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McCarthy’s survived the debt ceiling fight, but he needs to step carefully and avoid introducing controversial legislation to appease the far right. 
Sarah Ferris & Olivia Beavers 6/1, staff at Politico, “How Jim Jordan and Marjorie Taylor Greene helped McCarthy get his debt deal through,” Politico, 6/1/23, https://www.politico.com/news/2023/05/31/mccarthy-debt-limit-deal-gop-divisions-00099567
Jim Jordan and other key conservative firebrands have caused a fair share of House Speaker Kevin McCarthy‘s biggest headaches. But instead of leading the rebellion this time, they helped him quash it.
As the House Freedom Caucus was preparing to discuss whether to officially oppose the speaker’s bipartisan debt deal — a move that would potentially galvanize conservative opposition — Jordan (R-Ohio) phoned several fellow members with a request, according to a person familiar with the calls. The former chair of the group urged them to hold back, effectively giving conservatives who wanted to vote with McCarthy license to do so.
Jordan, a longtime McCarthy antagonist turned ally, almost got his wish. The group took no official position until hours before the vote, when most members had already made up their minds.
The beloved House Freedom Caucus co-founder — who gravitated toward McCarthy after the now-speaker tapped him for a senior spot on the Oversight Committee — helped out in other ways. The Ohio lawmaker spoke up in favor of the deal in private calls and meetings, including taking the mic at a closed-door huddle on Tuesday night, just hours after many of his fellow conservatives had spent the day trashing the deal.
And he publicly denounced as a “terrible idea” Rep. Dan Bishop’s talk of moving to remove McCarthy over his compromise with President Joe Biden. By Wednesday afternoon, Bishop (R-N.C.) was refusing to discuss his oust-McCarthy idea, dismissing it as a preoccupation of “fascinated” reporters.
Now, McCarthy has triumphed on one of his toughest votes yet, with rumblings of booting him largely extinguished, at least for now. Asked about the possible long-term impact of the debt deal on conservative goodwill, Jordan said he didn’t think there would be any.
“No, I think we’ve got a good record of doing what we told them we were going to do,” he said in an interview.
The backing from Jordan, along with other once unlikely conservative allies with virtually no record of supporting past budget deals like Reps. Marjorie Taylor Greene (R-Ga.) and Thomas Massie (R-Ky.), has proven to be a lifeline for McCarthy. He’s spent months, and in some cases years, taking steps to win them over, with a plum committee assignment here, a desired debt provision there.
Instead of kowtowing to his most far-right members, McCarthy was forced by the reality of divided government to take a divide-and-conquer strategy on must-pass legislation: Cut a deal with Democrats that does just enough to win over a clutch of conservatives with Freedom Caucus cred, and hope the remaining critics lack the collective willpower to tank the agreement.
If most Republicans get on board, it means threats against his speakership won’t gain real traction. And with two-thirds of the GOP conference backing the deal Wednesday, it seemed to be working.
“We didn’t do it by taking the easy route,” McCarthy said in a celebratory post-vote press conference. “It wasn’t an easy fight, I had people on both sides upset.”
But he added: “I think we did pretty damn good for the American people.”
It’s an approach that McCarthy will likely need to return to repeatedly heading into a packed fall schedule. Government funding, Pentagon policy and a contentious farm bill will all require a sizable GOP majority in addition to Democratic backing.
And this is probably not the last time he’ll need to lean on conservative allies like Jordan, a relationship that has paid dividends after McCarthy continuously elevated the most famous face of the House Freedom Caucus on high-profile committees.
“I think it’s about like you’d expect. I think the bulk of the center right conference is gonna support this. I think some of the more colorful members on the edges are not,” Rep. Dusty Johnson (R-S.D.), an ally of McCarthy, said before the vote. “There was never going to be any kind of a deal that was gonna get Bob Good and Tim Burchett on board. I don’t know that this is unfolding in a way that is particularly surprising.”
Some, however, aren’t ready to give McCarthy a pass. And others are indicating trouble is still brewing. Asked about whether there are ongoing discussions about a motion to vacate, Rep. Andy Biggs (R-Ariz.) said he doesn’t know what to make of it after having “multiple” people call him “today really bugged by how this has gone down.”
“There are people, not [Freedom Caucus], who came up to me and told me this very same thing today,” Biggs said, leaving the floor after the debt bill passed the House. “And they’re using rather colorful language. They were telling me that it’s not good. And in that, in their opinion, that they probably just shot Republican’s agenda next year.”
Still, the anger on the right over McCarthy’s debt negotiation illustrates the bind he can’t escape: appeasing conservatives famously hostile to compromise, while also proving the GOP’s ability to govern alongside Biden. Both McCarthy and the president proved they could work together despite frequent frustrations, with the speaker even surprising his own party by praising Biden’s team on their negotiating skills. Regardless, the two proved they were able to secure a joint political win — or enough of one — to keep their bases happy.
But when it comes to House Republicans, the conservatives’ threats against McCarthy reopen wounds from the bruising battle over his speakership election. A handful of the 20 Republicans who sought to block him are now threatening to seek revenge over the debt deal.
“There are still some pretty deep divisions,” said senior Rep. Steve Womack (R-Ark.). “We’ve rocked along pretty well, got quite a bit accomplished in this Congress. But as I predicted months ago, we really don’t know the true character of this conference until you have your first heavy lift. And this is it.”
Some of that tension was exposed at Tuesday night’s roughly two-hour conference meeting, where dozens of members lined up to speak up about the deal. While attendees described a mostly united party, some McCarthy allies had warnings for their conservative colleagues. Rep. Frank Lucas (R-Okla.), the former Agriculture Committee chair, sought to remind Freedom Caucus members that their tactics with the 2013 farm bill had cost them $20 billion in fiscal cuts.
It’ll only be a few more months before Republicans will need to strike another deal with Democrats on a massive government spending bill. And until then, senior Republicans acknowledge there’s work to be done to rebuild trust that’s been lost between McCarthy, his allies and conservatives. Rep. Chip Roy (R-Texas) is Exhibit A — he’d been a cheerleader of the GOP’s original debt bill but became furious with the bipartisan deal, encouraging “every Republican” to vote against it.
“I’m not going to lie, we have some relationship repair that needs to happen. We do,” said lead GOP negotiator Rep. Garret Graves (R-La.), who was visibly frustrated by fellow Republicans who have criticized it as a bad deal.
Roy, when asked about efforts to persuade him to support the compromise, argued “no one was confused about my position. The only question is how to move forward.”
Graves and Roy, who were in touch on a near-daily basis during negotiations and even held joint press briefings, have spoken privately about their frustrations with each other. And the Louisiana Republican quipped that they’ve agreed that they will both need to sit down and talk “over several bottles of something” to hash things out further.
“There are some pretty raw feelings, I think, on both sides right now,” Graves said.
For now though, few Republicans are seriously worrying about any real threat to McCarthy’s speakership. Despite some saber-rattling, the GOP’s right flank isn’t united on pursuing the idea — and some in the conservative wing voiced disappointment that a small number of their colleagues would leap straight to threatening a no-confidence vote.
“The point was that this is a work in progress. They worked their butts off. And this is a start,” said Rep. Randy Weber (R-Texas), a Freedom Caucus member who likes the debt bill but says he was “inundated” by his constituents to oppose the bill. “And for the discussion to start being about vacate the chair? Come on.”
“We haven’t had a sit down and said, ‘Okay, what’s our strategy on the motion to vacate?’” added Rep. Byron Donalds (R-Fla.), another Freedom Caucus member who said the talk was premature. “But before we even get down there, there’s a lot more discussions that have to happen and they just haven’t happened yet.”
There would be fierce conservative resistance to the plan. 
Oberlander, 16 
Jonathan—professor and chair of Social Medicine and professor of Health Policy & Management at the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, "The Virtues and Vices of Single-Payer Health Care," The New England Journal of Medicine, Vol. 374, p. 1401-1403

The substantive virtues of single-payer programs are compelling. But so are their political liabilities. Medicare for All, which aims to constrain health care spending, faces intense opposition from insurers, the medical care industry, and much of organized medicine. It would trigger fierce resistance from conservatives and the business community and anxiety in many insured Americans fearful about changing coverage and the specter of rationing. The ACA's comparatively conservative reform approach inspired false charges of "socialized medicine," "pulling the plug on grandma," and "death panels." It takes only a little imagination -- or a look back at the history books -- to predict the reactions that an actual single-payer plan would evoke.
Single payer would also require the adoption of large-scale tax increases. Although Americans would save money by not paying premiums to private insurers, the politics of moving immense levels of health care spending visibly into the federal budget are daunting, given the prevailing antitax sentiment. Furthermore, converting our long-established patchwork of payers into a single program would require a substantial overhaul of the status quo, including the ACA.4 Then there are the familiar institutional barriers to major reform within U.S. government, including the necessity of securing a supermajority of 60 votes in the Senate to overcome a filibuster.
In short, single payer has no realistic path to enactment in the foreseeable future. It remains an aspiration more than a viable reform program. Single-payer supporters have not articulated a convincing strategy for overcoming the formidable obstacles that stand in its way. Nor have they, despite substantial public support for single payer, succeeded in mobilizing a social movement that could potentially break down those barriers. The pressing question is not about whether Medicare for All can be enacted during the next presidential administration -- it can't -- but where health care reform goes from here.

Loss of McCarthy leverage forces him to capitulate to conservatives in spending fights to preserve his speakership---that activates the ‘penny plan.’ 
David Sivak 6/23, Congress & Campaigns Editor at the Washington Examiner, “Congress and Biden barrel toward fall showdown over Washington spending,” Washington Examiner, 6/23/23, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/house/congress-president-joebiden-fall-showdown-washington-spending
A $120 billion disagreement over federal spending threatens to send Washington hurtling toward a government shutdown later this year, even as lawmakers race to pass their annual appropriations bills.
For a moment, it seemed as though Congress might avoid the kind of last-minute stalemates that have come to define the appropriations process. Lawmakers had pledged to move the 12 annual bills individually after years of catchall packages that often included extraneous measures and what critics consider bloated federal spending.
More importantly, Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-CA), leveraging a June deadline to raise the nation's borrowing limit, struck a deal with President Joe Biden that effectively keeps the current level of nondefense spending in place. The compromise allowed House Republicans, holding a narrow majority, to argue they had curbed federal spending, while the Biden administration and Democrats, in control of the Senate, could claim they curbed larger GOP-sought cuts.
Yet no sooner had the country avoided default, raising the nation's debt ceiling to allow for more borrowing, than lawmakers faced a new showdown.
A small group of conservatives staged a revolt over McCarthy's compromise with the White House, grinding business on the House floor to a halt. The speaker, as a promise he made to win the gavel in January, pressed Biden to roll back spending to 2022 levels but walked away with far more modest cuts.
Members of the Freedom Caucus, who hold outsize influence in the House given Republicans' five-seat majority, were left fuming. Caucus members and allied House conservatives even entertained the idea of holding a "no confidence" vote on McCarthy's speakership.
They relented from their blockade, however, after McCarthy agreed to draft spending bills at 2022 levels. The top lines he and Biden agreed to would be a ceiling, not a floor, said Appropriations Chairwoman Kay Granger (R-TX) three days later as the House nailed down spending levels for each of the 12 bills it will pass in the coming months.
Yet it quickly became apparent that McCarthy had traded one headache for another. Democrats accused him of "reneging" on his deal with Biden, while centrist Republicans grumbled more loudly than ever about his acquiescence to members of the Freedom Caucus.
“Do you think any of us would have made a deal if we thought your number was the deal? What kind of deal is that? What kind of respect for yourselves is that?” Rep. Steny Hoyer (D-MD), a senior Democrat on the House Appropriations Committee, chided Republicans earlier this month.
The Senate is enduring far less drama as it crafts its own appropriations bills ahead of a Sept. 30 deadline to fund the federal government. In fact, Senate Appropriations Chairwoman Patty Murray (D-WA) and the panel's top Republican, Sen. Susan Collins (R-ME), have pledged to work on a bipartisan basis.
Yet they know any respite in legislative drama over spending will be brief. They have committed to crafting their spending bills at the levels established in the debt ceiling deal, setting Congress up for a House versus Senate clash.
The two chambers have agreed to spare defense, veterans care, and homeland security from budget cuts, but conservatives want to slash the rest of the discretionary budget. Granger doled out top lines that cut some appropriations bills by more than a third relative to 2023 levels.
The result: a yawning, $119 billion gap between the House and Senate budget plans.
Deep reductions are a nonstarter for Democrats, who control the White House and Senate. Even some centrist Republicans in the House will be reluctant to go along with McCarthy's plan.
Lawmakers, perhaps with the exception of the Freedom Caucus, fundamentally understand that to avert a shutdown starting Oct. 1, it will take another bipartisan compromise such as that seen in the debt ceiling fight.
“You cannot pass appropriations bills without them being both bipartisan and bicameral. The president will not sign,” Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D-CT), the top Democrat on the House Appropriations Committee, told reporters earlier this month.
“So, I think this notion that you can deal with 2022 levels, that appears to have been a part of this secret deal, you then may be looking at guaranteeing a shutdown,” added DeLauro, who led the Appropriations Committee from 2021-23.
Yet some House conservatives are already shrugging at the prospect of a shutdown. Rep. Byron Donalds (R-FL) said this month he's happy to shutter Washington for weeks if it means reining in federal spending.
For now, Senate appropriators are keeping their heads down. On June 21, they gave each of the 12 Appropriations subcommittees their spending allocation levels for the coming fiscal year. The full Appropriations Committee also amended and rewrote, or "marked up," two of the dozen federal spending bills, for military construction and agriculture.
"I'm focused on getting our job done right now," Murray told the Washington Examiner.
The push is notable — the full Senate has not passed an individual appropriations bill since 2019. Murray and Collins's predecessors, who retired at the end of the last Congress, preferred to cut behemoth spending bills outside of the committee process.
Collins told the Washington Examiner she hopes the return to some semblance of normalcy will ease tensions for conservatives, who seethed at what they viewed as years of backroom deals that excluded input from the rank and file.
She plans to have the "vast majority" of bills reported out of committee before the August recess.
The House Appropriations Committee has already approved funding for agencies such as the Department of Homeland Security and the Department of Veterans Affairs.
But the entire process has appropriators irked since the cuts are too severe for Democrats to stomach. To compensate, Granger is eyeing billions in funds Congress previously allocated but never spent, despite warnings from conservatives that the clawbacks are no substitute for lower discretionary spending.
Rep. Pete Aguilar (D-CA), a member of Appropriations and the No. 3 Democrat in the House, worried aloud that the House would end up short-changed in the process.
"We are completely ceding the appropriations process to the Senate at this point," Aguilar told reporters this month. "The Senate is the only entity that is marking up to the agreed-upon numbers."
He predicted the House would eventually wind up voting on whatever the Senate produces.
That vote may not come in the fall. If history is any guide, lawmakers will extend government funding to late December, teeing up a now-familiar scramble to avert a shutdown before the Christmas recess.
The stakes are not nearly so high as in the debt ceiling fight. There's mostly a political cost, usually shouldered by Republicans, to pay when the government shuts down.
But Congress is incentivized to reach a deal by a provision in the debt ceiling compromise that forces a 1%, across-the-board cut if lawmakers fail to act by the end of the year.
Crushes readiness
Caroline Coudriet 5/31, staff at Roll Call, “Hawks worry about defense caps in debt limit deal,” Roll Call, 5/31/23, https://rollcall.com/2023/05/31/hawks-worry-about-defense-caps-in-debt-limit-deal/
A debt limit compromise that would cap defense spending for the next two years is aggravating congressional defense hawks who want the Pentagon to get a significant funding boost. 
Many Republicans in particular have spent months arguing that the Biden administration’s proposed $842 billion for the Defense Department in fiscal 2024 shortchanges the Pentagon at a time of widespread concern about China’s military ambitions.
Now, they’re being asked to vote for a bill that would stave off a catastrophic debt limit breach but lock in the defense spending level that Biden proposed. 
“We're accepting Biden's defense budget, which is actually a cut,” said Rep. Michael Waltz, R-Fla., in a Fox News interview, suggesting that the 3 percent increase in the deal would amount to a cut in practice given inflation rates. Waltz, chairman of the House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee, vowed to vote against the bill. 
“That's cutting submarines,” he added. “That's cutting ships while you have a massive military buildup from China. We can't do this on the backs of our troops.” 
The 99-page debt limit compromise bill, which was released Sunday night, would limit overall national security spending in fiscal 2024 to $886 billion. That would be a roughly 3 percent increase from current levels, aligning with President Joe Biden’s request for defense spending overall (which includes both the Defense Department and a smaller allocation for nuclear-related spending at the Energy Department and other security programs). 
In fiscal 2025, defense spending would be capped at $895 billion, just a 1 percent increase from the previous year. 
That level is likely “manageable” for the department, Byron Callan, a defense analyst with Capital Alpha Partners, wrote in a Tuesday message to investors, though he noted “underlying cost growth pressures” stemming from inflation and — possibly — “some defense program performance.” 
Still, those cuts will be hard to swallow for lawmakers who think significant spending increases are needed to deter Chinese aggression in the Indo-Pacific region, especially with some military experts warning that China could try to annex Taiwan by force as early as 2027.
“The Biden defense budget takes the Navy from 298 ships to 291, at a time when China is going to increase their navy by almost a third,” said Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., during an interview with Fox News. “I look forward to the details, but if you send me the Biden defense budget to the United States Senate and declare it fully funds the military, you will have a hard time with me.”
Sen. Roger Wicker, R-Miss., ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, has “strong feelings” about the measure, his spokesperson said Tuesday, but did not elaborate further. Wicker has pushed for a defense budget equaling five percent of the nation’s GDP. 
Rep. Ken Calvert, R-Calif., chairman of the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, said in a statement Tuesday in support of the bill that the caps would provide an opportunity to streamline the defense budget. 
“I believe we can meet those goals by cutting funding for misguided Defense Department priorities that aren’t related to national security, optimizing the workforce, and creating incentives for disruption to create competition and lower costs,” he said. 
Defense-minded Democrats, meanwhile, are generally more supportive of the compromise agreement. Rep. Adam Smith, D-Wash., said in an interview Tuesday that he backed Biden's Pentagon spending proposal and would likely vote for the debt limit compromise. 
The two-year spending plan will provide critical stability for the military, he said. Defense and industry officials have repeatedly urged Congress to pass appropriations bills on time and avoid continuing resolutions.
"Being able to plan, being able to know that you're going to have money and how much money you're going to have is like 90% of the battle here," he said. "It's a good budget deal. It gives us predictability for two years, which is incredibly important for the Department of Defense."
Rep. Seth Moulton, D-Mass., who serves on the House Armed Services Committee, said in a statement he will be voting for the bill despite his concerns about defense investments. 
“Despite their age-old chicken hawk bluster, Kevin McCarthy and the Republicans have succeeded in cutting the defense budget once you factor in inflation,” he said in a statement. “The real question is whether we will use this opportunity to make the politically difficult cuts we need to modernize our military or if we will continue playing parochial politics with our defense dollars.” 
The deal’s impacts
The $886 billion cap for defense spending in fiscal 2024 will change the trajectory of the annual defense authorization bill, which the House’s defense panels are aiming to mark up in June, though an official schedule hasn’t yet been released.
If it goes through, the debt ceiling bill will force some tough decisions upon lawmakers of both parties who have in recent years signed off on hefty increases to the Pentagon’s budget. 
Todd Harrison, Metrea Strategic Insights managing director, wrote in an email that the overarching deal will “set a different tone” for negotiations this year — essentially creating “a zero-sum game in terms of adds and cuts” as lawmakers mark to a “fixed budget target.” 
If defense hawks want to expand procurement, they’ll likely need to accept reductions in operations and maintenance or research and development, said Travis Sharp, a fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments think tank and officer in the U.S. Navy Reserve. 
“With the agreement in place, Congress will be more limited in its ability to add funding for procurement,” he said. “If Congress wanted to trim R&D spending to free up funds for procurement, they would have to act slightly differently than they’ve been acting over the last 10 years.”
Supplemental spending bills could emerge as an avenue to spend money on defense outside of the budget caps, Sharp said, particularly when it comes to Ukraine aid. Since supplemental packages don’t count towards the total defense spending limit, savvy lawmakers could try to include defense spending priorities with connections to Ukraine in those bills. 
With current Ukraine aid on pace to run out before the fall, the Defense Department is expected to seek additional military funds for Kyiv in the coming months. 
Key to contain rising revisionist powers---extinction. 
Matthew Kroenig & Christian Trotti 20, Matthew Kroenig & Christian Trotti, “Modernization as a Promoter of International Security,” Nuclear Modernization in the 21st Century, edited by Aiden Warren and Philip M. Baxter, 1st ed., Routledge, 02/17/2020, DOI.org (Crossref), doi:10.4324/9780429435829 
Does nuclear modernization promote international security? All the major powers are currently modernizing their strategic nuclear arsenals, and scholars and policymakers are debating the effect of such modernization on international politics. Some argue that nuclear weapons deter a great power war and, therefore, nuclear modernization will contribute to international stability.1 Others claim that modernization programs are fundamentally destabilizing; nuclear weapons are the deadliest weapons ever invented and their continued possession will eventually result in a catastrophic nuclear attack.2
This chapter introduces a third answer to the above question: it depends.
The modernization programs of the United States and its democratic allies at the core of the international system tend to promote international security. On the other hand, the nuclear modernization programs of revisionist autocratic powers intent on challenging the international system tend to threaten global peace and stability. Thus, not all modernization programs are created equal. It is ultimately the underlying geopolitical conditions, and not solely the capabilities themselves, which determine the extent to which modernization programs promote or diminish international security.
Since 1945, the United States has been the leader of a rules-based international order that has brought the world unprecedented levels of peace, prosperity, and freedom.3 U.S. nuclear weapons have provided the security backbone of that order by deterring major power conflict in Europe and Asia.4 Additionally, U.S. extended nuclear security guarantees have protected the entire free world and dissuaded many capable states from developing independent nuclear capabilities. The modernization of U.S. nuclear weapons will therefore continue to reinforce these major sources of geopolitical peace and stability.
Alternatively, Russia, China, and North Korea are opposed to major elements of the existing international system and seek in varying ways to disrupt or displace it. Given their revisionist geopolitical objectives, nuclear modernization in these countries tends to threaten international peace and stability.
Geopolitical intentions guide nuclear strategy, which in turn informs modernization programs. It is therefore essential to account for a state’s position within the international system when evaluating the likely effects of nuclear modernization on international stability. 
The rest of this essay proceeds in four parts. First, it explains why U.S. nuclear weapons serve as unique guarantor of international security in the postwar world order. Second, it argues that the United States must modernize its aging nuclear capabilities in order to sustain its longstanding role in promoting global security. Third, it addresses the ways in which revisionist powers seek to use their nuclear modernization programs for destabilizing ends. Fourth, it briefly considers the role of other nations’ nuclear forces, including: Britain, France, India, Israel, and Pakistan. Finally, it concludes with implications for scholarship and for policy.
The U.S.-led, rules-based international order
Following the end of World War II, the United States and its victorious allies built the international system in which we reside today.5 Like past hegemons, the United States ordered an international system to suit its interests. Unlike past hegemons, however, Washington did not seek to rule through formal empire. Rather, it sought to reproduce a variant of its rules-based domestic political system for the global system. This rules-based international order possesses multiple components. First, Washington and its allies established a wide range of international institutions, such as the United Nations, the World Bank, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to encourage multilateral solutions to a wide variety of challenges. Second, it sought to correct the protectionism of the interwar years by creating an open economic system defined by the free flow of trade and capital across borders. Third, the United States and its democratic allies have promoted freedom, human rights, and good governance abroad. Lastly, Washington employed its unmatched military might to provide the underlying stability and security which has allowed the overall system to function.
While the system is imperfect and the United States has sometimes disobeyed the rules it helped to write, the rules-based order has nevertheless produced remarkable results. Humanity has been blessed by the absence of great power war for over seventy years. Global standards of living are much higher today than seven decades ago.6 And by the mid-2000s, more people were living under democratic governments than at any time in world history.7
As the world’s most powerful state and the architect of this system, the United States advanced and defended this order through a variety of economic, diplomatic, and military means. An underappreciated but central pillar of this rules-based order, however, has been the U.S. nuclear arsenal. U.S. nuclear weapons have provided the backbone for the underlying security element of the global system.
U.S. nuclear weapons and great power peace
U.S. nuclear weapons contribute to global stability by deterring great power war. U.S. nuclear weapons have deterred revisionist autocratic powers, such as the Soviet Union during the Cold War and Russia, China, and North Korea today, from attacking U.S. allies in Europe and Asia. 
Scholars have long appreciated the role of nuclear weapons in deterring war and contributing to the long period of great power peace. Indeed, much social science scholarship credits the nuclear revolution with transforming international politics and making large-scale war among the major powers unthinkable.8
What much of this literature ignores, however, is the unique role played by American nuclear weapons. Unlike other nuclear powers that seek to deter attacks on themselves only, the United States aims to deter attacks against the entire free world.9 The United States extends deterrence to over thirty formal treaty allies, including twenty-eight members of NATO, South Korea, Japan, Australia, and arguably others. The U.S. policy of extended deterrence provides geopolitical stability in Europe and Asia, the two most important geostrategic regions on the planet and the home of all the major nuclear powers.
As a status quo power and leader of the international system, the United States has had little interest in or incentive to use military force to revise the territorial status quo in Europe or Asia. Following the end of World War II, for example, the United States’ immediate goal was in setting up independent governments in defeated countries, allowing free elections, and returning home.10
The Soviet Union, on the other hand, had an explicit goal of spreading Marxist revolutions to other nations in Europe and around the world. It established puppet states under Moscow’s control in the territories it occupied in Eastern Europe. It employed military force, in Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968, in order to force these states to remain in the Soviet camp. The Soviet Union also attempted to use military coercion in a failed bid to wrest control of Berlin from the West in a series of crises during the late 1950s and 1960s. In Asia, Moscow gave the green light to North Korea to invade its Southern neighbor and initiate the Korean War.11 These are only the major examples of Soviet militarized revisionism during the Cold War.
In the face of this threat from the Red Army, the United States remained in Europe at the behest of its allies to deter Russian invasion. In order to counter the Soviet Union’s conventional superiority in Europe, the United States and NATO relied heavily on nuclear deterrence.12 U.S. nuclear weapons and the requisite resolve to defend allies were critical to forcing Moscow’s submission in the Berlin Crises and to deterring war in Europe. In addition, the United States became more deeply involved in Asia, intervening militarily in Korea and in the Taiwan Straits to prevent communist forces from invading or threatening their neighbors.13 In sum, during the Cold War in Europe and Asia, the Soviet Union’s foreign policy was largely oriented toward revising the status quo, while the United States generally employed force, including nuclear deterrence, in order to uphold it.
Similarly today, Russia, China, and North Korea express their displeasure with the territorial status quo in their respective regions.14 Russian President Vladimir Putin refers to the collapse of the Soviet Union as “the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the 21st century” and longs to re-establish a “greater-Russia.”15 He has been clear about his interest in re-establishing a sphere of influence in Eastern Europe and he has already invaded two of his neighbors, Georgia and Ukraine. China has also declared a long-term intention to redraw the map of Asia to incorporate Taiwan and it has begun taking contested territory in the South China Sea through military coercion and gray-zone tactics. North Korea has engaged in repeated bouts of aggression against South Korea and Seoul’s American ally over the decades. It initiated the Korean War and seized the U.S.S. Pueblo during the Cold War. In recent years, Pyongyang has sunk a South Korean warship and shelled a South Korean island.
U.S. democratic allies in Europe and Asia consistently call upon the United States to maintain a robust nuclear strategy and posture in order to deter possible aggression from these autocratic and revisionist powers. For example, when U.S. President Obama considered the adoption of a nuclear No First Use Policy at the end of his term, U.S. allies resisted.16 Largely in response to allied demands, the United States agreed to keep the nuclear option on the table to deter conventional aggression. It has also developed nuclear capabilities, including the supplemental, low-yield capabilities called for in the 2018 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review, with the explicit goal of extending deterrence and reassuring allies.17
Therefore, it is true that nuclear weapons have deterred great power war for over seventy years, but it is important to consider whose potential aggression has been deterred. If nuclear weapons were to be un-invented or nuclear deterrence to fail, any ensuing aggression would most likely be conducted, not by the United States, but by Moscow, Beijing, or Pyongyang against their regional neighbors. It is specifically U.S. nuclear weapons that are the most important element for keeping the peace in Europe and Asia.
U.S. nuclear weapons and nonproliferation
The United States has also contributed to the security of the rules-based international system by halting the spread of the world’s most dangerous weapons. Once again, in this domain, U.S. nuclear weapons have been central to these efforts.
As the most powerful state in the international system and the leader of the rules-based order, the United States possesses a strong interest in preventing other nations from acquiring nuclear weapons.18 Washington played a unique role in establishing the major institutions of the nuclear nonproliferation regime, including the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT).19 Some theorists, like Kenneth Waltz, argue that horizontal proliferation yields greater systemic stability and that Washington could benefit from slow and selective nuclear proliferation, but there are many risks to the spread of nuclear weapons, especially for the world system’s leader.20 Accordingly, this “proliferation optimism” argument has never found favor in the corridors of power.21
To support its goal of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons to allied states, the United States has provided these states with extended deterrence. Washington struck a bargain with allies: refrain from building your own nuclear weapons and we will protect you with U.S. nuclear weapons. As stated above, the United States currently extends its nuclear umbrella to over thirty formal treaty allies and arguably others. Without these efforts at extending deterrence to assure allies, it is likely that at least several other U.S. allies would possess independent nuclear capabilities today. U.S. assurance efforts were essential to eliminating nuclear weapons ambitions in West Germany in the early days of the Cold War, and South Korea and Taiwan in the 1970s.22 Studies employing statistical analysis have shown that, “States receiving security guarantees from nuclear-armed superpower allies are only 22 percent as likely to explore nuclear weapons as those who do not, 13 percent as likely to pursue them, and 15 percent as likely to acquire them in a given year, conditional on their not having done so previously.”23
To make this extended deterrent guarantee more credible, Washington sometimes goes so far as to deploy U.S. nuclear weapons on the territory of its allies. This forward-deployed American nuclear power has been referred to as a wedding ring to its allies, providing a visible symbol of America’s security commitment.24 An empirical study on the link between forward-deployed nuclear weapons and nonproliferation found that forward-deployed nuclear weapons have a perfect track record in preventing nuclear proliferation. Never has a country with U.S. nuclear weapons on its soil developed independent nuclear capabilities.25
To be sure, U.S. attempts at nonproliferation have occasionally failed. In the early stages of the Cold War, U.S. allies Britain and France chose to build independent nuclear arsenals, despite Washington’s preferences to the contrary. Still, the small number of nuclear-armed states today is a fantastic achievement relative to pessimistic proliferation expectations of the mid-twentieth century. And it is very likely that there would be many more nuclear powers in the world today without U.S. efforts at extended deterrence and assurance.
U.S. nuclear security guarantees remain critical in the current security environment to stop the spread of nuclear weapons. With newfound questions about America’s commitment to the security of its allies, there are renewed discussions in Berlin about whether Germany should consider building its own nuclear weapons.26 A majority of the public in South Korea support Seoul going nuclear under uncertain conditions.27 And analysts predict that a weakening of the U.S. nuclear umbrella could lead to proliferation among U.S. allies, including Japan, Poland, and perhaps other states.28
In contrast, other nuclear-armed powers have played a less central role in preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. Indeed, these revisionist and autocratic states have occasionally gone so far as to use their nuclear capabilities to intentionally export the bomb to other states, fueling the spread of nuclear weapons.29 For example, the Soviet Union aided China in developing a nuclear program from 1958 to 1960 to increase the power of the communist bloc relative to the United States. Russia considered exporting a uranium enrichment plant to Iran in 1995 before Washington intervened and pressured them to cancel the transaction. China aided Pakistan due to mutual rivalry with India. Beijing also transferred sensitive nuclear technology to Iran, Algeria, and other countries as well. While Pakistani scientist Abdul Qadeer Khan created a proliferation network which enabled North Korea, Iran, and Libya to acquire sensitive nuclear technology as part of constructing an alliance of “strategic defiance” against the United States and its allies.30 In recent years, Pyongyang has become a nuclear exporter, helping Syria to build a heavy-water reactor before it was destroyed in an Israeli air strike in 2007. All of these countries remain at risk of exporting sensitive nuclear technology in the future, intentionally fueling proliferation in a bid to advance their revisionist aims.
Some have argued that by possessing a robust nuclear arsenal, the United States instigates the spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries, but this is incorrect. They aver that the continued maintenance of an American nuclear arsenal sets a dangerous precedent, undermines the NPT, and encourages other countries to build nuclear weapons. These arguments are plausible at a superficial level, but closer investigation reveals that they are unfounded.31 States build nuclear weapons for a wide range of security, economic, and normative reasons, but aping the behavior of the United States is not among them. Moreover, there is no correlation between the size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal and the probability that other states explore, pursue, or acquire nuclear weapons.32
In sum, U.S. nuclear weapons also contribute to the security of the rules-based system by reinforcing the nonproliferation regime and preventing the spread of nuclear weapons.
The imperative of U.S. nuclear modernization
United States’ nuclear weapons have provided for international security and stability for the past three-quarters of a century, but, if they are to continue to play that role in the future, then they must be modernized.
The U.S. strategic nuclear forces consist of a triad of delivery vehicles: 1) submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) deployed on ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs); 2) intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs); and 3) strategic bombers (including the B-2 and B-52) carrying gravity bombs and airlaunched cruise missiles (ALCMs).
These capabilities are aging, however, and must be updated. The OHIO-class SSBNs entered service in the 1980s and 1990s and were originally designed for a 30-year service life. Their service life has already been drawn out to 42 years and further extension is impossible.33 There are only so many times a submarine can withstand the intense pressures of submerging and resurfacing, and relying on these old boats puts the life of the crew at risk.
For the land-based leg, the Minuteman III ICBMs were first deployed in 1970, and they were meant to have a 10-year service life. This service life has been extended multiple times, but the United States cannot continue to rely on this capability beyond 2030.34
Turning to the air leg of the triad, U.S. ALCMs are now 25 years past their expected design life.35 The United States also needs to ensure that its stealth bombers can continue to penetrate current and future enemy air defense systems.
Beyond the delivery systems, the underlying nuclear command, control, and communications (NC3) system is also three decades old and is vulnerable to new space and cyber threats.36 Lastly, the warheads themselves are aging, as many were built in 1976, 1978, 1980, and 1988. These warheads require life extension programs for continued survival.37 
In sum, U.S. nuclear weapons were built at the end of the Cold War in the 1970s and 1980s. If you drive a car, it is likely that it was not built in the 1970s or 1980s. And, if it was, then it is not likely very reliable. As long as the United States possesses a nuclear deterrent, it must ensure that it is safe, effective, and reliable. This can only be achieved with modernized capabilities.38
In 2010, then-U.S. President Barack Obama laid out a plan to modernize America’s aging nuclear arsenal over the next thirty years. He called for modernizing each leg of the nuclear triad. In 2031, the new Columbia-class SSBN will begin to replace the Ohio fleet, while the Department of Defense will research a potential replacement to the D5 SLBM.39 The Department of Defense has also launched the Ground-Based Strategic Deterrent (GBSD) program to modernize 450 ICBM launch facilities and field 400 new ICBMs to replace the Minuteman III, beginning in 2029.40 Meanwhile, in order to improve the survivability of the air-based leg in the face of sophisticated enemy air defenses, the U.S. will replace the B-2A with the new B-21 Raider stealth bomber in the mid-2020s. It is also replacing the ALCM with the long-range standoff (LRSO) weapon, and it is modernizing the B61 gravity bomb.41 Simultaneously, the Department of Defense is planning NC3 advancements for improved command and control, as well as coordination with the Department of Energy to extend the service life of the warheads.42
President Trump decided to continue with Obama’s modernization plans in his Nuclear Posture Review, released in 2018.43 In addition, the Trump administration called for capability “supplements” to deal with the threat of Russian nuclear “de-escalation” strikes.44 These low-yield nuclear weapons include installing a low-yield warhead on a small number of SLBMs and the resurrection of a nuclear sea-launched cruise missile.
These modernization plans have strong bipartisan support with senior defense officials on both sides of the aisle attesting to the need for these capabilities.45 Nevertheless, some analysts have questioned the desirability and feasibility of U.S. nuclear modernization.46 Some have argued that U.S. nuclear modernization is too expensive. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates that the cost of nuclear modernization over the next thirty years will come to over $1 trillion. Critics argue that this is unaffordable and this money could be better spent on other priorities. While $1 trillion is certainly a large number, to put it in perspective, it comes to roughly 5–7% of the U.S. defense budget. Is 5% too much to spend on nuclear weapons? Several recent U.S. secretaries of defense have claimed that nuclear deterrence is the most important mission of the U.S. Department of Defense. So, put another way, is 5% too much to spend on the organization’s highest priority mission? Reasonable people can disagree, but to many this seems to be a good value. Indeed, nuclear weapons have traditionally been prized because they are more economical than conventional weapons.47 As Obama’s Secretary of Defense Ash Carter pithily put it, “nuclear weapons don’t actually cost that much.”48
Other critics of U.S. modernization plans charge that building a new generation of nuclear weapons will fuel an arms race with Russia and China.49 But this is incorrect. Russia and China are already modernizing their forces, and this is occurring irrespective of decisions made in Washington. Indeed, Russia is finishing a modernization cycle and is building new, exotic nuclear weapons, such as a nuclear submarine drone, that have never been contemplated in Washington. When Secretary Carter was asked if U.S. nuclear modernization was stimulating an arms race, he replied, “we know they aren’t having that effect, because the evidence is to the contrary.”50 Moreover, U.S. modernization may actually dissuade arms races, as potential rivals realize they have little hope of achieving nuclear parity with or superiority over the technologically-sophisticated United States.
Finally, some claim that U.S. nuclear modernization plans are inconsistent with its commitments under the NPT to work toward eventual nuclear disarmament. According to this argument, U.S. modernization will cause nuclear proliferation, but this is also incorrect.51 President Obama took good faith steps toward reducing reliance on nuclear weapons, but, as he did so, Russia, China, and North Korea went in the opposite direction, expanding and modernizing their arsenals. Disarmament advocates often harangue Washington, London, and Paris because they know these democracies will listen to their complaints, but they are barking up the wrong tree. If they want to make progress on disarmament, the real obstacle is Moscow, Beijing, and Pyongyang. If other nations up nuclear weapons, Washington would almost certainly join them. So long as these other nations have nuclear weapons, however, the United States needs to possess a robust nuclear deterrent. Moreover, as argued above, doing so reinforces global nonproliferation, by giving U.S. allies the incentive to forego independent nuclear arsenals. Meanwhile, the United States continues to make progress toward nuclear disarmament in other ways with new initiatives to “create the conditions” for future disarmament.52
In sum, U.S. nuclear modernization is necessary for the continued effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. Moreover, such measures are affordable and consistent with America’s longstanding disarmament goals.
The threat posed by Russian, Chinese, and North Korean nuclear modernization
Not all modernization programs are created equal. The effect of a state’s nuclear modernization on international security depends upon that state’s objectives and strategy, in accordance with its broader geopolitical disposition. Russia, China, and North Korea are revisionist states dissatisfied with the prevailing status quo. Their broader strategies seek to disrupt or displace the U.S.-led order, and thus their defense capabilities, including nuclear weapons, are oriented toward these destabilizing objectives. Nuclear modernization programs in Moscow, Beijing, and Pyongyang, therefore, tend to undermine international security and stability.
Russia
Russia seeks to disrupt the rules-based international order.53 Under President Putin, Russia has sought to reassert itself as a global great power and to ensure that any major international security issue cannot be decided without Russia at the table. In addition, it seeks to carve out a sphere of influence in Eastern Europe at the expense of the security and sovereignty of its neighbors. It views the spread of the U.S. alliance system and of democratic forms of government as a fundamental threat to the existence of its regime.54 Consequently, it seeks to exploit Western vulnerabilities in order to divide democratic nations within themselves and against each other. To achieve these objectives, Russia employs a “hybrid” or “new-generation warfare” military strategy that combines activities across the full spectrum of conflict, from information operations at the low end to nuclear coercion at the high end.55
The nuclear component of this broader grand strategy is designed to deter NATO from intervening in Russia’s sphere of influence, to coerce neighboring states, and to divide NATO allies against each other.56 In recent years, Russia has increased reliance on nuclear weapons in its strategy.57 Russian leaders have made explicit nuclear threats and have postured and exercised nuclear forces in ways we have not seen since the Cold War. During the Russian invasion of Ukraine, for example, Russian President Vladimir Putin said that “Russia is one of the leading nuclear powers,” and that “it is best not to mess with us.”58 He also put nuclear weapons on alert and moved them into Kaliningrad and Crimea. The message was clear: if the West interferes with Russia’s attempts to use force against its neighbors, the result could be nuclear catastrophe.
The most dangerous component of Russian nuclear strategy is the so-called “escalate-to-de-escalate” doctrine.59 This is simply the idea, widely acknowledged by Russian experts, that Russia will rely on nuclear weapons, including limited nuclear strikes, to offset the conventional superiority of the United States and NATO. This strategy sounds reasonable enough if it were only a defensive strategy to defend the Russian homeland from invasion. The concern is that, like in Ukraine, it will be used as a nuclear backstop to bolster future conventional aggression. Russia could invade a NATO member and then use threats of early nuclear escalation to deter a unified NATO response. Short of invasion, it can continue to use the threat for quotidian nuclear coercion of NATO members over foreign policy decisions of which it disapproves, such as regional states hosting NATO military capabilities.
To support this strategy, Russia is modernizing its nuclear arsenal. It is currently finishing a modernization cycle of its strategic nuclear forces. The Kremlin is building a new generation of non-strategic nuclear weapons, expanding its asymmetric advantages over NATO in this space, and giving credibility to its “escalate-to-de-escalate” approach.60 Finally, it is developing exotic nuclear weapons, including nuclear-armed hypersonic glide vehicles, nuclear-powered nuclear cruise missiles, and nuclear-armed submarine drones.61 The latter is designed as a system of pure terror to hold at risk Western port cities with the threat of a stealthy, large-yield, and highly radioactive strategic attack. These weapons contribute to Russia’s strategic goals of weakening and terrorizing the free world and, as such, they undermine global security and stability. 
