
TOPIC AREA: US MILITARY STRUCTURE 
 
BACKGROUND & IMPORTANCE 

 
While military operations and presence overseas is a common topic for debate, a less 

talked about but arguably more influential topic is the structure and organization of the United 
States military. This controversy area will mostly concern overall grand strategy for the United 
States military, what it should prioritize, and whether some major parts of the military structure 
should be eliminated. The United States military structure, for the purposes of this topic paper, 
will include both the structure of the military branches —  the air force, Marine Corps, army, and 
navy, and their subcomponents — as well as the main tools they use to accomplish their goals. 
These debates would allow for more systematic examination of what the goals of the Unites 
States military should be, or if some are worth abandoning. This type of debate is excellent for 
developing depth on the issue of military policy, more so than traditional military topics do.  

 
Additionally, the debate would allow the affirmative to criticize the need for certain parts 

of the military, an argument usually reserved for kritikal ground on the negative. Four of the 
proposed topics are eliminations of special operations, intercontinental ballistic missiles, private 
military contractors, or the military as a whole. This allow for an in-depth discussion of how to 
resolve harmful structures like imperialism, or a policy evaluation of whether the US military is a 
positive force in the world. There is a wealth of literature arguing that the United States military 
advances imperialism, securitization, capitalism, etc. The topics will allow for an evaluation of 
how specific components of the military contribute to larger, harmful structures.  

 
Policy-based arguments defending a reduction in the US military can argue that it would 

be better for other nations like China to replace the US as the world hegemon, or that it would 
lead to a preferable state of multipolarity. Additionally, the affirmative can argue that the specific 
program being eliminated harms US relations with other countries in the status quo, effectively 
arguing that relations and soft power are more important than the hard military power that the 
program provides. For the two topics defending an increase in the US military, arguments in 
favor of hegemony or security can be argued on the affirmative against negative ground related 
to security concerns or criticisms of military buildup. 
 
 
RESOLUTIONS & ARGUMENTS 
 
The United States federal government should establish a military branch dedicated to 
military space operations. 

● Affirmative Arguments: Space can be argued to be key for United States hegemony. For 
example, the US has satellites that allow the US to plan its military campaigns and 
improve tactical accuracy for military strikes. China and Russia, according to a US 
general, are also developing military space capabilities. Since US hegemony requires 
US superiority, the affirmative can argue that the plan is necessary to prevent being 
surpassed by other countries’ militaries. Economic arguments related to an increase in 
innovation as well as economic stimulation resulting from more investment in space 
companies are also available. 

● Negative arguments: Disadvantages related to deteriorating relations and/or risking 
conflict with other countries like Russia or China. A perceived increase in military 
operations in space could cause other countries to take preemptive military action that 



leads to escalation and/or miscalculation. CP ground may include placing satellite 
protection systems into space. 

The United States federal government should eliminate the United States Special 
Operations Command. 

● Affirmative arguments: Operations by special operations command have been used to 
lay the foundation for larger drawn-out military campaigns, since Vietnam and continuing 
into the present such as in Iraq, Afghanistan, and arguably in Syria. Special operations 
forces, particularly the Army Special Forces also known as “Green Berets,” are a 
mechanism for US intervention in foreign governments, through assisting domestic 
guerilla warfare groups and assisting foreign governments’ counter-insurgency efforts. 
These effects also arguably harm US credibility and relations. 

● Negative arguments: US special operations can be argued to be critical to deterring 
violent non-state actor forces, like they have done against the Taliban in Afghanistan, or 
ISIS. They both train other countries militaries and directly attack violent non-state actor 
groups. Their precision and limited size also could be argued to allow for military 
engagement without risking a major war in the way that conventional forces would. They 
can also be argued to be critical for relations with partner nations through training. 

The United States federal government should eliminate its intercontinental ballistic 
missile program. 

● Affirmative arguments: Intercontinental ballistic missiles are located in silos in the 
continental United States. They have been criticized for lack of security, potentially 
allowing violent actors to disable them or steal dangerous material. Additionally, if ICBMs 
are ever launched, because of their high trajectory into space and back they could 
potentially cause an accidental second-strike from other countries in the general area 
that believe they are being attacked. Reducing our nuclear weapons arsenal could also 
assist in international efforts to reduce nuclear proliferation. For kritikal ground, it can be 
argued that ICBMs are key for the US holding leverage over other countries and for 
contributing to the securitization inherent within mutually assured destruction. 

● Negative arguments: ICBMs are considered to by some to be critical for United States 
security and MAD. Without adequate second strike capabilities, other nations like North 
Korea may have a higher incentive to strike. Additionally, ending a major part of the US 
nuclear arsenal may signal a lack of commitment for military technology and hard power 
by the United States, potentially opening the United States to escalatory measure by 
other countries. Counterplans may try to address the security concerns of ICBMs without 
eliminating them. 

The United States federal government should substantially increase its ballistic missile 
submarine fleet. 

● Affirmative arguments: Ballistic missile submarines are critical to the US nuclear arsenal. 
Increasing our number of them could arguably assist in United States military hegemony, 
as well as deterrence against potential threats by posing an increased second-strike 
ability. 

● Negative arguments: Policy ground includes deteriorating relations or risking conflict with 
other countries like China, Russia, and North Korea which are particularly at risk of US 
submarine strikes due to their proximity to the ocean. Kritikal ground indicting US military 
expansion applies, with a focus on the securitization of nuclear MAD. 

The United States federal government should abolish the United States military. 
● Affirmative arguments: Kritikal literature about US imperialism or militarism being harmful 

would be fair affirmative ground. De-development arguments about collapsing the US 
military industrial complex, or the economy in general, are also possible. 

● Negative arguments: Arguments based in policy include defense of United States 
hegemony, or the United States economy. Additionally, the negative has ample 



counterplan ground which defends only certain parts of the military, like humanitarian 
aid. 

The United States federal government should cease its use of private military 
contractors. 

● Affirmative arguments: The affirmative can defend that normal means would include a 
shift to government production of military equipment or that the US military would simply 
be drastically reduced. The affirmative can argue that private military contracts decrease 
military effectiveness by costing substantially more than necessary and perpetuating the 
profit-motive based military industrial complex. Alternatively, the affirmative can argue 
that a drawdown of the US military is good, arguably to allow for Chinese hegemony / 
mulitipolarity or based on kritikal ground including kritiks of imperialism, militarism, etc. 

● Negative arguments: The negative can argue that private military contractors are critical 
for the United States economy as well as for innovation that drives military technology. 
Additionally, the negative can argue that PMCs are good in certain instances such as in 
demining operations in Peru. For kritikal ground, the negative can also criticize the 
assumption that the United States federal government would handle the military in a 
‘better’ way than PMCs. 
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