America’s ability to ensure the security of their allies on 

the Black Sea should a conflict arise there. Considering that the July 2016 NATO summit focused almost 

exclusively on the lack of security in the Black Sea, this topic seems particularly timely to discuss at the 

2017 NPTE.  

Potential Affirmative Arguments: 

While the best arguments will certainly be derived from the specifics of each resolution, there are a 

number of generic arguments that will be easily accessible for affirmative teams. First, the topic area 

lends itself extremely well to advantages regarding the resolution of specific security conflicts in each 

body of water. Every resolution includes at least one potential conflict between great powers that is 

heavily supported by existing literature, as well as a number of easily accessible arguments indicating 

that American naval presence could serve to either prevent/deter conflict, or simply allow any dispute 

to be quickly resolved in favor of the United States. Additionally, affirmatives can capitalize on the 

importance of naval power in implementing grand strategy and claim the benefits of solidifying regional 

American hegemony (or at the very least balancing to prevent a potential hegemon from rising in a 

particular region) through the plan action. These topics also lend themselves very well to affirmatives 

who are not interested in touting the benefits of the US military. First, many of these bodies of water 

include significant resources and heavily-utilized trade routes that could seriously threaten the global 

economy if disrupted by piracy or natural disasters. Finally, there is significant literature supporting an 

increased role by the Navy in responding to both environmental and humanitarian disasters, and 

creative affirmatives would easily be able to argue for an increased regional commitment to such 

programs.  

Potential Negative Arguments:  

This topic area provides truly robust counterplan ground for smart negative teams to take advantage of. 

Not only can the negative argue that other countries should deploy their navies in place on the United 

States, but they could also argue that different branches of the United States military would be better 

equipped to address the problems isolated by the affirmative. There is a significant debate in the 

literature as to whether naval or air power is more important in preventing a number of potential 

conflict scenarios in specific regions of the globe, and this topic area would be a fantastic mechanism to 

encourage these debates. Additionally, while the best disadvantages will likely be determined by the 

specific resolutions that are chosen, there are a number of strong options that are available to negative 

teams regardless of the topics selected. Such disadvantages include indictments of unilateralism at the 

expense of multilateralism, concerns regarding how other countries might react to the deployment of 

the American Navy, the effects that a particular deployment strategy might have on naval readiness or 

America’s broader grand strategy, and environmental risks that might arise from increased naval activity 

in a particular body of water. 



There is also significant critical ground that negative teams should be able to take advantage of. The 

standard Militarism, Threat Construction, and Capitalism kritiks should certainly be applicable to this 

topic, but smart, motivated negative teams should at least be able to deploy specific links regarding the 

issues intrinsic to each particular region that will allow them to approach these more conventional Ks 

from an unconventional perspective. Additionally, arguments criticizing orientalism are particularly 

applicable to this topic, as there is significant literature questioning the ways that America’s 

construction of the eastern other influences our tendency to perceive these countries as potential 

threats. There is also strong critical ground dealing with questions of human interactions with the 

environment, as negative teams can indict the ways in which affirmative teams seek to exercise 

sovereignty or ownership over particular bodies of water. Finally, there are significant, ongoing debates 

regarding the Navy’s treatment of questions of race, class, sex, and gender, and negative teams might 

raise questions as to how institutionalized discrimination might influence the implementation of the 

policies advocated by the affirmative team.  

Conclusion: 

A topic area centered around the deployment of American naval forces would compel students to 

research and debate topics that are extremely timely and important while also providing for educational 

and evenly balanced debates. Many of the resolutions under this controversy area are never discussed 

in parliamentary debate, and those that are frequently suffer from a lack of nuance and background 

knowledge that would be remedied in future rounds by encouraging students to finally engage with 

these topics in a meaningful way. Finally, centering resolutions around a specific branch of the US 

military will allow for more specific debates about HOW America operationalizes distinct forms of 

military power, as well as the role that this individual branch of the military plays in influencing 

American grand strategy.  
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