China
While Russia is the more dangerous near-term threat, China is the greater threat to the global order over the long term. Russia can only disrupt the rules-based order, but China may seek to displace it. China endeavors to gradually replace the United States as the global hegemon by 2049.62 The effort begins regionally in Asia where Beijing seeks to expel the United States as a regional power and establish itself as the region’s hegemon. Globally, China is expanding its political and economic influence in every region of the world through its Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and Made in China 2025 plans.63 Its state-led capitalist approach seeks to prey on the rules-based economic order at the expense of open market democracies. It is also consciously or unconsciously exporting this state-led capitalist model and seeking to make the world safe for autocracy. Therefore, the rise of China is a profound threat to the rules-based order.
China supports this strategy with an ambitious military modernization program. In East Asia, its anti-access/area denial (A2/AD) approach seeks to undermine U.S. power projection capabilities and enable China to pursue territorial claims in the East and South China Seas, while providing coercive leverage vis-à-vis other regional actors.64 In recent years, the balance of power in Asia has shifted and many question the ability of the United States to defend longstanding allies.65 China is also expanding its global military footprint with overseas bases and military exercises in other world regions.
China is also building nuclear forces designed to contribute to these revisionist aims. While China claims to desire only a “lean and effective” deterrent, it has gradually expanded and modernized its forces in recent years.66 Beijing is clearly attempting to develop a greater ability to hold the U.S. homeland at risk, to increase U.S. vulnerability to a large-scale nuclear exchange, and to deter U.S. military action, including in defense of its allies. In the past decade alone, the number of Chinese strategic nuclear weapons that could reach the continental United States has more than doubled. And U.S. intelligence has recently estimated publicly that China’s nuclear arsenal will at least double again in the coming decade.67 In addition to its strategic forces, China possesses a large stockpile of medium- and intermediate-range missiles that are capable of delivering nuclear weapons.68 These capabilities contribute to China’s A2/AD strategy and could be used to blunt U.S. and allied military forces in their attempts to defend against possible Chinese aggression. While China espouses a formal nuclear No First Use Policy, Chinese experts acknowledge that there is a narrow range of contingencies, such as a major war with the United States in East Asia, in which China might very well use nuclear weapons first. In the future, China may leverage its substantial resources to sprint to nuclear parity, potentially igniting an arms race with the United States and undermining U.S. extended deterrence and assurance in Asia.
North Korea
Relative to the Russian and Chinese great powers above, the rogue North Korean regime is not as threatening to the very fabric of the current international order. Still, North Korea’s nuclear program is a challenge to the rules-based order. Pyongyang has flagrantly violated the nonproliferation regime and its weapons threaten the security of the free world.
Scholars debate North Korean goals. Some argue that North Korea only wants to defend its brutal totalitarian regime from external intervention; others maintain that Pyongyang is pursing the more aggressive and revisionist goal of eventually reuniting the Korean peninsula under its own rule.69 Regardless, North Korean behavior threatens almost every aspect of the rules-based order. It has repeatedly engaged in armed aggression against its neighbors from initiating the Korean War in the 1950s to sinking a South Korean warship in the 2010s. It cheats on global economic rules engaging in currency counterfeiting and black market smuggling activities. It also conducts massive human rights abuses at home.
North Korea’s military strategy seeks to retain the capability to deter external invasion and, if necessary, to fight a full-scale war on the Korean Peninsula. North Korean nuclear capabilities contribute to these goals. It is publicly estimated that North Korea has the ability to deliver close-range, short-range, and medium-range missiles to U.S. allies and bases in Asia, while possessing enough fissile material to build between 30 and 60 nuclear warheads.70 In addition, it is on the verge of developing an ICBM capability to hold the U.S. homeland at risk with the threat of nuclear war.71
While some hope that the international community may be able to negotiate the denuclearization of North Korea, it seems more likely that North Korea will remain a nuclear power for the foreseeable future. If North Korea’s nuclear modernization continues, it will possess a more reliable means of threatening nuclear war against the United States and its allies at the core of the rules-based order. North Korean nuclear weapons may also act as a shield to external intervention, deterring the United States and incentivizing Pyongyang’s aggression against South Korea or Japan. North Korea’s nuclear weapons may also weaken U.S. extended nuclear deterrence and assurance, possibly persuading Tokyo and Seoul to reconsider their nuclear options. More broadly, North Korean possession of nuclear weapons undermines the NPT. North Korea may decide to once again export dangerous nuclear or missile technology. Pyongyang’s nuclear possession may create a dangerous precedent as other nonnuclear nations hope to follow the same path of cheating on the NPT, building nuclear weapons, and ultimately being welcomed as de facto members of the nuclear club.
In sum, Russia, China, and North Korea are autocratic, revisionist challengers to the rules-based international order. As such, their nuclear programs threaten core pillars of the system of global stability and security that has reigned for the past several decades. In short, Russian, Chinese, and North Korean nuclear modernization programs undermine global stability and security.
The role of other nations’ nuclear forces
To this point, we have reviewed the effect of the modernization programs of the United States and its adversaries, but what about the nuclear programs of other nations? This list of nuclear-armed powers includes America’s nuclear-armed allies, Britain and France, and the three nuclear-armed states outside of the NPT framework: Israel, India, and Pakistan.
Like the United States, Britain and France have been status quo actors at the core of the Western liberal order since the end of World War II. Therefore, British and French nuclear weapons have, on balance, done more to reinforce, rather than undermine, sources of global stability. These allied nuclear forces have bolstered the capabilities of the Western alliance, thereby increasing its credibility and demonstrating alliance burden-sharing. Britain and France can deter direct attacks on their homeland. Nuclear weapons in these two nations also complicate Russia’s nuclear targeting and make it possible that Russia will suffer a nuclear attack even if it succeeds in de-coupling America’s nuclear weapons from the security of Europe.
However, British and French nuclear weapons have not had a comparable effect on global security. Due to America’s global power projection capabilities and its vast international commitments, U.S. nuclear weapons have been more influential in underwriting European and global stability. As Albert Wohlstetter argued decades ago, at the end of the day, the nuclear balance in Europe rests primarily on U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals.72
Moreover, while the United States was working hard to stop nuclear proliferation, France had a troubling history of using its nuclear capabilities to fuel horizontal proliferation. During the Cold War, France provided sensitive nuclear assistance to nonnuclear states, such as Israel and Pakistan.73 Fortunately, France’s nonproliferation policies have greatly improved since that time.
Britain and France are also undergoing their own nuclear modernization efforts and these capabilities will continue to make positive contributions to nuclear deterrence in Europe. It is ultimately the United States, however, which will continue to bear the greatest responsibility for using its nuclear weapons to deter great power war and halt the spread of the world’s deadliest weapons.
India, Pakistan, and Israel are three states that never signed the NPT and then went on to build nuclear weapons. Unlike the other nuclear-armed states reviewed above, these states sit at the periphery of the U.S.-led global order. None of these states are formal U.S. allies, but they are not sworn enemies either. Washington, therefore, does not have a formal obligation to extend nuclear deterrence to these states and these states are not mentioned in the U.S. NPR as possible targets for U.S. nuclear weapons.
Israel is a democracy and a close, although not formal, American security partner. The United States failed in its bid to prevent Israel from developing nuclear weapons in the 1960s. Israel was, however, the repeated victim of conventional aggression by its conventionally superior and autocratic Arab neighbors in the past and its nuclear program has deterred subsequent invasions and generally contributed to Middle Eastern stability. Unlike Iran’s advancing nuclear program today, Israel’s nuclear weapons did not spur other regional states to develop their own nuclear weapons in response.
Nuclear programs in India and Pakistan are also contrary to the global nonproliferation order due to their acquisition outside of the NPT framework and because of a series of subsequent, dangerous nuclear crises in South Asia. The United States has maintained good relations with both India and Pakistan, but the orientation of these states may be shifting in this new era of great power competition. The Chinese-Pakistani strategic partnership seems to be deepening. And India is cooperating more closely with the United States and its democratic allies in Asia as a counterbalance to China’s growing power. If these trends continue, India’s nuclear forces may increasingly serve on balance to reinforce the sources of stability in the prevailing global order. While we can hope that Pakistan does not use its nuclear forces to complement China’s revisionist ambitions.
Still, the existence of three nuclear powers outside of the NPT framework is somewhat problematic for efforts to develop a global, rules-based nonproliferation regime and there have been discussions in Washington about how best to mainstream these programs into the broader rules-based nuclear order.
Conclusion
Does nuclear modernization promote international security? This chapter argues that it depends. Previous scholarship has focused too narrowly on whether the technology itself is inherently stabilizing or destabilizing, but we argue that we can only make sense of the technology when it is situated within its proper geopolitical context. Different actors with different goals use the same technology in different ways. The status-quo-oriented United States has sought to create, advance, and defend the rules-based international order that has governed the global system since 1945. Thus, its nuclear modernization program tends to promote this overall system of international stability and security.
Several autocratic revisionist actors, on the other hand, are threatened by this rules-based system and believe that it does not reflect their interests and priorities. Russia, China, and North Korea are autocracies that are dissatisfied with significant aspects of the reigning order. Accordingly, they are pursuing strategies to revise the international status quo. Their military postures are oriented toward disrupting the current global order, and it is therefore likely that their nuclear modernization programs will diminish international security and stability.
This argument has scholarly and policy implications. Scholars should move beyond abstract discussions about whether nuclear weapons (or modernization programs) are stabilizing or not and focus more on the important variation caused by the strategies of weapons possessors. States use nuclear weapons in different ways and this has implications for how nuclear weapons affect international politics. Current political science models seek to understand the likely effects of nuclear acquisition in Iran, for example, by conducting quantitative analysis of all instances of past proliferation.74 But aggregated data that contains information about U.S., British, and French behavior with nuclear weapons will likely be misleading in attempting to understand how a nuclear Iran will act. Like the revisionist autocracies reviewed above, Iran is another power with a foreign policy objective of resisting the United States and the prevailing international order. It is likely, therefore, that China or North Korea are more accurate models for imagining the behavior of a future nuclear-armed Iran.
In the realm of policy implications, we conclude that the United States must follow through on its modernization plans. U.S. nuclear weapons play a unique role in protecting the free world and preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. The vast majority of states in the international system have a strong interest in the continued salutary effects of a robust U.S. nuclear deterrent.
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LIO key to global peace---stabilizes every regional conflict---India and Pakistan, China and Taiwan, Europe and Russia, the Middle East---great power rivalry causes nuclear war
[bookmark: _Hlk138514965]They dropped military cuts specifically target nuclear submarines---extinction
Brian L. Sittlow 19, naval officer, specializing in submarines, and a military fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), “Funding the Nuclear Triad to Deter Great Power Adversaries,” Council on Foreign Relations, 10-17-2019, https://www.cfr.org/blog/funding-nuclear-triad-deter-great-power-adversaries
In January 2019, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) released a report on the projected cost of U.S. strategic forces from 2019 to 2028 and forecasted a price tag of $494 billion. That is half a trillion dollars over ten years to maintain and modernize portions of the U.S. strategic deterrent apparatus—a staggering figure for most people to comprehend. However, the United States should continue to fund the maintenance and modernization of its strategic forces, particularly because China and Russia continue to develop and improve their own strategic forces. For the United States, the expense is a necessary investment that will preserve global stability and help deter potential great power adversaries in the future.
The world has relied on nuclear deterrence to avoid major power war for three-quarters of a century. This protection should not be taken for granted. Furthermore, the top priority of the U.S. National Defense Strategy is to be ready for great power competition with China and Russia. This is where U.S. funding and readiness efforts should be focused, and deterrence should be the centerpiece of this strategy.
Half a trillion dollars comes into better perspective when you break the figure down to an annual basis, which is about $50 billion every year. When compared with the anticipated National Defense Authorization Act allotting $738 billion for FY 2020, the CBO’s strategic forces projection is only 6.7 percent, or about one sixteenth, of the overall defense budget. Juxtaposed against the cost of a great power war, the relative cost of maintaining and modernizing the United States’ deterrence apparatus is minimal by comparison, despite its initially overwhelming cost.
U.S. strategic deterrence emanates from the nuclear triad, which includes strategic forces in the form of ballistic missile submarines, land-based ballistic missiles, and bombers. The three legs of the triad operate together to protect the United States and its allies from strategic attack. Each leg, along with a wide variety of supporting warning and communication systems, ensures that all strategic deterrent forces are ready and alert. This creates a compounding effect that a “mono-ad” or a “di-ad” could not hope to match. Strategic deterrence requires all three legs.
The sea-based strategic deterrent, in the form of ballistic missile submarines based in Georgia and Washington, is the most survivable, providing an assured retaliatory capability. However, the existing fleet, which is composed of Ohio-class submarines, will have been operating at sea near continuously throughout its extended forty-two-year lifecycle—and cannot go forever. That is why the new Columbia-class submarine, required to be at-sea and on patrol by 2031, cannot absorb delays.
Overview---Turns Econ
[bookmark: _Hlk138514880]Failure to resolve persistent crisis tubes the economy---McCarthy’s clout to deny the far right is key. 
Thomas Kahn 5/23, faculty fellow at American University, longest serving staff director of the House Budget Committee in history (1997-2016) and was part of the 2011 Biden bipartisan budget and the Super Committee negotiations, “The fate of the US economy is in Kevin McCarthy’s hands,” Boston Globe, 5/23/23, https://www.bostonglobe.com/2023/05/23/opinion/fate-us-economy-is-kevin-mccarthys-hands/
If House Speaker Kevin McCarthy fails to stand up to the extreme right-wing members of the Republican Party, it is likely the United States will default on its debt on June 1. That’s the date the federal government runs out of money if Congress doesn’t raise the statutory cap on the amount the federal government can borrow. Negotiators have a week to strike a deal and every day without an agreement makes default more likely.
In 2011, when I was part of the last major debt ceiling negotiations, most Republicans understood the dangers of default and the need to avoid it. But even then, the talks were so prolonged and difficult, the nation avoided default by only 48 hours. As a result, the US bond rating was downgraded and interest rates soared, which cost taxpayers about $1.3 billion.
Many Republicans in the House are dismissing the dangers of default, which they view as an acceptable outcome if their extreme demands are not met. They are encouraged by Donald Trump, who recently said that if Democrats don’t cave into extreme Republican spending cuts, “you’re going to have to do a default.”
The Republican budget demands were written by the House Freedom Caucus, a group of the most radical House Republicans — the faction which forced former speaker John Boehner to resign in 2015 and has led prior efforts to shut down the government. Recently the Freedom Caucus warned McCarthy to engage in “no more discussion on watering it down. Period.” It’s noteworthy that Congress raised the debt ceiling three times under Trump with little fanfare.
Republicans are demanding an astonishing $4.5 trillion in spending cuts over the next 10 years in return for a $1.5 trillion debt hike. Their cuts, if enacted, could be as high as 30 percent to vital government funding for programs like nutrition assistance for pregnant mothers, law enforcement, and National Institutes of Health cancer research. It is essential for the Congress to address our burgeoning deficit. But playing Russian roulette with our debt and cutting benefits for the most vulnerable are the worst ways to do it.
In addition to deep spending cuts, Republicans are using the threat of a government default as a vehicle to achieve unrelated goals such as stricter work documentation for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, Medicaid, and the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program. Holding the nation hostage by making such demands is irresponsible, and as congressional Democrats like House Democratic leader Hakeem Jeffries have made clear, such extreme proposals are “a nonstarter.”
Reaching a deal will require McCarthy to give up on these radical demands. That means standing up for the first time to the most right-wing members of his conference. But it will be difficult for McCarthy to do so because he knows it could easily spell the end of his speakership.
McCarthy is the weakest speaker in at least 50 years with only a four-seat margin over House Democrats. It took 15 rounds of voting before members finally elected him speaker — among the longest in history. More worrisome, he was forced to capitulate to his most far-right faction to win the job by making promises that weakened his power. For example, he changed the House rules to allow just one dissatisfied member to offer a motion to remove him. That means five Republicans, unhappy with the deal McCarthy accepts, may be enough to remove him from office.
If McCarthy is unwilling to put the nation’s interests first, there are two options available to Democrats — both of which will be difficult to pull off. President Biden could try to claim authority under the 14th Amendment to override the debt cap. But no president has ever exercised that power and the courts could block it. Or House Democrats could try to pass a clean debt hike by gaining support from five less-extreme House Republicans. But with the House so bitterly divided, getting any House Republican to break ranks with McCarthy will be hard. Moreover, it’s highly unlikely Senate Republicans would ratify such a bill.
We are in a perilous time and the fate of the economy is in the hands of Kevin McCarthy.
Uniqueness
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McCarthy’s brought the rebels back into the fold through explicit appeasement---he’ll lose them in upcoming fiscal battles if he pushes through legislation by relying on Democratic votes. 
Marianna Sotomayor & Leigh Ann Caldwell 6/13, staff at the Washington Post, “McCarthy, Republican lawmakers reach deal to end House floor standoff for now,” The Post Gazette, https://www.post-gazette.com/news/politics-nation/2023/06/12/house-gop-mccarthy-hard-right-leadership/stories/202306120098
House Republicans have temporarily overcome an impasse after roughly a dozen far-right lawmakers defied their leadership and blocked a key procedural hurdle that effectively froze the House floor from considering any business for almost a week.
Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., and several of the protesting members emerged after an hour-long meeting Monday evening to separately announce that the House will vote on five pieces of legislation this week, including a key demand by the far-right group on a resolution denouncing a Biden administration gun regulation.
Later Monday night, in a clear indication that Mr. McCarthy is attempting to appease the rebels, a top McCarthy lieutenant announced that both defense and domestic spending bills would be written with deeper spending cuts at levels they demanded.
But the agreement does not free Mr. McCarthy from pressure from the group, which vows to continue to hold him accountable in the upcoming appropriations process. They also want assurance that they will be part of the negotiating process for bills as often as their more-moderate colleagues and that leadership won’t rely on Democrats to pass any legislation.
“I think there’s a willingness. That doesn’t mean it’s all locked together,” Mr. McCarthy said after announcing that the House will postpone scheduled votes one more day. “I think everybody’s attitude was, how do we find it when we all work together? And we know [when] we work together, we work on conservative issues, we’re winning, and we get more victories that way. And I think everybody wants to get back to that place.”
Frustration among the rest of the conference at the small group of disrupters erupted Tuesday morning behind closed doors at the weekly Republican conference meeting. Rep. Derrick Van Orden, of Wisconsin, stood and gave a passionate, expletive-laced plea for his colleagues to put their heads down and get to work instead of holding hostage the House floor if their demands aren’t met. The freshman congressman said he comes to work every day even though his daughter is suffering from cancer.
“Van Orden spoke for 95% of us minus the cuss words,” said one lawmaker in the room who spoke on the condition of anonymity to discuss a private meeting.
Rep. Chip Roy, of Texas, one of the 11 protesters, responded during the meeting that they won’t be deterred by those critiques.
Rep. Michael Lawler, who represents a district President Joe Biden won in New York, refused to comment about what was said in conference even though he criticized the lack of inaction in the House. But he did acknowledge the irritation and divisions that have flared between vulnerable Republicans like himself and the hard right since that group began making demands of leadership, which pragmatic incumbents believe could jeopardize their chances of holding the majority next year.
“You have a conference of 222 people, and they would be well advised to remember that they are ‘one of,’” he said referencing his far-right colleagues. “The power of the conference resides in the fact that we have a majority. The majority was delivered by people in swing districts, people who represent areas Joe Biden won. [The hard right] didn’t deliver the majority.”
The standoff stemmed from the hard right’s commitment to dramatically reducing the debt, which is sitting at about $31 trillion. These lawmakers want deeper spending cuts and are angry that the agreement reached late last month with Mr. Biden to lift the debt limit to prevent default would do little to narrow the spending gap and would suspend the limit until 2025, removing an effective pressure point to force Democrats to reduce spending.
There is also a deep-seated irritation with Republican leaders, who relied on Democratic votes to pass the debt limit deal. Eleven members of the far-right group, many of whom belong to the staunchly conservative House Freedom Caucus, blocked a procedural hurdle that would have set up parameters to debate and pass messaging bills last week to force GOP leaders to the negotiating table. The group said Mr. McCarthy had violated an agreement made with them in January to elect him House speaker.
Mr. McCarthy supposedly made a number of bargains with far-right members to win the speaker’s gavel, but none of those alleged deals were written down and released publicly, leading to a game of he-said, he-said when it came to broken promises.
The hurdle, known as a rule, has historically been passed with only the majority party’s votes, including by those who would vote against a bill during final passage. Republicans balked that Democrats had to bail them out to pass the rule vote on the debt ceiling and that almost 20 more Democrats voted to pass the final bill than Republicans.
The far-right members then used their first opportunity to sink a rule vote last week — that prevented debate on conservative priorities, including preserving gas stove usage — as a signal that they should not be ignored in the future or that leaders should not solely rely on Democrats to enact their agenda. Any five GOP lawmakers could prevent a vote from passing through their razor-thin majority.
“We reiterated to Speaker McCarthy that he is our preferred coalition partner. But we want to be his preferred coalition partner, and it cannot abide that we are the coalition partner on the frivolous and [House Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries, D-N.Y.] is the coalition partner on the substantive,” said Rep. Matt Gaetz, R-Fla., who never supported Mr. McCarthy for speaker.
The House is starting the process of writing its funding bills, which will be a huge test for the speaker. Mr. McCarthy has indicated that he is open to spending bills going below the budget caps he negotiated with the White House, and the far-right members are likely to hold him to that, an escalation that could shut down the government.
An announcement by Rep. Kay Granger, R-Texas and chair of the House Appropriations Committee, said she would write funding bills at fiscal 2022 levels for new spending for both defense and nondefense discretionary spending, levels much lower than the slight increase to fiscal 2023 levels agreed to with the White House in the debt limit negotiations.
This is a significant concession that is sure to get fierce pushback from House Democrats. It also will make it much more difficult to come to an agreement to fund the government with the Senate, where Republicans will probably reject cuts to defense spending and Democrats have bristled at even minor domestic spending reductions.
The temporary agreement suggests that the far-right lawmakers will support a rule vote Tuesday that includes parameters for debate on four votes scheduled last week and one on a resolution by Rep. Andrew S. Clyde, R-Ga., against limitations to use pistol braces. Mr. Clyde accused House Majority Leader Steve Scalise, R-La., of threatening to withhold a floor vote on his resolution unless he voted in support of the debt limit bill, which infuriated fellow Freedom Caucus members.
Mr. Scalise has repeatedly denied that he threatened Mr. Clyde, instead saying that he told him that his measure did not have enough support from within the GOP conference to be scheduled on the floor. Both worked together through last week, alongside co-sponsor Rep. Richard Hudson, R-N.C., to whip colleagues to ensure the bill could immediately pass. Its inclusion in the rule vote Tuesday is a major reason the House will resume voting this week.
“The agreement to vote for the rules packages was to liberate the pistol brace legislation. And you know, there’ll be more votes next week and more rules, and if there’s not a renegotiated power-sharing agreement, then perhaps we’ll be back here next week,” Mr. Gaetz said. “That’s not our goal. Our goal is to continue to build off the momentum of this discussion we just had.”
Yet all sides of the negotiation emerged noting that a long-standing agreement has yet to be reached. Members of the far-right group stressed that they are unafraid to block rule votes if they deem any bill leaders hope to consider as antithetical to their desire for bills to be partisan in nature and reduce spending.
“It’s going to depend on how much progress we make towards these other things: policy, procedures and personnel. And if we can make the progress towards achieving those three areas, then you’ll see that the floor functions very smoothly,” Rep. Matthew M. Rosendale, R-Mont., said after meeting with Mr. McCarthy. “But if it doesn’t, then you’ll certainly know, you’ll be aware because the floor will stop. Functions will stop.”
The fragile truce will be tested repeatedly in Mr. McCarthy’s slim majority, where he can lose only four votes and still be able to pass rules and legislation.
The speaker’s fine for now, but it’s fragile. His ability to continue maintaining power is a function of his ability to maintain relationships with conservatives. 
Grace Segers 6/1, staff at the New Republic writing the Soapbox, “McCarthy Emerges From the Debt Deal ... Stronger?,” The Soapbox, 6/1/23, https://newrepublic.com/article/173136/mccarthy-emerges-debt-deal-stronger
The speaker cast his seemingly inexhaustible persistence as proof of his strength as a leader. “My last statement, to everyone in America: I will never give up on you,” McCarthy said. The implicit message: Don’t give up on him, either.
Republicans hold a mere four-seat majority in the House after a relatively disappointing showing in the recent midterm elections. Critics doubted that McCarthy would be able to hold his conference in line, particularly in light of his arduous trek to the speakership and the promises he made to the more conservative factions of the party. But rather than causing him to lose respect from many of his members, the multitude of speaker votes in early January may have instead earned him goodwill from conservatives who have felt marginalized by previous party leaders.
“McCarthy has exceeded whatever conceivable expectations people might have had,” said Liam Donovan, a Republican strategist. “There’s no question that he has enhanced his credibility. He has proved his mettle to the president, to congressional Democrats, and to the people in his conference who matter at the end of the day.”
McCarthy’s hand was strengthened in April, when House Republicans narrowly passed their own bill lifting the debt ceiling, which included significant spending cuts and rollbacks of major Democratic priorities. After months of insisting that Democrats would not negotiate over the debt ceiling, arguing that it should be lifted separate from any budget-related discussions, the Biden administration engaged with House Republicans this month. House GOPers believe that Biden and congressional Democrats have consistently underestimated them. Who better to serve as their avatar than the man who has seen himself as the underdog for the entirety of his political career?
“People have been underestimating Kevin McCarthy for quite a while. And I think they’re done underestimating him after this,” said Senator Kevin Cramer, who served with McCarthy in the House and remains a friend of the speaker. “He’s savvy. He knows his conference really well. He knows the institutions really well.”
There was some uncertainty around the passage of the “rule” for the measure, which determined how it would be debated on the House floor. Typically, rules pass on party lines, with the majority party voting for a rule even if they intend to vote against the bill itself. But with 29 Republicans defecting on the rule vote, McCarthy needed Democratic support to get it to the finish line. Ultimately, 52 Democrats supported it. Many conservatives have complained about the deal, arguing that it gave too many concessions and suggesting that Biden had outplayed McCarthy.
Still, although some Republicans have floated triggering a no-confidence vote on McCarthy, which would require only one member filing a “motion to vacate” the speaker’s chair, such a move would be unlikely to garner majority support in the Republican conference. Representative Dan Bishop, among McCarthy’s loudest critics, has said that it is “inescapable,” but, he added, it depends on whether members “have the courage.” That more Democrats voted for the bill than Republicans may spur McCarthy’s right-wing critics to action.
But Donovan, the Republican strategist, argued that the vote’s partisan breakdown doesn’t change anything. “It just means [Democrats] will refuse to give him any credit and [the Freedom Caucus] will have more grist for the outrage mill,” he told me after the vote on the deal.
McCarthy himself has been nonchalant about the possibility of such a motion to vacate. “Everybody has the ability to do what they want. But if you think I’m going to wake up in the morning and ever be worried about that? Doesn’t bother me,” McCarthy breezily told reporters on Wednesday afternoon. “If someone thinks they’re right, they have the right to do it. Call the motion.”
“Kevin McCarthy’s stock is still trading as high today as it has in the last five months,” Representative Dusty Johnson told CBS News. “A motion to vacate is simply not in play.” Even one of the loudest critics of the deal, Representative Ralph Norman, told reporters after a lengthy GOP conference meeting Tuesday evening that he did not believe McCarthy’s speakership was at risk. “Good people can disagree,” Norman said.
Moreover, it’s unclear whether Democrats would support this move, which would be critical to its success or failure. “We’ll cross that bridge when we get to it, and there’s been no discussion over the last several days in any of the meetings that we’ve had as it relates to any hypothetical motion to vacate the chair,” House Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries told reporters on Wednesday. Without a majority of members of either party supporting a move to unseat McCarthy, the threat has little substance. (Asked what would happen if Democrats bailed McCarthy out in a vote of no confidence, GOP Representative Ken Buck replied: “It’s like a date with a eunuch.”)
Representative Scott Peters, a moderate Democrat, told me that he believed McCarthy is “often underestimated.”
“I imagine he will survive,” he said. “I just hope we don’t have to devolve into another 15-vote battle over the speakership.” Peters added that he had not heard Democrats discussing a motion to vacate, explaining: “It would depend on the ‘why.’ Someone would have to explain to me what the strategy is for that. I don’t want the whole [House] to be in disarray.”
McCarthy has long prized his ability to build and maintain relationships with his members, making those connections the locus of his power. The 15 rounds of speaker votes, and the various concessions he made to obtain the gavel, may have strengthened his sway with conservatives rather than weakened it. Perhaps McCarthy did not sell the farm so much as hire it out to contractors.
“To put together a coalition that could function in this environment, McCarthy really had no choice but to deal these guys in, to give them power, and with that power came responsibility and skin in the game,” Donovan said. For example, McCarthy ensured that the powerful Rules Committee included three conservatives, including Representative Thomas Massie, who has often been a thorn in the side of Republican leaders. But Massie was a McCarthy ally in the debt ceiling fight: He voted to advance the legislation in the Rules Committee, ensuring it made it to the House floor, and supported the final product.
Representative David Schweikert, a more moderate Republican, hypothesized that the multiple speaker votes helped frustrated members “get it out of their system” and “come to a conclusion of how perilous such a tiny majority is.” “When you go through stressors, it focuses the mind,” Schweikert said.
For their part, Democrats have dismissed the idea that they misjudged McCarthy’s ability to keep his conference in line. “Hey, look at the results. Number one, we avoided default, our number one goal, which we’ve been talking about from day one. Number two, it is a far, far cry from where the Republicans started out,” Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer told reporters when asked whether he underestimated McCarthy.
One Democratic representative, speaking on condition of anonymity, told me that “Biden is just used to old-school gentlemanly negotiations and wasn’t quite prepared for the alleyway knife fight.” The Democrat added: “But now [Republicans] are super divided, and Democrats are pretty unified today.”
McCarthy kept the majority of his conference together but still required Democrats to get across the finish line; however, any debt ceiling deal that was acceptable to the Democratic White House and Senate was always going to need Democratic votes to pass in the House to counter frustrated conservatives.
The passage of the debt ceiling deal means McCarthy has lived to fight another deal as speaker, without allowing the country to tumble into catastrophic default. If he continues to strengthen his grip on power, it will be due in no small part to his ability to maintain the relationships with his members that he has so carefully tended. Schweikert called McCarthy “a savant at human relationships.” He cast backward to McCarthy’s time in the California state house, when he rose to the position of minority leader in under a year, and his prodigious fundraising talents as a member of Congress.
McCarthy was able to stabilize politically but future fiscal confrontations will be close. 
Jon Lieber 6/2, head of Eurasia Group's coverage of political and policy developments in Washington, DC, “Biden & McCarthy both win in debt ceiling showdown,” GZERO, 6/2/23, https://www.gzeromedia.com/amp/biden-mccarthy-both-win-in-debt-ceiling-showdown-2660804907
Who won the debt ceiling showdown between President Biden and House Speaker Kevin McCarthy?
And the answer is everyone's a winner. President Biden, first and foremost, avoided a default, which would have been a terrible consequence for Biden politically and the US and world economy. Very happy that didn't happen. Biden can now spin the modest spending reductions in the bill that increased the debt ceiling as a bipartisan victory, which should potentially help in his reelection campaign as he tries to campaign as a quasi-moderate, which is what brought him to office in 2020 and he put the debt ceiling issue behind us for another two years until at least January of 2025, which is going to be after the next presidential election. And the US is likely to revisit a lot of these fiscal issues once again, using the debt ceiling as a point of leverage to achieve further spending cuts and potentially an extension of the Trump tax cuts that expire in 2026.
For Kevin McCarthy, he wins because he still has his job. Earlier in the year, he had a really tough time achieving the speakership vote, having to go through 15 rounds of votes on the House floor. But it turns out that he's a pretty popular guy among the Republicans, driving forward this deal with very modest spending reductions, despite initially promising very steep reductions, particularly in 2024. They tried to get 9% cuts. They ended up with about 0% cuts, but a 3% increase in defense. And this is a win for Republicans all over the place. There might be some cranky conservatives who don't like this deal and they could potentially threaten McCarthy's speakership later in the year. But for now, it looks like he's doing okay.
He's going to be on thin ice, though, and the fiscal issues are not over for this year because the deal included something called the penny plan, which would cut overall spending by 1% if there's no appropriations bills, which are the annual bills that are legislation that funds the government, passed by January 1st of next year. This will give the conservatives who are in favor of government spending an incentive to block any of these appropriations bills and it's going to mean McCarthy's going to be caught in between the two sides of the Republican conference, the conservatives who want the cuts and the rank-and-file members who want to see increased spending on defense and the appropriators who want to see even bigger increases across the board.
So, McCarthy's not out of the woods just yet, but he's in a pretty good position and a much stronger one than we would have thought in January.
Key insiders say he’s ‘absolutely safe.’ 
Tony Czuczka 6/4, staff at Bloomberg News, “GOP’s Graves says McCarthy is ‘absolutely safe’ as House Speaker,” Longview News-Journal, 6/4/23, https://www.news-journal.com/news/gop-s-graves-says-mccarthy-is-absolutely-safe-as-house-speaker/article_6e538324-0312-11ee-9de7-bbee41627715.html
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy is safe in his position after reaching a debt-ceiling deal with President Joe Biden that almost a third of his Republican caucus voted against, a key GOP negotiator said.
Representative Garret Graves, who was part of McCarthy’s negotiating team with the White House, was asked about comments last week by fellow Republican Ken Buck that the speaker should be concerned about his political future.
“It is not a mainstream position,” Graves said on CBS’s Face the Nation on Sunday. “I’ll tell you right now: Speaker McCarthy’s position is absolutely safe.”
With Republicans holding a nine-seat edge in the House, speculation about McCarthy’s vulnerability to ultraconservative House members intensified as the debt-ceiling accord emerged.
Seventy-one House Republicans ended up voting against the measure, arguing it fell short of their demands for spending cuts, while 149 supported it, allowing McCarthy to avoid an imminent vote to vacate the speaker’s chair.
“I don’t know if a motion to vacate is going to happen right away,” Buck said Sunday on CNN’s State of the Union. “I do know that Speaker McCarthy has credibility issues.”
However, a motion to end McCarthy’s speakership couldn’t be done “by just a few people,” Buck said. “I think there has to be a consensus in the conference, the Republican Conference.”
Biden on Saturday signed the legislation, which averts a first-ever U.S. default, limits federal spending for two years and suspends the debt ceiling through the 2024 election.
Asked on May 28 whether he was worried about a possible effort by hard-line conservative lawmakers to oust him from the speaker’s chair, McCarthy said: “Not at all.”
No one is currently looking to challenge McCarthy. 
Jake Swearingen 6/9, staff at Business Insider, “Kevin McCarthy's fragile control over the House GOP looks shaky as hardline Republicans go into open rebellion,” Business Insider, 6/9/23, https://www.businessinsider.in/politics/world/news/kevin-mccarthys-fragile-control-over-the-house-gop-looks-shaky-as-hardline-republicans-go-into-open-rebellion/amp_articleshow/100858191.cms
Because the House GOP won only a narrow majority in 2022, with Republicans currently controlling 222 seats and Democrats holding 212, McCarthy relies on the far-right flank to keep power. In order to win his position as Speaker of the House, McCarthy was forced to strike a deal with Freedom Caucus members in January after 14 failed votes.
As part of the compromise to gain the House Speakership, McCarthy agreed to a change in House rules that allows any single member of the House Republicans to make a motion to vacate, which would immediately trigger a vote to remove McCarthy as speaker. There's no indication any member is currently considering using this, but it's a sword constantly hanging over McCarthy's head as he negotiates with his own party.
McCarthy dismissed concerns about his control of the conference. "It's just a couple days. There's no deadline here," he told reporters, according to the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel. "I won't give up. I'll get through it." But the stalemate shows the challenges of leading a narrow majority reliant on its most extreme members.
Uniqueness---Ext
He's not worried at all
Ryan King 5/28, Breaking Politics reporter at the Washginton Examiner, "McCarthy 'not at all worried' about motion to vacate amid GOP revolt on debt limit deal,” Washington Examiner, 5/28/23, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/house/mccarthy-not-worried-about-motion-vacate
Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-CA) shrugged off the threat of a motion to vacate being weaponized against him amid backlash to the debt ceiling deal.
Back in January, when McCarthy struggled through a historically unprecedented 15 votes to claim the gavel, he agreed to lower the threshold for a motion to vacate down to a single vote in order to win over holdouts. This means that any member upset with the tentative debt limit deal could move to oust him.
"Not at all worried," McCarthy said when asked about the threat.
A cacophony of conservatives from the hard right flank of the GOP caucus have come out in opposition to the recent debt limit framework deal negotiators struck Saturday night, voicing concerns that Republicans didn't make enough gains. Still, GOP leadership feels that a sizable majority of House Republicans will back it.
Uniqueness---AT: Gas Stove Revolt
McCarthy has quelled the immediate threat---but the threat of right-wing revolt isn’t over. 
Associated Press 6/12, “McCarthy and conservatives reach a truce to allow House to move forward on bills,” Access WDUN, 6/12/23, https://accesswdun.com/article/2023/6/1188761
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy appeared Monday to have resolved, for now, an impasse with some of the more conservative members of his caucus who had brought the chamber to a standstill last week.
McCarthy met with nearly a dozen lawmakers in his office in an effort to quell a revolt and jumpstart various priorities that had stalled last week amid the GOP infighting. He called it a productive meeting where "everybody’s attitude was, ‘How do we find where we all work together?’” McCarthy promised more meetings with last week’s holdouts and a focus on reducing federal spending in the weeks ahead.
"We’ve got a lot more victories for the American people we want to fight for, and we’re only able to achieve it if we stick together," he told reporters.
Last week, barely a dozen Republicans, mainly members of the House Freedom Caucus, shuttered House business in protest of McCarthy’s leadership. Votes on a pair of pro-gas stove bills important to GOP activists could not be taken. At the heart of their displeasure was a compromise that McCarthy struck with President Joe Biden on suspending the debt ceiling, which they viewed as inadequately cutting spending.
While McCarthy expressed confidence the House would take up those bills this week, he also acknowledged he could face similar obstacles in the future in which members of his own party oppose routine procedural votes that prevent the House from taking up various GOP priorities. Last week's procedural rule vote was the first to fail in nearly two decades.
“Perhaps we’ll be back here next week,” warned Rep. Matt Gaetz, R-Fla., as he exited the meeting with McCarthy.
"You know, each day there’s another challenge. I just wake up every morning, pray for the patience of Job and find a solution and move forward,” McCarthy said of the potential threat from his right flank.
[bookmark: _Hlk138517017]Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers
McCarthy overcame existing controversies by tapping a now depleted bank of goodwill---he can rebuild it, but needs time to coast. 
Tal Axelrod 5/31, staff writer at ABC News, “Why debt ceiling bill is a major test of Kevin McCarthy's leadership,” ABC News, 5/31/23, https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/debt-ceiling-bill-major-test-kevin-mccarthys-leadership/story?id=99730973
Kevin McCarthy emerged in January from his historically chaotic speakership election confident, he insisted, that the disagreements among House Republicans were actually a clue to their future success.
"We go from the Reagan philosophy of 'if we agree with people 80% of the time, we're all together.' I like the idea of having a party so large that you have a lot of beliefs inside it," he told reporters at the time. "But you have a foundation of our beliefs, and I think what we went through last week will only make us stronger in the long run."
Nonetheless, skeptics abounded over whether McCarthy would be able to keep his members united enough to act on key legislation -- and, more immediately, whether he could hold onto his gavel for a full two years.
"Speaker in Name Only," read one headline, referencing a series of agreements he made with other Republicans to win his role, including allowing any one lawmaker to be able to trigger a vote to remove him.
Now, as McCarthy urges the House to pass a bipartisan debt ceiling increase that he brokered days before the nation may default on its bills, his leadership style is back in the spotlight.
Leading GOP lawmakers are rallying around him, touting his negotiations with the Biden White House. Still, dozens of other conservatives in the chamber have defected at the same time that Democrats have invoked what they called a "commitment" that at least 150 Republicans will ultimately back the debt deal on Wednesday night before they will help make up the other votes.
The bill's failure risks upending the U.S. economy and its role in the international financial system.
For McCarthy, any single Republican could turn on him and call for a vote to boot him from his job.
It's a test -- but one that strategists and allies say he appears set to pass.
"You can never avoid naysayers," Republican North Carolina Rep. Patrick McHenry, a negotiator on the borrowing and budget deal, told reporters Wednesday. "That is certainly in the nature of any major initiative like raising the debt ceiling. What I would say, though, is House Republicans are in a better situation now, are generically happier now, than at any previous debt ceiling that I've encountered in my 20 years here in the House."
Brendan Buck, an aide to past GOP Speakers John Boehner of Ohio and Paul Ryan of Wisconsin, told ABC News that while McCarthy isn't "completely safe" from rebellion, "I think he's actually in very good standing, and, to a degree that has surprised me, really has no threat against this job."
"It goes to what his strength has always been, that he works his members relentlessly, that he listens to them and that he's very present," said Doug Heye, another former House GOP leadership aide. "Quite often, especially, Boehner would tell them to pound sand. And I usually agreed with Boehner when he said that, that some of these members should pound sand.
"But Kevin, and this bill shows it, found a better way."
'We're gonna do fine'
The debt ceiling fight was always anticipated by those in Washington to be the first existential threat of McCarthy's speakership, both because the GOP's hardline wing has pushed for sweeping spending cuts and because any dissatisfied member could move to boot McCarthy.
The agreement McCarthy and President Joe Biden ultimately rolled out last week, after McCarthy successfully pushed Biden to the negotiating table, was described as a compromise by them both, with spending caps on non-discretionary domestic spending, minor increases to defense spending, some new work requirements for certain aid recipients and more.
However, at least 30 House Republicans have said they plan on voting against the legislation, with many citing how much less it cuts back on the government compared with a party-line bill that narrowly passed the House last month (which the Democratic Senate rejected).
So far, only one lawmaker -- Rep. Dan Bishop of North Carolina -- has explicitly said he'd back a so-called motion to vacate the chair to force a vote on McCarthy's job as speaker. But other conservatives have raised the possibility.
"If a majority of Republicans are against a piece of legislation and you use Democrats to pass it, that would immediately be a black letter violation of the deal we had with McCarthy to allow his ascent to the speakership, and it would likely trigger an immediate motion to vacate," Rep. Matt Gaetz, R-Fla., said on Newsmax this week.
McCarthy has brushed off any risk, saying "not at all" when asked Sunday if he worried about a possible motion to vacate.
He has repeatedly told ABC News he believes a majority of his majority will vote for the bill, too, though he conceded earlier Wednesday that some Democratic votes will be needed.
"I think we're gonna do fine," he said.
Describing his closing message to his conference, he told ABC News: "You are getting so many wins for the American people in this bill. Don't miss out. Don't sit back and say, 'I wanted to something so much more.' Yeah, there's a lot of things I want too, but this is one that moves us in the right direction."
'Generated a ton of goodwill'
Given that suggestions of a motion to vacate are mostly confined to the House's typical rabble-rousers, party experts said McCarthy would survive a vote -- if one is even triggered in the end.
What's more, McCarthy supporters said that what could help him avoid the fates of Boehner and Ryan -- both of whom resigned under pressure from the same kind of rebels hitting McCarthy now -- is a concerted effort since January to give hard-liners a seat at the table.
Before running for speaker in January, McCarthy won over Reps. Marjorie Taylor Greene of Georgia and Jim Jordan of Ohio, among others. Even firebrands like Texas Rep. Chip Roy were kept in the loop, either by helping craft legislation behind the scenes or in public with seats on powerful committees.
"He's just generated a ton of goodwill with the members over the last five months, passing priorities of conservatives, hearing members out, making them feel like they are a part of the process and really creating a narrative of it's them versus the world," Buck said. "And that creates cohesion and teamwork."
Indeed, McCarthy focused on passing bills on issues like immigration that have little chance of becoming law, given that Democrats have split control of the government, but still offer lawmakers something to present to constituents while shaping the political conversation.
"He just kept putting points on the board, every week could tell members that they're making progress on these things, that they can go home to their constituents and be proud of what they did," Buck said.
He pointed to how McCarthy has also put a premium on appearing in conservative media outlets to sell Republican legislation, blunting the prospect of grassroots grumbling, which has dragged on past speakers.
That "really helps, because one of the one of the challenges that his two previous Republican predecessors had was, eventually, they became boogeymen on the right, and everybody wanted to attack leadership," Buck said.
McCarthy's press-the-flesh style of leading has developed a deep enough well of support that it's not immediately clear a motion to vacate would even be triggered. Rep. Scott Perry, R-Pa., the chair of the House Freedom Caucus and an opponent of the debt ceiling bill, pumped the breaks on such a vote, Bishop said on NBC's "Meet the Press Now."
Yet even if a vote is called, strategists predict that McCarthy could beat it -- and, with likely the thorniest issue pulled out of his side, punch his ticket to a full term as speaker.
Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers---Ext
No thumpers. McCarthy’s pivoted to full avoidance of political conflicts. 
Jerry Weiss 6/22, political analyst at Feathers of Hope, “Hey, Whose In Charge of This Place Anyway?,” Feathers of Hope, 6/22/23, https://jerryweiss.substack.com/p/hey-whose-in-charge-of-this-place
Just days after defying MAGA extremists to pass the debt-limit bill with a bipartisan majority, Speaker McCarthy returns to appeasing them.
President Biden signed the Fiscal Responsibility Act on Saturday June 3, finally bringing the debt ceiling drama to an end. And on Monday the MAGA minority faction was reacting with their usual tactic: extortion. 
Refusing to support a routine rules vote to move legislation forward, they held the floor of the House of Representatives hostage to their demand for “power sharing” with the Speaker. By Wednesday June 7, Kevin McCarthy had reverted to his usual posture: offering concessions to whomever applies the most pressure at any given moment.
"The one thing you've got to realize, whenever you put a cap, that's the ceiling,” he said. “We can always spend less. I've always advocated for spending less money."
Later, he added this: "If we can write (spending bills) to even lower levels, then we should do it in the House."
Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers---AT: Debt Ceiling
[bookmark: _Hlk138517458]Debt limit didn’t breach the majority of the majority requirement. 
Grace Segers 6/1, staff at the New Republic writing the Soapbox, “McCarthy Emerges From the Debt Deal ... Stronger?,” The Soapbox, 6/1/23, https://newrepublic.com/article/173136/mccarthy-emerges-debt-deal-stronger
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy bears a distinct chip on his shoulder, often suggesting that his political capabilities have been minimized by the media and his opponents. After suffering 15 rounds of votes to earn his gavel, his brief tenure has been characterized by a dogged persistence when pursuing his political goals. But the House passing the debt ceiling deal he and President Joe Biden crafted strengthened his position, his supporters say, even as some within his own party have threatened to move to unseat him.
The debt ceiling bill overwhelmingly passed the House on a bipartisan basis Wednesday night, with a 314–117 vote, earning support from 149 Republicans and 165 Democrats. Conservative critics may argue that more Democrats than Republicans supporting the bill shows it was a concession to Biden and congressional Democrats, but McCarthy has maintained a relatively firm grip on his conference throughout a trying process. And the speaker achieved the key “majority of the majority” in the vote—that is, most of the Republican conference supported it.
In a press conference Wednesday evening, McCarthy enjoyed a rhetorical victory lap. He chided the reporters in the room, recalling how they would mob him after the various speaker votes in January. “Every question you gave me: ‘What could we survive, what could we even do?’ I told you then, it’s not how you start, it’s how you finish,” McCarthy said.
That meant it was compliant with his original deal. 
Hans Nichols et al. 5/31, Hans Nichols, Andrew Solender, Juliegrace Brufke, staff at Axios, “McCarthy's magic number on the debt ceiling deal,” Axios, 5/31/23, https://www.axios.com/2023/05/31/mccarthy-biden-debt-ceiling-house
House leaders are confident that the chamber today will approve the debt ceiling deal between President Biden and Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.) — and move toward avoiding a disastrous government default.
Why it matters: Not all victory laps are the same. The number of votes the Fiscal Responsibility Act gets from each party could signal who made the better deal.
A solid Republican tally — with clearly more GOP votes than the Democrats — would allow McCarthy to show strength in the face of criticism from the most conservative members of his caucus.
McCarthy's lieutenants hope to get 150 of the 222 GOP Republican House members to vote yes, and virtually assure passage of the bill.
"I want Republican votes," Rep. Patrick McHenry (R-N.C.), a key member of McCarthy's negotiating team, told reporters late Tuesday. "That would be the cleanest way for me to show it was a good bill for Republicans.”
But a big Democratic vote for the bill — say, well over a majority of the 213 Democrats in the 435-member House — could bolster the notion held by some lawmakers in each party: that Biden outfoxed GOP negotiators.
And if McCarthy winds up relying on more Democratic votes than Republican ones to get the bill passed, it could be an embarrassment that jeopardizes his hold on the speaker's gavel.
Far-right conservatives, angry that McCarthy didn't hold out for more budget cuts and other GOP priorities, are publicly saying that's a possibility.
Between the lines: That political reality has put pressure on House GOP leaders to not just find the necessary votes for passage, but to try to run up the score.
It's also given some Democratic lawmakers an incentive to hold their noses and vote for a bill they might not love — to help their president avoid an economic quagmire, and tweak the Republican speaker.
Driving the news: Republicans whips were pressing and prodding their members Tuesday evening, trying to ensure that they had the votes.
The bill cleared the House Rules Committee on Tuesday after winning support from Rep. Thomas Massie (R-Ky.), a conservative lawmaker who has raised concerns about the package. The full House will consider it Wednesday, with a vote expected in the evening.
Republicans were claiming momentum late Tuesday.
"There were members this morning who were undecided," House Majority Leader Steve Scalise (R-La.) told reporters. "They're now going to vote for the bill.”
The big picture: The stakes for McCarthy couldn't be higher.
He is on the cusp of a political accomplishment few predicted just a few months ago: Passing a substantial bill that cuts spending and raises the debt ceiling with a clear majority of his conference supporting him on strategy and substance.
But he faces a potential revolt — and threat to his speakership — if he falters.
Conservative lawmakers have warned McCarthy that he’ll face a "motion to vacate" — a procedural move that could spell the end of his speakership — if he brings forward a bill that isn't backed by a majority of House Republicans.
McCarthy doesn’t appear worried about falling short of the "majority of the majority" threshold.
But late Tuesday it was unclear whether the number of Republicans backing the bill will surpass the number of Democrats who'll vote for it — even if McCarthy's team reaches its goal of 150 yes votes from GOP lawmakers.
What we're watching: Conservatives who dislike the bill are preparing to seize on strong Democratic support for it as proof that McCarthy's compromise betrayed their values.
“I think it will get more Democrat votes than Republican votes,” said Rep. Bob Good (R-Va.) “And I think that just demonstrates that it is a Democrat wish list.”
[bookmark: _Hlk138517480]He’ll survive debt ceiling backlash because he has time to rebuild credibility with conservatives. 
Jeremy Herb et al. 6/1, Jeremy Herb, Manu Raju, Melanie Zanona, staff writers at CNN, “‘You’re wrong’: McCarthy answers his critics as he faces blowback from GOP hardliners,” The Atlanta Voice, 6/1/23, https://theatlantavoice.com/youre-wrong-mccarthy-answers-his-critics-as-he-faces-blowback-from-gop-hardliners/
After the debt limit deal passed, Republican Rep. Ken Buck of Colorado told CNN that House conservatives will be having discussions about ousting McCarthy “in the next week or two,” although he didn’t commit to following through with that threat.
A fired-up Buck, who opposed the debt limit deal, told reporters that he has received calls from constituents about removing McCarthy from the speakership. “My constituents are furious and you know what’s so interesting about the calls in the district? They are not only ‘vote against this bill,’ but they are ‘take McCarthy out.’ That’s what the calls are coming in,” he said.
The same Republicans who held out their votes for McCarthy’s speakership bid in January hated the deal he struck, arguing that it failed to curtail spending or provide conservatives with key policy wins. Several have publicly talked about moving to oust him for the agreement.
Rep. Chip Roy, the Texas Republican who has vocally slammed the deal, promised a “reckoning” earlier this week after the agreement was reached. And Rep. Dan Bishop, the North Carolina Republican who publicly vowed to target the speaker and potentially oust him from his job, said of his confidence in McCarthy: “None. Zero. What basis is there for confidence?”
Still, there haven’t been signs yet that the hardline conservatives will actually move to oust the speaker.
During a House Freedom Caucus conference call Tuesday night, when the motion to vacate was briefly brought up, Chairman Scott Perry, a Pennsylvania Republican, dismissed the idea as “premature” and the conversation quickly moved on, according to a source on the call.
The source said that there have been private, “independent” discussions about the motion to vacate among some of McCarthy’s fiercest critics, but not among the Freedom Caucus as a whole, where there is far less appetite to go that route.
After facing an all-consuming debt limit battle for the last several months, McCarthy is ready for the next act of his young speakership – and he’s taking steps that can win over the far-right furious at him over his debt ceiling deal with the White House.
To win some of his critics back, he’s promising his members that he wants to set up a bipartisan commission to rein in sky-high deficits while also privately vowing to hold the line in the government funding fights to come.
Rep. Ralph Norman, a South Carolina Republican who said McCarthy has lost “some trust” by cutting the debt deal, told CNN that the speaker had promised that leadership would be “actively” involved in the appropriations process, saying that’s where “the next big debate” will be.
While the debt limit and spending has bitterly divided the GOP conference, McCarthy is now free to turn toward more unifying measures – and to go on the attack against the Biden administration instead of cutting a deal with the president. It’s one reason why McCarthy was OK with agreeing to the White House’s demand to suspend the debt limit until January 2025, ensuring the divisive issue won’t be litigated before the 2024 elections.
Asked what’s next now that the debt crisis is behind them, McCarthy told reporters: “We’ve got a number of things.”
“We’ve got to do appropriations,” he said. “We’ve got a lot of oversight work to do. I don’t know if you’ve followed … FBI Director Wray, not following through on our subpoena. Now he says he would let us look at the document,” McCarthy told reporters.
The focus internally is already shifting.
McCarthy emerged strong from the debt ceiling fight. 
Oliver Wiseman 5/31, executive editor of The Spectator World and author of the DC Diary, “Kevin McCarthy can taste victory,” The Spectator World, 5/31/23, thespectator.com/newsletter/kevin-mccarthy-can-taste-victory-dc-diary-05-31-2023/
The House will vote on Kevin McCarthy and Joe Biden’s debt-ceiling deal this evening and, by all accounts, the speaker has stuck the landing.
Having reached an agreement with the White House, McCarthy got his way in a crucial Rules Committee meeting yesterday, fought off a Freedom Caucus rebellion and looks set to win support for his deal from a majority of his conference. 
To the great disappointment of those banking on a bruising Republican civil war, McCarthy evidently feels secure in his position. Asked about the possibility of disgruntled hardliners filing a motion to vacate today, McCarthy replied: “Look, everybody has the ability to do what they want. But if you think I’m going to wake up in the morning and ever be worried about that, no. Doesn’t bother me. If someone thinks they have the right to do it, call the motion.” 
McCarthy has, once again, outperformed the low expectations most of Washington had for his speakership. To be fair to the McCarthy doubters, there were good reasons to be skeptical: his tortuous path to power, razor-thin margins, a bitterly divided party and the concessions made to holdouts in order to secure the speaker’s gavel. 
But in an impressive feat of political judo, McCarthy has harnessed what some saw as weaknesses to his advantage: tight numbers have focused minds, the presence of some of his critics in key positions has encouraged broader buy in. In a weak position, McCarthy secured what the Congressional Budget Office estimates will amount to $1.5 trillion in spending cuts — albeit with spending caps that are only enforceable for the first two years. There are a few unexpected baubles too — like a gas pipeline for Joe Manchin.
Progressives are up in arms; the New York Times editorial board complains of “one-sided bargaining” that leaves next to nothing for Democrats to cheer — a rebuttal to the complaints from the right that McCarthy hasn’t extracted enough from Biden. 
Along the way, he has made many on both the left and the right look silly. Among them: Joe Biden. The president gambled that the Republicans wouldn’t be able to present anything close to a united front, painting anything short of a blank check “MAGA extremism” and refusing to negotiate for months. Don’t listen to the cheerleaders heralding Biden the dealmaker. Things have not gone according to the White House’s plan. 
Those in the media who dutifully toed the administration line look silly too. Last year, MSNBC’s Chris Hayes was telling his viewers that a Republican-controlled House would never negotiate seriously over the debt ceiling and simply use it as a bomb to blow up the economy and undermine Joe Biden’s reelection chances. Those claims, once common on the left, have been memory-holed. Now we are told that the fact that McCarthy managed to compromise with Biden is evidence of the “ideological exhaustion” of the Republican Party. Writing in the New York Times, progressive journalist Ezra Klein almost seemed frustrated that the Republicans hadn’t held out for more: “Threatening default… in order to get a deal like this is like threatening to detonate a bomb beneath the bank unless the teller gives you $150.” Of course, Klein, doesn’t want Republicans to hold out for more, but to surrender the leverage they have. 
Some on the right look silly too. Witness, for example, the dust up today between Thomas Massie — the eccentric libertarian and hardline fiscal conservative who backed McCarthy in yesterday’s all-important Rules Committee vote — and Russ Vought, Trump’s former OMB director. Vought went after Massie for siding with McCarthy. Massie pointed out how little Vought and his colleagues did to cut spending when they were in power. “Your path to the dark side is now complete,” tweeted Vought. “You have become your enemy. Have a good day, Thomas.” Vought’s sudden discovery of hardline fiscal responsibility as soon as he is out of power is not unusual — and it isn’t especially persuasive. Most opposition to the deal has been met with a shrug, and seen for the electorally-necessary grandstanding it is.
The debt deal won’t satisfy many. But it is the clearest sign yet of McCarthy’s effectiveness as speaker — and to call it anything other than a big win for the boy from Bakersfield is disingenuous. 
Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers---AT: Debt Ceiling---Ext
Debt fight was a modest win for McCarthy. 
Amelia Thomson-DeVeaux et al. 6/2, Amelia Thomson-DeVeaux is a senior reporter for FiveThirtyEight; Geoffrey Skelley is a senior elections analyst at FiveThirtyEight; Monica Potts is a senior politics reporter at FiveThirtyEight; Kaleigh Rogers is FiveThirtyEight’s technology and politics reporter, “Who Gave Up More In The Debt Ceiling Negotiations: Biden Or Republicans?,” FiveThirtyEight, 6/2/23, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/who-gave-up-more-in-the-debt-ceiling-negotiations-biden-or-republicans/
Monica Potts (Monica Potts, senior politics reporter): I was a bit surprised to see how much of the support for the deal came from Democrats: 165 Democrats voted for it, while only 149 Republicans did, and 71 Republicans opposed it (compared to 46 Democrats). It’s hard to see how it would have passed without Democratic support, and Kevin McCarthy’s leadership was already shaky. I wonder what this will mean within McCarthy’s own caucus, that he couldn’t get enough support from his own party to pass it without Democratic help. 
geoffrey.skelley: The spin from all directions was interesting yesterday. You had a fair amount of press coverage — and many Republicans — casting the vote as proof that McCarthy can successfully lead a narrow House majority after he struggled to become speaker back in January. But then you had other right-wing voices suggesting the vote was proof that McCarthy is weak because the legislation passed with even more Democratic votes. I suspect it is too early to know for sure! A final judgment on this episode may rest on whether the party’s right flank attempts to force McCarthy out via a motion to vacate the chair, and if such an action receives significant support among the broader GOP caucus.
But at the end of the day, McCarthy did get roughly two-thirds of his caucus to back a debt ceiling hike, which is an accomplishment given the rhetoric from some in the party who opposed the agreement. (Although that kind of talk is sometimes bluster.) Really, though, McCarthy was always going to need some Democratic votes to get this over the line. That’s frustrating to members on the far right, but an actual bipartisan deal was never going to get their unabashed approval. 
ameliatd: So is this a win for McCarthy? Or not?
geoffrey.skelley: Based on what I laid out above, I guess my early view is that it’s a win for McCarthy. But the size of the win is yet to be determined.
kaleigh: It’s a modest win for McCarthy. A modest but perhaps slightly larger win for Biden.
It was a win for him
Lisa Mascaro 6/2, staff at the Associated Press, “Underestimated Kevin McCarthy emerges from debt deal empowered as House speaker,” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 6/2/23, https://www.stltoday.com/news/underestimated-kevin-mccarthy-emerges-from-debt-deal-empowered-as-house-speaker/article_9641bc44-f240-53b8-8a1f-c6faba9e4eab.html
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy is nothing if not a political survivor.
Underestimated from the start, the Republican who cruised around his California hometown of Bakersfield and stumbled into a career in Congress was never taken too seriously by the Washington establishment.
With overwhelming House passage of the debt ceiling and budget deal he negotiated with President Joe Biden, the emergent speaker proved the naysayers and eye-rollers otherwise. A relentless force, he pushed a reluctant White House to the negotiating table and delivered the votes from his balky House GOP majority to seal the deal.
“You still ask the same questions each week: Do you think you can pass the bill this week. Do you think you will still be speaker next week,” McCarthy chided reporters after Wednesday’s late night vote.
“Keep underestimating us,” he said, “and we’ll keep proving to the American public that we’ve never given up.”
It’s a turn-of-the-narrative for McCarthy who came to office viewed as one of the weakest House speakers in modern memory, but has strengthened his grip on power during the debt ceiling fight.
While hard-right conservatives are still reviving calls for McCarthy’s ouster, complaining the deal he struck with Biden did not go far enough in their demands to cut spending, their voices are muted for now, lacking the numbers needed to execute their plan.
And perhaps most importantly for McCarthy, who has worked hard to maintain a relationship with Donald Trump, the former president gave a subdued nod of approval to the deal struck by the ally he used to affectionately call “My Kevin.”
“I would have taken the default if you had to, if you didn’t get it right,” Trump said Wednesday on Iowa radio.
“But that’s not where they were going. And I think it was an opportunity, but it was also — they got something done. Kevin worked really hard, everybody worked very hard, I mean, with a lot of good intention.”
The 58-year-old arrives at this moment after an unexpected path to power, landing in Congress in 2007 as a rare Republican from liberal California, among a small class of GOP freshmen who bucked that election’s Democratic wave. He rose swiftly to leadership as a political strategist running the party’s campaign arm in the House, not a policy wonk.
But after suddenly dropping out of the speaker’s race in 2015 to replace John Boehner after an earlier generation of hard-right Republicans drove the then-speaker to early retirement, McCarthy tried again at the start of this year once Republicans swept to power in last fall’s midterm elections.
Over a grinding week in January, McCarthy bartered, bargained and blustered his way into the powerful speaker’s office with the history-making spectacle of 14 failed votes. He finally claimed the gavel on the 15th try, after wearing out his colleagues and conceding to many of his hard-right critics’ demands for power sharing.
Those same hard-right Republicans now threaten McCarthy’s every move.
Powered by the House Freedom Caucus, the conservatives’ ability to try ousting the speaker is baked into the House rules, a concession McCarthy made to win the gavel. It gives any single lawmaker to call for a vote to “vacate the chair” and bounce the speaker with a majority House vote.
Deeply frustrated by the debt ceiling deal McCarthy cut with Biden, the hard-right conservatives immediately flexed their power this past week threatening to remove him from office.
“There’s going to be a reckoning,” said Rep. Chip Roy, R-Texas. “It’s war,” warned Rep. Dan Bishop, R-N.C. , in a tweet.
After Wednesday’s roll call, when Democrats delivered more votes than Republicans to pass the debt ceiling package, Republican Rep. Ken Buck of Colorado predicted the vote to oust the speaker would be underway in a matter of weeks.
“Stay tuned,” he said.
But the opposite has happened as rank-and-file Republicans are lifting the speaker up, rather than tearing him down.
Buoyed by the package that is on its way to becoming law, Republicans cheered the $1.5 trillion in spending cuts they achieved by holding their slim majority together to take the fight to the White House, and bringing Democrats to support the compromise.
They vowed to keep pressing for more.
“Kevin McCarthy’s stock is trading higher now than it has in any point of his congressional career,” said Rep. Dusty Johnson, R-S.D., another ally. “I would be quite surprised by any motion to vacate.”
Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene, R-Ga., who has emerged as one of McCarthy’s closest allies, swatted back ideas about ousting him from office. “American people would be thoroughly disgusted,” she said, if Republicans squandered their majority with such infighting.
Within weeks of taking power, McCarthy asked for a meeting with Biden at the White House, the looming debt ceiling vote, as he tells the story, was top of mind.
The White House promptly ignored the new speaker.
Younger than the previous generation of congressional leaders, McCarthy was never seen as a serious player by the Democrats. The president has been in elected office since McCarthy was a young man running a sandwich shop counter and becoming immersed in Reagan-era politics.
For nearly 100 days, as the speaker tells it, the president refused to meet over the debt limit. The White House says Biden wasn’t about to risk a U.S. default by haggling over budgets. The Democrats demanded that the new Republican majority “show us their plan” — knowing it would be almost impossible for McCarthy to pass anything from his disjointed, razor-thin House Republican majority.
Then McCarthy did what most of official Washington doubted he ever could do — he convinced House Republicans to pass their own debt ceiling and spending cuts plan.
It was a stunning feat for House Republicans, a confidence-builder for the new majority after having floundered and failed for years to coalesce around their priorities. For some fiscal conservatives, it was the first time ever they voted to lift the nation’s borrowing cap.
And it was an opening offer to the White House.
The week after the vote, the president drew McCarthy and the other congressional leaders at the White House. They all agreed to launch negotiations as they stared down the June deadline to lift the nation’s borrowing limit, now $31 trillion, or risk a cascading federal default and economic upheaval.
Outwardly, McCarthy looked like he was breezing through nearly three weeks of grinding negotiations — bike riding on the National Mall, carting tortilla chips into the Capitol for reporters staking out his office, posing for selfies with tourists under the dome.
When he finally announced that he and Biden had reached a deal the Sunday evening of Memorial Day weekend, the exhaustion was apparent, his voice raspy and remarks short.
“Underestimated? For damn sure. Kevin McCarthy has always been underestimated,” said one of the deal negotiators, Rep. Patrick McHenry, R-N.C. The votes, he said, “prove out why that is the wrong proposition here in Washington.”
It made him stronger not weaker
James Bickerton 6/1, staff at Newsweek, “Kevin McCarthy's Colossal Triumph,” Newsweek, 6/1/23, newsweek.com/kevin-mccarthys-colossal-triumph-1803876
On Wednesday, the House of Representatives approved the debt ceiling deal negotiated by President Biden and Speaker McCarthy by 314 votes to 117, in a move that could prevent the U.S. from defaulting on its debts for the first time in history.
The passage of the bill demonstrates just how influential McCarthy has become, since being elected as speaker in January, with one leading political scientist calling it a "big win" for the California Republican.
McCarthy managed to secure the speakership after 15 rounds of voting, following major concessions to conservative colleagues, sparking speculation he would be a lame-duck speaker. The debt ceiling deal looks to have put that perception to bed, though McCarthy could find his position threatened by GOP hardliners, with Colorado Rep. Ken Buck telling CNN there will be conversations about toppling the speaker "in the next week or two."
If approved by the Senate, the new deal will raise the U.S. debt limit above $31.4 trillion over the next few years, avoiding a default, whilst also mandating some federal spending cuts.
With the exception of funding for defense and veterans, spending will stay "largely flat" in 2024, then increase by one percent in 2025. A number of programs have been cut, including a plan to hire thousands more Internal Revenue Service agents, and spending on COVID-19 relief. Those on food assistance programs will also face stricter work requirements.
These concessions angered many on the Democratic left, with 46 House Democrats joining 71 Republicans to vote against the deal.
McCarthy was able to martial 149 Republican representatives to support the bill, who were joined by 165 Democrats, allowing it to pass comfortably.
Speaking to Newsweek, Thomas Gift, associate professor and head of the Centre on U.S. Politics at the University College London, U.K., said the deal refutes the suggestion that McCarthy would be a weak speaker.
He said: "Kevin McCarthy deserves credit for what he's been able to achieve in the debt ceiling deal. It should disabuse critics of the notion that his weak grip on the speakership would render him completely ineffectual at herding his splintered conference, and ultimately, governing. Defections within the Freedom Caucus aside, which were inevitable, last night should be seen as a big win for McCarthy personally.
"Even the fact that 46 House Democrats voted against the bill should be a helpful talking point for McCarthy in reassuring his fellow Republicans that the deal was sufficient to irk progressives."
However, Gift noted the deal has increased tensions between McCarthy and GOP hardliners, including those who opposed him in January.
He said: "All of this doesn't mean we won't still hear rumblings of a 'reckoning' from far-right firebrands calling for his job. But it's very plausible that McCarthy emerges stronger from this fight, not weaker."
A Redfield & Wilton Strategies survey, conducted exclusively for Newsweek found 40 percent of Americans either "approved" or "strongly approved" of McCarthy's handling of the debt crisis, versus just 23 percent who "disapproved" or "strongly disapproved."
The poll, of 1,500 eligible voters in the United States, was conducted on May 31.
Some of McCarthy's colleagues were less impressed, with Rep. Dan Bishop becoming the first Republican to publicly say he is considering a "motion to vacate the chair" on Tuesday after the deal was announced.
Texas Republican Chip Roy called for a "reckoning," adding: "The Republican conference has been torn asunder."
Lauren Boebert received criticism and mockery online for not voting against the agreement, despite having publicly condemned it.
Speaking at a press conference on Wednesday night, McCarthy suggested his critics had underestimated him.
He added: "I have been thinking about this day since before my vote for speaker because I knew the debt ceiling was coming. I wanted to make history."
Newsweek has contacted Rep. McCarthy's office for comment by telephone and voicemail message.
He survives
Ursula Perano & Sam Brodey 6/1, Politics Reporter and Deputy Politics Editor at the Daily Beast, “Kevin McCarthy’s GOP Critics Say He’ll Be the One to Pay for the Debt Deal,” Daily Beast, 6/1/23, https://www.thedailybeast.com/kevin-mccarthys-gop-critics-say-hell-be-the-one-to-pay-for-the-debt-deal
While there is a clear political hit for McCarthy in securing the debt limit deal, the deal may still end up costing him less than many anticipated. After he won the speakership, conventional wisdom held that the necessity of avoiding a default would strip him of the gavel as unceremoniously as he’d won it.
With only a slim minority of the GOP’s right flank suggesting McCarthy should lose the gig, the speaker’s allies insisted his standing in the conference had not—and would not—take any real hit.
Rep. Dusty Johnson (R-SD) said “Kevin McCarthy is not wasting a lot of time worrying about that right now.” Former right-wing outcast Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene (R-GA) told The Daily Beast she thinks McCarthy’s passage of the debt ceiling deal and other bills this term has shown his propensity for leadership.
Greene also doesn’t suspect threats of a motion to vacate are worth taking seriously. “I don’t [take them seriously],” she said. “I think that’s an unserious move, to be honest.”
Rep. Tim Burchett (R-TN), who backed McCarthy for the speaker’s gavel, has still consistently opposed his efforts to pass a debt limit deal. He told The Daily Beast he doesn’t make much of the motion to vacate threats either.
“I don't think it matters that much right now. I don't think they have the appetite for another 15 rounds,” he said.
But facing the critical vote Wednesday, conservatives were lambasting the speaker’s handling of negotiations and insisting he’d fumbled. Leaders in the House Freedom Caucus were hoping to rally members against the bill, calling it a win for Democrats and the White House.
Predictably, they didn’t succeed.
Still, those objections practically manifested talk of a motion to vacate—the parliamentary lever that could end McCarthy’s speakership. Bishop was the first to call for members to consider pulling it; Rep. Ken Buck (R-CO) joined him ahead of Wednesday’s vote.
“He will win the vote tonight, but after this vote, we will have discussions about whether there should be a motion to vacate or not,” Buck told CNN Wednesday.
It only takes one member to call the vote to oust the speaker—a privilege conservatives won in exchange for their votes for McCarthy. To successfully kick McCarthy to the curb, a majority of members would have to support the resolution.
As of now, there isn't anywhere close to the necessary support for that vote to succeed. Conservatives reasonably know that—but still insist things can always change. Some others aren’t quite ready to call for a motion to vacate, but warn there are open wounds.
“This vote certainly causes fracture in the conference and not just about [the House Freedom Caucus],” Rep. Cory Mills (R-FL) wrote in a text to The Daily Beast.
The debt deal won’t be McCarthy’s last big test this Congress, or even this year. Congress is yet to pass the annual budget—something that almost always ends in a stalemate, or even a government shutdown. Of course, the California Republican cannot keep the gavel if Democrats take back the House in 2024, and his focus will shift soon to defending the GOP majority.
And to boot—McCarthy is simply new at this. Biden and Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer (D-NY) are seasoned negotiators. McCarthy is still learning the ropes—something that’s been abundantly clear among those who’ve watched past speakers operate.
And yet, the core of the Republican conference insists he’s doing just fine—and question those who suggest someone could do it better.
“He's the only person that can manage this conference,” said Rep. Brian Fitzpatrick (R-PA), a leader of the House GOP’s moderate bloc. “It's very easy to criticize a person inside the arena. He's got to make the tough decisions. He's got a very tough job. He's doing the very best he can.”
Asked if he suspects any leadership reckoning after the debt ceiling almost-debacle, Rep. Don Bacon (R-NE), another moderate, was less definitive. “Oh, I don't know,” he said.
“There seems like one or two people that way,” Bacon said, referencing the push for a motion to vacate. “So hopefully they can be talked out of it, because this week, it’s the team.”
Even if McCarthy survives the ordeal—which seems like the most likely scenario—he’s certainly been bloodied by the fight. Twenty-nine Republicans voted against a procedural motion from their own party setting up consideration of the debt limit bill. That’s typically a no-no for the party in charge, and that vote alone signals the start of many more problems to come for McCarthy.
Link
Link---2NC
[bookmark: _Hlk138519635]MAJORITY OF THE MAJORITY---McCarthy committed to passing only bills that have the support of most Republicans. 
Emily Brooks 5/31, staff writer at The Hill, “McCarthy’s future on the line as he whips debt ceiling deal,” The Hill, 5/31/23, https://www.wkrg.com/hill-politics/mccarthys-future-on-the-line-as-he-whips-debt-ceiling-deal/
He got President Biden to negotiate. And then he got a deal. Now, Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.) is in the final phase of his debt ceiling saga: whipping up enough support for the bill in the House GOP conference to secure his political future.
Basic political wisdom dictates that McCarthy needs a majority of House Republicans to support the bill in order to maintain his political power, and McCarthy has repeatedly said that he will meet that standard. He knows he’ll need Democratic help to pass the measure, but the more GOP members that vote with him, the better for the Speaker.
“If a majority of Republicans are against a piece of legislation and you use Democrats to pass it, that would immediately be a black letter violation of the deal we had with McCarthy to allow his ascent to the Speakership, and it would likely trigger an immediate motion to vacate,” Rep. Matt Gaetz (R-Fla.) said on Newsmax on Tuesday, referring to a move to oust McCarthy from the Speakership.
As of Tuesday evening, more than two dozen members of the slim, four-seat GOP majority in the House said they will vote against the bill, meaning McCarthy will need to rely on Democratic members supporting the Biden-blessed deal to pass the bill.
If more Democrats than Republicans vote for the bill, McCarthy could be in hot water.
“I am predicting it’ll have more Democrat votes than Republican votes,” Rep. Bob Good (R-Va.) said Tuesday. “Democrats are truly being told to suppress their enthusiasm, to not talk about it publicly.”
House Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries (D-N.Y.) said Tuesday that Republicans committed to deliver at least two-thirds of their conference — around 150 GOP members — in favor of the bill. He said Democrats would provide the vote needed to pass the bill, but vowed to hold McCarthy to that number.
McCarthy did not answer a question Tuesday on whether he could deliver 150 GOP votes for the bill, but said that he expects the bill to pass. 
Some members are already starting to threaten McCarthy’s grasp on the Speaker’s gavel, officially ending the honeymoon that lasted for months after the four-day, 15-ballot saga to elect McCarthy as Speaker in January.
Rep. Dan Bishop (R-N.C.) became the first GOP member to publicly call for ousting McCarthy by making a motion to vacate the chair over the debt deal Tuesday. While it takes just one member to force a vote on ousting the Speaker — a threshold McCarthy agreed to lower from five during his drawn-out Speaker election in January — Bishop did not explicitly commit to making that motion. 
And Rep. Ken Buck (R-Colo.) confirmed an NBC News report that in a House Freedom Caucus call Monday night, he asked whether they were considering calling a motion to vacate due to spending levels in the debt bill being higher than fiscal 2022 levels.
“[Rep.] Scott Perry [R-Pa.], the chairman of the Freedom Caucus, told me it’s premature,” Buck said on MSNBC on Tuesday.
Republican leaders called members back to Washington for votes and a conference meeting Tuesday evening, allowing leadership to whip support for the bill in person.
“We’re kicking way beyond our weight. We barely control half of a third of the government,” House Homeland Security Committee Chairman Mark Green (R-Tenn.) said in a House GOP press call Monday evening.
In a two-and-half hour House GOP conference meeting stretching into Tuesday night, opponents of the bill aired grievances, while leaders and their allies argued in favor of the bill. Members left the meeting saying their minds had not been changed.
But the meeting also aimed to lessen any retaliation against leadership by those angry with the bill.
“It’s a foregone conclusion it’s gonna pass. They’re gonna have Democrat support to pass it,” said Rep. Ralph Norman (R-S.C.). “And so, we just talked about the after-effects. I don’t think McCarthy wants another uprising like this.”
[THE PLAN VIOLATES]
POLITICAL CAPITAL---McCarthy can only recover for fiscal fights to come by repairing relationships through appeasement. 
Haley Byrd Wilt 6/2, associate editor for The Dispatch, “Kevin McCarthy’s Next Task: ‘Relationship Repair’,” The Dispatch, 6/2/23, https://thedispatch.com/newsletter/uphill/kevin-mccarthys-next-task-relationship-repair/
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy had a couple words this week for insurgent members considering ousting him over his debt limit deal with President Joe Biden: “Bring it.”
It’s not clear they will: One member of the House Freedom Caucus told The Dispatch the group will probably discuss internally next week whether to file a motion to vacate the chair—a tool to force a vote on removing McCarthy as speaker. But only a couple members of the group have indicated they might support a move against McCarthy, and others have openly opposed the idea (and some Democrats might be even willing to help McCarthy remain in power). 
What is clear, though, is that this week’s debt ceiling deal breached trust between McCarthy and his right flank. A swath of Republicans slammed the bill, which suspends the debt ceiling until January 2025, for not cutting enough spending. The California Republican will have to win back support from his members in the coming weeks if he wants to smooth tensions within the conference. 
“I’m not going to lie, we have some relationship repair that needs to happen,” close McCarthy ally Rep. Garret Graves acknowledged in remarks to reporters this week.
That could look like elevating other conservative priorities, such as investigations into the Biden administration or impeaching Homeland Security Secretary Alejandro Mayorkas. It could also entail one-on-one meetings between McCarthy and his critics.
Rep. Chip Roy, a Texas Republican, has accused McCarthy of breaking promises purportedly made behind closed doors in January, when skeptics agreed to give him their backing to become speaker after 15 rounds of voting. Roy said this week the GOP conference has been “torn asunder” by the debt limit bill.
On Thursday, Roy said he plans to sit down with McCarthy next week to discuss how the debt limit negotiations unfolded. The deal McCarthy struck, Roy said, “does not completely comport” with the agreements he made with conservatives in January.
Feedback from the GOP base has been fierce. One Republican lawmaker who supported the deal described an influx of angry calls this week, largely from outside his district, urging him to oppose it. Another Republican—Rep. Randy Weber, a Freedom Caucus member who defended McCarthy during a GOP conference meeting this week—said he had to vote against the legislation after being “inundated” with complaints from constituents. 
How willing McCarthy’s critics are to challenge him may depend on how long conservative activists kvetch about the deal. Some high-profile figures are on the warpath, arguing McCarthy conceded too much to Democrats. Russ Vought, former director of the Trump administration’s Office of Management and Budget, appears to be itching for a fight with McCarthy. And former Trump adviser Steve Bannon suggested primarying Reps. Jim Jordan and Marjorie Taylor Greene for standing behind McCarthy on the bill.
That requires following through on promises to escalate conservative appeasement---the plan’s an about-face that will implode his position. 
Tina Nguyen 6/1, Formerly a political correspondent at Politico and Vanity Fair, chronicling the egos and intrigues inside Trumpworld, “The Taliban 20’s McCarthy Red Line,” Puck News, 6/1/23, https://puck.news/the-taliban-20s-mccarthy-red-line/
Back in January, when he was forced to dole out gifts and dangle committee assignments to the 21 Republicans blocking his path to the House Speakership, Kevin McCarthy looked as if he had traded real power for a lofty title. McCarthy, after all, eventually won the gavel, but only after handing his opponents a giant red detonation trigger known as the Motion to Vacate clause—a procedural move that would allow any aggrieved conference member to initiate a vote of no confidence. As I reported at the time, and in the months since, McCarthy had essentially made himself a hostage of the far-right—the Taliban 20, as the insurgent group was called—a potentially untenable situation that seemed doomed to unravel as soon as McCarthy faced a real test, such as negotiating a deal to raise the debt ceiling.
And yet, surprisingly, over the past week or so, McCarthy succinctly neutered his opposition, winning over former enemies and passing a remarkably moderate, down-the-middle spending bill with an overwhelming majority of both Republicans and Democrats. Jim Jordan, the McCarthy rival who was supported by the 20 for the speakership, whipped support for the bill. Thomas Massie, a libertarian debt-clock obsessive who could have spiked the deal, waved it through committee. Even Marjorie Taylor Greene, one of the most far-right members of the caucus, has become an unlikely ally: “Republicans have huge wins in this fight,” she tweeted on Wednesday, celebrating the package. 
The Taliban 20 have also backed down. On Thursday morning, I’m told, key members held a conference call to discuss their next moves—including the possibility of striking back at McCarthy with a vote of no confidence. Shortly afterward, however, Rep. Matt Gaetz, the group’s informal leader, told the media that the motion to vacate was the furthest thing from their minds. Behind the scenes, too, members and their outside allies came to the conclusion that this was not the time for a coup.
The Wet Rag
But McCarthy’s compromises still infuriated certain members of the 20. In the days leading up to last night’s vote, members like Chip Roy claimed they even amounted to a breach of trust in the undocumented power-sharing agreement brokered in January. “McCarthy gave away the farm. He had the negotiating skills of a wet rag,” a G.O.P. aide close to the 20, fumed to me. “He had the whole conference behind him including almost all of the House Freedom Caucus and blew it.” 
Elsewhere, several members of the 20—Dan Bishop, Chip Roy, and Ken Buck—took to the airwaves, decrying McCarthy’s capitulation to the Democrats, telling reporters that McCarthy had violated the terms of their understanding by passing a bill with more Democrats than Republicans. “There is a big reassessment of the coalition for power in the House,” Buck said Wednesday night.
Yet there’s a difference between populist caterwauling and hard politics—a distinction that both McCarthy, and the more enlightened members of the 20, firmly grasp. McCarthy’s victory is also, of course, a testament to the old-fashioned power of favor-trading. Jordan, who co-founded the House Freedom Caucus, transformed from a potential enemy into an ally after McCarthy made him chair of the Judiciary Committee. Greene likewise recognized early on the benefits of being inside the tent, forging a tight-knit relationship with McCarthy long before he took the gavel. McCarthy also gambled by placing Massie, a Reason magazine-type libertarian who supported his speakership, but who might have resisted the debt ceiling deal, on the Rules Committee. It paid off: Massie was ultimately the decisive vote in allowing the bill to move forward without any fuss, defying fellow conservatives and Taliban 20 members Chip Roy and Ralph Norman. 
Of course, the 20 will continue to fume that the debt-ceiling agreement is not ideologically pure enough. But using the motion-to-vacate nuclear option to kick McCarthy from speakership, at this point, would be received as little more than a MAGA temper tantrum, rather than a principled stand. “They’re not going to do it just to do it,” a Republican consultant familiar with the 20’s thinking told me. “They’re either going to have to get something from McCarthy, or [an ouster’s] going to be more planned out.”
MAGA Smoke Signals
Sure, McCarthy looks safe for now, but the motion-to-vacate bomb is still tied around his chest, if anyone wants to detonate it. But first, the G.O.P. consultant explained, there would have to be signals from the Conservative Partnership Institute that they’d want a regime change. The secretive, MAGA-oriented think tank run by former Heritage president Jim DeMint had been crucial in delaying McCarthy’s initial election as speaker—indeed, the C.P.I. headquarters near Capitol Hill served as a veritable war room for the 20—and would likely be the hub for any future opposition. Anger from the Club for Growth, too, would indicate trouble. “If there’s something coming out of Heritage, it’s literally just coincidence and bandwagoning, because nothing’s gonna happen if it’s not coming out of C.P.I. and the Club for Growth folks in that area,” the consultant said.
Second, the full 20 would have to publicly coalesce in opposition to whatever McCarthy was proposing, without any defections, and get other people outside their group to sign on. At the moment, Gaetz has publicly thrown his attention elsewhere, telling reporters on Thursday “I’d rather direct Congress’s ire at Christopher Wray than Kevin McCarthy right now.” Byron Donalds, too, told Politico that talks of a no-confidence report over this move were premature, while Lauren Boebert said she was afraid the “terrible” debt bill might “weaken us in the appropriations process,” adding that “I know that there’s a lot of members that are upset and a lot of violations from all the agreements that were made.”
As with the speakership battle, where it only became clear afterward how many promises McCarthy had made privately to secure the vote, the debt ceiling drama might have a long tail. Sources I spoke to were adamant that McCarthy now has to give his critics some new shiny bauble to placate them—though even they don’t know what that bauble is quite yet. “[The 20] act in good faith. They’re at least going to sit down with him and go through stuff,” the consultant close to the 20 told me. “I don’t think it’s gonna get called for the floor today or tomorrow, you know, but he could be in trouble next week if he doesn’t get this stuff wrapped up.”
Mere perception of compromising with Democrats to pass liberal legislation derails this strategy. 
NC 5/28, News Corpse, “SURPRISE: McCarthy Lies About Debt Ceiling Deal in Desperate Attempt to Save His Shaky Speakership,” Daily Kos, 5/28/23, https://www.dailykos.com/stories/2023/5/28/2171921/-SQUEAKER-McCARTHY-Desperately-Lies-About-the-Debt-Ceiling-Deal-to-Save-His-Shaky-Speakership
The morning after it was announced that President Biden and Republican House Speaker Kevin McCarthy reached a deal to avoid a catastrophic debt default, McCarthy began almost immediately misrepresenting the terms of the deal.
McCarthy's speakership - which took a historic 15 votes to achieve - is on thin ice, and any perception by his caucus that he compromised with Biden and the Democrats - a mortal sin in GOP World - could result in his being voted out as Speaker by his own colleagues.
Consequently, McCarthy is spinning like a top as he makes the morning rounds on the Sunday talk shows. However, true to form, he is lying about what the debt ceiling deal entails in order to deceive his fellow Republicans and stave off a revolt that would cost him his job. An interview of Democratic Leader Hakeem Jeffries by Margaret Brennan on CBS's Face the Nation revealed just how desperate McCarthy is.
Link---Linear
The link is linear---every vote matters. 
Eric Garcia 5/19, staff at the Independent, “Republicans will regret taking the easy way out on George Santos,” the Independent, 5/19/23, https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/house-republicans-george-santos-expulsion-b2341718.html
The effort to expel Mr Santos was always going to be a heavy lift. For one, progressive members like Reps Robert Garcia (D - California), Daniel Goldman (D - New York) and Ritchie Torres (D - New York) led the effort. Teaming up with left-wing Democrats, especially when Republicans are in the majority and they forced the vote, does not appeal to many Republicans.
Second, Mr McCarthy’s speakership is perpetually on thin ice and he needs every vote to maintain his gavel, especially as he engages in tense negotiations with the White House on the debt limit. Many conservative Republicans will likely scoff at any final agreement Mr McCarthy makes with the Biden administration, so he will need every other Republican (and some Democrats) to pass a final debt limit deal.
Link---Majority of Majority---Ext
Bringing bills to the floor if they don’t have the support of the majority of the majority will cause a McCarthy ouster. 
Brady Knox 5/30, Breaking News Reporter at the Washington Examiner, “Gaetz says McCarthy's collaboration with Democrats on debt could trigger motion to vacate,” Washington Examiner, 5/30/23, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/house/matt-gaetz-mccarthys-collaboration-dems-vacate
Rep. Matt Gaetz (R-FL) said House Speaker Kevin McCarthy's (R-CA) collaboration with Democrats to bypass Republicans on a debt deal vote could trigger a motion to vacate.
Gaetz told Newsmax that if McCarthy were to use Democrats to pass legislation most Republicans are against, it would constitute a violation of the deal that made him speaker and could lead to his ouster.
“If a majority of Republicans are against a piece of legislation and you use Democrats to pass it, that would immediately be a black letter violation of the deal we had with McCarthy to allow his ascent to the speakership, and it would likely trigger an immediate motion to vacate,” Gaetz said.
“I think Speaker McCarthy knows that,” he continued. “That’s why he’s working hard to make sure that he gets, you know, 120, 150, 160 votes. And that’s why those of us who are not supportive of the bill are trying to point out that many of the changes are cosmetic in nature.”
Gaetz previously indicated that he would not vote for the spending bill over concerns that it would add $4 trillion more to the national debt. He joins a growing number of conservative legislators rebelling against the spending bill despite McCarthy's hailing of it as a victory for conservatives.
So far, only Rep. Dan Bishop (R-NC) has pledged to oust McCarthy over the debt ceiling bill.
Link
Lauren Fedor 5/25, staff at the Financial Times, “Kevin McCarthy’s big test: keeping Republicans unified in debt ceiling battle,” Financial Times, 5/25/23, https://www.ft.com/content/4fa21cf1-9193-42e6-b7c5-720b419e5eb5
Kevin McCarthy, the Republican Speaker of the House, has a tendency to liken himself to Babe Ruth, the American baseball legend. In a speech at the New York Stock Exchange last month, he quoted the sports hero, saying: “You just can’t beat the person who never gives up.”
McCarthy, 58, made history in January when it took 15 rounds of voting in a tortuous week of wrangling with his Republican colleagues to elect him Speaker.
Many thought he would not last more than a few weeks. Almost six months later, however, the congressman from Bakersfield, California, has surprised his doubters by not only holding on to the Speaker’s gavel, but also uniting an often fractious Republican conference.
In a bizarre display of support earlier this week, House Republicans held a fundraising auction for McCarthy’s used cherry lip balm, with controversial Georgia congresswoman Marjorie Taylor Greene placing a winning bid of $100,000.
“Kevin McCarthy has over-performed,” said Carlos Curbelo, a former Republican congressman from Florida. “He came into this fight as a big underdog who barely got elected Speaker. He has managed to keep his conference not just united but fairly subdued.”
He now faces his toughest challenge yet, as he seeks to broker a deal with President Joe Biden to raise the debt ceiling — and get any agreement through Congress without invoking the ire of the right flank of his party ahead of a looming June 1 deadline.
If he fails, McCarthy could go down in history as the Speaker who wreaked economic havoc by driving the government into its first ever default.
“[McCarthy] couldn’t not exceed expectations. But that is because they were so low,” said Doug Heye, a former aide to Eric Cantor, who was the Republican majority leader in the House during the last big debt ceiling stand-off in 2011.
“The [Republican] conference at this point is unified behind him, or as unified as it can be,” Heye added. “He is in a situation where we can get a deal, and if that happens, he deserves a lot of credit.”
McCarthy notched a legislative victory last month when he brokered a deal among House Republicans to pass the Limit, Save, Grow Act — a bill that would raise the debt ceiling into next year, impose steep cuts to federal spending and roll back many of Biden’s signature policies.
The bill was dead on arrival in the Democrat-controlled Senate. But it was the catalyst for tense talks with the White House that have consumed Washington and put financial markets on pins and needles over whether the two sides will be able to strike a deal and avert default.
“Democrats never expected [McCarthy] to pass a bill . . . I never expected him to pass a bill,” said Mick Mulvaney, the former Republican congressman who was former president Donald Trump’s chief of staff. “But he was able to get that done, and that completely changed the dynamic, and I think it caught the White House off guard.”
The Speaker is now walking a political tightrope as he seeks to strike a deal with Biden without alienating too many members of his own party. Members of the House Freedom Caucus, a group of rightwing Republicans, have repeatedly said they will not support any compromise, and Chip Roy, the congressman from Texas, on Wednesday encouraged fellow Republicans to “hold the line” against Biden and the Democrats.
At the same time, many Democrats have also called on Biden to walk away from the negotiating table, and called on the president to invoke the 14th amendment to the US constitution to unilaterally disregard the debt ceiling.
Any deal on the debt ceiling would need to be passed by the majority of lawmakers in the House of Representatives, which Republicans control by a razor-thin margin, before it heads to the Senate. Some congressional aides are already doubting whether a bill can pass both chambers of Congress by the end of the month, reviving the prospect of a short-term extension to the deadline.
Even if a deal wins bipartisan support, McCarthy cannot afford to anger too many members of his own conference — in large part because in exchange for being elected Speaker in January, he allowed for a rules change that means any one House member can call a motion to “vacate the chair”, or invoke a vote of no confidence in his leadership.
The most rightwing House Republicans have made no secret of their willingness to weaponise that change. Matt Gaetz, the Republican congressman from Florida, on Tuesday told Semafor, the news website: “I believe the one-person motion to vacate has given us the best version of Speaker McCarthy and I think he’s doing a good job.”
While the White House has continued to insist that talks with Republicans remain productive, Biden administration officials and Democrats on Capitol Hill have grown increasingly frustrated that Republicans have rejected their offers, including a freeze on discretionary spending for next year.
“It’s increasingly clear to me that House Republicans seem intent on crashing the economy and defaulting on our debt. That’s wrong. It will hurt everyday Americans, and it’s time to end the brinkmanship,” said Hakeem Jeffries, the Democratic minority leader of the House.
But McCarthy insists he will clinch a deal — and hold on to the speakership.
“I am not going to give up,” McCarthy told reporters on Capitol Hill on Wednesday. “We are not going to default. We’re going to solve this problem. I will stay with it until we can get it done.”
Link---AT: Resilient
[bookmark: _Hlk138519555]McCarthy’s not resilient---he could be gone at any moment AND Republican speakerships are always weak to begin with. 
Scott Wong 6/11, senior congressional reporter for NBC News, “Facing threats to his speakership, McCarthy takes a 'YOLO' approach,” NBC News, 6/11/23, https://www.nbcnews.com/news/amp/rcna88137
Facing fresh threats of being ousted from the right, McCarthy has filled up his calendar and capitalized on every moment as speaker as the Washington establishment openly speculates how long he can hang on.
“I don’t think he knows when it’s going to happen,” said one House Republican lawmaker who supported McCarthy for speaker, “but he’s planning just like it’s going to happen tomorrow.”
Speakerships are “ephemeral — just like all of our time here in Congress,” quipped Rep. Andy Biggs, R-Ariz., a former leader of the ultraconservative Freedom Caucus and one of the “Never Kevins” who tried to block McCarthy from the top job.
“Republican speakers typically don’t have a long shelf life given the dynamics of the conferences these days,” said former Rep. Charlie Dent, R-Pa., who witnessed the Freedom Caucus push out Speaker John Boehner in 2015, deny McCarthy the gavel, then torment Speaker Paul Ryan before he, too, left Congress in 2019.
“Maybe he can break the trend,” Dent said of McCarthy. “He’s doing what every other speaker would be doing but … maybe a little bit more on an accelerated timeline.”
McCarthy knows best---and he’s acting like his days might be numbered. 
Scott Wong 6/11, senior congressional reporter for NBC News, “Facing threats to his speakership, McCarthy takes a 'YOLO' approach,” NBC News, 6/11/23, https://www.nbcnews.com/news/amp/rcna88137
If there was a theme for Kevin McCarthy’s jampacked first five months as speaker, it would be this: You only live once.
In April, he followed in the footsteps of his political idol, fellow California Republican Ronald Reagan, delivering a major address on Wall Street. Then he hosted Taiwanese President Tsai Ing-wen at Reagan’s presidential library, infuriating Beijing. Last month, McCarthy met King Abdullah II in Jordan, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu in Israel and Pope Francis at the Vatican.
Since seizing the coveted speaker’s gavel after 15 grueling rounds of voting, McCarthy has embraced the role of happy warrior, frequently stopping to ask tourists if they want to snap a selfie or photo with him and sparring with reporters in the Capitol's marble halls on a daily basis.
Facing fresh threats of being ousted from the right, McCarthy has filled up his calendar and capitalized on every moment as speaker as the Washington establishment openly speculates how long he can hang on.
“I don’t think he knows when it’s going to happen,” said one House Republican lawmaker who supported McCarthy for speaker, “but he’s planning just like it’s going to happen tomorrow.”
Speakerships are “ephemeral — just like all of our time here in Congress,” quipped Rep. Andy Biggs, R-Ariz., a former leader of the ultraconservative Freedom Caucus and one of the “Never Kevins” who tried to block McCarthy from the top job.
“Republican speakers typically don’t have a long shelf life given the dynamics of the conferences these days,” said former Rep. Charlie Dent, R-Pa., who witnessed the Freedom Caucus push out Speaker John Boehner in 2015, deny McCarthy the gavel, then torment Speaker Paul Ryan before he, too, left Congress in 2019.
“Maybe he can break the trend,” Dent said of McCarthy. “He’s doing what every other speaker would be doing but … maybe a little bit more on an accelerated timeline.”
In between the big speeches and summits, that he's imbued with symbolism, McCarthy has been putting his own personal mark on the speakership. Eschewing the sterile House Studio A that had been used by his predecessors — Speakers Boehner, Ryan and Nancy Pelosi — McCarthy has been holding his news conferences in hallways and rooms previously not used for such events, including the tiny foyer outside his office and the echoey Statuary Hall.
During the debt standoff, he appeared to relish going toe-to-toe with the press, holding lengthy impromptu gaggles until reporters ran out of questions. And instead of delegating the task to rank-and-file members, McCarthy makes the short walk to the chamber to open the House floor almost every day.
In his opening months, he also struck a major deal with President Joe Biden to lift the debt ceiling and cap spending — a crowning legislative achievement. But that same bipartisan agreement has only fueled more speculation that McCarthy’s days in the speaker's office could be numbered.
After the deal, a handful of McCarthy’s conservative foes have openly threatened a "motion to vacate" that would force a vote of no confidence on the House floor. And that same band of rebels paralyzed the House this week when it joined Democrats in blocking a suite of GOP messaging bills, undermining Republicans’ fragile majority and embarrassing McCarthy’s leadership team.
“It’s surprising to me how many people have called suggesting we need a different speaker,” said Biggs, one of the 11 conservatives who voted to block the GOP messaging bills.
Not resilient
Howard Schweitzer 6/20, Member, CEO, Cozen O’Connor Public Strategies, “Cozen Currents: The Limits of Trump's Domination,” Cozen O’Connor, 6/20/23, https://www.cozen.com/news-resources/publications/2023/cozen-currents-the-limits-of-trump-s-domination
McCarthy’s Tenuous Relationship with the House GOP
House GOP in Rebellion (Again). Conservative hardliners rejected a procedural vote earlier this month, a bad sign for House Speaker Kevin McCarthy’s (R-CA) relationship with the right flank of his conference.
At the end of last month, McCarthy was riding high. Fresh off passing House Republicans’ Limit, Save, Grow Act, he successfully negotiated a debt ceiling deal with President Biden that included GOP wins such as spending caps for FY24 and FY25 and new work requirements for Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP food stamps).
The Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 did not keep spending at FY22 levels, as hardline conservatives had wanted, however. Earlier this month, members of the hard-right House Freedom Caucus, angered by the speaker’s handling of the debt limit debate, rejected a procedural vote on a GOP bill to prevent bans on gas-powered stoves. This was the first time that a vote on a rule for the consideration of legislation in the House failed in over 20 years, and it brought the House floor to a screeching halt.
This was not a good sign for McCarthy’s leadership, though it doesn’t necessarily mean that his days in the speaker’s office are numbered. The vote was a way for hardline conservatives to express their frustration about the debt ceiling deal and assert power over the speaker. Though McCarthy agreed when he won the speakership on the 15th ballot to allow any single member to force a vote to remove him from the role, it’s not clear that anyone will, or that there are enough votes to do so. What is clearer is that the House GOP standoff is poised to make a key part of McCarthy’s job harder: the basic task of governing.
Link---AT: Resilient---AT: Debt Ceiling Proves
Restraint in the wake of the debt ceiling fight doesn’t prove he’s untouchable---the HFC is just biding their time. 
Arthur Delaney 6/6, staff writer at Huff Post, “Right-Wing Backlash To Kevin McCarthy’s Debt Ceiling Deal Begins To Materialize,” Huffington Post, 6/6/23, https://www.huffpost.com/entry/kevin-mccarthy-motion-to-vacate-freedom-caucus_n_647f4c1fe4b091b09c352024
Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.) became House speaker partly by empowering skeptical conservatives to force a no-confidence vote if he ever betrayed them.
Last week, McCarthy betrayed them, but so far the hard-liners haven’t moved to take McCarthy’s gavel away. Instead, on Tuesday a group of 10 Republicans voted against a procedural resolution setting up a series of votes on symbolic bills about gas stoves and regulations.
House Freedom Caucus member Rep. Matt Gaetz (R-Fla.) told reporters the Republicans were “frustrated” with how the House had been operating.
“We took a stand in January to end the era of the imperial speakership,” Gaetz said. “We’re concerned that the fundamental commitments that allowed Kevin McCarthy to assume the speakership had been violated as a consequence of the debt limit deal.”
It’s not clear if the group will continue to vote against its own agenda in order to fight McCarthy. The lawmakers also complained that the speaker had allegedly refused to hold a vote on a resolution relating to pistol braces.
Earlier on Tuesday, Freedom Caucus chair Rep. Scott Perry (R-Pa.) said that the group hasn’t settled on a course of action.
“The Freedom Caucus is assessing the circumstances right now and trying to determine how we can improve our position,” Perry told HuffPost. “We understand, generally speaking, what our adversary is, and we’re working towards defeating our adversary, which is leftist, liberal destructive, weaponized policies — whether they come from the Republican Party or the Democrat.”
The Freedom Caucus backed McCarthy’s approach to the Biden administration — a refusal to allow the federal government to borrow money to fund operations unless Democrats agreed to spending cuts and stricter “work requirements” in federal assistance programs.
But many members of the group recoiled at the deal McCarthy reached, which suspended the debt ceiling for longer than they wanted, cut federal spending by less than they wanted, and tightened safety net eligibility for some groups while loosening it for others. Echoing the sentiment of many conservatives, Rep. Chip Roy (R-Texas) last week called the bill a “turd sandwich,” and said it was a “betrayal.”
In January, McCarthy shored up his support among conservatives by agreeing to change House rules so that a single lawmaker can file a “motion to vacate the chair” and force a snap referendum on the speakership. Previously, such a motion required support from a majority of the party to trigger a vote. Roy also claimed McCarthy promised not to pass legislation with more Democratic than Republican votes, as was the case with the “Fiscal Responsibility Act.”
A handful of Freedom Caucus members suggested last week that they favored filing a vacate motion, but none have done so. That’s partly because there is no clear alternative to McCarthy — meaning the referendum could cause chaos to no obvious end. And several high-profile conservatives, such as Rep. Jim Jordan (R-Ohio), backed the bill in the first place, bolstering McCarthy.
Asked if a motion to vacate was off the table, Perry said only that “it’s in the rules for a reason.” When he was asked about the vacate motion last week, Perry said that he was focused on trying to defeat the debt ceiling bill and that whatever happens next, “We will decide once we’ve determined the disposition of this bill in its finality.” President Biden signed the bill into law on Saturday.
Rep. Ralph Norman (R-S.C.), a Freedom Caucus member who only reluctantly backed McCarthy in January, and who called the debt ceiling deal “idiotic,” suggested Tuesday that a reckoning could still come for McCarthy — but that it wouldn’t be “fair” to file a motion to vacate now.
“It was a shock,” Norman said of McCarthy shepherding the debt ceiling bill through the House with Democratic votes. “But this is a marathon, not a sprint.”
Link---AT: Resilient---AT: Dems Won’t
If McCarthy compromises with Dems they will vote with the far right to oust him. 
Jeffrey A. Rendall 6/21, contributor to ConservativeHQ, “A Heated Argument in the House Portends Good Results for the Budget,” The Tennessee Star, 6/21/23, tennesseestar.com/politics/commentary-a-heated-argument-in-the-house-portends-good-results-for-the-budget/admin/2023/06/21/
Meanwhile, conservatives have thrown down the gauntlet – if McCarthy doesn’t keep his word and hold out for the spending cuts he previewed, he might very well face a motion to vacate the Speaker’s chair. And with Democrats likely voting with the conservatives to oust him, California Kevin could be in real trouble unless he holds the line (and doesn’t go begging for Democrat support to pass some “compromise” that satisfies no one) on appropriations.
McCarthy could conceivably cut a deal with a few Democrats to retain his position, but then he’d be in real peril. Former House GOP leaders John Boehner and Paul Ryan ended up resigning because they forged too many pacts with Democrats to provide the appearance of “getting things done,” or “legislating”.
Will California Kevin follow the same path? Most of it is up to him to recognize where his bread is buttered.
No one ever said Kevin McCarthy’s mission became easier once he earned the votes to become Speaker. McCarthy came into the process with a reputation as a dealmaker rather than a stalwart negotiator, and conservatives are counting on him to keep his word no matter what the potential consequences. For once, let the Democrats learn what it feels like to “cave”.
Link---AT: Resilient---AT: Vote Thresholds
They are low and easily reachable. 
Ursula Perano & Sam Brodey 6/1, Politics Reporter and Deputy Politics Editor at the Daily Beast, “Kevin McCarthy’s GOP Critics Say He’ll Be the One to Pay for the Debt Deal,” Daily Beast, 6/1/23, https://www.thedailybeast.com/kevin-mccarthys-gop-critics-say-hell-be-the-one-to-pay-for-the-debt-deal
In turn, a handful of House conservatives are offering McCarthy something more heated: threats to leverage a parliamentary weapon—reinforced by the speaker himself in order to secure the gavel—to force a vote on booting him from the gig he’d fought so hard to secure.
For now, few in the House Republican Conference are taking those threats all that seriously. The conservatives most upset with McCarthy are the same bunch who swore they were “Never Kevin” during the speakership battle in January, before they ultimately cleared a path for him after 15 excruciating rounds of voting.
But their frustration isn’t meaningless. It’s emblematic of the cracks in the foundation of McCarthy’s speakership—built on heaps of members who never thought he was the man for the job.
And if a debt deal that dozens of his own members couldn’t stomach isn’t the thing that kills McCarthy’s speakership, it will certainly have left him weaker. Unaddressed, the wound could fester into serious political pain for the GOP leader.
Ahead of Wednesday’s vote, the hard-right flank of the party didn’t hold back in spelling out the poor state of things. Asked by The Daily Beast if the deal would create long-term distrust between McCarthy and conservatives, Rep. Dan Bishop (R-NC)—perhaps the speaker’s most dogged critic this week—paused for a long time.
“He’s blown Republican unity to smithereens,” Bishop finally said. “So, you can put that in terms of trust, if you want to. It’s just something that is functionally destroyed.”
Pressed on whether he’d back a maneuver to oust McCarthy, Bishop didn’t rule it out.
“The important thing is how the Republican Party operates to serve the American people. And whether we do so in a unified fashion requires unity,” he said. “Unity has to be cultivated, forged, and then preserved… The responsibility for preservation falls to the speaker, and he has utterly failed in that.”
The good news for McCarthy is that it would take more than just one Republican to remove him from his position. The bad news is that it wouldn’t take much more than a half-dozen—if Democrats want to cooperate with the coup.
The slim GOP majority in the House means that McCarthy has very little wiggle room. And even if 95 percent of his conference is behind him, that last 5 percent could sink him.
Link---AT: No Motion to Vacate
Overview Kahn card
Impact
Penny Plan Impact---2NC
[bookmark: _Hlk138523762]McCarthy credibility with both arms of the party is key to successfully landing the plane on funding. 
Ellen Ioanes 6/11, covers breaking and general assignment news as the weekend reporter at Vox, previously worked at Business Insider covering the military and global conflicts, “The dysfunction among House Republicans is getting worse,” Vox, 6/11/23, https://www.vox.com/politics/23754641/mccarthy-gop-house-freedom-caucus
Whether McCarthy can manage the opposing factions of his party — and indeed, if he can keep his tenuous grip on the speakership — is unclear. That will have significant consequences in the long term if the pattern of obstruction continues, particularly when it comes to funding the government and avoiding a shutdown in the fall.
“I’ve got serious concerns as we go into the appropriations process about how antics like this taking down a rule can impact the ability for us to do our basic job of funding the government,” Womack told the New York Times Wednesday. “It was already going to be a pretty heavy lift, but it is a lift that is going to be made heavier if this is what we are going to be facing.”
Empowering McCarthy is the only way to avoid the penny plan. 
Carl Hulse 6/8, Capitol Hill reporter for the New York Times, “House Mutiny Leaves McCarthy Facing Tough Choices,” The New York Times, 6/8/23, https://www.nytimes.com/2023/06/08/us/politics/kevin-mccarthy-house-republicans-mutiny.html
With his right flank in open revolt and keeping a stranglehold on the House floor, Speaker Kevin McCarthy faces two unappealing choices for how to govern.
He can cater to the demands of hard-right members of his conference, pushing through bills that will face a bipartisan legislative buzz saw in the Senate. Or he can steer around them on crucial issues, teaming up with Democrats to pass spending bills and other vital measures, and contend with constant threats to his job from his own party — if not outright removal.
The surprise attack on the G.O.P. leadership this week by nearly a dozen extreme right Republicans shut down the House with no resolution in sight, sidelining the party’s political messaging bill on gas stoves that was never going to become law. But it also created a paralyzing political quandary for Mr. McCarthy that foreshadows much bigger problems.
The right-wing faction’s tool of choice for the rebellion — opposing a routine procedural measure known as a rule that is normally a strict party-line vote — was a reminder that, in a closely divided House, the group could easily wreak havoc with the annual spending bills that are beginning to take shape now that the debt limit crisis is over.
Members of both parties are worried that such tactics could lead to a stalemate over those bills, prompting a government shutdown this fall and an automatic cut in spending next year that they fear would significantly undermine Ukraine in its conflict with Russia and hurt other federal programs as well.
A Divided Congress
Biden Impeachment Vote: The Republican-led House quashed a move to quickly impeach President Biden but voted along party lines to open an investigation into his removal.
Schiff Censure: The G.O.P.-led House formally censured Representative Adam B. Schiff, Democrat of California, over his role investigating former President Donald Trump, in what could be the first in a series of votes seeking those whom Republicans have deemed the party’s enemies.
Abortion Bills: Seeking to highlight the G.O.P.’s anti-abortion stance ahead of the anniversary of the end of Roe v. Wade, Senate Democrats brought to the floor several measures intended to protect women’s health and reproductive freedom, knowing Republicans would block them.
Tackling A.I.: Senator Chuck Schumer of New York, the majority leader, laid out a long-awaited framework to regulate A.I., hoping to create a path for lawmakers to adopt guardrails on a technology that many members of Congress admit they do not understand.
“I’ve got serious concerns as we go into the appropriations process about how antics like this taking down a rule can impact the ability for us to do our basic job of funding the government,” said Representative Steve Womack of Arkansas, a senior Republican member of the Appropriations Committee. “It was already going to be a pretty heavy lift, but it is a lift that is going to be made heavier if this is what we are going to be facing.”
Other major legislative initiatives such as an emerging farm bill, the annual Pentagon policy measure and renewal of Federal Aviation Administration programs could also get swept into the fight, but it is the spending bills that are at the forefront at the moment.
The blowback to the Republican leadership was set off by fury on the right at Mr. McCarthy’s handling of the debt limit package, a compromise he struck with President Biden that passed the House last week with more Democratic than Republican votes. Members of the ultraconservative House Freedom Caucus and other Republicans felt betrayed and complained that the agreement fell far short of the spending cuts Mr. McCarthy promised as he fought for the speakership in January.
Some of those critics now say the leadership must commit to enacting deeper cuts through the 12 annual spending measures, holding spending below the limits agreed to in the debt limit deal.
The problem for Mr. McCarthy is that if he capitulates to the hard right on spending, he most likely forfeits any chance of winning Democratic support for the bills, meaning he would have to pass them with only Republican votes when many conservatives reflexively balk at spending bills.
But party-line spending bills that could earn the approval of far-right mutineers — including Representatives Chip Roy of Texas, Ralph Norman of South Carolina and Ken Buck of Colorado — have no chance at all of passing the Democratically controlled Senate. Even leading Senate Republicans see the Pentagon funding agreed to in the debt limit package as far too low and say it must be supplemented to keep Ukraine in the field against Russia.
On the other hand, Mr. McCarthy could try to find consensus with Democrats on the spending bills — historically a bipartisan process — but then face the wrath of conservative Republicans who do not want to see any reaching across the aisle. They say Mr. McCarthy must choose between them or Representative Hakeem Jeffries of New York, the Democratic leader, who gave his blessing for his party to help push through the rule to allow the debt limit agreement to come up when Republicans withheld their votes to try to block it.
“We’re going to force him into a monogamous relationship with one or the other,” Representative Matt Gaetz of Florida, one of the 11 Republicans who tied up the floor this week, said of Mr. McCarthy on the podcast hosted by Stephen K. Bannon.
On Thursday, Mr. Gaetz said some of the insurgents had engaged in “encouraging” talks with Representative Steve Scalise of Louisiana, the majority leader, about resolving the dispute, mainly centered on “how we’re going to think about the appropriations process.”
The fight over the spending bills is especially fraught since the debt limit agreement included a provision that says spending will be cut by 1 percent across the board in 2025 if Congress fails to pass the 12 appropriations bills by Jan. 1. That arrangement was devised as a way to enforce the compromise and hailed as an incentive for Congress to do a better job of considering the individual spending measures, which has not happened in years.
Now, those responsible for writing the spending bills see the autopilot approach as a possibly dangerous outcome, since House conservatives might relish the chance to prompt the automatic cuts, even in defense programs — a prospect alarms Senate military hawks.
“With the debt ceiling issue behind us, the challenge that lies ahead is to have some semblance of a regular appropriations process,” Senator Mitch McConnell, Republican of Kentucky and the minority leader, said on Wednesday. “It’s going to require a lot of bipartisan cooperation to do what we need to do in the coming months.”
But bipartisan cooperation is exactly what Mr. McCarthy’s far-right wing says it does not want.
On Thursday, Mr. Jeffries flatly ruled out his party supporting any spending bills that come in below the level agreed to in the debt limit legislation but offered to work with Republicans to advance bills that were acceptable to Democrats.
“In terms of the way out,” he said, “House Republicans are going to have to decide whether they’re going to be responsible public policymakers or continue to bend the knee to the extreme MAGA Republicans in their party.”
For Republicans, it is much too early to consider a pact with Democrats. They view the revolt as a temporary distraction they can overcome.
[bookmark: _Hlk138523857]Penny Plan Impact---Spending Key to Readiness
Penny plan destroys readiness and causes global challenges to US leadership. 
Elaine McCusker 3/10, senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, previously served as acting undersecretary of defense (comptroller) at the Defense Department, “Don’t be fooled by Biden’s budget: He’s CUTTING military spending as our needs grow,” New York Post, 3/10/23, https://nypost.com/2023/03/10/bidens-budget-hes-cutting-military-spending/
These cuts also come at a time when our military is facing growing global challenges. The Wall Street Journal editorial board summed up the threat environment: “China is building a world-class military to drive America out of the Pacific. Russia is committed to grinding down Ukraine and then moving its military to the Polish border; Iran may soon have a nuclear bomb; North Korea is lobbing missiles toward Japan. Hypersonics and missiles threaten the U.S. homeland.”
The latest assessment from the combatant command in charge of the Indo-Pacific region documents its need for $15.4 billion in fiscal year 2024 to address the growing challenge from China.
The DOD Pacific Deterrence Initiative request in the Biden budget falls far short of this need at just $9.1 billion.
And Biden proposes to essentially cut defense while at the same time requesting large increases for non-defense discretionary spending, including hikes for the Environmental Protection Agency and the National Science Foundation of about 19% and the Departments of Agriculture and Education of around 14%.
Two examples convey President Joe Biden’s priorities.
The budget proposes to quadruple international climate finance and establish another new US International Development Finance Corp. “equity” revolving fund to make “investments” to “empower early and growth-stage companies from low and lower-middle income countries.”
I guess the Biden administration plan is to just leave the US military and the growth-stage companies that support it to make do with below-stagnant level investments.
The administration also proposes a 15% increase for the Treasury in part to “improve the taxpayer experience.”
I know what would improve my experience as a taxpayer: lower taxes and less of my tax money going to activities that have nothing to do with military capability.
Yet apparently ramping up the ability to collect more taxes is a higher priority than deterring the nation’s adversaries and building a sufficiently sized and capable military to protect the people who pay those taxes.
No doubt a few bright spots in the defense-budget request will be important to evaluate and discuss once programmatic details are available.
But the continued mismatch between strategy and funding that forces destructive tradeoffs between capacity and capability and that weakens overall military competitiveness eclipses those positives. 
Penny Plan Impact---Hurts Readiness
Defense cuts eliminate OR delay key military capabilities---both decimate readiness. 
Sean Carberry 5/16, Managing Editor at National Defense, “Debt Ceiling Fight Puts Defense Budget in Limbo,” 5/16/23, https://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/articles/2023/5/16/budget-matters-debt-ceiling-fight-puts-defense-budget-in-limbo
This time of year, Congress is usually busy marking up the annual National Defense Authorization Act and mapping out the defense budget for the next fiscal year. However, just as the House Armed Services Committee was to begin work on the 2024 NDAA, Chairman Rep. Mike Rogers, R-Ala., pumped the brakes.
The entirety of his May 9 statement on the pause read:
“Providing for our nation’s defense is the most important responsibility that Congress has been tasked with under the U.S. Constitution. I look forward to beginning the [2024] NDAA process in the near future to fulfill this critical responsibility and strengthen our national security.”
The following day, GOP leaders said the markup was postponed so the House can focus on negotiating a deal to avoid a default when the federal government reaches the current debt ceiling, which at the time of writing was projected to be June 1.
“For now, we’re going to wait and see how that process plays out before starting the NDAA,” House Majority Leader Rep. Steve Scalise, R-La., told reporters May 10.
The process has been bound on one side by legislation the House passed by a two-vote margin on April 26. That bill would return discretionary spending to 2022 levels, plus 1 percent, in exchange for lifting the debt ceiling by $1.5 trillion.
After the announcement of the NDAA markup postponement, ranking member of the House Armed Services Committee Rep. Adam Smith, D-Wash., issued a lengthy press release criticizing the delay of the markup.
“There is no way to make the substantial cuts to discretionary spending the Republican majority is vaguely proposing without doing great harm to the defense budget and the national security of this country,” he said.
After a few more paragraphs excoriating House leadership for complaining that the president’s defense budget request was inadequate while calling for major cuts in discretionary spending, he landed the plane.
“It is way past time to end these games,” he said. “The debt ceiling must be raised, the budget discussion must be had in the normal budget authorization and appropriations processes and we must get back to the regular order of business and markup the defense bill in committee, pass it off the floor and begin negotiations with the Senate to once again pass this crucial piece of legislation.”
That tone was echoed in a May 11 Senate Appropriations Committee defense subcommittee hearing on the Defense Department’s $842 billion 2024 budget request — which is a 3.2 percent nominal increase above the $816 billion Congress approved for 2023.
“The risk of a government default is real. The risk of a government shutdown is real. The risk of a long-term [continuing resolution] is real, none of which are good by the way,” said subcommittee chair Sen. Jon Tester, D-Mont. “And while we’re busy fighting amongst ourselves, the Chinese continue their military buildup and aggressive behavior, the Russians continue their unjust war against Ukraine.”
Subcommittee ranking member Sen. Susan Collins, R-Maine, piled on, saying that the president’s budget request was inadequate to address current threats. She listed off some of what she saw as shortfalls in the budget request.
“$3.5 billion in the INDOPACOM unfunded priorities; $266 million to fund NORTHCOM unfunded priorities to detect airborne targets such as Chinese spy balloons; funding to replenish $1 billion in presidential drawdown authority for Taiwan that Congress authorized last year. … Security assistance for Ukraine beyond September and $1.6 billion in under-budgeted fuel costs,” she said.
Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., asked Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller) Michael McCord what the House debt ceiling and spending plan would mean for the defense budget.
“In this year, it would be about $100 billion below our request,” McCord said. “Over five years would be about $600 billion [less].”
Those numbers are nominal and do not factor in inflation since the passage of the 2022 defense budget.
Assuming there is no default, the House plan would stand as the worst-case scenario for the 2024 defense budget. Compared to that, a continuing resolution — it’s hard to find any defense or budget expert who doesn’t think there will be at least a partial-year CR for 2024 — would be substantially better for the department, to the tune of some $70 billion.
Still, a continuing resolution would prevent new starts for things like the Air Force’s collaborative combat aircraft and delay plus-ups for munitions procurement and investments in the submarine industrial base.
Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin warned senators of the consequences of another continuing resolution.
“When you lose time … no amount of money can buy back time,” he said. “Again, you can’t start new programs. I would point out that [China] is not waiting. They will execute on their own timeline. I pointed out earlier, chairman, that our budget is directly linked to our strategy. And of course, if we don’t have a budget, we can’t effectively execute that strategy.”
Automatic CR crushes key military capabilities---it’s an almost 10% across the board cut to defense.  
David Dayen 5/30, staff at the American Prospect, “The Auto-CR Dilemma,” The American Prospect, 5/30/23, https://prospect.org/economy/2023-05-30-auto-cr-dilemma-debt-ceiling/
Since my initial rundown of the debt ceiling deal was published, we got the actual text of the agreement. Let’s go through a few particulars that are new:
TANF changes are really a five-state pilot. Most states are not going to be affected. There is a “small checks” scheme where states get families eligible for TANF using their own expenditures. That faces a crackdown, but not until 2025.
SNAP work requirements have a phase-in. It’s a very odd phase-in. Able-bodied, childless adults must work to avoid time limits on nutrition assistance. The cutoff moves from 49 years old to 50 within 90 days of passage (approximately September 1), and then to 52 at the beginning of fiscal year 2024 (October 1). One month for a phase-in? That won’t cause trouble! The full change to 54 kicks in on October 1 of 2024, and then sunsets October 1, 2030.
Permitting really is a nothingburger. The BUILDER Act, which mostly writes down things the White House has already implemented, like a single agency lead, better coordination, and a handful of page limits and timelines for environmental reviews (though they can be extended), is the main thing in here. A provision on interregional transmission lines is not only a study, it’s an extended study that can take a year and a half to write and another year to finalize after public comment. It’s very clear that the monopoly utilities lobbied that provision into dust. There is an addition of energy storage projects to the FAST Act, an old infrastructure streamlining bill from 2008.
More from David Dayen
They added Joe Manchin’s Mountain Valley Pipeline approval. The Pipeline Payoff (a new term I’ve coined, how do you like it?) is in the deal, confirming outstanding approvals and stripping jurisdiction from all courts except the D.C. Circuit, which is thought to be friendly. Some have taken this to mean that progressives were wrong to oppose last year’s permitting bill, since Manchin got what he wanted anyway without any trade-offs. This neglects that it was Mitch McConnell who torpedoed permitting because he thought he could get something better in the next Congress. He was right. Plus, the Pipeline Payoff is going to drain Manchin’s support for a permitting deal that gives something to both sides. See Dave Roberts on this.
AI environmental reviews? There’s a study commissioned on the potential of “online and digital technologies to address delays in reviews.” This is mainly about online portals as repositories of information and better tools to track progress, but it explicitly says the study is not limited to that. I immediately thought about AI. One way to accelerate the review process is to have ChatGPT write it, I guess. That will probably go as well as AI legal briefs. This bears watching.
I’m no longer worried about administrative PAYGO. This was the provision that codified an executive order that forces federal agencies to offset any mandatory spending created by their regulations by cutting other regulations. If it had teeth, it would be very bad, essentially baking in deregulation. But the agency can exempt rules from this requirement, the Office of Management and Budget can waive it entirely, there’s no judicial review for any OMB finding, and it sunsets at the end of 2024. This may slow down a couple of rules, but I don’t expect it to do much.
The unobligated COVID aid rescissions come to $29 billion. That’s the approximation given by negotiators. In addition …
There’s potentially $21.4 billion in cuts to IRS funds coming. Officially in the bill, the cut is $1.4 billion. But according to numerous reports, budget appropriators plan to steal $10 billion from the $80 billion in IRS funding in the Inflation Reduction Act in fiscal year 2024, plus another $10 billion in FY2025, and use that to fill in gaps in nondefense discretionary spending. (It’s possible those losses get replenished later.) The COVID rescissions also backfill that nondefense discretionary budget in FY2024. That brings us to …
The automatic continuing resolution creates an interesting dilemma. As I explained over the weekend, the deal only creates topline numbers, baselines for future budget appropriations that have yet to be written. If those bills aren’t passed by January 1, 2024, an automatic continuing resolution snaps in at the level of fiscal year 2023, reduced by 1 percent. (This “penny plan” is the brainchild of libertarian Rep. Thomas Massie (R-KY), who sits on the House Rules Committee and presumably will advance the bill through the committee for that reason.)
But that auto-CR treats defense, veterans, and nondefense spending far differently. Specifically, it’s much harsher on the defense and veterans side. Those buckets of spending were increased significantly in the debt ceiling deal. So if they go all the way back to FY2023 levels, it’s a much deeper cut from where they would have been. Adjusted for inflation, the cut to defense is nearly 10 percent.
Let me show my work. Skip this if you don’t like math; my sources include the CBO baselines and the bill text. Per Bloomberg’s Erik Wasson, FY2023 discretionary spending was $1.602 trillion; the new baseline in the deal for FY2024 is $1.590 trillion. If the spending bills don’t get done, the auto-CR trigger for FY2024 is $1.602 trillion minus 1 percent, which comes to $1.585 trillion. So, a $12 billion cut if the spending bills pass, a $17 billion cut if they don’t.
But under the spending bills passing scenario, defense spending increases by $28 billion, while nondefense is cut by $40 billion. The $29 billion in COVID rescissions and $10 billion from IRS funding (in the first year) mostly fills that nondefense gap.
If the spending bills don’t pass, you get a nominal cut to defense of $9.12 billion, and a cut to nondefense of $7.88 billion. However, the IRS fund transfer, which is not in the deal and is just presumed as part of the appropriation, would not happen under this scenario. (I don’t know what happens to the COVID aid in this scenario; I guess it would just go to deficit reduction.)
OK, you can come back now. The upshot is this: If Congress doesn’t pass the spending bills, the military loses about $37 billion from what they’d otherwise get, a 4 percent nominal cut and adjusted for inflation almost a 10 percent real cut. And, the IRS would keep almost all of its funding boost. The trade-off is that nondefense discretionary would lose around $7 billion more, a little less than 1 percent, in this scenario. Plus, veterans funding would lose a significant amount, probably around 5 to 7 percent.
For additional context, nondefense spending got a major boost in FY2023, which became the new baseline. An inflation-adjusted cut from that is certainly not good, but we’re getting one either way; the difference is less than 1 percent. In the no-spending-bills-pass scenario, you trade a slightly larger cut—off a high baseline—for serious cuts to defense and preservation of the ability to go after rich tax cheats in future years. Isn’t that something requiring serious consideration?
It’s not like a major newsmagazine didn’t just release a blockbuster report on how badly the Pentagon is getting ripped off. Just curtailing routine price-gouging would easily cover this cut, which we should be doing anyway. And even more important, the auto-CR would retain the relationship between defense and nondefense spending that has been severed by this deal. In the future, it’ll be fine to increase military spending without increasing non-military spending concurrently, unless this deal collapses.
The whole thing depends on Congress not being able to pass its 12 appropriations bills. Doesn’t that seem like a good bet? Congress is famously not good at such things. The House canceled a bunch of votes on the easiest spending bills last week because they couldn’t find consensus. The point of this auto-CR is to concentrate minds and get them moving to pass the bills. But if you’re a Democrat who talks about how we have a bloated military budget, and that rich people get away with murder from an imbalanced tax system, isn’t this your big chance? And all you have to do is just not vote for spending bills! Every Democrat who does this makes it that much harder to get those bills passed, and that much closer to kicking in the auto-CR.
If you asked me point-blank, I’d say that Congress will somehow get those bills done. The military has contractors in practically every congressional district, making military pork barrel spending a jobs program for almost all politicians. And the fact that veterans programs would be clobbered too makes this a heavy lift. But to be clear, all that’s needed here to trigger the auto-CR is congressional incompetence. That’s not exactly out of the realm of possibility.
Readiness Impact---War---2NC
Post-COVID stability requires U.S. alliances to contain transnational threats, Russia, China, and Iran---strong industrial capacity is key
Ladan Yazdian 20, Visiting Scholar and PhD Candidate at the Otto Suhr Institute of Political Science, “Shifting Geopolitics Make US Leadership More Important than Ever”, Geopolitical Monitor, 10/14/2020, https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/shifting-geopolitics-make-us-leadership-more-important-than-ever/
The post-World War II global order, which was set up to defy the Soviet Union, has changed and the era of American neo-isolationism begun. Fortunately, the United States has the necessary tools to cross over to this era, mainly its geography, maritime supremacy, and industrial capacity. However, other nations are vulnerable to American isolationism, particularly those which depend on the U.S. for maritime security and technological advancement. With only days left until the 2020 presidential election, both parties in the U.S. are headed into a new approach and they both share a deep concern about dependence on China’s manufacturing goods. This means that regardless of the outcome of the election, there will be a fundamental shift in U.S. foreign policy toward China, and the global pandemic only sped up the inevitability of this shift.
India, Japan, and Australia have enormous interest in participating in a dialogue with the U.S. to counter China’s assertiveness in the Indo-Pacific region. This was apparent in the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue or “Quad” with the United States. While the U.S. is the only country to recognize China as an “adversary” in its National Security Strategy, the resurrection of the Quad confirms the other participants’ changing stances. Even Russia, eager to raise its geopolitical profile in South Asia and to lead Eurasian affairs, senses that it should prevent China from taking over the Eurasia region, as it balances a tenuous relationship between India and China.
In Europe, although not a united front, distrust toward China is also growing. Despite the need to expand trade with China, the latest virtual EU-China summit between Xi Jinping and EU officials failed to produce a desirable outcome, including an expected investment agreement. This failure is due to several factors, including Beijing’s handling of the pandemic, its economic practices, and human rights issues related to Hong Kong. It appears that Europe’s demands on China are hardening.
The United States and Europe disagree on several strategic geopolitical issues, but they can work to resolve them. The United States’ insistence on ending the Nord Stream is based on concerns that Europe’s reliance on Russia’s imported gas will move Europe further into Russia’s orbit; this is while many European countries are reluctant to commit to defense spending and strengthening the NATO alliance. These are the areas that must be improved through vigorous diplomacy.
Recently, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) rejected a U.S. resolution to extend a global arms embargo on Iran to curb Iran’s access to advanced weapons systems through the snapback process under UNSCR 2231. Iran is an important piece of the puzzle in dealing with China. The U.N.’s opposition to U.S. efforts highlights the failure of Washington’s coalition-building and diplomatic capacity to curb Iran’s contentious actions. It also underscores the absence of a viable Iran strategy to remedy the flaws of the counter-proliferation agreement known as the JCPOA. A unilateral U.S. withdrawal from the agreement without a workable replacement led to the diplomatic failure at the UNSC. The Trump administration made it clear that it did not think that the JCPOA fulfilled its counter-proliferation expectations and felt the need to renegotiate considering Iran’s post-deal behavior. This may be the case for any upcoming administration, considering regional uncertainty due to Iran’s behavior and the shortcomings of the agreement.
The fallout at UNSC was unfortunate, but it may be a just “bump in the road” in the trans-Atlantic alliance, as it signifies the importance of traditional relationships which, if undermined, can jeopardize global security. Meanwhile, the reactions of Germany, France, and the UK to Iran’s brutal execution of Navid Afkari and the hostage taking of dual-nationals appeared as a change of attitude toward the Iranian regime. This is a positive change in Europe’s stance that will provide an opportunity for cooperation between the U.S. and Europe to stand against the Islamic Republic’s human rights violations. Other areas of collaboration include maritime security, cyber security, and more vigorous intelligence-sharing.
Iran’s Supreme Leader has openly expressed enthusiasm for the “Turning East rather than West” political doctrine. Understanding this mindset, it is not strange to see why Iran may commit to a major 25-year economic, energy, and security agreement with China. If finalized, the agreement would extend China’s naval and intelligence access to the Persian Gulf, bring China closer to NATO and U.S. forces in the region, and could replace India as the primary developer of the strategic Chabahar Port. China is already building an extended area of influence through the China–Pakistan Economic Corridor which is a pillar of the Belt and Road Initiative. This ambitious project will allow China direct access to Gwadar Port on the Arabian Sea. Additionally, the completion of the Gwadar–Kashgar pipeline project will reduce China’s dependence on the Strait of Malacca. Such access would ensure that the vital flow of energy to China will not be disrupted and is intended to challenge the U.S. dominance in the region.
China’s move to dominate the Middle East and Eurasia is only one portion of the shifting geopolitics of the world. Considering Russia’s geopolitical position and its need to secure energy markets, Europe does not see a serious conflict with Russia on the horizon. However, Russia’s encroachments in Eastern Europe make the NATO alliance a tie that Europe cannot see weakened. As seen recently, Washington agreed to participate in the “Three Seas Initiative” to establish an economic, infrastructure, and digital belt around Central and Eastern Europe, create a “north-south” energy and infrastructure corridor in the region, and ultimately reduce the region’s dependence on Russian energy imports.
Despite the PRC’s numerous problems, including demography, geography, export-led economy, and lack of resources, to deal with the challenges presented by China, U.S. leadership must be restored, and a resilient trans-Atlantic alliance be built. Just as China’s intention to dominate the Himalayas will be countered, India’s relationship with Iran and the development of Chabahar Port is crucial in reaching peace and stability in Afghanistan. More importantly, the next U.S. administration must have a clearly defined policy toward Iran and work vigorously with its allies to achieve set goals. Such a firm alliance will be critical to ensure global stability. Without building a viable international coalition, it will not be possible for Western democracies to get the Chinese government to agree to any concrete changes and adhere to rules-based international order, just as it will not be possible to confront the complex global security challenges that lie in wait in the future.
Decline causes power vacuums and miscalc, causing world war
Dr. Robert Kagan 21, Stephen and Barbara Friedman Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, PhD in American History from American University, MPP from the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, BA from Yale University, “A Superpower, Like It or Not: Why Americans Must Accept Their Global Role”, Foreign Affairs, March / April 2021, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2021-02-16/superpower-it-or-not
The question is not whether the United States is still capable of prevailing in a global confrontation, either hot or cold, with China or any other revisionist power. It is. The real question is whether the worst kinds of hostilities can be avoided, whether China and other powers can be encouraged to pursue their aims peacefully, to confine the global competition to the economic and political realms and thus spare themselves and the world from the horrors of the next great war or even the still frightening confrontations of another cold war.
The United States cannot avoid such crises by continuing to adhere to a nineteenth-century view of its national interest. Doing that would produce what it produced in the past: periods of indifference and retrenchment followed by panic, fear, and sudden mobilization. Already, Americans are torn between these two impulses. On the one hand, China now occupies that place in the American mind that Germany and the Soviet Union once held: an ideological opponent that has the ability to strike at American society directly and that has power and ambitions that threaten the United States’ position in a key region and perhaps everywhere else, too. On the other hand, many Americans believe that the United States is in decline and that China will inevitably come to dominate Asia. Indeed, the self-perceptions of the Americans and the Chinese are perfectly symmetrical. The Chinese think that the United States’ role in their region for the past 75 years has been unnatural and is therefore transient, and so do the Americans. The Chinese believe that the United States is in decline, and so do many Americans. The danger is that as Beijing ramps up efforts to fulfill what it has taken to calling “the Chinese dream,” Americans will start to panic. It is in times like this that miscalculations are made.
Perhaps the Chinese, careful students of history that they are, will not make the mistake that others have made in misjudging the United States. Whether Americans have learned the lessons of their own history, however, remains to be seen. A century-long pattern of oscillation will be difficult to change. It will be especially so when foreign policy experts of all stripes regard support for a liberal world order as impossible and immoral. Among other problems, their prescriptions suffer from an unwarranted optimism about the likely alternatives to a U.S.-led order. Realists, liberal internationalists, conservative nationalists, and progressives all seem to imagine that without Washington playing the role it has played these past 75 years, the world will be just fine, and U.S. interests will be just as well protected. But neither recent history nor present circumstances justify such idealism. The alternative to the American world order is not a Swedish world order. It will not be a world of law and international institutions or the triumph of Enlightenment ideals or the end of history. It will be a world of power vacuums, chaos, conflict, and miscalculation—a shabby place indeed.
The messy truth is that in the real world, the only hope for preserving liberalism at home and abroad is the maintenance of a world order conducive to liberalism, and the only power capable of upholding such an order is the United States. This is not an expression of hubris but a reality rooted in international circumstances. And it is certainly a mixed blessing. In trying to preserve this order, the United States has wielded and will wield power, sometimes unwisely and ineffectively, with unpredictable costs and morally ambiguous consequences. That is what wielding power means. Americans have naturally sought to escape this burden. They have sought to divest themselves of responsibility, hiding sometimes behind dreamy internationalism, sometimes behind a determined resignation to accept the world “as it is,” and always with the view that absent a clear and present danger, they can hang back in their imaginary fortress.
The time has come to tell Americans that there is no escape from global responsibility, that they have to think beyond the protection of the homeland. They need to understand that the purpose of NATO and other alliances is to defend not against direct threats to U.S. interests but against a breakdown of the order that best serves those interests. They need to be told honestly that the task of maintaining a world order is unending and fraught with costs but preferable to the alternative. A failure to be square with the American people has led the country to its current predicament, with a confused and angry public convinced that its leaders are betraying American interests for their own nefarious, “globalist” purposes. The antidote to this is not scaring the hell out of them about China and other threats but trying to explain, again, why the world order they created still matters. This is a job for Joe Biden and his new administration.
The globe splinters into spheres of influence---nuclear war 
Dr. Daniel Twining 17, Director of the Asia Program at The German Marshall Fund of the United States, MPhil & PhD Degrees from Oxford University, "Abandoning the Liberal International Order for a Spheres-of-Influence World is a Trap for America…", Medium, 3/21/2017, https://medium.com/out-of-order/abandoning-the-liberal-international-order-for-a-spheres-of-influence-world-is-a-trap-for-america-7bfcdbb83df4
The liberal world order is under assault. Polls suggest an American ambivalence about upholding the rules-based global system. Populists are besieging governing elites in the West while Russia works strategically to destabilize European and American governments through propaganda and proxies. A rising China wants to create a global system that is not U.S.-centric, one in which smaller powers defer to bigger ones and norms of democracy and rule of law do not prevail. Meanwhile, the U.S. alliance system looks adrift while competitors in China and Russia appear to be on the march. If it holds, this trend could produce a spheres-of-influence world — which many, including the current presidents of the United States, China, and Russia, find intuitively attractive. But were such an order to replace one based on global integration and American leadership in the geopolitical cockpits of Europe and Asia, it would only engender insecurity and conflict. In a spheres-of-influence world, great powers order their regions. The United States would go back to a “Monroe Doctrine” version of grand strategy; Russia would dominate the former Soviet space; China would govern East Asia, and India South Asia. The problem with this kind of order, however, is several-fold. Too many spheres overlap in ways that would generate conflict rather than clean lines of responsibility. Japan would oppose Chinese suzerainty in East Asia, including by developing nuclear weapons; India and China would compete vigorously in Southeast Asia; Russia and China would contest the resources and loyalties of Central Asia; Europe and Russia would clash over primacy of Central and Eastern Europe. The Middle East would be an even more likely arena for hot war between Saudi Arabia and Iran, and Turkey would contest regions also claimed by Russia, Europe, and possibly China. Russia, like the Soviet Empire before it, would keep pushing west until it met enough hard power to stop it. A spheres of influence world would also sharpen great power competition outside of each region. Regional hegemony is a springboard for global contestation. China would be more likely to challenge the United States out-of-area if it had subdued strategic competition in its own region. Russia, like the Soviet Empire before it, would keep pushing west until it met enough hard power to stop it. (The fact that Russian troops marched through Paris during the Napoleonic Wars demonstrates that the limits of Russian power need not be confined to the former Warsaw Pact). American leaders have long understood that a “Fortress America” approach is a source of national insecurity. Franklin Roosevelt made this case in a series of “fireside chats” in the run-up to America’s participation in World War II — even before the advent of the far more sophisticated power-projection technologies that exist today. Roosevelt and his generals well understood that the United States could not be safe if hostile powers controlled Europe and Asia, despite the wide oceans separating North America from both theaters. A spheres-of-influence world would also crack up the integrated global economy that underlies the miracle in human welfare that has lifted billions out of poverty in past decades. It would replicate the exclusive economic blocs of the 1930s, including an East Asia “co-prosperity sphere,” seeding conflict and undercutting prosperity. A real-world and real-time example of what happens when American power retreats in an effort to encourage regional powers to solve their own problems is the mess in Syria. It has produced the greatest refugee crisis since 1945 — a stain on the consciousness of human civilization — and has led many to conclude that the Middle Eastern order of states dating to the end of World War 1 is collapsing. President Obama pursued an express policy of retracting American military power from the Middle East, including withdrawing all troops from Iraq and refusing to intervene militarily when President Assad used chemical weapons against his own people, despite a red-line injunction from the United States not to do so. Obama and his White House political advisors believed that American withdrawal from the Arab Middle East (if not from the ironclad U.S. commitment to Israel) would lead a new balance of power to form, one policed by regional powers rather than by America. This flawed, amoral, and un-strategic approach has led to a series of hot wars — in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen — the collapse of Arab allies’ confidence in the United States as an ally, as well as an intensified cold war with Iran. Despite the international agreement freezing Iran’s nuclear program, Iran’s support for terrorism and hostile insurgencies targeting American allies across its region actually intensified during this period. A spheres-of-influence world leaves weaker states to become the victims of stronger or more aggressive ones, and it seeds insecurity by removing the reassuring variable of American military guarantees and presence This experience underlines a core problem with a spheres-of-influence world. It leaves weaker states to become the victims of stronger or more aggressive ones, and it seeds insecurity by removing the reassuring variable of American military guarantees and presence. It emboldens American adversaries and leads American allies to take self-help measures that themselves may undercut American security interests. A spheres-of-influence world would also produce contestation of the open global commons that are the basis for the unprecedented prosperity produced by the liberal international economic order. Should the Indian and Pacific Oceans, or the Arctic and Mediterranean Seas, become arenas of great-power conflict (like the South China Sea already has thanks to China’s militarization and unilateral assertion of sovereignty over it) as leading states seek to incorporate them into their privileged zones of control, economic globalization would collapse, harming the economies of every major power. The United States, because of its sheer power and resource base as well as its relative geographical isolation, might do OK in a spheres-of-influence world. Most of America’s friends and allies would not. Their weakening and insecurity would in turn render the United States weaker and more insecure — since U.S. allies are force-multipliers for American hard and soft power, and since norms like freedom of the global commons are in fact underwritten by that power. More broadly, such a transition would also likely lead to the kind of hot wars that reorder the international balance of power, including by incentivizing aggressive states to push out and assert regional dominion, knowing that America does not have the will or interest to oppose them. The fact that U.S. competitors such as Russia, China, and Iran — all of whom want to weaken the American-led world order — would welcome a spheres-of-influence world is another reason for Americans to oppose it. It would also be ironic if the United States were to back away from its historic commitment to shaping a world that is an idealized vision of America itself — one ruled by laws, norms, institutions, markets, and peaceful settlement of disputes.
Hegemony sustains peace---A transition now causes war---without liberal institutions violent autocracies rise to power
Robert Kagan 18, Stephen & Barbara Friedman Senior Fellow with the Project on International Order and Strategy in the Foreign Policy program at Brookings and graduated Yale University and Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government and holds a doctorate in American history from American University, 9/7/18, “The Cost of American Retreat”, https://www.wsj.com/articles/thecost-of-american-retreat-1536330449
It all sounds so sensible. The problem is that, after decades of living within the protective bubble of the liberal world order, we have forgotten what the world “as it is” looks like. To believe that the quarter-century after the Cold War has been a disaster is to forget what disaster means in world affairs.
Which other quarter-century would we prefer? The first quarter of the 20th century included World War I and the birth of communism and fascism. The second saw the triumph of Hitler and Stalin, the Ukrainian famine, the Holocaust, World War II and the invention and use of nuclear weapons. Even the quarter-century beginning in 1950 included the Korean War, the Vietnam War, three Arab-Israeli Wars and the Cuban Missile Crisis.
Perhaps our biggest failure is our unwillingness to imagine that things could look again as they did in the first half of the 20th century, with a few besieged democracies hanging on in a world dominated by dictatorships. Aggression was the norm then, not the exception, and every weapon invented by scientists was eventually put to use.
It should be hard to have a 1930s mentality today, since we know what happened next. But we comfort ourselves that those past horrors cannot be repeated. We see no Hitlers or Stalins on the horizon, forgetting that our forebears did not see them either. Those ambitious tyrants rose to power at a time when they faced few constraints: No nation or group of nations was willing or able to sustain an international order of any kind, much less one that might resist them.
Today we know that Vladimir Putin has grand ambitions but not yet the capacity to realize them. He reveres Stalin, but he is not Stalin. What would a less constrained Putin do? A Russia that restored its Soviet and imperial borders would be a far different player on the international scene than the Russia now confined east of Ukraine and the Baltic nations.
Today a more powerful China, with a new premier-for-life, is moving away from the cautious foreign policies of the Deng era. We cannot yet know what an even more powerful and less constrained China will want or do as it expands its regional and global influence, especially if it does so by military means.
We should also recall that the European peace established since the Cold War is less than three decades old. Prior to World War II, wars in Europe were brought on by a combination of growing nationalism, collapsing democracies and global instability, all of which are visible today. Those who oppose the American promotion of democracy abroad generally have non-Western nations in mind, but let’s not have too much faith in the West. Few of Europe’s democracies date back before World War II. It was in the West that fascism and communism arose, and it is in the West that democracy is at risk once again.
The emerging consensus today is that the U.S. has been doing too much. But what if we have been doing too little? We wanted to believe that the course of history was taking us away from the war, tyranny and destruction of the first half of the 20th century, but it may be taking us back toward them, absent some prodigious effort on our part to prevent such regression. Those who call themselves realists today suggest that we can do less in the world and get more out of it. It is a lovely fiction. Our real choice is between maintaining the liberal world order, with all its moral and material costs, or letting it collapse and preparing for the catastrophes that are likely to follow.


Readiness Impact---War---AT: China Peaceful
A China order causes global war and replaces the LIO
Fei-Ling Wang 19, professor in the Sam Nunn School of International Affairs, received his PhD from the University of Pennsylvania, 10/24/19, “The China Order: A Challenge for the U.S. and the World”, https://www.thecipherbrief.com/column_article/the-china-order-a-challenge-for-the-u-s-and-the-world
It is no longer hard to see that the rising power and the mounting pugnaciousness of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) have become a comprehensive challenge for the United States. China’s Machiavellian policies and actions at home and abroad have turned an otherwise naturally complementary Sino-American economic relationship into a near zero-sum, if not already a zero-sum, competition for market, jobs, technology, and financial primacy. Beijing now openly flexes its new muscles in its neighborhood and beyond to resist, reduce, and replace American leadership and presence everywhere possible, seeking to undermine the U.S.-led international economic order and American-anchored collective security arrangements. The PRC has been burning billions, for example, hoping to replace the U.S. dollar with the over-printed Chinese Renminbi (RMB). Extraordinarily heavy extraction of its own economy, the world’s second largest, and its enormous foreign currency reserve resulting from the gross imbalance in U.S.-China trade have enabled the PRC to massively expand its military. That military is already the world’s second largest; its navy, for example, is projected to soon surpass the U.S. Navy in fleet tonnage. At the same time, massive but opaque spending sprees has allowed the PRC to actively procure power and proxies even inside the United States, positioning Beijing to reshape international opinions and norms more easily than ever.
What is less known, perhaps, is that the rising PRC state also seeks an overhaul of the very world order that has enabled the greatest advances of human civilization over the past few centuries – the Westphalian system of nation-states. This world order was codified in the 17th century, expanded to a global scale in the 20th century, and now is in its post-World War II and post-Cold War iteration — the so-called America-led Liberal International Order (LIO). The rise of Chinese power, under the autocracy of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), is not just contesting U.S. national security and American global leadership but also the existing world order. Never since the heyday of the Cold War has the world seen such a full challenge to the United States and to the Westphalian system.
The CCP is leading the PRC toward a Chinese Dream of a world order in its own image, which I call the China Order. The China Order is a millennia-old political tradition and ideology that mandates a unitary, authoritarian (often totalitarian), omnipotent and omnipresent government for the whole known world. This alternative world order has had a variety of euphemisms in the long history of China: from tinaxia yitong (unification of all under heaven) and shijie datong (world’s grand harmony) in the imperial past, to Mao Zedong’s world solidarity for Communist revolution only forty years ago, to now Xi Jinping’s community of common human destiny. The China Order has powerfully revived to guide rising PRC power, under the banner of a Chinese version of globalization, ingeniously taking advantage of the various calls in our time for global governance to address transnational issues such as climate change, inequality, epidemics, and terrorism.
This China Order is normatively and practically at fundamental odds with the LIO version of the Westphalia system that enshrines comparison and competition among nations coexisting with equal sovereignty. The China Order has been widely addictive to the powerful and ambitious in history, whether they have been ethnically Han or not. It has been highly effective in practice, in great part because it became deeply legitimized and internalized in elite Chinese culture over many centuries. The China Order is now the sole acceptable model of the world under the authoritarianism known as the Qin-Han polity that the PRC now practices. But under this world order, as documented by The China Order (#ad), human civilization is socio-economically very suboptimal and hopelessly stagnant, inevitably shortchanging the lives of just about everyone, especially nonelites, as the tragic and often catastrophic history of Eastern Eurasia under the China Order before the nineteenth century amply demonstrates.
Since 1949, when the PRC restored traditional Chinese autocracy under the guise of imported Marxism-Leninism, the CCP has been ceaselessly and callously fighting its own people internally and the United States and American allies externally to preserve its monopoly over power. Only sheer exhaustion and near collapse could force the CCP to slow down and retreat, at home and abroad. External powers have influenced and facilitated the rise of PRC power, but have so far failed to transform the Qin-Han autocracy and its China Order ideal, thus remaining unable to change Beijing’s world views and global pursuits. Various, often false, rationalizations have justified the continuation of American/Western engagement with the PRC, which has greatly enriched and enabled the CCP to persist in its consolidation of power. Beijing’s push for power is nothing personal; it is a brand of authoritarianism just happens to be anchored in the remarkably persistent belief that failing to achieve control over the whole known world would spell the loss of the “mandate of heaven” and political extinction. Thus, the CCP is driven (or doomed) to methodically and opportunistically seek ever greater influence.
The rise of China, or more precisely the ever-greater power of the PRC state, represents a shift of the distribution and concentration of power in the international system (conceptually known as power transition) and an effort to reorder the units in the system and change the system’s governing norms. Chinese leaders have already openly claimed that they are now moving to the center of the world stage, leading a revolutionary change in the world order, upending the Peace of Westphalia established “four hundred years ago,” in the words of PRC leaders This points to a systemic change of world politics and a choice for all of us at the grandest possible scale: a scale that could reshape nations and redirect the path of human civilization. The PRC’s challenge is therefore greater than the struggle between the two European ideologies of Capitalism and Communism. The confrontation between the U.S.-led LIO and the PRC-dreamed China Order transcends these often vaguely defined civilizational clashes.
If the PRC challenge, the rise of an unscrupulous, ever more resourceful and determined PRC state, is not managed well and promptly, the United States will have to face a much worse choice in the not too distant future between tragic capitulation and a desperate war for its national security and world leadership and for the way in which humankind is organized worldwide. In the age of many kinds of weapons of mass destruction, this will be a harrowing decision.
Of course, one may argue that the grandiose China Dream of a China Order may be just another pretentious way for the CCP to invoke traditional, nationalist, and populist ideals to justify its autocratic governance of the Chinese people forever, similar to the splendid slogans and missions fabricated by many other dictators. Perhaps the highly insecure CCP leadership is fighting for its survival, not world domination. However, words have consequences. Propaganda and dilution often greatly mesmerize and mislead the pretenders themselves. More importantly, the CCP has been steadily following up its words with action and money for years (basically nonstop since 1949); it has just pledged over 10 times the total sum of the Marshall Plan (in today’s dollars) for its Belt and Road Initiative alone, for instance.
As the logic of the China Order dictates, the rising Chinese power will not stop short of unseating the United States and reordering the world, unless Beijing’s Qin-Han polity is transformed and/or the ever richer and more powerful PRC is checked. The alternatives, American capitulation or world war, are horrific to contemplate, but not necessarily impossible. Unlike in Hollywood, the “good” guys do not always win necessarily in the real world. A mighty autocracy that tightly controls one-fifth of humankind, willfully spends a disproportionately larger portion of the fruits of the world’s second largest economy, and vows (even if only hypocritically) to reform and reorder the world under its leadership, is and will always be a mortal challenge to the national security of the United States. America’s global position and way of life, world peace, and the overall world order all rest on how the PRC challenge is managed—soon.

Chinese leadership escalates across the board
Hal Brands and Charles Edel 19 Brands isHenry A. Kissinger Distinguished Professor of Global Affairs at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies Edel is Senior Fellow and Visiting Scholar at the United States Studies Centre at the University of Sydney, The Lessons of Tragedy, Yale University Press, 2019, Chapter 6, pg. 106-131 
The revival of great-power competition entails higher international tensions than the world has known for decades, and the revival of arms races, security dilemmas, and other artifacts of a more dangerous past. It entails sharper conflicts over the international rules of the road on issues ranging from freedom of navigation to the illegitimacy of altering borders by force, and intensifying competitions over states that reside at the intersection of rival powers’ areas of interest. It requires confronting the prospect that rival powers could overturn the favorable regional balances that have underpinned the U.S.-led order for decades, and that they might construct rival spheres of influence from which America and the liberal ideas it has long promoted would be excluded. Finally, it necessitates recognizing that great-power rivalry could lead to great-power war, a prospect that seemed to have followed the Soviet empire onto the ash heap of history.
Both Beijing and Moscow are, after all, optimizing their forces and exercising aggressively in preparation for potential conflicts with the United States and its allies; Russian doctrine explicitly emphasizes the limited use of nuclear weapons to achieve escalation dominance in a war with Washington.35 In Syria, U.S. and Russian forces even came into deadly contact in early 2018. American airpower decimated a contingent of government-sponsored Russian mercenaries that was attacking a base at which U.S. troops were present, an incident demonstrating the increasing boldness of Russian operations and the corresponding potential for escalation.36 The world has not yet returned to the epic clashes for global dominance that characterized the twentieth century, but it has returned to the historical norm of great-power struggle, with all the associated dangers.
Those dangers may be even greater than most observers appreciate, because if today’s great-power competitions are still most intense at the regional level, who is to say where these competitions will end? By all appearances, Russia does not simply want to be a “regional power” (as Obama cuttingly described it) that dominates South Ossetia and Crimea.37 It aspires to the deep European and extra-regional impact that previous incarnations of the Russian state enjoyed. Why else would Putin boast about how far his troops can drive into Eastern Europe? Why else would Moscow be deploying military power into the Middle East? Why else would it be continuing to cultivate intelligence and military relationships in regions as remote as Latin America?
Likewise, China is today focused primarily on securing its own geopolitical neighborhood, but its ambitions for tomorrow are clearly much bolder. Beijing probably does not envision itself fully overthrowing the international order, simply because it has profited far too much from the U.S.-anchored global economy. Yet China has nonetheless positioned itself for a global challenge to U.S. influence. Chinese military forces are deploying ever farther from China’s immediate periphery; Beijing has projected power into the Arctic and established bases and logistical points in the Indian Ocean and Horn of Africa. Popular Chinese movies depict Beijing replacing Washington as the dominant actor in sub-Saharan Africa  — a fictional representation of a real-life effort long under way. The Belt and Road Initiative bespeaks an aspiration to link China to countries throughout Central Asia, the Middle East, and Europe; BRI, AIIB, and RCEP look like the beginning of an alternative institutional architecture to rival Washington’s. In 2017, Xi Jinping told the Nineteenth National Congress of the Chinese Communist Party that Beijing could now “take center stage in the world” and act as an alternative to U.S. leadership.38
Readiness Impact---War---AT: Fettweis
Fettweis changed his mind! The era of unipolarity has been the most peaceful in history. 
Dr. Christopher Fettweis 19, Associate Professor of Political Science at Tulane University, Ph.D. in International Relations/Comparative Politics from the University of Maryland, College Park, “The Presidency Is What Trump Makes of It. The Trump Test and the New World Disorder,” The New World Disorder: Challenges and Threats in an Uncertain World, 05/02/2019, Rowman & Littlefield
THE "NEW PEACE" 
Unbeknownst to Trump and many professional observers of international politics, the world is substantially less violent than it was even a generation ago. The impression, howewer widespread, that we live in a complex and chaotic era, one more dangerous than the past, is simply unsupportable. All forms of armed conflict, including major and minor international conflicts, civil wars, and ethnic conflicts are all at record-low levels.8 Large swaths of the globe are at peace, including Europe, the Pacific Rim, and the entire Western Hemisphere. Sub-Saharan Africa has quietly just experienced its most peaceful decade in recorded history' Warfare is an endangered species today, confined mostly to a broad arc that runs from the Sahel through the Middle East into Pakistan. Harvard psychologist Stephen Pinker labeled this remarkable (and remark- ably underappreciated) trend in international security the "New Peace."10 Raw conflict numbers tell only part of its story: by almost any measure the world has become significantly more peaceful, with measurable declines in coups, repression, the chances Of dying in battle, territorial and border wars, conquest, genocide, and violence against civilians." Whether these broad pacifie trends represent a fundamental change in the rules that govern state behavior or a temporary respite between cataclysms is not yet clear, but there is no doubt that, thus far at least, the post—Cold War era has been far more stable and peaceful than any that preceded it. The New Peace is not without its skeptics and critics. Popular (and politi- Cal) perceptions about warfare certainly do not match empirical reality. Anxi- ety and unease about the state of the world remain high. The bloody mess in Syria in particular has blinded many observers to the broader security trends, which remain essentially unchanged. Security is after all relative; absolute safety is an illusion, something promised by leaders but unattainable in a world of imperfect actors. Stability has meaning only in comparison to other times. When the current era—as dangerous as it may seem—is compared to any other, the verdict is clear: this is a golden age of peace and security, one in which the odds of dying in warfare are lower than ever before. Why is this happening? How long will this New Peace last? While conclu- Sive proofwill remain elusive, scholars have over the years pointed to a num- ber Of major and minor factors that might help account for the phenomenon. Nuclear weapons, democracy, economic interdependence, and international institutions have all received credit for the increased peace.p Two other pro- posed explanations—a broad irenic shift in ideas and norms and hegemonic stability provided by the United States—could be affected by choices made by Trump and his advisors-I* The strongest member Of any system plays the largest role in determining its basic structure and norms. To many people—mostly American people—U.S. power has been a stabilizing force, a pacifying presence for those sections in the world open to its extension. It has also been the case that the main outlier during the era of the New Peace has been the United States. A disproportion- ate number Of the post—Cold War wars and interventions have been caused or led by the United States; by any reasonable measure, the United States is cur- rently the system's most violent member. What will happen if Trump further increases the U.S. willingness to resort to violence? Will the norms holding the New Peace together survive a potential rise in American belligerence? At the very least, Team Trump seems determined to give other states reason to fear for their own security. Those defense budgets that had been shrinking since the Cold War—which includes nearly all Of them—may have to be readjusted if other leaders lose confidence in the US. commitment to at least try to do the right thing. Perceptions of a malicious United States will test the bonds of the New Peace. 
Readiness Impact---War---AT: LIO Defense
Only the liberal order can sustain multilateral coop
Yuval Noah Harari 18, Professor of History at Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 9/26/18, “We need a post-liberal order now,” The Economist, https://www.economist.com/open-future/2018/09/26/we-need-a-post-liberal-order-now
The second thing to note about this vision of friendly fortresses is that it has been tried—and it failed spectacularly. All attempts to divide the world into clear-cut nations have so far resulted in war and genocide. When the heirs of Garibaldi, Mazzini and Mickiewicz managed to overthrow the multi-ethnic Habsburg Empire, it proved impossible to find a clear line dividing Italians from Slovenes or Poles from Ukrainians.
This had set the stage for the second world war. The key problem with the network of fortresses is that each national fortress wants a bit more land, security and prosperity for itself at the expense of the neighbors, and without the help of universal values and global organisations, rival fortresses cannot agree on any common rules. Walled fortresses are seldom friendly.
But if you happen to live inside a particularly strong fortress, such as America or Russia, why should you care? Some nationalists indeed adopt a more extreme isolationist position. They don’t believe in either a global empire or in a global network of fortresses. Instead, they deny the necessity of any global order whatsoever. “Our fortress should just raise the drawbridges,” they say, “and the rest of the world can go to hell. We should refuse entry to foreign people, foreign ideas and foreign goods, and as long as our walls are stout and the guards are loyal, who cares what happens to the foreigners?”
Such extreme isolationism, however, is completely divorced from economic realities. Without a global trade network, all existing national economies will collapse—including that of North Korea. Many countries will not be able even to feed themselves without imports, and prices of almost all products will skyrocket. The made-in-China shirt I am wearing cost me about $5. If it had been produced by Israeli workers from Israeli-grown cotton using Israeli-made machines powered by non-existing Israeli oil, it may well have cost ten times as much. Nationalist leaders from Donald Trump to Vladimir Putin may therefore heap abuse on the global trade network, but none thinks seriously of taking their country completely out of that network. And we cannot have a global trade network without some global order that sets the rules of the game.
Even more importantly, whether people like it or not, humankind today faces three common problems that make a mockery of all national borders, and that can only be solved through global cooperation. These are nuclear war, climate change and technological disruption. You cannot build a wall against nuclear winter or against global warming, and no nation can regulate artificial intelligence (AI) or bioengineering single-handedly. It won’t be enough if only the European Union forbids producing killer robots or only America bans genetically-engineering human babies. Due to the immense potential of such disruptive technologies, if even one country decides to pursue these high-risk high-gain paths, other countries will be forced to follow its dangerous lead for fear of being left behind.
An AI arms race or a biotechnological arms race almost guarantees the worst outcome. Whoever wins the arms race, the loser will likely be humanity itself. For in an arms race, all regulations will collapse. Consider, for example, conducting genetic-engineering experiments on human babies. Every country will say: “We don’t want to conduct such experiments—we are the good guys. But how do we know our rivals are not doing it? We cannot afford to remain behind. So we must do it before them.”
Similarly, consider developing autonomous-weapon systems, that can decide for themselves whether to shoot and kill people. Again, every country will say: “This is a very dangerous technology, and it should be regulated carefully. But we don’t trust our rivals to regulate it, so we must develop it first”.
The only thing that can prevent such destructive arms races is greater trust between countries. This is not an impossible mission. If today the Germans promise the French: “Trust us, we aren’t developing killer robots in a secret laboratory under the Bavarian Alps,” the French are likely to believe the Germans, despite the terrible history of these two countries. We need to build such trust globally. We need to reach a point when Americans and Chinese can trust one another like the French and Germans.
Similarly, we need to create a global safety-net to protect humans against the economic shocks that AI is likely to cause. Automation will create immense new wealth in high-tech hubs such as Silicon Valley, while the worst effects will be felt in developing countries whose economies depend on cheap manual labor. There will be more jobs to software engineers in California, but fewer jobs to Mexican factory workers and truck drivers. We now have a global economy, but politics is still very national. Unless we find solutions on a global level to the disruptions caused by AI, entire countries might collapse, and the resulting chaos, violence and waves of immigration will destabilise the entire world.
This is the proper perspective to look at recent developments such as Brexit. In itself, Brexit isn’t necessarily a bad idea. But is this what Britain and the EU should be dealing with right now? How does Brexit help prevent nuclear war? How does Brexit help prevent climate change? How does Brexit help regulate artificial intelligence and bioengineering? Instead of helping, Brexit makes it harder to solve all of these problems. Every minute that Britain and the EU spend on Brexit is one less minute they spend on preventing climate change and on regulating AI. 
In order to survive and flourish in the 21st century, humankind needs effective global cooperation, and so far the only viable blueprint for such cooperation is offered by liberalism. Nevertheless, governments all over the world are undermining the foundations of the liberal order, and the world is turning into a network of fortresses. The first to feel the impact are the weakest members of humanity, who find themselves without any fortress willing to protect them: refugees, illegal migrants, persecuted minorities. But if the walls keep rising, eventually the whole of humankind will feel the squeeze.
Cooperative global order outweighs and contains the case
Robert Muggah 19, PhD, University of Oxford, political economist, 7/17/19, “'Good enough' global cooperation is key to our survival,” https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/07/the-future-is-ominous-global-cooperation-is-key-to-our-survival/
The future feels more threatening and ominous than ever. The sense of doom and gloom is deepening, not least in the West. The daily news headlines do not help. We are told that tensions between the US and North Korea, Iran, Russia or China could flare-up into a global conflagration.
We are informed that the rise of AI will eliminate most jobs and potentially humans. We are witnessing how social media is dividing societies and undermining liberal democracy. And we are reminded almost hourly about how climate change is leading to mass extinction.
Any one of these issues is enough to make us throw in the towel in despair. That would be precisely the wrong thing to do. While these and other threats are real and daunting, none of them are absolutely guaranteed. In fact, the only certainty we have in an era of exponential change is the guarantee that our future is uncertain.
This unremarkable insight is hardly cause for celebration. And it is most definitely not a call for complacency. If anything, it is a reminder that we have the responsibility to do everything we possibly can to build a world that prevents these calamitous events from occurring.
Some modesty is called for. The truth is that we have never been particularly good at predicting the future. To the contrary, some of our smartest thinkers have been extremely good at getting things spectacularly wrong.
For more than a century social scientists have missed the "big events" that changed the course of history. Most of them were stunned by the start of the First and Second World Wars, shocked by the end of the end of the Cold War, and caught unawares with everything from 9/11 to the 2008 financial meltdown, the Arab Spring, Brexit and the election of Donald Trump. It is important to acknowledge our limited capacity for prognostication and adjust our behaviour and expectations accordingly.
Back in 1989, the future looked bright and promising. Liberal democracy and market capitalism had prevailed. The US was the lonely super power. Few analysts anticipated the spectacular rise of China and India much less the explosive market turmoil in 1997 and 2008, the return of reactionary nationalism and the rise of anti-globalism. And yet what is astonishing is how quickly all this tumult has been accepted not just as if it were inevitable, but that it constitutes the "new normal".
So is the future dark and dystopian as growing numbers of westerners – especially Americans and Europeans – are inclined to believe? The answer is it might be, but this is far from a foregone conclusion.
It is worth underlining that people living in the west and the east have never had it so good. While hard to believe, across virtually every metric of human progress we are living the best years of the roughly 200,000 year history of homo sapiens. And despite recent signs of push-back against globalization and democracy, there has never been more global cooperation or a larger number of people living in democratic countries in history.
To survive the next century, even more global cooperation is essential. Going it alone is not an option. The only way to tackle the biggest existential threats is for nation states, along with companies, cities and civil societies, to develop common understandings of their shared challenges and work together to craft pragmatic solutions. The 2030 Sustainable Development Goals are a positive expression of global collaboration, a reminder of our awesome potential for collective action.
We must advance ambitious, innovative and radical ideas. But we should simultaneously reform and renew, rather than abandon, international institutions, from the United Nations and World Trade Organization to the G20 and development banks, including new ones like the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. Effective cooperation requires reinforcing, not weakening, regional alliances and arrangements as the world transitions to a multi-polar order.
There is no shortage of daunting existential global dangers that require multilateral responses. These range from radical action to mitigate and adapt to climate change, to regulating AI and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
The priority list is long and growing, including ensuring inclusive growth and reducing gaping inequalities, preventing pandemics and superbugs, regulating genetic and biological engineering, developing rules to manage cyber security, managing migration and refugee flows and ensuring enforceable trade rules for the 21st Century global economy. Yes, the world is more complex and messier than in the past. Get used to it.

Maintenance of the ILO is key to reduce a host of existential threats---establishes great-power peace
Hal Brands 18, Henry Kissinger Distinguished Professor at Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies, Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, 8-14-2018, America’s Global Order Is Worth Fighting For, Bloomberg Opinion, Politics & Policy, https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-08-14/america-s-global-order-is-worth-fighting-for
The first argument is easily disposed of. Yes, the postwar world has been thoroughly imperfect, featuring nuclear arms races, genocides, widespread poverty and other scourges. But the world has always been imperfect, and by any meaningful comparison, the last seven decades have been a veritable golden age.
The liberal international economic order has led to an explosion of domestic and global prosperity: According to World Bank data, both U.S. and global per capita income have increased roughly three-fold (in inflation-adjusted terms) since 1960, with U.S. gross domestic product increasing nearly six-fold. The U.S. system of alliances and forward military deployments has contributed critically to the longest period of great-power peace in modern history, and the incidence of war and conquest more broadly have dropped dramatically. The number of democracies in the world has increased from perhaps a dozen during World War II to well over 100 today; respect for basic human rights has also reached impressive levels.
As a bevy of scholarship has shown, the policies that the U.S. has pursued and the international order it has built have contributed enormously and directly to these outcomes. If the liberal international order can’t be considered a smashing success, no international order could be.
The second critique is also overstated. It is true that Washington, like all great powers throughout history, has been willing to bend the rules to get its way. It is hard to reconcile Cold War-era interventions in Guatemala, Chile and other countries with a professed solicitude for human rights and democracy; the Iraq War of 2003 is only one instance in which the U.S. brushed aside the concerns of international organizations such as the U.N. Security Council. Likewise, when the U.S. government determined that the Bretton Woods system of monetary relations no longer suited its interests in the 1970s, it terminated that scheme and insisted on creating a more favorable one.
But again, the proper standard here is not sainthood but reality. And the U.S. has generally enlisted its power in the service of universal values such as democracy and human rights; it has, more often than not, promoted a positive-sum international system in which like-minded nations can be secure and wealthy. This goes back to the very beginning of the liberal order: Washington did not seek to hold its defeated adversaries in subjugation after World War II; it rebuilt Japan and western Germany into thriving, democratic allies that became fierce economic competitors to the U.S.
The U.S. has taken this approach not simply because it wanted to do good in the world — powerful as this motivation is — but because of a hard-headed desire to do good for itself. In an interdependent global environment, American officials have long calculated, the U.S. cannot divorce its own well-being from that of the wider world. And in contrast to how other great powers — Imperial Japan, for instance, or the Soviet Union — ruled their spheres of influence, American behavior has been positively enlightened. It is this relatively benign behavior that has convinced so many countries to tolerate American leadership — and it is the emergence of a darker form of U.S. hegemony under the Trump administration that so profoundly worries them today.
As for the third critique, the premise is right, but the conclusion can easily go too far. It is always dangerous to become so enraptured by past achievements that one loses sight of the need for adaptation in the future. This is particularly true today, because the strength of the liberal order is being tested from within and without, by issues ranging from unequal burden-sharing among American allies to the ambivalence of the American people themselves. There is little evidence to suggest, however, that either American power or the liberal order it supports have eroded so dramatically that Washington’s postwar project cannot be sustained. Quite the contrary — the U.S. is likely to remain the world’s strongest power for decades to come.

Readiness Impact---Biotech---2NC
Outpacing China on military biotech research enables norm-setting that contains unethical applications. 
Christopher Darby & Sarah Sewall 21, DARBY is CEO of IQT, a not-for-profit investment firm working on behalf of the U.S. national security community; SEWALL is Executive Vice President for Policy at IQT, was U.S. Undersecretary of State for Civilian Security, Democracy, and Human Rights, “The Innovation Wars: America’s Eroding Technological Advantage,” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2021, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2021-02-10/technology-innovation-wars?utm_medium=PANTHEON_STRIPPED&utm_source=PANTHEON_STRIPPED&utm_campaign=PANTHEON_STRIPPED
THE CHINESE JUGGERNAUT
The changes in American innovation would matter less if the world had remained unipolar. Instead, they occurred alongside the rise of a geopolitical rival. Over the past two decades, China has evolved from a country that largely steals and imitates technology to one that now also improves and even pioneers it. This is no accident; it is the result of the state’s deliberate, long-term focus. China has invested massively in R & D, with its share of global technology spending growing from under five percent in 2000 to over 23 percent in 2020. If current trends continue, China is expected to overtake the United States in such spending by 2025.
Central to China’s drive has been a strategy of “military-civil fusion,” a coordinated effort to ensure cooperation between the private sector and the defense industry. At the national, provincial, and local levels, the state backs the efforts of military organizations, state-owned enterprises, and private companies and entrepreneurs. Support might come in the form of research grants, shared data, government-backed loans, or training programs. It might even be as simple as the provision of land or office space; the government is creating whole new cities dedicated solely to innovation.
China’s investment in 5G technology shows how the process works in practice. Equipment for 5G makes up the backbone of a country’s cellular network infrastructure, and the Chinese company Huawei has emerged as a world leader in engineering and selling it—offering high-quality products at a lower price than its Finnish and South Korean competitors. The company has been buoyed by massive state support—by The Wall Street Journal’s count, some $75 billion in tax breaks, grants, loans, and discounts on land. Huawei has also benefited from China’s Belt and Road Initiative, which provides generous loans to countries and Chinese companies to finance infrastructure construction.
Massive state investments in artificial intelligence have also paid off. Chinese researchers now publish more scientific papers in that field than American ones do. Part of this success is the result of funding, but something else plays a big role: access to enormous amounts of data. Beijing has fueled the rise of powerhouse companies that sweep up endless information about their users. These include Alibaba, an e-commerce giant; Tencent, which developed the all-purpose WeChat app; Baidu, which began as a search engine but now offers a range of online products; DJI, which dominates the consumer drone market; and SenseTime, which provides facial recognition technology for China’s video surveillance network and is said to be the world’s most valuable artificial intelligence company. As a matter of law, these companies are required to cooperate with the state for intelligence purposes, a broad mandate that is almost certainly used to force companies to share data for many other reasons.
That information increasingly involves people living outside China. Chinese companies have woven a global web of data-gathering apps that collect foreigners’ private information about their finances, their search history, their location, and more. Those who make a mobile payment through a Chinese app, for example, could have their personal data routed through Shanghai and added to China’s growing trove of knowledge about foreign nationals. Such information no doubt makes it easier for the Chinese government to track, say, an indebted Western bureaucrat who could be convinced to spy for Beijing or a Tibetan activist who has taken refuge abroad.
China’s hunger for data extends to some of the most personal information imaginable: our own DNA. Since the COVID-19 pandemic began, BGI—a Chinese genome-sequencing company that began as a government-funded research group—has broken ground on some 50 new laboratories abroad designed to help governments test for the virus. China has legitimate reasons to build these labs, but it also has an ugly record of forcibly collecting DNA data from Tibetans and Uighurs as part of its efforts to monitor these minorities. Given that BGI runs China’s national library of genomics data, it is conceivable that through BGI testing, foreigners’ biological data might end up in that repository.
Indeed, China has shown great interest in biotechnology, even if it has yet to catch up to the United States. Combined with massive computing power and artificial intelligence, innovations in biotechnology could help solve some of humanity’s most vexing challenges, from disease and famine to energy production and climate change. Researchers have mastered the gene-editing tool CRISPR, allowing them to grow wheat that resists disease, and have managed to encode video in the DNA of bacteria, raising the possibility of a new, cost-effective method of data storage. Specialists in synthetic biology have invented a new way of producing nylon—with genetically engineered microorganisms instead of petrochemicals. The economic implications of the coming biotechnology revolution are staggering: the McKinsey Global Institute has estimated the value of biotechnology’s many potential applications at up to $4 trillion over the next ten to 20 years.
Like all powerful technologies, however, biotechnology has a dark side. It is not inconceivable, for example, that some malicious actor could create a biological weapon that targeted a specific ethnic group. On controversial questions—such as how much manipulation of the human genome is acceptable—countries will accept different degrees of risk in the name of progress and take different ethical positions. The country that leads biotechnology’s development will be the one that most profoundly shapes the norms and standards around its use. And there is reason to worry if that country is China. In 2018, the Chinese scientist He Jiankui genetically engineered the DNA of twin babies, prompting an international uproar. Beijing portrayed him as a rogue researcher and punished him. Yet the Chinese government’s disdain for human rights, coupled with its quest for technological supremacy, suggests that it could embrace a lax, even dangerous approach to bioethics.

Extinction
Bryan Walsh 20, Future Correspondent for Axios, Editor of the Science and Technology Publication OneZero, Former Senior and International Editor at Time Magazine, BA from Princeton University, End Times: A Brief Guide to the End of the World, Orion Publishing Group, Limited Edition, p. 204-206
I’ve lived through disease outbreaks, and in the previous chapter I showed just how unprepared we are to face a widespread pandemic of flu or another new pathogen like SARS. But a deliberate outbreak caused by an engineered pathogen would be far worse. We would face the same agonizing decisions that must be made during a natural pandemic: whether to ban travel from affected regions, how to keep overburdened hospitals working as the rolls of the sick grew, how to accelerate the development and distribution of vaccines and drugs. To that dire list add the terror that would spread once it became clear that the death and disease in our midst was not the random work of nature, but a deliberate act of malice. We’re scared of disease outbreaks and we’re scared of terrorism—put them together and you have a formula for chaos. 
As deadly and as disruptive as a conventional bioterror incident would be, an attack that employed existing pathogens could only spread so far, limited by the same laws of evolution that circumscribe natural disease outbreaks. But a virus engineered in a lab to break those laws could spread faster and kill quicker than anything that would emerge out of nature. It can be designed to evade medical countermeasures, frustrating doctors’ attempts to diagnose cases and treat patients. If health officials manage to stamp out the outbreak, it could be reintroduced into the public again and again. It could, with the right mix of genetic traits, even wipe us off the planet, making engineered viruses a genuine existential threat. 
Leftovers
Penny Plan Impact---Brink
Brink
Kevin Freking 6/17, Associated Press, “Government shutdown warnings rise as Republicans seek deeper cuts in budget battle,” The Press Democrat, 6/17/23, https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/government-shutdown-warnings-rise-as-republicans-seek-deeper-cuts-in-budget/
Speaker Kevin McCarthy's bid to appease Republican hard-liners and get the House moving again after a recent party rebellion on the floor has some Democrats warning of a difficult road ahead when it comes to passing legislation that will keep the government running.
Republicans teed up votes this past week on guns and on censuring one of former President Donald Trump's most prominent critics, Rep. Adam Schiff, D-Calif. Those votes helped get the House moving again, though the latter effort failed, with Schiff helped by some 20 Republicans.
The most consequential move of the week, however, was an announcement from GOP leadership that arrived with little fanfare. Republicans said they plan to pursue appropriations bills, which fund government programs and agencies, with less spending than the top-line numbers they agreed to in a deal with the White House last month. That compromise avoided what would have been an unprecedented federal default.
McCarthy argued that the numbers he negotiated with the White House amount to a cap and “you can always do less.” GOP Rep. Kay Granger of Texas, who leads the House Appropriations Committee, followed with a statement that said she would seek to limit nondefense spending at 2022 budget levels, saying the debt agreement “set a top-line spending cap -– a ceiling, not a floor.”
The announcements delighted Republicans who had criticized McCarthy, R-Calif., and opposed the debt ceiling legislation because they felt that agreement allowed too much spending. But it drew immediate pushback from Democrats who say an attempt to circumvent the debt ceiling agreement's top-line numbers effectively guarantees a standoff with the Senate and White House and possibly even a damaging government stoppage when funding expires this fall.
“It is a prelude to a shutdown — what they are engineering,” said Connecticut Rep. Rosa DeLauro, the top Democrat on the House Appropriations Committee.
ADVERTISEMENT
The emerging dynamic raises the potential for another round of economy-rattling brinkmanship in Washington just months after lawmakers narrowly avoided a damaging federal default.
Partial government shutdowns have become increasingly common in the modern era, with the longest coming under President Donald Trump as he demanded money for a U.S.-Mexico border wall. With President Joe Biden facing down the Republican-controlled House as he runs for reelection in 2024 and some conservatives openly dismissive of the damage a shutdown can cause, the spending fight appears nearly certain to escalate.
The tension created by the GOP's pursuit of more non-defense spending cuts was evident during hearings held Wednesday and Thursday of the House Appropriations panel.
Democrats accused House Republicans of going back on their word. “Do you think any of us would have made a deal if we thought your ‘22 number was the deal?" said Rep. Steny Hoyer, D-Md. "What kind of deal is that? What kind of respect for yourselves is that?
“You knew that wasn't a ceiling,” said Rep. Debbie Wasserman Schultz, D-Fla. “Traditionally, that's where we are starting. Caps are not ceilings in our world. They are a starting point and then we negotiate from those numbers we have agreed to. That's how it has always been.”
But Republicans said McCarthy was clear during negotiations that spending had to come down from current levels.
“We can try to fool the American people with smoke and mirrors and pretend, but the speaker was clear. We are in a debt crisis in this country,” said Rep. Andy Harris, R-Md.
Under the debt ceiling agreement, the White House said nondefense spending was expected to be roughly flat in the next budget year and increase by 1% the following year. Defense spending would increase by about 3.3% next year and 1% the following year. The agreement to curb discretionary spending does not include programs like Medicare and Social Security, which are considered mandatory spending.
A few Republicans have urged leadership not to bend to a minority within the conference.
“I think we've just got to be really careful not to allow, you know, a small portion of our conference to continually be chipping away at previously agreed upon issues,” said Rep. Steve Womack, R-Ark. “That top-line number was agreed to in the (debt-ceiling bill.) They may not like it. They voiced their displeasure last week. They kind of shut the House down, but we've got work to do. We need to be doing it.”
Republicans only have a five-seat majority in the House, which magnifies the power that a small bloc can have. It took just 11 members, mostly members of the House Freedom Caucus, to stall House votes on legislation in early June and send lawmakers home early. One of those 11, Rep. Bob Good, R-Va., said moving to 2022 spending levels for nondefense programs will be good for Republican candidates in next year's general election because that's what voters are demanding.
“Democrats have no interest in cutting spending,” Good said. “They have to be forced to do so. We should have used the debt ceiling to force them to cut spending. We should use the appropriations process to force them to cut spending. We shouldn't fear a government shutdown. Most of what we do up here is bad anyway."
Many senators, Democrat and Republican, did not seem as concerned about the possibility of a shutdown.
“This crowd that is giving McCarthy trouble is irrelevant for purposes of getting appropriations bills passed," said Sen. Chris Murphy, D-Conn. “When it comes to appropriations bills, you have to create a coalition that doesn't include the Freedom Caucus.”
“In the end, I think we'll resolve these issues,” said Sen. Susan Collins, the top Republican on the Senate Appropriations Committee.
Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers---AT: Boebert
Boebert is on the losing side of this fight. 
Mike Lillis & Mychael Schnell 6/22, Lillis covers Congress for The Hill; Schnell is staff writer at The Hill, “Republicans punt on Boebert’s effort to impeach Biden,” The Hill, 6/22/23, thehill.com/homenews/house/4062791-republicans-punt-on-boeberts-effort-to-impeach-biden/
House Republicans on Thursday neutered an effort to impeach President Biden, punting the resolution to a pair of committees and avoiding — for now — a politically perilous vote that threatened to split the GOP and undermine the party’s various investigations into the White House. 
The 219-208 party-line vote ends a two-day clash between GOP leaders and Rep. Lauren Boebert (R-Colo.), a conservative firebrand who stunned Washington on Tuesday by introducing a procedural measure to force a floor vote on her impeachment articles despite the objection of Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.). 
The articles, which accuse Biden of overseeing “a complete and total invasion at the southern border,” triggered an outcry from some of Boebert’s GOP colleagues, who were caught by surprise and quickly condemned any impeachment vote as premature. 
The sides ultimately reached an agreement late Wednesday to sidestep an impeachment vote by sending her articles to both the Judiciary and Homeland Security committees, which have jurisdiction over impeachment and immigration policy, respectively. 
The deal avoids — at least temporarily — what might have been an embarrassing internal fight on the House floor.
But Boebert is already warning that if the two committees don’t move on impeachment quickly enough to satisfy her sense of urgency, she intends to reintroduce the “privileged” resolution to force the issue to the House floor once again. 
“That is my commitment, that if nothing happens in committee like I’m promised that it will, yes, I will bring a privileged resolution every day for the rest of my time here in Congress,” Boebert told reporters Wednesday night.
Asked how much time she is willing to give the committee process before moving to force another vote, Boebert said, “The chairman is working on those details,” adding that he’s planned “a few months of work” and that “there’s a little bit of grace there.”
“But, I mean, that’s tentative,” she qualified.
The push to impeach Biden is nothing new for House Republicans. In the last Congress, when Democrats still controlled the chamber, GOP lawmakers introduced no fewer than 10 impeachment resolutions against the president, targeting his policies on issues as diverse as immigration, the response to the COVID pandemic and the withdrawal of U.S. troops in Afghanistan. The new Congress, under GOP control, has already featured the introduction of four similar resolutions. 
Yet Boebert’s strategy this week stood out as an enormous escalation in the effort to oust Biden — one that threatened to turn a behind-the-scenes messaging strategy into a front-and-center floor vote that would have put many Republicans in an uncomfortable spot.
Vulnerable moderate lawmakers have hoped to avoid going on the record on impeachment, for fear of blowback in their purple districts. And GOP leaders have sought to finalize their investigations into Biden at the committee level before charging ahead with anything as aggressive as impeachment. 
“This is one of the most serious things you can do as a member of Congress. I think you’ve got to go through the process. You’ve got to have the investigation,” McCarthy said. “Throwing something on the floor actually harms the investigation that we’re doing right now.”
Adding to the Republicans’ reluctance is the simple fact that any impeachment resolution would almost certainly fail on the House floor, creating an embarrassing political situation for GOP leaders who have accused Biden of being unfit for office.
Their move to defuse the impeachment push came the same week that another Republican — Rep. Anna Paulina Luna (R-Fla.) — used the same procedural gambit as Boebert to force a vote on censuring Rep. Adam Schiff (D-Calif.), a highly unusual disciplinary action approved by GOP lawmakers Wednesday.
The successful vote, however, came only after a band of Republicans joined Democrats in defeating the effort last week, which brought threats of retaliation from former President Trump and forced Luna to revise the resolution and force another vote.
Both votes have highlighted the difficulties facing McCarthy and other GOP leaders as they fight to manage a restive conference with a razor-thin majority. McCarthy struggled to obtain the Speakership in January in the face of opposition from 20 GOP detractors — including Boebert — who continue to question his conservative bona fides.
Eleven of those conservatives shut down all activity on the House floor earlier this month to protest McCarthy’s handling of the debt ceiling negotiations with Biden. And they’re threatening to do it again if the Speaker doesn’t get behind deeper spending cuts in the upcoming fight over government funding, which expires Oct. 1. 
Democrats sought to highlight that internal discord Thursday, arguing that the vote on Biden’s impeachment resolution was a product of McCarthy’s weak leadership.
“We all know the truth: The real emergency here was that the Georgia wing and the Colorado wing of the MAGA caucus got into a fight right over there on the House floor about who gets to impeach the president first,” Rep. Jim McGovern (Mass.), the top Democrat on the Rules Committee, said during debate.
He was referring to a spat between Boebert and Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene (R-Ga.) one day earlier about the impeachment articles.
“The truth is that Speaker McCarthy has lost control of this House, and it is being run by the MAGA fringe. This is nuts,” he continued. “Kids get shot in their classrooms, nothing. Environmental disasters destroy entire communities, nothing. Our air is clogged with smoke because half the Northern Hemisphere is on fire due to climate change, nothing. But when the MAGA wing nuts say, ‘Jump,’ Speaker McCarthy says, ‘How high?’”
Democrats also argued that Republicans were attempting to distract from the legal troubles surrounding former President Trump, following his federal indictment earlier this month and state charges in March.
“This resolution is simply the latest attempt by extreme MAGA republicans to distract from the legal peril facing their twice-impeached, twice-indicted party leader,” said Rep. Bennie Thompson (D-Miss.), who chaired the Jan. 6 select committee. “This cynical resolution has nothing to do with border security. It does nothing to stop fentanyl deaths. And it has nothing to do with the constitutional law.”
Republicans, however, disagreed, asserting that their effort against Biden was squarely focused on his response to the situation at the southern border.
“Let’s be very clear: The issue that is happening at our southern border — not the name-calling or talking about former President Trump — what is happening at our southern border today and for the last two years under President Biden has been a dereliction of duty with respect to immigration law in the United States,” Rep. Byron Donalds (R-Fla.) said on the House floor Thursday.
While Thursday’s vote punted the question of whether Biden should be impeached, some of the president’s fiercest critics are vowing that the referral to committees marks just the beginning of their latest effort against the president.
“Our job in the House of Representatives is, in fact, to deter the overreach and abuse of authority by the President of the United States refusing to carry out the laws of the United States in detriment to the well-being, security, and lives of the people of this country,” Rep. Chip Roy (R-Texas) said on the House floor Thursday.
“That is our job in the House of Representatives. That is why we are here, that is why I support this rule and that is why I support this resolution. That is why I support this inquiry,” he continued. “And we are just beginning.”
Fake news
Sara Dorn 6/21, staff at Forbes, “McCarthy Dismisses Boebert’s ‘Premature’ Biden Impeachment Effort,” Forbes, 6/21/23, https://www.forbes.com/sites/saradorn/2023/06/21/mccarthy-dismisses-boeberts-premature-biden-impeachment-effort/?sh=7f5e3d19bd0f
CHIEF CRITIC
“Things like impeachment are one of the most awesome powers of the Congress—it’s not something you should flippantly exercise in two days,” Rep. Garret Graves (R-La.) told reporters. “And I think that it actually undermines efforts to hold people accountable in the future.”
CONTRA
Several hard-right Republicans told CNN they planned to vote for the resolution anyway, including Reps. Tim Burchett (Tenn.) and Marjorie Taylor Greene (Ga.), who has an ongoing rivalry with Boebert and has also introduced resolutions to impeach Biden and several members of his cabinet. “She basically copied my articles,” Greene told CNN. “So of course I support them, because they’re identical to mine.”
TANGENT
Boebert’s motion for an impeachment vote came hours after the Justice Department announced the president’s son Hunter Biden, a frequent GOP target, had accepted a plea deal in its long-running probe into his background. Boebert and other Republicans blasted the agreement as a “sweetheart deal” and a “slap on the wrist” while accusing the agency of treating former President Donald Trump unfairly compared to its treatment of Hunter Biden.
KEY BACKGROUND
The impeachment debate is the latest to divide House Republicans, who narrowly control the chamber 222 to 213, giving the right-wing Freedom Caucus outsize power to block priorities backed by the majority of their conference as a negotiating tactic to push through their own despotic demands. They exercised their muscle in the January speaker’s race, when multiple right-wing members refused to back McCarthy during the first 14 rounds of voting until he conceded to their demands, which included giving rank-and-file members more power, cutting federal spending and rolling back Biden’s key policy priorities. As retaliation for the debt ceiling deal McCarthy negotiated with Biden earlier this month, House Freedom Caucus members who believed the agreement did not go far enough in cutting federal spending, brought House proceedings to a halt, voting alongside Democrats to block GOP-backed legislation from advancing to the floor. McCarthy placated them after several days by agreeing to reduce spending in the fiscal year 2023 budget negotiations.
Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers---AT: MTG
McCarthy’s on the winning side of the MTG issue
Tatyana Tandanpolie 6/23, news fellow at Salon, “Knives out for Marjorie Taylor Greene as Freedom Caucus members eye “purge” over infighting: report,” Salon, 6/23/23, https://www.salon.com/2023/06/23/knives-out-for-marjorie-taylor-greene-as-freedom-caucus-members-eye-purge-over-infighting-report/
At least two hardline representatives in the House Freedom Caucus have floated the idea of "purging" members who no longer meet the group's standards to Chair Rep. Scott Perry, R-Pa., as the group's internal tensions rise, three anonymous Republicans with knowledge of the discussions told Politico.
While the members who suggested the ousters did not declare who they'd like to remove, they have indicated that one potential target is Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene, R-Ga, an ally of Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif. Some caucus members have honed in on Greene as an example of their concerns that certain members have grown too close to GOP leadership and too outwardly critical of the group when it disagrees.
The members pushing for removals are also considering going after a handful of members whose inactivity in the Freedom Caucus, they believe, violates standards.
Perry told Politico that he denied the critics' requests for the ejections. But the action puts on display "how the group continues to struggle with its identity since former President Donald Trump left office" and the antagonism sparked by the deals McCarthy made to gain conservative votes during his bid for the speakership, the outlet reported.
"The speaker's race, there was some difference in opinion. The debt ceiling, there were differences of opinion. And we had to get 80 percent on any major issue that we take positions on," Freedom Caucus member Rep. Ralph Norman, R-S.C., said, referring to the level of support required for the members to take a unified stance. "On some big issues, we have not been able to get there."
"We're at a critical point right now," he added.
Norman clarified that he wasn't suggesting removing Greene from the caucus.
"She's been critical of us for a long time," he said.
The revelations come after Greene and Rep. Lauren Boebert, R-Colo., went toe-to-toe on the House floor earlier this week regarding their competing articles of impeachment against President Joe Biden. Greene confirmed a report from The Daily Beast that said she called her fellow right-winger "a little b-tch" during the spat, adding that the story was "impressively correct."
In an interview after the argument, Boebert addressed the proposed Freedom Caucus removals vaguely, saying "If something comes up, then we'll address it."
"It's really unfortunate that somebody communicated the conversation that took place on the floor" between her and Greene, she added, "because I was willing to walk away [from] people wanting to stir up unnecessary drama."
She also took aim at reporters for covering the event rather than her impeachment resolution.
"I didn't leave my four kids and now my grandson to come up here and have catfights and just to get in squabbles," she said.
Greene has also pushed back against Republican colleagues who suggested a forced vote to boot McCarthy from the speakership after his contentious debt deal with President Joe Biden.
The lawmakers considering that option "need to really get down into a more realistic level of thinking," Greene said this month. "I'm just as conservative as they are. … There's conservative fantasies and there's reality — that's the best way to say it."
Despite widespread calls for party unity, some Freedom Caucus members are concerned with the trust, or lack thereof, in the group. Two of the three sources told Politico that legislators repress themselves in their weekly meetings in fear that other attendees will relay to McCarthy and his allies any information leadership won't like, a mistrust that's given rise to internal cliques.
Greene and Rep. Jim Jordan, R-Ohio, who chairs the House Judiciary Committee, are the most notable Freedom Caucus members backing McCarthy. Both spoke in his favor during his battle for the speakership, voted for the debt deal — Jordan even praised it in a private call much to the confusion of other members — and dismissed calls from Rep. Dan Bishop, R-N.C., to force a vote to remove McCarthy.
Jordan, however, has garnered far more trust within the caucus, which he co-founded, and largely avoided his colleague's public criticism because he is said to be clear on his stances on big issues. But his reputation in the caucus has not protected him from private jabs from fellow conservatives over his close work with the House speaker.
When asked about growing divisions between leadership backers and opponents, Jordan referred to his Jan. 3 nominating speech in support of McCarthy.
"I said any differences that may exist … pale in comparison between the differences in Republicans and today's Democrats," Jordan said. "Let's focus on sticking together as Republicans."
"Whether the Freedom Caucus heeds that message," Politico writes of Jordan's statement, "is another matter entirely."
Uniqueness---AT: Thumpers---AT: Impeachment
Screening Biden’s impeachment is not a controversy. 
Emine Yücel 6/21, national political reporter for TPM, “McCarthy Pours Cold Water On Boebert’s Biden Impeachment Stunt After Hardliner Rebellion,” Talking Points Memo, 6/21/23, https://talkingpointsmemo.com/news/mccarthy-pours-cold-water-on-boeberts-biden-impeachment-stunt-after-hardliner-rebellion
Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-CA) encouraged House Republicans to vote against Rep. Lauren Boebert’s (R-CO) resolution to force a vote to impeach President Joe Biden this week, just days after Boebert and others in the Freedom Caucus ground legislating to a halt to get even with McCarthy for making a debt ceiling deal with the President, CNN reported.
In a closed door meeting on Wednesday, McCarthy told his caucus that it is not the right time to impeach Biden. He argued that Republicans should let ongoing committee investigations play out before voting on an impeachment article, adding that jumping ahead could threaten their ability to hold onto their slim majority in the next election.
“What majority do we want to be,” McCarthy asked his caucus, according to an individual in the room CNN spoke to. “Give it right back in two years or hold it for a decade and make real change?”
McCarthy has been in a pretty public fight with far-right House Freedom Caucus members since he stopped his party’s own hostage-taking and made a deal with President Biden to increase the debt ceiling and not let the country default on its debts. 
Earlier this month, a group of MAGA hardliners revolted on the House floor, purposely sinking a procedural rule vote in the Republican-controlled House in retaliation for the debt limit deal. Republican leadership canceled planned votes for the rest of the week in response, crippling the House schedule and effectively blocking their own party from passing messaging legislation.
Now McCarthy and some other House Republicans are expressing concerns over Boebert’s rushed push to vote on her impeachment article.
“It’s not right,” Rep. Don Bacon told CNN, when asked about the impeachment article.
“I believe in team sports, you should work together and this is individual and I believe it is undermining the team,” Bacon said, adding “I don’t worry just about the team – it’s about Congress, it’s about our country. Impeachment shouldn’t be something that is frivolous and treated in that way. And it is, if you do a privileged motion, and impeachments are so serious. You have to go through committee.”
But despite the pushback, some far-right members are still planning to vote with Boebert.
Boebert is certainly not the first House Republican to file articles of impeachment against Biden or others in his administration. In May, Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene (R-GA) introduced her own articles of impeachment against Biden, saying this was only the “first set” of impeachment articles she would be offering against the President.
But unlike Greene, Boebert made a specific procedural move on Tuesday, forcing the House to vote on the impeachment article this week.
Greene said she would support Bobert but also accused her of copying her recent impeachment resolution against Biden, calling her a “copycat” for offering an impeachment resolution similar to the one she proposed.
“She basically copied my articles and then introduced them and then changed them to a privileged resolution,” Greene said. “So of course, I support them because they’re identical to mine.”
Aff
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Uniqueness---2AC
McCarthy’s screwed---he’s pincered from both sides. 
Olivia Beavers & Sarah Ferris 6/8, staff at Politico, “‘Why the hell are we doing this?’ McCarthy’s fractured leadership team faces new abortion tension,” Politico, 6/8/23, https://www.politico.com/news/2023/06/08/mccarthy-republican-leadership-abortion-00101045
As conservatives continue to snarl the House floor in protest, centrists are taking their turn to squeeze Speaker Kevin McCarthy.
Behind closed doors on Wednesday, McCarthy’s No. 2 and No. 3 briefed about a dozen Republicans — mostly battleground-seat members — on their plan to take up two bills next week: Rep. Andrew Clyde’s (R-Ga.) bid to nix a Biden administration gun regulation and a separate proposal bill to strengthen limits on taxpayer funding for abortion.
The meeting didn’t go smoothly.
“Why the hell are we doing this?” Rep. Nancy Mace (R-S.C.) asked Majority Leader Steve Scalise (R-La.) and Majority Whip Tom Emmer (R-Minn.), according to two House Republicans familiar with the meeting.
Things got more heated from there, the two Republicans added: Rep. Michelle Fischbach (R-Minn.) confronted Mace for taking to TV and blasting other Republicans for their positions on abortion. Mace responded that the party is losing the battle for public opinion on the issue, arguing that tacking further to the right would hurt the centrists who handed the GOP the majority.
The spat between two rank-and-file Republicans illustrates the immense pressure that McCarthy and his top deputies are under as they try to muscle through conservative policies with a five-seat majority. Conservative hardliners have grabbed attention by paralyzing the House floor, venting their fury at leaders over perceived broken promises, but centrists can wield similar power in their own way if they’re frustrated enough.
In fact, the same tactics that conservative hardliners used this week could convince centrists to join Democrats in halting floor action next week using a different arcane tactic. Losing ground on more agenda items would risk compounding the embarrassment that party leaders faced in recent days.
As they’re tugged by both ideological ends of their conference, the personal friction among senior GOP leaders is starting to show — despite the top trio’s public attempts at a united front. During this week’s conservative rebellion, McCarthy and Scalise began openly accusing each other of triggering the outrage.
“They are two good guys. Let’s stick together,” battleground-seat Rep. Don Bacon (R-Neb.) urged his fellow members on Thursday. “Can’t be divided.”
Yet that blame game could continue as centrists push back against the abortion bill, which would make permanent the abortion limits often shorthanded as the Hyde Amendment. It also extends funding restrictions to all federal funds, rather than certain agencies.
Some Republicans are privately speculating that their centrists could mount their own rebellion by aligning with Democrats to delay a final vote on the abortion bill — exploiting a maneuver that the minority party in the House almost always attempts to no avail. Any kerfuffle that results may not happen next week, however: In a reversal, the abortion funding bill was not included on the GOP’s list of bills for the week ahead.
It’s a huge shift from the House’s first six months or so under McCarthy, when his leadership team mostly managed to paper over the deep differences within their conference.
But after notching one relatively easy win in an energy bill and one much bigger victory — the conservative debt measure that Democrats didn’t expect the House to actually pass — the GOP’s fragile peace appears to have fractured.
At the heart of the discontent is conservative unrest over McCarthy’s debt-limit deal-making with President Joe Biden. Rep. Scott Perry (R-Pa.), who leads the Trump-aligned Freedom Caucus, said Thursday that his members feel that McCarthy’s promises during January’s speaker election were “significantly breached” during the speaker’s talks with Biden.
Yet critics on the right are often loath to explain exactly how McCarthy broke their trust. And asked if frustrated conservatives blame McCarthy or Scalise, Perry offered a telling reply: “There are obviously multiple issues here that need to be resolved.”
Beyond rank-and-file angst, the debt battle revealed cracks in McCarthy’s leadership firmament. The speaker raised eyebrows as he picked his own allies, Financial Services Committee Chair Patrick McHenry (R-N.C.) and Rep. Garret Graves (R-La.), to take the lead in negotiations with the Biden administration.
Scalise and Emmer were largely sidelined until the final hours of the talks, which eventually fueled frustrations.
It’s all renewed long-running questions about tension between McCarthy and Scalise, who once openly eyed the speaker’s gavel. The duo was prepared to erase their fraught past had November’s midterms yielded the “red wave” the GOP hoped for, but the underwhelming results and McCarthy’s 15-ballot speakership battle renewed mistrust between the men.
Then, after McCarthy’s debt deal landed support from two-thirds of the House GOP, the hard-right opposition metastasized into a floor rebellion this week. Which leaves most of the conference aggravated that roughly a dozen hardliners can successfully neuter their own party leaders.
“You’ve got the tail wagging the dog. You’ve got a small group of people that are pissed off that are keeping the House of Representatives from functioning,” a visibly frustrated Rep. Steve Womack (R-Ark.) said Wednesday.
“I think leadership is gonna have to deal with it,” he added.
But how exactly McCarthy’s team might do that remains unclear. After hours of failing to reach a resolution with conservatives, McCarthy was forced to send lawmakers home for the weekend on Wednesday — buying time but building frustration.
Uniqueness---1AR
He doesn’t just have to appease the far right---moderates are mad too! The combo makes massive fights inevitable---if the plan links, so does the squo. 
Manu Raju et al. 6/23, Manu Raju, Annie Grayer and Haley Talbot, CNN, “House conservatives’ hardball tactics anger moderates and leave McCarthy in middle,” CNN Politics, 6/23/23, https://www.cnn.com/2023/06/23/politics/house-republican-anger-kevin-mccarthy/index.html
Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene has a blunt message for House GOP moderates: Impeach President Joe Biden or face a fierce backlash from voters next year.
“What’s going to hurt them is not supporting articles of impeachment,” Greene, the Georgia firebrand, told CNN.
On the other side: Republicans in swing districts wary of the tactics embraced by Greene and others on the far right as they push their conference in a sharply conservative direction and away from the bread-and-butter issues they sold to voters.
“I’m frustrated because I want to focus on the things that I was sent here to do,” said GOP Rep. Anthony D’Esposito, a freshman from a New York district that Biden carried by 15 points.
And caught in the middle: House Speaker Kevin McCarthy who owes his narrow majority to the 18 Republicans who won in those districts Biden carried – but has increasingly been forced to cater to the evolving demands of the right wing of his conference, putting swing-district Republicans in a jam.
Matt Gaetz, the Florida conservative, is not too concerned.
“It’s actually going to be a new doctrine for us,” Gaetz said of the use of so-called “privileged” resolutions to force floor votes on thorny issues like impeachment and censuring House members, which two hard-right congresswomen pursued in the last week and put some Republicans in a difficult spot.
McCarthy on Thursday told CNN that such moves “probably won’t go anywhere” if members go rogue and don’t brief other House Republicans.
“Because I think we work as a team, not individuals,” he said.
Balancing the competing and often conflicting demands of his conference has been a familiar script for McCarthy since winning the speakership on the 15th ballot in January. And for the first five months of the year, he managed to limit dissension as they pushed through messaging bills on parental rights, border security and energy policy. Republicans close to the speaker say his goal is to keep open a line of communication with members, something his leadership team is weighing as they look to brief their conference after the July Fourth recess on the spate of investigations into Biden.
But after McCarthy was forced to cut a deal with Biden to raise the nation’s borrowing limit, he has faced growing angst from members on his far right who were unhappy with the deal, with the fiercely conservative lawmakers pushing for deeper spending cuts, faster-paced investigations and a snap impeachment of Biden.
Adding to the challenges: Rivalries between conservative members eager to outmaneuver one another, underscored by Greene calling Republican Rep. Lauren Boebert of Colorado “a little bitch” on the House floor for moving unilaterally to circumvent the leadership and force a vote to impeach Biden. Greene now is drafting up five impeachment resolutions on Biden and other officials, such as Attorney General Merrick Garland and FBI Director Chris Wray, and plans to force a House vote on them as well.
Greene told CNN that the tension with Boebert has “been building for quite some time,” contending that she tried to team up with her colleague on an impeachment resolution but was ignored — only to see Boebert blindside her colleagues and try to force a vote on her own plan this week.
“I’ve donated to her. I’ve supported her. I’ve defended her when she’s been attacked. It’s never been reciprocated, even though it should have been,” Greene said. “So she copied my impeachment articles and probably did it, it seems to me, because there’s a fundraising deadline coming up at the end of the month.”
As hard-right members are prepared to use every tactic they can to get their way, many in the GOP conference are perplexed.
“If all you provide is messaging bills, and all you do is stop rules votes from going through and things like that, we will not succeed in two years,” said Rep. Don Bacon, whose Nebraska district Biden won by six points. “But I believe we will succeed because the majority of us do know that we have to govern, and governing means that you have to work with Democrats.”
Some of the more moderate members want McCarthy to take a firmer line with lawmakers in the House Freedom Caucus, arguing that giving in to their demands only gives them incentive to continue to try to drive the conference further to the right and undercut their efforts to show unity. But as a result of a deal he cut to win the speakership, any one member can call for a vote seeking his ouster, something some on the far right have floated.
One GOP member, granted the condition of anonymity to speak freely, argued that the recent strategies used by the right flank are more about raising campaign cash and making splashy headlines than about pursuing a serious agenda, or going through the regular order process they fought for in the speaker’s race.
“All of a sudden they throw a temper tantrum and don’t care if it goes through the regular order process they fought for,” the member told CNN. “It’s becoming quite clear the hypocrisy.”
GOP battles grow after debt ceiling deal
The internal battles have only intensified since the debt limit law was enacted.
Just this month, the House was paralyzed for an entire week by a handful of conservative rebels who voted against a procedural rule to consider legislation, a tactic rarely employed by the majority party.
He did the debt ceiling deal with more Dem votes than Republican---that’s a red line for the conservative caucus. 
Eric Garcia 5/31, staff at the Independent, “The debt limit vote signals the beginning of the end for Kevin McCarthy,” The Independent, 5/31/23, independent.co.uk/voices/kevin-mccarthy-approval-rating-debt-ceiling-vote-b2349566.html
If House Speaker Kevin McCarthy has one defining trait, it’s his eagerness to please. He has used this acumen to compensate for his lack of policy wonkery and other skills associated with being an effective congressional leader.
When he led Republicans in California’s state legislature, he earned a reputation as someone who would keep his word with Democrats when the legislature needed to get a bill across the finish line.
When he came to Washington, one aide said he was “like your favorite fraternity brother” for his affability. And despite his dislike of Democrats’ investigation into the riot on January 6, last year, I overheard him talking with select committee member and then-Democratic congresswoman Stephanie Murphy about what type of dog to get for her family. He has cultivated relationships with California’s elite, befriending Elon Musk long before the Tesla executive shifted rightward, and serving as inspiration for Kevin Spacey’s character of Frank Underwood in House of Cards.
He’s taken that approach with both Donald Trump and the hard-right faction in the House GOP conference. Whereas his predecessor House Speaker Paul Ryan feigned ignorance about the then-president’s worst impulses and frequently pretended not to see his tweets, Mr McCarthy learned that Mr Trump preferred cherry and strawberry Starbursts and had an aide make sure the president had a jar full of them.
In the same vein, while House Speaker John Boehner frequently feuded with the House Freedom Caucus, calling their ringleader Rep Jim Jordan (R-OH) a “legislative terrorist,” Mr McCarthy has made Mr Jordan a trusted ally and has elevated him to be chairman of the House Judiciary Committee. That has led to Mr Jordan being one of Mr McCarthy’s biggest conservative defenders. He all but gave Rep Marjorie Taylor Greene (R-GA) a pass for her most noxious comments and she routinely goes to the mat for him, even when it sacrifices her credibility with the right.
That eagerness to please came to a head Wednesday evening in the biggest test of his speakership when the House voted on the agreement he struck with the White House to raise the debt limit. The legislation passed on an overwhelmingly bipartisan basis, but 71 Republicans opposed it, which meant he needed Democrats to bail him out.
The debt limit would always be his biggest hurdle, given House Republicans’ general allergy to passing legislation to allow for the United States to continue paying its debt obligations for spending it already incurred. But Mr McCarthy couldn’t be the speaker who allowed the nation to go into default and trigger a catastrophic economic crash.
This means the speaker would be forced to choose whom he would please, and naturally he would have to pick avoiding default and forcing the White House to the negotiating table.
As a result, he brokered tons of backroom deals to soothe conservative opposition in January, including with many of the people who tried to overturn the 2020 election – such as Freedom Caucus Rep Scott Perry (R-PA) – or those who downplayed the severity of the January 6 riot, such as Rep Andrew Clyde (R-GA).
Mr McCarthy allowed for a single member to file a motion to vacate the chair, so any single member could have a vote to try to depose him if they felt he was insufficiently conservative, all but allowing conservatives to hold a loaded revolver to his head with their finger on the trigger throughout his tenure.
That is why he likely passed a debt limit bill through the House in April that he knew that the Democratic-controlled Senate, and more importantly the White House, would outright reject. But in the back of his head, he had to know many conservatives would characterise any deal he cut with the Biden administration as a capitulation, no matter how conservative it was.
But what he likely didn’t expect was how many others, including allies like Reps Wesley Hunt (R-TX), Nancy Mace (R-SC) and Cory Mills (R-FL), all of whom backed his bid for speaker, would reject the agreement. Ms Mace all but said that President Joe Biden swindled Mr McCarthy.
Meanwhile, Rep Chip Roy (R-TX), who served as chief of staff for Sen Ted Cruz (R-TX) when Mr Cruz instigated a government shutdown with House conservatives that made Mr Boehner’s life miserable, has pledged that there would be “a reckoning” over the legislation.
Rep Matt Gaetz (R-FL), one of the only Republican holdouts who opposed Mr McCarthy’s bid for speaker, told Newsmax that if Mr McCarthy used Democrats to make up for a majority of Republicans opposing the bill, it would trigger a motion to vacate.
A former House majority whip himself, Mr McCarthy likely checked the vote tally and will do so as the bill came to the floor for a vote on Wednesday evening. But regardless of the results, Mr McCarthy will face major consequences from his conference, for which he will be none too pleased.
That trust is now impossible to restore. 
Philip Elliott 6/8, staff at TIME Magazine, “The Freedom Caucus Has Taken the House Hostage. Their Demand? Kevin McCarthy's Spine,” TIME, 6/8/23, https://time.com/6285840/house-freedom-caucus-hostage-kevin-mccarthy/
This is the week House Speaker Kevin McCarthy realized he was pinned down. A handful of his fellow Republicans had effectively taken the House floor hostage and were not quite ready to have a real negotiation. They wanted time to air their grievances. Rather than continue an active standoff for a third day or a worse outcome, the still-learning-the-job Speaker decided to pack it in for now, regroup in private over the now-unexpectedly-long weekend, and try to find detente with the far-right faction of his party before the lawmakers return next week.
“There’s a little chaos going on,” McCarthy acknowledged to reporters Wednesday evening, wrapping up a second day of stalemate. The whispers of a coming vote to boot the Speaker were spreading beyond the dozen or so Republicans who had been talking about it for weeks, the same group who were now openly defying McCarthy by holding up—and this is where it becomes Very Washington—legislation that they themselves actually support.
That’s right. The Republican-led House isn’t even stuck in stasis over bills that run afoul of GOP orthodoxy or policy. The stalled measures would block the feds from banning gas stoves and give Congress veto power over any regulations with consumer costs of over $100 million. Democratic opposition in the Senate and the White House all but dooms these press releases masquerading as legislation. But the stunt is sufficient to stop the House in its tracks, embarrass McCarthy, and embolden other conservatives uneasy with the deal the Speaker recently struck with President Joe Biden over the debt ceiling. The substance actually doesn’t matter here. It’s the theater.
For the moment, McCarthy has dodged a noose of his own knitting. One of the conditions he agreed to way back in January in order to secure enough votes to become Speaker—on the 15th ballot, no less—was an agreement that any one of his members could, at any time, demand a vote of no confidence. That Motion-to-Vacate proffer left McCarthy starting his new gig as one of the weakest Speakers in decades, and his right flank knew it. They also allegedly secured assurances that any deal on the debt ceiling would include cuts; they now say they were betrayed in the backroom deal McCarthy quarterbacked because the increase in the nation’s borrowing cap didn’t come with sufficiently corresponding spending cuts.
Until Tuesday, the grumblings from members of the ultraconservative Freedom Caucus were just that: background noise from rabble rousers who know just enough to gum up the system but aren’t usually ones to bring about a total meltdown. But when it came time for a procedural vote Tuesday, it quickly became clear that Republicans didn’t have the votes. Eleven Republicans joined with unified Democrats to tank the rules packages that needed to pass in order to set up the schedule for debate on the pro-gas stoves and anti-federal regs measures, and the betrayal left the GOP Leadership team shocked and shaken. (House Majority Leader Steve Scalise also voted against the package so that, under the standing House rules, he could bring it back to the floor at another time.)
It was the first time a rules package had failed on the House floor since 2002 and a shocking rejection of McCarthy that sent the chamber into chaos.
The Speaker needs 218 votes to move anything forward when the House is full, and McCarthy has 222 Republicans. With almost zero room for error, his vote-counting operation must always be on high alert for parochial defections—and it clearly was not. Complicating matters even more, McCarthy is telling allies that he doesn’t even know what his troublemakers want because they haven’t been able to tell him specifics.
After an hour-long meeting Tuesday, it became clear that the far-right flank was doing more than blowing off some steam. As Wednesday came and went without any action on the floor, McCarthy realized he was boxed in, and the failure of those messaging bills were the least of his worries. Although the rebels are stopping short of kicking McCarthy to the curb, they are putting him on notice. “He’s got to be forced into monogamy with us as his coalition partner or [Democratic Leader] Hakeem [Jeffries],” said Rep. Matt Gaetz of Florida. “And if Hakeem is his coalition partner, then we’re not going to play out the failure theater on stuff like we saw put on the floor this week.”
The malcontents have said they’re well past the point of wrangling specific promises out of McCarthy. They believed they had sufficient guarantees back in January when they gave McCarthy the job he’s been chasing since his first days in Washington. Words can be broken, and the hard-right lawmakers now need to feel they have a more sincere partnership with the Speaker—and his fear. The biggest obstacle to the firebrands is a serious one, though: no one is waiting in the wings to step up should McCarthy appear mortally wounded.
There are sufficient votes for removal now. 
Bradley Devlin 5/31, Staff Reporter for The American Conservative, “SOURCES: Speaker Chair Could Be Vacated,” The American Conservative, 5/31/23, https://www.theamericanconservative.com/sources-speaker-chair-could-be-vacated/
The Republican caucus is raucous over the debt ceiling deal struck between House Speaker Kevin McCarthy and President Joe Biden.
Some representatives have gone so far as to float the idea of using the vacate motion to try and remove McCarthy as speaker if this deal manages to go through. GOP sources told TAC that if someone were to move forward with a motion to vacate the chair, there would likely be enough votes to reignite the fight over Speaker of the House.
Rep. Ken Buck floated the motion to vacate during a House Freedom Caucus call on Monday night, sources allegedly told NBC News. Rep. Chip Roy has also reportedly floated the idea, according to the New York Times; and at a House Freedom Caucus press conference on Tuesday, Rep. Dan Bishop raised his hand, albeit seemingly comedically, when a reporter asked the group of caucus members if they’d vote to vacate the chair.
For the meantime, however, conservatives in the House are focused on killing the debt ceiling deal that passed through the House Rules Committee by a vote of seven to six on Monday night.
The vote came down to Rep. Thomas Massie, a fiscal hawk who was appointed to the rules committee as part of the power sharing agreement struck during the Speaker fight in January. Whereas Roy and South Carolina Republican Ralph Norman, the two representatives of the House Freedom Caucus on the Rules Committee, voted with the committee’s four Democrats against passing the deal through the committee, Massie sided with the other six Rules Committee Republicans.
It’s a disappointing result—Massie voting against the deal was likely conservatives’ best chance to stop the debt ceiling deal from passing. In caucus and conference meetings since, conservative members of the GOP have made their frustrations known. While it appears that the legislation will likely get through the House, sail through the Senate, and receive the president’s signature, round the clock work continues to strip as much Republican support as possible from McCarthy’s deal.
“McCarthy gave away the farm and folded like a cheap suit,” one GOP aide familiar with the matter told The American Conservative. Biden and the Democrats got, “everything they wanted. It’s stunning how bad he was at negotiating this,” the aide continued. “No one expected it to be this bad.”
“Even McConnell would have done a better job,” the aide claimed.
“Calling it a ‘deal’ would infer that we got something valuable in exchange for being strapped with $4 trillion in new debt. This wasn’t a deal. It was a shakedown, and the American people are the ones who suffer,” Rep. Eli Crane of Arizona told TAC. “This is a slap in the face to every hardworking American.”
Thus far, more than 30 members of the House GOP have come out to publicly oppose the deal, but sources on Capitol Hill suggest that there are many more Republicans who have privately expressed their intention to vote against it. 
“McCarthy will have to rely on Dems to pass the rule,” another GOP aide told TAC. Sources, however, could not confirm if the ‘nay’ contingent was a majority of the Republican conference. One GOP source with knowledge of the matter said that the deal will likely pass with more Democratic support than Republican support.
“A ‘yes’ vote on this idiotic proposal is a betrayal of Republicans’ promise to restore fiscal sanity to a government accountable to We the People,” Crane claimed. “The status quo is disgracefully untenable. Change is needed urgently to protect the future of our nation.”
If it manages to pass, it appears all options are on the table.
Uniqueness---1AR---Moderates
If McCarthy tries to consolidate power by appeasing the far right, he will piss off moderates. 
Ellen Ioanes 6/11, covers breaking and general assignment news as the weekend reporter at Vox, previously worked at Business Insider covering the military and global conflicts, “The dysfunction among House Republicans is getting worse,” Vox, 6/11/23, https://www.vox.com/politics/23754641/mccarthy-gop-house-freedom-caucus
The battle puts McCarthy in a particularly difficult position. Any concession to the far-right risks alienating more moderate Republicans, some of whom are already very publicly frustrated with the mutiny in their ranks.
“This is, in my opinion, political incontinence on our part. We are wetting ourselves […] and can’t do anything about it,” Rep. Steve Womack (R-AR) told the Washington Post. “This is insane. This is not the way a governing majority is expected to behave, and, frankly, I think there’ll be a political cost to it.”
McCarthy’s relationship with the House Freedom Caucus has always been tense
McCarthy’s mandate to lead has never been strong; you might remember January’s dramatic 15 rounds of voting for the speakership, caused in part by opposition from his party’s ultraconservative caucus.
McCarthy had, through developing a relationship with far-right Georgia Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene, sought to court that extreme wing of his party in order to avoid the pitfalls of the previous Republican speakers, John Boehner and Paul Ryan. But his relationship alone with Taylor Greene, the former QAnon follower elected to Congress in 2020, could not win his GOP opponents — McCarthy had to agree to several measures, including restoring a rule that allows any single member of the House to trigger a recall vote on the speaker.
Not every part of the agreement between McCarthy and the Freedom Caucus holdouts has been made public, but as Vox’s Prokop wrote in January, those agreements fall into three major categories: government spending, including on appropriations and the debt ceiling; the snap-election rule change; and committee assignments for Freedom Caucus holdouts, including on the influential Rules Committee.
Any legislation to adjust the debt ceiling was going to be deeply contentious. The GOP has long used the nation’s debt, and efforts to raise the debt limit, as a cudgel to attempt to pass aggressive spending cuts for social programs. During President Obama’s first term, House Republicans tried to enact dollar-for-dollar spending cuts for debt ceiling increases; that failed, but the administration eventually agreed to deep spending cuts in exchange for three debt limit increases.
Roy had worked alongside Republican leadership to draft far more extreme debt ceiling legislation than what ultimately passed last month. Roy called the final deal a “betrayal” of conservatives and the agreement the Freedom Caucus members made with McCarthy to advance his speakership.
As Vox’s Li Zhou wrote before the debt limit vote, any compromise with Democrats and perceived betrayal of Roy and the Freedom Caucus agreements over the debt ceiling deal were likely to spell trouble for McCarthy:
Looming over the vote is also an unspoken threat against McCarthy’s leadership, which, according to House rules, can be challenged if just one member wants to do so. A majority of the House, however, would have to vote to remove him as Speaker, and it’s unclear whether there are enough votes from either party to achieve that.
This week’s obstruction by Roy and his compatriots falls conspicuously short of calling for McCarthy to vacate the chair but reminds McCarthy of the sway they hold not just over his leadership, but the work of Congress, too.
McCarthy risks alienating moderate Republicans, too
McCarthy has outwardly expressed confidence that the different factions of his party will come to an agreement and get the Republican agenda back on track. “We’ve been through this before; you know we’re in a small majority,” McCarthy said Wednesday. “I don’t take this job because it’s easy. We’ll work through this, and we’ll even be stronger.”
For now, it seems as though McCarthy’s power is even further blunted by the far-right contingent in his own party — and it’s not clear how he’ll bring them into the fold without alienating more moderate factions of his own party, much less the Democrats he’ll need to pass future legislation.
Indeed, some more moderate Republicans are already frustrated with the party’s move to the right, as Politico reported Wednesday. A plan to put forward a bill codifying restrictions on federal spending on abortion — commonly called the Hyde Amendment — reportedly angered South Carolina Rep. Nancy Mace, who has argued that the party needs to move toward the center on some issues to avoid alienating voters.
Uniqueness---1AR---AT: Negotiations Solve
It’ll be impossible to negotiate a compromise---dissenters aren’t specifying their demands. 
Jake Swearingen 6/9, staff at Business Insider, “Kevin McCarthy's fragile control over the House GOP looks shaky as hardline Republicans go into open rebellion,” Business Insider, 6/9/23, https://www.businessinsider.in/politics/world/news/kevin-mccarthys-fragile-control-over-the-house-gop-looks-shaky-as-hardline-republicans-go-into-open-rebellion/amp_articleshow/100858191.cms
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy was forced to send everyone packing on Wednesday evening, after roughly 11 members of the hardline House Freedom Caucus voted down a procedural measure on Tuesday that would have allowed several Republican bills to come to the floor for votes.
The Washington Post reports that dissenting lawmakers are angry over a deal McCarthy struck with President Biden last week to raise the debt ceiling, claiming Republicans "got rolled" in the compromise.
The stalemate resulted in the House adjourning until next Monday and scrapping the remainder of the week's votes.
Lawmakers from both parties expressed frustration with the situation, the Post reported.
"This is, in my opinion, political incontinence on our part. We are wetting ourselves, and we can't do anything about it," Rep. Steve Womack of Arkansas told reporters on Wednesday night, per the Post.
McCarthy blamed the conservative rebels for not specifying their demands. "There are a few members who aren't actually in the Freedom Caucus, and I'm not quite sure what they're concerned about," McCarthy said, according to Fox News. "This is the difficulty, some of these members, they don't know what to ask for, there's numerous different things they're frustrated about."
"I don't think anybody understands what the demands are," Rep. Andrew Garbarino told Axios. "It's frustrating with the uncertainty — not knowing what's going on and not knowing what they want."
McCarthy Resilient---2AC
HFC’s inability to weaponize the debt fight proves they have no leverage. 
Steve Benen 6/6, staff at MSNBC, “Defeated and deflated, Freedom Caucus backs off anti-McCarthy push,” MSNBC, 6/6/23, https://www.msnbc.com/rachel-maddow-show/maddowblog/defeated-deflated-freedom-caucus-backs-anti-mccarthy-push-rcna87912
Last week, members of the far-right House Freedom Caucus weren’t content to oppose the bipartisan budget deal that resolved the Republicans’ debt ceiling crisis. They also raised the specter of punishing House Speaker Kevin McCarthy for agreeing to the deal.
But we’re occasionally reminded that a lot can happen in a week. The Hill reported overnight:
A spark of initial interest in forcing a vote to remove Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.) from his position as Speaker over the debt limit deal he negotiated with President Biden has not caught on in the House Freedom Caucus. ... Multiple members leaving a Freedom Caucus meeting Monday — the first gathering of the group in Washington, D.C., since the debt limit bill passed — said there was no discussion of whether any member should make a motion to vacate the chair, which would force a vote to remove McCarthy.
It was a week ago today when Rep. Dan Bishop became the first House Republican to publicly declare his intention to try to oust McCarthy from his post. Asked specifically if he was prepared to use procedural tactics to force a vote on the speaker’s future, the North Carolina Republican told Politico, “Absolutely. It is inescapable to me. It has to be done.”
As we discussed soon after, he appeared to have some company. Rep. Ken Buck of Colorado broached the subject of McCarthy’s gavel during a House Freedom Caucus conference call, and he told NBC News that he raised the possibility “as a result of a broken promise.”
Rep. Scott Perry, the contingent’s current chair, didn’t explicitly endorse moving against McCarthy, but the Pennsylvanian didn’t rule out the possibility, either.
Rep. Chip Roy didn’t call out McCarthy by name, but the Texan declared at a Capitol Hill press conference, “We will continue to fight it today, tomorrow, and no matter what happens, there’s going to be a reckoning about what just occurred.”
A week later, all of this talk has effectively evaporated. The House speaker is enjoying the best media coverage of his adult life — too much, by my estimation — and his far-right detractors who were gearing up for what would effectively be a no-confidence vote are quietly slinking away.
The problem is not procedural. As we talked about last week, as the current Congress got underway, McCarthy was forced to beg his own members for their support during his protracted fight for the speaker’s gavel. As part of that process, he agreed to tweak the motion-to-vacate-the-chair rules, which at least in theory, would make it easier for angry House Republicans to try to oust McCarthy from his leadership position if he disappointed them.
But what the Freedom Caucus’ members are finding is that while the tool is available, they lack the wherewithal to wield it effectively.
All of this must come as something of a shock to the far-right contingent. Revisiting our earlier coverage, House Freedom Caucus members genuinely seemed to believe they were running the show. They thought their far-right ransom note was their party’s inviolable plan. They thought they had a secret Rules Committee deal that would give them veto power. They thought they’d persuade the rest of the GOP conference to oppose the bill. They thought McCarthy would be afraid of the proverbial motion-to-vacate-the-chair sword hanging overhead.
But as a Washington Post analysis summarized last week, “The right-wing caucus emerges from [the clash over the debt ceiling] looking bruised, hapless and apparently without the leverage it thought it had over McCarthy.”
To be sure, given the House Republicans’ tiny majority, the faction still has the votes to derail future measures as they reach the floor. But that would only put GOP leaders in a position of having to reach out to Democrats for votes — as previous House speakers such as John Boehner and Paul Ryan occasionally had to do — strengthening the hand of Republican opponents.
In other words, the Freedom Caucus lost the year’s biggest fight, can’t find the leverage it thought it had, and has no credible plan to reassert its influence.
Removing the speaker is almost impossible, even with procedural flexibility. 
Aaron Blake 5/31, senior political reporter, writing for The Fix, Washington Post, “McCarthy’s critics shy away from threat to oust him,” The Washington Post, 5/31/23, https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/05/31/mccarthys-critics-shy-away-threat-oust-him/
When Kevin McCarthy was making concessions to the right-wing House Freedom Caucus in January to become speaker, perhaps the most talked-about lever he gave away was the “motion to vacate the chair.” The opposition demanded — and received — the right of a single member to force a vote to try to remove McCarthy as speaker.
This rule has existed for a long time, but it took on new resonance not that long ago, even playing a role in House Speaker John A. Boehner’s 2015 resignation. Staff for Boehner’s successor, Paul D. Ryan, labeled the rule a “weapon pointed at” the speaker “all the time.” The message to McCarthy was unmistakable: If you don’t toe our line, we will wield that weapon.
After five months of relative harmony between them, the clash between McCarthy and the hard right we all knew would come has arrived, with the Freedom Caucus decrying McCarthy’s debt ceiling deal with President Biden. But save for a few comments here or there, they’ve declined to truly use the motion to vacate as leverage.
All of which reinforces both the limits of it and the apparent goodwill that McCarthy has built up.
The motion to vacate rule traces back nearly two centuries, and it’s basically the equivalent of a vote of no confidence. It allows members to force a vote on the speaker’s removal, at which point a majority of the House is needed to actually oust them. The last time such votes were held was in 1910, when they failed. But it was threatened against Newt Gingrich in 1997, and then-Freedom Caucus Chairman Mark Meadows filed such a motion in 2015 before Boehner resigned. In 2019, Democratic Speaker Nancy Pelosi made it significantly more difficult to force such a vote, but the Freedom Caucus successfully pushed to undo those changes.
Rep. Dan Bishop (R-N.C.) has been the most forthright about threatening to force a vote to remove McCarthy. He was the only Freedom Caucus member to raise his hand Tuesday when a reporter asked who supported a motion to vacate, and he has called it “inescapable.” But even he has suggested that the support — the “courage,” in his telling — might not be there.
Rep. Chip Roy (R-Tex.) has more obliquely pointed in this direction, saying that if the deal passes, there must be a “reckoning” and that “we’re going to have to then regroup and figure out the whole leadership arrangement again.” But he has declined to expressly threaten a motion to vacate.
Others, like Rep. Ken Buck (R-Colo.), have floated the possibility. But Buck has also suggested it’s too early to talk about it in earnest, before the bill even passes. So, too, have Rep. Andrew S. Clyde (R-Ga.) and House Freedom Caucus Chairman Scott Perry (R-Pa.). Perry punted on a question about it at the end of a news conference with his caucus Tuesday. But it’s an odd posture, given that the motion would seem to provide the most leverage before such an allegedly horrible bill passes.
Rep. Matt Gaetz (R-Fla.) has also spoken about a motion to vacate. But he suggested that it would come about only if most House Republicans voted against the deal, which he said would “be a black-letter violation of the deal we had with McCarthy.” We don’t yet know if that will actually be the case, though, and Gaetz suggested it wouldn’t.
Gaetz also conceded over the weekend that, “if there were a motion to vacate around this deal, it would undeniably fail. And people may or may not want to hear that, but it’s the truth.”
Which really gets to the heart of the matter.
Despite the big talk and the apocalyptic warnings from the right about what this debt ceiling deal portends — along with suggestions that McCarthy has reneged on his agreements — there just doesn’t appear to be the appetite to go down this road yet. Roy exclaimed that, “The Republican conference has been torn asunder.” But there’s little evidence that’s actually the case.
Even as the House Freedom Caucus assembled for 45 minutes to denounce the deal Tuesday and a protester behind them displayed a sign labeling McCarthy a “traitor,” McCarthy was largely spared the vitriol. When it was her turn to speak, Rep. Lauren Boebert (R-Colo.) even conceded, “I think McCarthy did the best that he could do to some extent with this deal. … McCarthy did his job, but unfortunately, Biden and the Democrat-controlled Senate did not do theirs.”
The choice before the Freedom Caucus is a difficult one. On the one hand, a single member can force such a vote, and the House GOP majority is so narrow that only a handful of Republicans would be needed to theoretically join with Democrats to oust McCarthy. And surely, if the debt deal is as dire as advertised, you would reach for every tool to try to stop it.
On the other, there’s little evidence that Democrats would actually help the right-wing Republicans, particularly after McCarthy and Biden were able to come together on the debt ceiling, and given that another speaker might not be as cooperative. (Axios has reported that some moderate Democrats were even talking about helping save McCarthy from a revolt.)
Forcing a vote would then be a recipe for failure — a failure that could actually strengthen McCarthy’s position within the conference. Even if Freedom Caucus types were more talk than walk, that would send a message about McCarthy’s standing.
And then there’s the question of what the Freedom Caucus would even get out of it. Their protestations notwithstanding, GOP strategist Liam Donovan suggests that it’s not much.
“The question for these guys is how and why a future speaker would be any better for them when the one who was exceedingly accommodating got no quarter,” Donovan said. He added that the Freedom Caucus needs to decide whether “their disappointment is worth blowing up what has been a pretty effective arrangement for them to date.”
Thus far, despite the Freedom Caucus’s demonstrated affinity for blowing things up to make a point, the answer appears to be no.
McCarthy Fails---2AC
Right-wing hostage-taking is inevitable. 
Philip Elliott 6/8, staff at TIME Magazine, “The Freedom Caucus Has Taken the House Hostage. Their Demand? Kevin McCarthy's Spine,” TIME, 6/8/23, https://time.com/6285840/house-freedom-caucus-hostage-kevin-mccarthy/
McCarthy’s next moves will be telling. On Tuesday, he tried to tamp down expectations that the House would take up an additional chunk of spending for Ukraine that Senate Republicans are promoting. That is likely a nonstarter unless McCarthy can win back the trust of his political captors. If his right flank will park even their favored pieces of the agenda—even one as far-fetched as Biden banning gas stoves—McCarthy stands no chance at moving an agenda with real needs. That includes the 12 appropriations bills Congress needs to pass in order to fund the government. Tackling those measures are a perennial challenge that got much more complicated under limits put in place as part of the debt-ceiling deal.
“How can you govern if you can’t pass a rule?” asked Rep. Ken Buck, a Colorado Republican who joined the revolt against McCarthy this week.
McCarthy Fails---1AR
He won’t be better or worse than any other speaker---it is the HFC setting the agenda. 
Philip Elliott 6/8, staff at TIME Magazine, “The Freedom Caucus Has Taken the House Hostage. Their Demand? Kevin McCarthy's Spine,” TIME, 6/8/23, https://time.com/6285840/house-freedom-caucus-hostage-kevin-mccarthy/
Maybe that’s the entire point. Washington has faced divided government before, but the extent to which the House Speaker is now beholden to a far-right flank is new. Perhaps it doesn’t even matter who actually holds the gavel. The real power in the House rests with the handful of lawmakers who now feel plenty aggrieved over broken rules that, frankly, have never been made public. They have now shown they will tank even low-stakes PR stunts to get their leadership’s attention, even if it dooms a bill they actually like. For them, roughing up a Speaker to remind him that he needs them on even the most routine moves is a much more appealing prize, and it’s one they can get almost any time on a lark.
Plan Bipartisan---2AC
Republicans support the plan.
Manchester, ’18 [Julia Manchester, reporter for The Hill, “Majority of Republicans supports ‘Medicare for all,’ poll finds,” published October 22, 2018, https://thehill.com/hilltv/what-americas-thinking/412552-majority-of-republicans-say-the-support-medicare-for-all-poll/ //jwc]
More than half of Republicans in a new American Barometer poll say they support “Medicare for all,” also known as a single-payer health-care system. The survey, conducted by Hill.TV and the HarrisX polling company, found that 52 percent of Republicans polled said they supported the option, while 48 percent said they opposed it. Twenty-five percent said they “strongly” supported “Medicare for all,” while 27 percent said they “somewhat” supported it.
Even Trump likes it!
Blake, ’17 [Aaron Blake, senior political reporter, writing for The Washington Post, “Trump’s forbidden love: Single-payer health care,” published May 5, 2017, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2017/05/05/trumps-forbidden-love-singe-payer-health-care/ //jwc]
Alongside Australian Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull at an event in New York, Trump reflected on what the House had just done. He took the occasion to bash Obamacare as being terrible, and then he turned to Turnbull. “We have a failing health care — I shouldn’t say this to our great gentleman and my friend from Australia,” Trump said, as The Post’s Abby Phillip reports, “because you have better health care than we do.” Australia’s health-care system is run by the government. It’s essentially a single-payer, Medicare-for-all system that is available to everyone, with private insurance also available. (They even call it “Medicare.”) Consider this merely the latest evidence that Trump, in his heart of hearts, wants single-payer health care. Indeed, it seems to be his forbidden fruit. Back in 2000, he advocated for it as both a potential Reform Party presidential candidate and in his book, “The America We Deserve.” “We must have universal health care. Just imagine the improved quality of life for our society as a whole,” he wrote, adding: “The Canadian-style, single-payer system in which all payments for medical care are made to a single agency (as opposed to the large number of HMOs and insurance companies with their diverse rules, claim forms and deductibles) … helps Canadians live longer and healthier than Americans.” Just before the 2016 campaign, Trump appeared on David Letterman’s show and held up Scotland’s socialized system as the ideal. “A friend of mine was in Scotland recently. He got very, very sick. They took him by ambulance and he was there for four days. He was really in trouble, and they released him and he said, ‘Where do I pay?’ And they said, ‘There’s no charge,’” Trump said. “Not only that, he said it was like great doctors, great care. I mean, we could have a great system in this country.” Then, early in the 2016 campaign, he again praised the single-payer systems in Scotland and Canada — while also arguing that the United States needed to have a private system. Asked on “Morning Joe” whether he supported single-payer, he said: “No, but it’s certainly something that in certain countries works. It actually works incredibly well in Scotland. Some people think it really works in Canada. But not here, I don’t think it would work as well here.” He said two days later at a GOP debate: “As far as single-payer, it works in Canada. It works incredibly well in Scotland. It could have worked in a different age, which is the age you’re talking about here.” Later on, Trump would repeatedly push for universal health care without specifically subscribing to the words “single-payer.” “Everybody’s got to be covered. This is an un-Republican thing for me to say,” Trump said in a September 2015 “60 Minutes” interview. “I am going to take care of everybody. I don’t care if it costs me votes or not. Everybody’s going to be taken care of much better than they’re taken care of now.” He added when asked who is going to pay for it: “The government’s gonna pay for it.” That was enough for Breitbart, which would become vehemently pro-Trump during the 2016 campaign, to declare Trump had embraced single-payer. Then Trump told The Washington Post mere days before his inauguration, “We’re going to have insurance for everybody.” He clarified: “I don’t want single-payer. What I do want is to be able to take care of people.” And some see the current debate eventually winding up with single-payer. Law professor F.H. Buckley argued in the New York Post last month that, in the face of defeat for the Republican health-care bill, Trump should just go for it. He argued that it would be a great thing for the Republican Party because it would eliminate Democrats’ claim to being the party of compassion and that Trump’s supporters would actually like it. “Leave behind all the people who hated you, who curse when you succeed,” Buckley wrote. “Reach out to the people who voted for you. Challenge the Democrats by offering them what they’ve always said they wanted.” It’s not the most far-fetched thing in the world — the idea that health-care reform would fail and Trump would pursue the thing that he’s praised for years. Sixty percent of Americans believe the government should guarantee health care, according to a recent Pew study, and even Republicans have moved toward this position. But it would risk breaking the Republican Party in half. The GOP has warmed to Trump’s pro-big-government message, but even that could have limits. Whatever happens, though, Trump’s past — and now current — rhetoric doesn’t lie: He’s pretty impressed with government-run health care in the places it works. It’s almost like he wishes he could do it here.
Winners Win---2AC
Winners win---conflict makes speakers stronger. 
Scott Wong 6/11, senior congressional reporter for NBC News, “Facing threats to his speakership, McCarthy takes a 'YOLO' approach,” NBC News, 6/11/23, https://www.nbcnews.com/news/amp/rcna88137
Meanwhile, McCarthy allies have aggressively pushed back on the idea that the speaker is a short-timer who’s trying to quickly check off all of the boxes of the job before a hasty exit. They argue that McCarthy, who served in leadership for 14 years before he fulfilled his lifelong ambition of becoming speaker, has had plenty of time to think and plot out what he’d like his speakership to look like.
“I think he’s been thinking about what he’d liked to do for a long time,” said Rep. David Rouzer, R-N.C., who has served with McCarthy over the past eight years. “He’s always been a very energetic, thoughtful leader that knows what he wants to do.”
His allies also downplayed his meetings with foreign leaders, saying it simply comes with the role of being speaker, second in line to the presidency after Vice President Kamala Harris. This week, McCarthy met with new United Kingdom Prime Minister Rishi Sunak. And he'll host his second joint session with a foreign leader on June 22, when Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi addresses Congress.
"That’s what you do as speaker,” said Rep. Darin LaHood, R-Ill, comparing McCarthy's meetings with world leaders to Pelosi’s. “I think Kevin thrives in those instances, and it’s part of the job, frankly, so I don’t think it’s anything unusual.”
Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., a former House member who was part of a coup attempt to oust then-Speaker Newt Gingrich in the 1990s, said GOP speakers will always face challenges from small conservative factions vying for power and influence.
“It’s always been that way, it always will be that way. … I was in those factions,” Graham said. McCarthy, he added, has “done a pretty darn good job.”
Perhaps no one is more familiar with these dynamics than the 58-year-old McCarthy. McCarthy spent years serving and studying under Speakers Boehner and Ryan as they clashed with the Freedom Caucus — the same rump group of conservatives that blocked McCarthy from the top job in October 2015 and nearly ended his political career. Now Gingrich, a mentor, regularly meets with McCarthy in the Capitol.
But McCarthy is operating with a much smaller majority than Boehner or Ryan had, complicating his ability to govern his GOP conference even more.
Asked repeatedly this week whether his speakership was in jeopardy, McCarthy remained both optimistic and defiant. He said he’s not concerned about a potential threat of a motion to vacate, and he’s confident he’ll be able to serve out the rest of his two-year term, arguing that his success will add to his reputation that he’s an underdog who keeps proving his critics wrong.
"I always think tension only makes you stronger. Conflict makes you stronger, if you deal with it. If you avoid it, it will perpetuate and become a bigger problem." McCarthy told reporters.
Thumpers---2AC
Debt ceiling deal already breached the deal. 
Joan E. Greve 6/2, staff at the Guardian, “Kevin McCarthy’s victory lap over the debt ceiling bill could end early,” The Guardian, 6/2/23, https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2023/jun/02/kevin-mccarthy-debt-ceiling-bill-freedom-caucus
“The speaker himself has said on numerous occasions, the greatest threat to America is our debt, and now is the time to act. We had the time to act, and this deal fails – fails completely,” Perry said on Tuesday. “We will do everything in our power to stop it and end it now.”
Those efforts fell short. After Freedom Caucus members failed to quash the bill when it came before the House rules committee on Tuesday, McCarthy’s Republican critics staged one final attempt to prevent the legislation’s passage. Twenty-nine House Republicans opposed the procedural motion to set up the final vote on the debt ceiling bill, and that resistance would have been enough to kill the legislation if Democrats had not come to McCarthy’s assistance. In the end, 52 Democrats supported the procedural motion, clearing the way for the bill’s ultimate passage.
But McCarthy’s failure to advance the bill along party lines did not go unnoticed by Democrats.
“It appears that you may have lost control of the floor of the House of Representatives,” said the New York representative Hakeem Jeffries, the House Democratic leader, on the floor on Wednesday night. “Earlier today, 29 House Republicans voted to default on our nation’s debt and against an agreement that you negotiated. It’s an extraordinary act that indicates just the nature of the extremism that is out of control on the other side of the aisle.”
The bold act of defiance from dozens of McCarthy’s fellow Republicans raised questions about his future in the speaker’s chair. Because of Republicans’ narrow majority in the House, McCarthy had to endure 15 rounds of voting before he secured the speakership back in January. To win over the skeptics within his conference, McCarthy offered a number of concessions to allay their concerns about his leadership.
One of those concessions could now come back to haunt him. According to the House rules approved after McCarthy’s victory, any single member of the chamber can introduce a “motion to vacate”, which would force a vote on ousting the sitting speaker.
Representative Ken Buck of Colorado, one of the Freedom Caucus members who opposed the debt ceiling bill, said on Wednesday that McCarthy “should be concerned” about a potential motion to vacate.
Thumpers---1AR
Unity is totally gone as a result of the debt ceiling fight. 
Katherine Doyle & Scott Doyle 5/30, staff at NBC, “Far-right members, unhappy with debt deal, float threatening McCarthy's speakership,” NBC, 5/30/23, nbcnews.com/politics/congress/far-right-members-unhappy-debt-deal-float-threatening-mccarthys-speake-rcna86797
As criticism builds in Republican ranks over the debt ceiling deal struck by House Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., and President Joe Biden, some hard-line conservatives have begun floating the idea of toppling the speaker.
On a House Freedom Caucus call Monday night, Rep. Ken Buck, R-Colo., floated using the motion to vacate, a rule that would allow any House member to force a vote to remove the speaker, two sources familiar with the call said. Buck, speaking toward the end of the call, referred to it as the “elephant in the room,” a source said.
After House Freedom Caucus Chairman Scott Perry, R-Pa., suggested it might be too early for such a drastic threat, Rep. Paul Gosar, R-Ariz., proposed using the threat to force McCarthy to allow members to amend the bill on the House floor, under an "open rule" that could stall the bill's passage. Perry responded that the issue would be discussed more when members return to Washington after the long weekend.
A lawmaker on the call who confirmed that Buck brought up using the motion to vacate said of the Biden-McCarthy deal, “Some people feel this is a complete miss,” adding, “I’d say there are five or more who would be sympathetic to Buck’s position.”
Another lawmaker who was on the call but didn’t hear Buck's suggestion said bluntly, “The unity we had is gone.”
In an interview on NBC's "Meet the Press NOW" after he returned to Washington on Tuesday afternoon, Buck said that "yes," he had raised the question of whether Freedom Caucus members were considering a motion to vacate, but he said he wasn’t calling for McCarthy’s ouster.
“I was asking my colleagues in the House Freedom Caucus whether they were considering a motion to vacate as a result of a broken promise,” Buck said. “Scott Perry, the chairman of the House Freedom Caucus, told me it’s premature: ‘Let’s get through this battle and decide if we want another battle.’”
Nearly a dozen Freedom Caucus members slammed the debt ceiling bill at a news conference Tuesday and vowed to vote no, but when they were asked how many of their members would support a motion to vacate, only Rep. Dan Bishop, R-N.C., raised his hand.
Asked Tuesday afternoon whether he was worried about Bishop’s threatening a motion to oust him, McCarthy replied: “No. That’s his choice.”
While right-wing members have blasted the deal publicly — calling it "insanity" and a "turd-sandwich" and criticizing the scale of the cuts — lawmakers had held back from threatening to oust McCarthy over the agreement.
Over the weekend, many lawmakers dismissed using a motion to vacate when they were asked whether they would threaten McCarthy’s speakership over the debt bill, even as growing numbers say they intend to vote against it.
But as a former Republican White House official said over the weekend after the deal was announced: “McCarthy is now on a clock.”
A spokesperson for Buck declined to comment on the remarks but said he is looking to yield a solution to the debt ceiling “that doesn’t give Democrats a blank check.”
“We don’t comment on internal HFC discussions,” Buck spokesperson Joe Jackson said. “Congressman Buck is focused on finding a debt ceiling solution that doesn’t give Democrats a blank check to add trillions of dollars to the debt in the next two years.” 
Spokespeople for Perry and Gosar didn’t respond to requests for comment.
Rep. Chip Roy, R-Texas, warned at Tuesday’s news conference of a “reckoning” for Republican leaders “unless we stop this bill by tomorrow.”
“The Republican conference right now has been torn asunder,” Roy said, urging that "not one Republican" vote for the bill.
Asked how many members would support the motion to vacate, Perry said he was “focused on defeating this bill,” declining repeatedly to discuss the issue.
“What happens post that and the agreements that we have we will decide once we’ve determined the disposition of this bill and its finality,” Perry said.
After the news conference, Bishop, who called the vote “career-defining” for House Republicans, wouldn’t say whether he himself would file the motion to oust McCarthy but said: "It has to be done.
"I'm ready to go figure out how to fix this s--- sandwich. This can still be fixed, but the road gets narrower to fixing it every time," Bishop said. "And Kevin McCarthy's been sitting there in leadership."
Intransigence on the gas stove and guns bills proves the damage from the debt fight is lasting. 
Eric Mack 6/7, staff at Newsmax, “House GOP Back to Talks, Motion to Vacate May Still Loom,” Newsmax, 6/7/23, https://www.newsmax.com/newsfront/house-gop-motion/2023/06/07/id/1122704/
House Republicans will try again on votes to advance legislation Wednesday after conservatives blocked bills from reaching the floor in a protest over House Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif.
McCarthy cut a deal with President Joe Biden and Democrats over raising the debt ceiling, which House conservatives believe was in violation of parameters of the deals McCarthy made to secure his speakership.
The House Freedom Caucus and allies like Reps. Matt Gaetz, R-Fla., and Chip Roy, R-Texas, are among the 11 holdouts on the House rules for four bills Tuesday, Newsmax congressional correspondent Kilmeny Duchardt reported Wednesday morning.
A senior congressional aide told Duchardt there are still discussions about initiating the motion to vacate McCarthy if the standoff remains unresolved.
House Majority Leader Steve Scalise, R-La., scheduled a vote to advance the rules on four bills related to gas stoves and regulatory reform, The Hill reported.
"I don't know, we'll find out," House Majority Whip Tom Emmer, R-Minn., told The Hill about the impasse.
Gaetz, one of the last remaining holdouts through 15 rounds of voting for McCarthy's speakership in January, is again leading the stand against GOP leadership.
"House leadership couldn't hold the line," Gaetz tweeted Wednesday morning. "Now we hold the floor."
McCarthy has a difficult needle to thread with just a 222-213 GOP House majority over Democrats.
"Hold the floor!" Rep. Lauren Boebert, R-Colo., who has sat beside Gaetz on holding out against McCarthy, tweeted in reply to him.
Tuesday's conservative block marked the first time since 2002 a rule vote failed on the House floor.
Part of the rift is reportedly tied to Rep. Andrew Clyde, R-Ga., alleging he was threatened by GOP leadership that his bill to repeal a federal rule banning pistol braces would not get Republican support if he did not side with McCarthy on the debt-ceiling compromise, Duchardt reported.
Scalise joined the GOP holdouts Tuesday only due to a procedural move, so he can help bring the rules back to a House floor vote Wednesday.
"There's still some conversations to have," Roy told reporters Tuesday night. "We had a breakdown in the process last week, we think we need to restore the process that was working."
They prove that he ultimately can’t control the caucus. 
Ellen Ioanes 6/11, covers breaking and general assignment news as the weekend reporter at Vox, previously worked at Business Insider covering the military and global conflicts, “The dysfunction among House Republicans is getting worse,” Vox, 6/11/23, https://www.vox.com/politics/23754641/mccarthy-gop-house-freedom-caucus
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy’s compromises with far-right members of his own Republican party to gain leadership of the House in January may be coming back to haunt him.
Last week, 11 members of the far-right GOP contingent known as the House Freedom Caucus expressed their displeasure with McCarthy, voting with Democrats to block a procedural vote on two Republican bills to limit regulations on gas stoves, as well as halting business on the House floor for days in what has been described widely as a revolt.
Seemingly innocuous legislation restricting regulations on gas stoves would, in theory, be popular among Republicans. Scientific findings suggesting that such appliances can cause health problems became a major touchstone in the right’s culture war earlier this year, with Republicans falsely claiming that the government would ban gas stoves.
Those bills, however, became collateral damage, at least for now, in the ongoing fight between McCarthy and the far-right wing of the Republican party — a fight that has threatened to boil over since McCarthy and the White House managed to avoid a cataclysmic national default with their debt limit deal late last month. With House Republicans in disarray, leadership announced it would meet Monday to attempt to move forward with planned votes.
Ultimately, the drama isn’t just about a vote to advance legislation on gas stoves; it’s a referendum on McCarthy’s leadership, and whether he can keep his conference on his side to maintain his position and pass critical legislation as the end of the government’s fiscal year draws nearer.
McCarthy’s power is contingent on a number of compromises he made with Freedom Caucus members in January, including a concession to the motion to vacate. That would allow any one member to offer a motion to “vacate the chair,” initiating a new election for speaker at any time, according to Vox’s Andrew Prokop. Now that possibility hovers in the background as the House’s ultraconservatives continue to withhold their support from McCarthy in their quest to move their party further to the right.
Freedom Caucus members expressed their fury over a debt limit deal
Republicans had hoped for greater spending cuts as part of a deal to suspend the debt limit; in exchange for suspending it until 2025, Republicans wanted increased work requirements for people to access Medicaid and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and sought caps on non-defense spending through 2033. The compromise legislation did change work requirements for some SNAP recipients and will end the three-year pause on student loan repayments by the end of the summer.
With just a 10-seat majority in the House and a Democratic majority in the Senate, however, McCarthy and Republican leadership have had to concede to their Democratic colleagues to get anything done, spiting the far-right Republicans, particularly Rep. Chip Roy (R-TX).
But even the legislators trying to disrupt McCarthy and Congress can’t seem to agree on what it is they actually want to move the voting process forward this week, according to McCarthy and other leaders. Rep. Matt Gaetz (R-FL) said on Thursday, however, that his faction had had “encouraging” talks with House Majority Leader Steve Scalise (R-LA).
AT: Budget Fights Defund Welfare
Doesn’t turn the case---even the far right can’t get behind real entitlement cuts
David Lauter 6/2, Senior Editor at the Los Angeles Times, “McCarthy proved he’s a stronger House speaker than many expected. But GOP is split over cutting government,” Los Angeles Times, 6/2/23, https://www.latimes.com/politics/newsletter/2023-06-02/kevin-mccarthy-stronger-speaker-than-many-expected-essential-politics
No support for entitlement cuts
“There’s a debate within the party between the populists and the conservatives” over entitlement spending, said Republican strategist Alex Conant. Currently, the populist faction clearly has the upper hand.
“It’s an old party,” Conant said. “A lot of Republican voters depend on Social Security and Medicare.”
Add Medicaid, which now pays for a majority of nursing home bills and other long-term care in the U.S., and suddenly half of federal spending is off the table. Throw in spending on the military and veterans’ care, which a majority of Republicans want to increase, and interest payments on the federal debt, and well over three-quarters of federal spending is accounted for.
Republicans can agree to cut programs that favor younger, more Democratic, constituencies. They’re united in opposing Biden’s plan to forgive student loan debt, for example. And they can generally agree on cutting aid to mass transit, housing subsidies and other urban programs.
But even if Democrats couldn’t be counted on to defend those programs, which they do, cutting them wouldn’t make a major dent in federal spending.
And, of course, Republicans continue to oppose any move to increase federal revenue — even measures to collect more of the taxes that people owe under existing laws.
At the start of the year, Republicans said they wanted a 10-year plan that would balance the federal budget. After Biden challenged them on Medicare and Social Security cuts during his State of the Union speech in February, that goal disappeared.
In its place, McCarthy came up with the bill he got through the House in late April, which would have tied an increase in the debt limit to steep reductions in domestic spending. That victory came about in part because the bill did not specify which programs would get the ax, but also because many Republican lawmakers expected, correctly, that much of the bill’s spending cuts would be bargained away in talks with the White House.
Republican leaders have been unable to proceed with annual appropriation bills because aligning them with the GOP budget made them impossible to pass. It’s clear that many Republican lawmakers couldn’t stomach some of the cuts their bill would have called for.
Now that the compromise with the White House has put much less dramatic restraints on spending, the annual spending bills can proceed with goals that are “not unrealistic,” Donovan said.
Republican leaders may still employ the small-government language they’ve used since the Reagan era, but the U.S. no longer has a party that puts a priority on smaller government. For both parties, major cuts in federal spending are now largely off the table.
AT: Readiness Impact---2AC
Tiny cut wouldn’t hurt readiness
Ben Armbruster 23, managing editor of ResponsibleStatecraft.org, the news and analysis publishing platform of the Quincy Institute, “Washington is shrieking at the prospect of a defense budget cut. But would it really be so bad?,” The Guardian, 1/11/23, https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jan/11/republican-defense-budget-cut-is-it-bad
Many say that Washington is more divided than ever, but political quarrels in the nation’s capital and beyond are easily cast aside to unify against even the mere suggestion that perhaps the defense department’s budget might be a bit too high.
That’s what happened when reports emerged late last week that Representative Kevin McCarthy had secured a deal with rogue Republicans to become the next House speaker. In exchange for their votes, the Freedom Caucus – a group of more rightwing House GOP lawmakers – received assurances that the federal budget will freeze at FY2022 levels, which could effectively mean a cut to the Pentagon budget by anywhere from $75bn to $100bn.
The shrieks from official Washington were almost immediate. Former GOP representative Liz Cheney, for example, accused McCarthy of “weaken[ing] our national defense for his own personal gain”, while the Democratic representative Abigail Spanberger said “cutting our nation’s defense spending is shortsighted and dangerous”, adding that “doing it for speaker votes is unconscionable”. Others went so far as to liken proponents of cutting the US military budget to being “pro-Russia”.
Let’s keep in mind that the reported deal in terms of defense spending would merely keep the DOD budget at its FY2022 level – the highest since the second wold war – one that both Cheney and Spanberger themselves supported with their votes authorizing it.
But instead of seeing this proposal as a good opportunity to course-correct defense spending – which has been rife with waste, fraud and abuse for decades – the White House also came out swinging on Monday.
“This push to defund our military in the name of politics is senseless and out of line with our national security needs,” said the White House spokesperson Andrew Bates, who added that any military budget cuts that are part of McCarthy’s speakership deal “mak[e] us less capable of keeping the American people safe and advancing our national security interests”.
Of course no one has proposed to “defund” the US military. Bates’s statement is just clumsy posturing seemingly meant to boomerang blowback some Democrats received for their “defund the police” rhetoric. And the irony is that the White House’s response also represents the worst of Washington politics whereby one must vigorously oppose any proposal from a political opponent regardless of its merit.
You also won’t hear any specifics from the White House or hawks in Congress and the media as to why modestly reducing the Pentagon budget will be so devastating to US national security. Reflexively opposing defense department cuts and supporting throwing more money at the Pentagon will always be good politics, particularly for lawmakers, as the weapons industry has carefully located defense industry jobs in nearly every state and congressional district in the country. That explains why Congress gave the Pentagon $45bn more than it asked for in last year’s defense authorization bill and barely anyone batted an eye.
But while maintaining the military-industrial complex is good politics, the reality is that reforming the Pentagon budget is good policy. We can fix well-established boondoggles like the F-35. The amount defense industry firms and its CEOs receive from the American taxpayer is borderline criminal. And the fact that the Pentagon has no idea how it spends its money – it has yet to pass a financial audit – should outrage us all, particularly anyone living paycheck to paycheck and struggling to save.
But also, as my colleague and defense spending expert William Hartung pointed out, a congressional budget office study last year found three ways Congress could responsibly reduce defense department spending and save $1tn over the next 10 years.
“A strategy that forswears sending large numbers of troops into regional wars,” Hartung said, “takes a more realistic view of the military threats posed by Russia and China, relies more on allies, and rolls back the Pentagon’s dangerous and unnecessary nuclear weapons buildup could save sums well beyond the $100 billion per year set out in the CBO’s illustrative options”.
Indeed, experts from across the ideological spectrum have come to similar conclusions and have offered modest proposals to reduce the Pentagon’s bloated budget over the years.
It’s a shame the White House jumped into this predictably disgraceful display of establishment Washington at its worst: blindly clearing a path for the endless flow of money into the Pentagon’s coffers without regard for whether it’s necessary or badly needed to be diverted elsewhere. In fact, if the Biden administration saw fit to – heaven forbid – find common cause in opposing throwing more money at an agency that doesn’t need it, it may just find a more constructive way to score political points.
Lawmakers have ways to circumvent the funding caps
Joe Gould & Connor O’Brien 6/1, staff at Politico, “The debt deal limits Pentagon spending. Lawmakers are already figuring out ways around it.,” Politico, 6/1/23, politico.com/news/2023/06/01/debt-limit-deal-pentagon-budget-00099683
The ink is barely dry on a debt limit deal that constrains Pentagon spending for the next two years, but lawmakers in both parties are already looking for ways to boost funding levels in spite of those caps.
The pact passed the House late Wednesday with the support of most Republican defense hawks, even though the deal caps national defense spending at the administration’s $886 billion proposal for fiscal 2024. It’s still unclear as of Thursday afternoon how the GOP will break in the Senate.
That hasn’t stopped Democrats and Republicans from looking for creative ways to increase the Pentagon budget.
The most likely vehicle is the next emergency supplemental for Ukraine, which they hope to cram with cash for other Pentagon priorities that normally wouldn’t be in the measure. But doing so could also mean a partisan clash if Democrats oppose reopening the deal through a supplemental without some relief for domestic spending priorities.
The issue roiled the Senate ahead of an eventual vote on the debt limit agreement, as Republicans took to the chamber floor to rip the defense portion of the deal as inadequate and demand an emergency supplemental to pad the defense budget.
“The first problem of an inadequate defense budget could be addressed and remedied by an emergency defense supplemental,” said ranking Appropriations Republican Susan Collins of Maine. “That is what we need to do. That is what I would ask the administration and my colleagues on the other side of the aisle to commit to — because we know this budget is not adequate to the global threats that we face.”
“Just as sure as I’m standing here, we will revisit this issue,” Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), who will oppose the debt agreement if it doesn’t include higher defense spending, told reporters. “There will be a day before too long where we’ll have to deal with the Ukrainian situation. And that will create an opportunity for me and others to fill in the deficiencies that exist from this budget deal.”
It means that an emergency funding bill to support Ukraine’s defense against Russia could become a way to evade the caps. The maneuver is reminiscent of how Congress and the Pentagon poured money into special war accounts for Iraq and Afghanistan to get around strict spending caps, a move critics derided as a “slush fund.”
The debt deal is a loss for many Republicans, and even some Democrats, who had hoped to once again hike defense spending beyond Biden’s aims, which is something they’ve done for the past two years.
But some GOP defense hawks who helped pass the debt deal made clear they don’t view the cap as a ceiling for military spending.
“We have so many troubled areas of the world right now. And not just Ukraine, but China remains a growing threat that we have to address,” said Rep. Doug Lamborn (R-Colo.), who leads the Armed Services subpanel that oversees nuclear weapons. “I fully expect there will be more defense spending through the rest of the fiscal year.”
Even some top Democrats want to find a way to boost military spending beyond the limits. Senate Armed Services Chair Jack Reed (D-R.I.) conceded lawmakers will likely use Ukraine funding to skirt budget caps for defense.
“They’ve built this incredible mousetrap that we have to figure out,” Reed said of the debt deal. “I think with Ukraine, you’re going to have to have a supplemental. We might put some other stuff in, too.”
Top Senate Armed Services Republican, Sen. Roger Wicker of Mississippi told reporters he was a “likely ‘no’” vote on the deal, which he called a “disaster” for defense. He said he would work with Reed to boost Pentagon coffers.
Biden’s $886 billion request is the largest nominal defense budget in history, but critics note that it doesn’t keep up with the high rate of inflation. A smaller Pentagon budget means less money to fund priorities that didn’t make the cut, lawmakers have noted, including big ticket items such as an amphibious warship sought by the Marines, billions to beef up U.S. presence in the Pacific to deter China and extra cash to cover high fuel costs.
While the agreement holds military spending relatively flat over the next two years, the Pentagon has still come out well ahead of the Biden administration’s plans. Congress allocated $70 billion to the Pentagon over the past two years that the administration didn’t request.
Revisiting the Pentagon budget won’t come easily. Progressives who feel that Biden gave up too much in talks with House Speaker Kevin McCarthy are unlikely to agree to a backdoor defense budget increase without a fight.
“There isn’t anybody in this chamber who believes Republicans will abide by a cap on defense spending in the next year,” Rep. Richard Neal of Massachusetts, ranking Democrat on the Ways and Means Committee, said on the House floor ahead of the vote.
The Senate’s No. 2 Democrat, Dick Durbin, also pushed back on the argument that DoD needs more.
“We have to incentivize the people making these decisions to be careful of the money spent, to spend it wisely and not overspend it,” he said.
While GOP hawks largely fell in line on the debt deal in the House, the path forward in the Senate is slightly murkier. And in that chamber, a Ukraine supplemental isn’t the only vehicle defense hawks are eyeing to raise Pentagon spending.
Graham is pushing for a vote on an amendment to the debt limit bill that would add $41 billion in defense funding. He also wants to offer a separate amendment for aid to Ukraine.
Sen. Dan Sullivan (R-Alaska) is also expected to offer an amendment to alter the deal and raise military spending. And fiscal hardliners are also pressing for changes to force steeper spending cuts.
But with just days until a possible default, senators will be reluctant to make any changes that will send the bill back to the House, which has already left after passing the bill.
Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer may grant votes to defense hawks and other opponents of the deal to speed the process, but he and Minority Leader Mitch McConnell will have to keep their members in line to ensure the pact doesn’t unravel.
Senate Defense Appropriations Chair Jon Tester (D-Mont.) said he was dissatisfied with the deal’s defense spending level, but was against reopening it. “If you put an amendment on, it goes back to the House and you’ve defaulted,” he said.
While McConnell supports the agreement, the GOP leader hinted on Thursday that he may support more for the Pentagon, arguing that work to bolster the military “remains unfinished.”
“President Biden’s refusal to let the defense portion of the agreement exceed his insufficient budget request is certainly disappointing,” McConnell said. “So while the coming votes are an important step in the right direction, we cannot neglect our fundamental obligation to address the nation’s most pressing national security challenges.”
McCarthy doesn’t solve fiscal crisis. 
Jerry Weiss 6/22, political analyst at Feathers of Hope, “Hey, Whose In Charge of This Place Anyway?,” Feathers of Hope, 6/22/23, https://jerryweiss.substack.com/p/hey-whose-in-charge-of-this-place
So despite weeks of negotiations to reach an agreement on spending levels, both within the Republican caucus and with President Biden’s team, Speaker McCarthy is now cavalierly inviting the extremists to stage a repeat performance.
Never mind that moderates of both parties, those Members who actually comprise a governing majority, will never support the radical spending cuts MAGA will propose. Never mind that indulging the fantasies of the least responsible elements of the Republican party will subject the House to another pointless cycle of divisiveness.
Kevin McCarthy is utterly indifferent to all of it, illustrating yet again his inability to provide the leadership necessary for a functioning legislative body.
Regular readers of Feathers Of Hope will recall that when details of the debt limit agreement were first revealed, we posted this:
“Honestly, it’s stunning that Keven McCarthy has betrayed his MAGA base. Perhaps it shouldn’t be, since the man appears to have no discernible core. But in any case, the consequences of his doing so are enormous.”
Noting that our network has been advocating the formation of a bipartisan majority as a means to diminish the power of MAGA extremists in the House of Representatives, we wondered whether our goal had been realized and, if so just what those enormous consequences would be:
“What we do next depends on how the drama of the last few weeks comes to be understood as the dust settles. There have been a number of unexpected twists along the way, and we’ll need to think carefully about how those affect our plans.”
Reflecting on the possibility that the newly formed cross-party alliance might endure, we speculated that perhaps:
“It raises the possibility of a new, more cooperative dynamic in the House. (wishful thinking?)” — May 30: President Biden Knows How To Negotiate and Win
Well yes and no. Yes it was wishful thinking. And no there is not a more cooperative dynamic in the House. But there could be. Having seen a glimpse of that possibility last month, others are beginning to take note.
AT: Readiness Impact---AT: GOP Won’t Cut
Yes they will
John Isaacs 2/13, Senior Fellow at the Council for a Livable World and Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, “The Republican Call for Defense Budget Cuts Appears Real,” Inkstick, 2/13/23, https://inkstickmedia.com/the-republican-call-for-defense-budget-cuts-appears-real/
Sometimes, a surprise is not a surprise. In recent years, the US defense budget has skyrocketed. Last year, for example, Congress added $44.6 billion to the Pentagon budget compared to an already sky-high Biden administration request. As a result, the funds appropriated to the Department of Defense last year increased by a colossal $76 billion from the previous year. In fact, the US defense budget is well above the peak of the Vietnam War after adjusting for inflation.
The push to shovel more money into the Pentagon has been led primarily by Republicans, such as House Armed Services Committee Chairman Mike Rogers (R-Ala.) but supported by most Republicans and many Democrats as well. Rogers crowed last year about the annual defense authorization bill as a “bipartisan and bicameral agreement that makes the investments our military needs to maintain overmatch with China.” Certainly, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine added gasoline to the defense fire.
Recently, there has been a reaction against the drive to add more money for defense. The true surprise: much of the change of heart is coming not from Democratic doves but from Republican hawks. Given recent trends, the reversal may seem abrupt, but should not be considered shocking when there have been warnings about the growth of defense spending for years.
REPUBLICANS CUTS?!
Most shocking has been an article in “The American Conservative” by Kevin Roberts, the president of the ultra-conservative Heritage Foundation. That surprise might only be topped if Kansas City Chiefs quarterback Patrick Mahomes decided to trade in his football for pickleball.
Roberts wrote about “out-of-control” spending and charged, “Congress accepted the DC canard that a bigger budget alone equals a stronger military.” He added, “Congress needs to put away its kid gloves and put the Department of Defense and other agencies alike under the knife to excise wasteful spending.”
Wow! Finally, something politicians across the spectrum can agree on: there is money being wasted. Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.) could have written those lines. And Roberts wrote this after talking with several members of Congress.
These Republicans have been shocked by the money recently lavished on the Pentagon, which certainly appears excessive to doves but perhaps hawks as well.
Then there is Rep. Ken Calvert (R-Calif.), the new chair of the House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, a key position to influence the direction of defense spending. While less radical than Roberts, Calvert asserted that he “is ready for some disruption at the Pentagon.” Calvert mentioned some of his goals, such as cutting the civilian workforce at the Pentagon, which now numbers 700,000, and working to lower the cost of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, the world’s most expensive weapons program.
The deepest cuts have been promoted by former acting Secretary of Defense Christopher Miller, who served in the last months of the Trump administration. Miller has called for fundamentally overhauling the defense budget “to the point at which its military spending could be cut in half.” In a new book, he wrote that the military “is too big and bloated and wasteful.”
Other calls for cuts have come from freshman GOP Senator and former Secretary of Interior Ryan Zinke (R-Mont.) but are focused on cutting the Pentagon’s workforce. A bipartisan group including conservatives Sen. Mike Lee (R-UT), Sen. Mike Braun (R-Ind.) and Rep. Tom McClintock (R-Calif.), and liberals Sen. Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.) and Rep. Pramila Jayapal (D-Wash.) has called for ending “wish lists.”
AT: Readiness Impact---Cuts Don’t Hurt
They don’t hurt readiness
Branko Marcetic 23, Jacobin staff writer and the author of Yesterday's Man: The Case Against Joe Biden, “A Tiny Cut in the Military Budget That Probably Won’t Happen Is Causing Panic in Washington,” Jacobin, 1/11/23, jacobin.com/2023/01/freedom-caucus-military-budget-cuts-establishment
The sky is falling in Washington as the nation looks poised to plunge into an unspeakable crisis. Sure, millions of kids around the country are still living in poverty, homelessness is on the rise, and the United States remains unique in the world for having medical bills be the number-one cause of bankruptcy. But none of this is what’s currently causing dismay in the nation’s capital.
No, instead, the United States’ cartoonishly gigantic military budget might get a modest cut.
Emphasis on might, because it’s not clear this is actually going to happen. The deal Representative Kevin McCarthy (R-CA) struck with the GOP’s Freedom Caucus to secure speakership of the House only mandates a general discretionary spending freeze to FY 2022 levels, with no specific commitment on the military budget. Freedom Caucus member representative Andy Harris is insisting reduced military spending wasn’t part of the deal, as is another McCarthy holdout, Representative Chip Roy, who says that “cuts to defense were NEVER DISCUSSED” and that it’s the “woke & weaponized federal bureaucracy” that will shoulder the burden instead. Incoming House armed services chair Mike Rogers, for his part, claims he’s “not worried” about the military budget.
But to a certain extent this doesn’t matter, because the apoplectic response from the political and media establishment toward so much as the prospect of military spending being cut by $75 billion has been revealing in itself. Calling it a “horrible idea,” Representative Tony Gonzales (R-TX) fretted about how he could ask US allies to up their military spending when he visits Taiwan in a couple of weeks when “America is going to decrease ours.” Consummate militarist Liz Cheney charged that “weakness is provocative” and that “our nation will suffer,” a claim echoed by another neocon-turned-liberal-darling, Jennifer Rubin, who warned that it signaled a lack of resolve to “America’s enemies” and quoted every flavor of Washington war hawk arguing the idea “makes only authoritarians, despots and dictators smile” and that “[Vladimir] Putin and Xi Jinping will win.”
The memo containing these histrionic talking points clearly went out to both sides of the political aisle, because it wasn’t just the Right parroting them. Representative Abigail Spanberger (D-VA), who in an innovative twist does her CIA work from inside Congress these days, called it “an extraordinary departure” from the notion of investing in US national security. The New Yorker’s Susan Glasser declared those GOP members who pushed for the cut part of a “pro Russia caucus,” while MSNBC’s Joe Scarborough characterized the proposal as part of a “radical” and “anti-American approach.” The Joe Biden White House, meanwhile, accused the Freedom Caucus Republicans of “push[ing] to defund our military” and “making us less capable of keeping the American people safe.
It’s really hard to get across how absurd this is. The military budget just passed by Congress is a record-high $858 billion, which was already $45 billion more than the president had requested in the first place. If it were cut by $75 billion, the budget would still be $6 billion more than what the next nine countries spent on their militaries combined in FY 2021. This topline figure is an understatement in any case, since it doesn’t include the unprecedented emergency spending authorized for the Ukraine war and leaves out a variety of other spending related to national security.
China and Russia, by the way — the two authoritarian states we’re told this 8 percent cut will empower — spend, generously, $293 billion and (reportedly, and only as of this year) $84 billion on their respective militaries, which combined don’t even make up half of what US military spending would be if this cut actually happened. We’re also leaving out the fact that these are the only two officially designated adversaries on that list of nine big-spending countries, since all the others are either formal US allies (the UK, France, Germany, Japan, and South Korea) or security partners (India and Saudi Arabia).
In short, anyone telling you cutting $75 billion from the US defense budget would “defund” the military or allow US adversaries to “win” (whatever that means) is either dangerously ignorant or, more likely, has utter contempt for your intelligence.
The problem is that Washington’s unstated rule is that military spending can never be cut, even a little, no matter how ludicrously colossal it is, meaning almost every single new budget must be bigger than the last. So, it wasn’t long ago that Donald Trump’s $750-billion military budget request for FY 2020 was the largest ever, only to be immediately outdone by the mammoth $778-billion budget Biden signed into law in 2021, which itself was $25 billion more than what he’d initially asked for.
More than even the obscene wastefulness of all this, it reflects a misunderstanding of US interests. The most dire threats to ordinary Americans don’t come from the designs of foreign governments, as terrible as those sometimes are, but from the panoply of domestic crises that leave them poorer, less healthy, and with lower life expectancies than other developed countries — with an impending global recession set to make all this even worse, the latest in a series of recent economic crises that have battered working Americans. It’s these crises, and US political institutions’ struggle to adequately respond to them, that exact far more damage to democracy in the United States and elsewhere than the comparatively feeble militaries of despotic foreign regimes.
Meanwhile, a crude overreliance on military supremacy can have the exact opposite effect on other governments’ behavior than what’s intended. Politicians think of this massive military investment and the global footprint it underwrites as a deterrent, but it can just as easily lead other states to feel less secure and take drastic, reckless steps out of a foolhardy cost-benefit analysis. This is why more than a few experts have warned that, for instance, recent aggressive US signals on Taiwan and China could wind up provoking the very war it’s meant to deter, something that is, on rare occasions, acknowledged even by hawkish US politicians.
All this is compounded by the chronic underfunding of the US diplomatic corps: if all you have is the world’s largest military, every problem looks like it can be solved via military means.
Tragically, while the establishment hand-wrings about its precious military budget, the most likely actual outcome of the deal between McCarthy and the Freedom Caucus is cutbacks in the domestic programs Americans rely on for health, housing, education, and more. The GOP had planned an attack on entitlements like Medicare and Social Security before the midterms, and Republicans — including Representative Roy, the McCarthy holdout who vehemently insisted military spending wouldn’t be touched — have already signaled these would be on the table as a result of this deal. “I’m all for a balanced budget, but we’re not going to do it on the backs of our troops and our military,” Representative Michael Waltz (R-FL) told Fox. “If we really want to talk about the debt and spending, it’s the entitlements programs.”
In other words, it’ll be the economic security of working Americans that’s sacrificed yet again.
The cuts are good
John Isaacs 2/13, Senior Fellow at the Council for a Livable World and Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, “The Republican Call for Defense Budget Cuts Appears Real,” Inkstick, 2/13/23, https://inkstickmedia.com/the-republican-call-for-defense-budget-cuts-appears-real/
WHY THE CHANGE OF HEART? 
Certainly, some of the incentives for defense cuts come from Republicans who want to clamp down on spending in general, including for domestic programs, such as education and health care. House Republicans in particular are opposing President Joe Biden’s call to raise the federal debt ceiling without dramatic cuts in spending and may feel a need to toss defense into the mix.
Another possibility: these Republicans have been shocked by the money recently lavished on the Pentagon, which certainly appears excessive to doves but perhaps hawks as well. They may be dazed that the defense is nearing the annual trillion-dollar mark. After all, “Today’s Pentagon is approaching a 13-figure annual budget.”
Although outside the defense budget, some in Congress are also concerned about the United States’ all-out assistance to Ukraine in its struggle against Russia’s invasion of its former Communist bloc country. That ambivalence is reflected in public polling: a January 2023 Pew Research Center poll of 5,512 adults found that 40% of Republicans and Republican-leaning independents say the US is providing too much support to Ukraine. These mixed views are reflected among GOP Members of Congress. Those with doubts about the United States’ solid support for Ukraine also tend to see European allies not picking up a larger share of weapons and aid to Ukraine.
What can we expect to be the result in Congress from these revised views? Who knows? In my 50-year career working with Congress, I have learned that those who try to guess what Congress will do and when it will do it are doomed to be saddled with bad predictions. It is, however, refreshing to note that at least some Republicans are interested in reviving their reputation as the party of fiscal responsibility.
But it is clear that there is increasing concern and churn among some key Republicans about the rising military budget. How persistent these Republicans will be and what kind of reaction they will get from key Armed Services and Defense Appropriations Committees and from rank-and-file Republicans is unknown. Republicans now control half of Congress, and they should be interested in exercising oversight of the defense budget and scrutinizing every penny flowing to the big five-sided building. This, not freewheeling budget increases, will make the country’s defense stronger, and it should be no surprise that those calling for a strong defense are interested.
AT: Procedural Obstruction Impact---2AC
Procedural obstruction is easy to circumvent if it comes up short of a threat to the speakership. 
Steven Pearlstein 6/20, Robinson Professor of Public Affairs at George Mason University, “How to take Congress away from the crazies,” The Washington Post, 6/20/23, https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2023/06/20/save-congress-plan/
Kevin McCarthy has a choice to make.
The Republican House speaker from California can spend the next 18 months groveling before a dozen or so right-wing zealots — indulging their partisan fantasies of “owning the libs,” taking down the president and the Justice Department, and using the threat of government shutdown to impose radical policies on a country that doesn’t want them.
Or, as he did with the bipartisan debt ceiling deal he negotiated with a Democratic president, McCarthy can work with pragmatists and moderates of both parties to get some modest things done in a way that helps the country and improves Republican prospects in the 2024 election.
The glad-handing McCarthy continues to hope against hope that he can somehow avoid this painful choice. But as his two GOP predecessors discovered before leaving in frustration, his majority is too slim, his caucus too divided — and the renegades far too demanding — for that to work. That way lies another failed speakership.
Pragmatists and moderates of both parties have a tough choice to make, too. Say what you will about the members of the right-wing Freedom Caucus — and certainly there is plenty to criticize — there is no denying they are focused and engaged and willing to take heat for the things they really care about. Centrists and pragmatists must learn to be just as determined and muscular.
That’s my beef with the moderates of both parties. They complain about how extremists have pushed their caucuses too far to the left or the right. But faced with opportunities to force things back into the center, they flinch, unwilling to face criticism from caucus colleagues and the partisan hordes on social media.
So here’s the deal, as President Biden would say: If moderates and pragmatists of both parties want to marginalize the extremes once and for all — if they are really serious about governing and bipartisan compromise — then they need to set aside the partisan norms by which the House has always operated, and give the speaker a different way of doing business.
Now, bear with me through a brief romp into the parliamentary weeds.
Speakers control the House through rules — not the impenetrable “Rules of the House” that are adopted at the beginning of each two-year session, but temporary “rules” that allow the House to move immediately to the next piece of legislation, setting how long the debate will be and who can offer which amendments. In recent years, as the House has become increasingly partisan, that debate has been brief and amendments few. The effect has been to shut out members of the minority party — roughly half the House — from participation in the legislative process.
Temporary rules are crafted by the House Rules Committee, most of whose members are beholden to the speaker. And because these rules provide the parliamentary mechanism by which the speaker and the majority party control the legislative agenda, members of the majority party are expected to always vote in favor of rules — whether or not they intend to vote for the underlying bill — while members of the minority are expected to vote no as told by the party brass.
That norm was set aside two weeks ago, when the right-wing zealots voted against the debt ceiling rule and several dozen moderate Democrats voted in favor. Resentful that they had been outmaneuvered, extremists took revenge on the speaker by subsequently voting against the rule by which the House would have moved on to its next order of business.
I think we can all agree it’s crazy to allow the uncompromising extremists in Congress to dictate policy to everyone else. So here’s a deal that Democratic moderates could offer McCarthy to sideline the Republican renegades. On legislation with a serious chance of passage (and these days, there aren’t many), Democrats can provide the necessary votes to pass the “rule” — but only if moderates from both parties can offer a reasonable number of germane amendments. That won’t guarantee bipartisan compromise, but it would become possible.
A similar arrangement in the Senate could restore a modicum of majority rule to that dysfunctional chamber. A gang of 10 Republicans and 10 Democrats is enough to strike a bargain to end filibusters and “holds” on bills and nominations with significant bipartisan support. That would undermine the current practice of the minority party filibustering virtually everything. And it would put an end to showboat senators log-jamming nominations, as Sen. Tommy Tuberville (R-Ala.) has done recently with military promotions and Sen. J.D. Vance (R-Ohio) has threatened to do with Justice Department nominations.
These modest steps, easily within the power of moderates and pragmatists, would neutralize extremists, break through the partisan gridlock and jump-start bipartisan compromise to solve some of the big issues facing the country.
It is easy — too easy — to blame the zealots for hijacking the legislative process. The only reason the hijackers succeed is because party leaders and the quiescent majority of reasonable lawmakers won’t muster the courage and imagination to stop them.
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Card
Jerry Weiss 6/22, political analyst at Feathers of Hope, “Hey, Whose In Charge of This Place Anyway?,” Feathers of Hope, 6/22/23, https://jerryweiss.substack.com/p/hey-whose-in-charge-of-this-place
A couple days ago, Steven Pearlstein, Pulitzer Prize winning professor of public affairs at George Mason University, explained in a Washington Post column "How to take Congress away from the crazies" . Professor Pearlstein outlined in detail how a bipartisan majority could implement some simple procedural changes that would allow the House to function productively. He concludes:
“These modest steps, easily within the power of moderates and pragmatists, would neutralize extremists, break through the partisan gridlock and jump-start bipartisan compromise to solve some of the big issues facing the country.”
While the professor doesn’t address the question of replacing Speaker McCarthy, he did make this observation about extremists who hijack the legislative process:
“The only reason the hijackers succeed is because party leaders and the quiescent majority of reasonable lawmakers won’t muster the courage and imagination to stop them.”
Since the Speaker of the House determines which bills are brought to the floor for debate and vote, it’s primarily the Speaker who must lead with courage and imagination. Unfortunately, both are qualities sorely lacking in the leadership of Kevin McCarthy
Our task continues to be advocating for the removal and replacement of Kevin McCarthy as Speaker of the House.
Whatever combination of circumstances initiated the emergence of a bipartisan majority to pass the debt limit bill, that moment has clearly passed. But now we know that it’s possible. A cross-party alliance can, and likely will be resurrected.
We also know that Kevin McCarthy is uniquely unfit to lead the House of Representatives as Speaker.
As if to illustrate the point, yesterday Mr. McCarthy allowed a floor vote on a motion to censure Representative Adam Schiff (D-CA). Mr. Schiff committed no offense, violated no rule of conduct, did not behave in a manner unbecoming of a House Member. What he did, was to perform his Constitutional duties with a thoroughness and integrity that exposed Donald Trump’s criminal behavior for all to see.
Adam Schiff led Mr. Trump’s first impeachment inquiry, and took a leading role in the work of the January 6 Committee. The vote to censure him yesterday was sheer retaliation, pure and simple. That Speaker McCarthy facilitated this travesty is disgraceful and by itself merits his removal.
But nothing I could say about this begins to approach the eloquence of Mr. Schiff’s statement before the vote:
“Speaker McCarthy would spend the nation’s time on petty political payback, thinking the censure or fine will force Trump's opposition into submission. But I will not yield. Not one inch. The cost of the Speaker’s delinquency is high, but the cost to Congress of this frivolous and yet dangerous resolution may be even higher as it represents another serious abuse of power.
“I say this to Speaker McCarthy and others who wish to gratify Donald Trump with this act of subservience, try as you might to expel me from Congress or silence me with a $16 million fine, you will not succeed you might as well make it $160 million. The Speaker will never deter me from doing my duty no matter how many false justifications or slanders you level against me. You indict yourselves.”
Indeed they do indict themselves. And Mr. Schiff’s words are an inspiration for us to work even harder than before, re-committing ourselves to the task we’ve chosen.
Kevin McCarthy must be removed, and replaced with a moderate Republican Speaker so as to marginalize and diminish the influence of MAGA extremists.
McCarthy Resilient---1AR
Resilient
Tony Czuczka 6/4, editor at Bloomberg News, “GOP’s Graves Says McCarthy Is ‘Absolutely Safe’ as House Speaker,” Bloomberg, 6/4/23, bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-06-04/gop-s-graves-says-mccarthy-is-absolutely-safe-as-house-speaker?leadSource=uverify%20wall#xj4y7vzkg
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy is safe in his position after reaching a debt-ceiling deal with President Joe Biden that almost a third of his Republican caucus voted against, a key GOP negotiator said.
Representative Garret Graves, who was part of McCarthy’s negotiating team with the White House, was asked about comments last week by fellow Republican Ken Buck that the speaker should be concerned about his political future.
“It is not a mainstream position,” Graves said on CBS’s Face the Nation on Sunday. “I’ll tell you right now: Speaker McCarthy’s position is absolutely safe.”
With Republicans holding a nine-seat edge in the House, speculation about McCarthy’s vulnerability to ultraconservative House members intensified as the debt-ceiling accord emerged. 
Seventy-one House Republicans ended up voting against the measure, arguing it fell short of their demands for spending cuts, while 149 supported it, allowing McCarthy to avoid an imminent vote to vacate the speaker’s chair. 
“I don’t know if a motion to vacate is going to happen right away,” Buck said Sunday on CNN’s State of the Union. “I do know that Speaker McCarthy has credibility issues.”
However, a motion to end McCarthy’s speakership couldn’t be done “by just a few people,” Buck said. “I think there has to be a consensus in the conference, the Republican Conference.”
Biden on Saturday signed the legislation, which averts a first-ever US default, limits federal spending for two years and suspends the debt ceiling through the 2024 election. 
Asked on May 28 whether he was worried about a possible effort by hard-line conservative lawmakers to oust him from the speaker’s chair, McCarthy said: “Not at all.”
McCarthy is a survivor
Ed Kilgore 6/2, political columnist for the Intelligencer, “Kevin McCarthy Is a Survivor, Not a Strategic Genius,” New York Intelligencer, 6/2/23, https://nymag.com/intelligencer/2023/06/kevin-mccarthy-is-a-survivor-not-a-strategic-genius.html
I’m as happy as anybody that Congress is in the process of avoiding a U.S.-debt default. It would have been horrific economically and a sign that rampant stupidity had overtaken our political system. But c’mon: Some of the paeans to the strategic brilliance of House Speaker Kevin McCarthy in getting the deal through the House are a bit hard to take.
Yes, McCarthy had to figure out a way to get a deal with Joe Biden that a majority of House Republicans would vote for and that wouldn’t outrage conservatives enough to motivate them to toss him out of his Speakership. But it’s not like he had any choice about placing himself and his country in danger: It was very clear that the key House members who secured his gavel after 15 ballots in January wanted a confrontation with Democrats over the debt limit. Taking the economy hostage was part of the plan all along for converting a narrow Republican majority in one chamber of Congress into some real power and a 2024 talking point. After all, this had worked in similar circumstances during the Obama administration.
McCarthy obviously had to give himself negotiating leverage by devising a debt-limit and spending package that could unify his own conference. Then it was mostly a matter of waiting for Biden to abandon his “no talking to legislative terrorists” position, which the president had to do if he wasn’t willing to gamble on a nonlegislative solution to the debt-limit problem at the risk of losing in the courts or freaking out financial markets. Biden knew that, as chief executive, he’d probably bear the brunt of the blame if things went kablooey. So aside from McCarthy and his party’s irresponsibility, the Speaker had an advantage all along.
The biggest step McCarthy took was after Biden came to the table: ruling out revenue measures as part of any deal. But it wasn’t so hard. The total leverage the fanatics of the House Freedom Caucus had over McCarthy gave the Speaker total leverage over Biden, who knew McCarthy would surely lose his gavel if he caved on this vital piece of conservative dogma. But from that point on, as my colleague Jonathan Chait pointed out, the negotiations were no longer a matter of “horse-trading” but of determining exactly how many concessions Biden would make while maintaining enough Democratic support for the final product to ensure its enactment in a divided Congress. Yes, it required some skill from McCarthy to figure out how high a price he could extort, but he had the whip hand all along.
The deal itself, of course, was never going to satisfy the full membership of the House Freedom Caucus, and it didn’t have to, so long as McCarthy had a majority of House Republicans with him and the HFC refrained from pulling the trigger on a “motion to vacate the chair” (which, of course, it did not do, because it is enjoying its leverage over McCarthy). The structure of the deal, moreover, will provide plenty of opportunities for McCarthy and his troops to posture over spending in the immediate future as appropriations bills come to the House floor. Republicans can wash, rinse, and repeat their anti-government demagoguery with the freedom that comes from knowing a government shutdown rather than a debt default is the worst that can happen now.
Yes, McCarthy deserves some credit for forming an alliance at the beginning of this Congress with extremists like Marjorie Taylor Greene and Jim Jordan, who offer ongoing ideological cover for any GOP House member coming to the Speaker’s aid during this and other crises. But let’s not get carried away. Whatever gambles McCarthy took at the table with Biden, he was playing with house money, and anyone can look audacious doing that.
He’s politically indestructible. 
Matthew Continetti 6/2, staff at the Free Beacon, “The Secret to McCarthy's Success,” The Washington Free Beacon, 6/2/23, https://freebeacon.com/columns/the-secret-to-mccarthys-success/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=newsletter_axiosam&stream=top
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R., Calif.) notched a victory for himself and for Republicans with Wednesday's passage of the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023. The bill will raise the debt ceiling through 2025, claw back pandemic and IRS spending, improve welfare programs, speed up permitting, reinstate student loan payments, and cut non-defense discretionary spending. The bill also has an enforcement mechanism: If Congress fails to pass the required appropriations bills by January 1, overall discretionary spending will be cut by 1 percent.
The legislation doesn't restore fiscal sanity to the federal budget—only changes to Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid would do that—but it is a step in the right direction. Since becoming speaker in January, McCarthy has faced a test: Could he strike a fiscal bargain with President Biden that would earn Republican support and avoid a breach of the debt ceiling and a government shutdown? Well, the grade is in. He aced the exam.
Consider where the parties started. Biden spent much of this year demanding that Congress raise the debt ceiling without preconditions. He refused to negotiate with McCarthy. At one point the White House floated the idea of tax increases. The speaker, by contrast, said that he was willing to work with the president to raise the debt ceiling in exchange for cuts.
Now look at where the two sides ended up: The Fiscal Responsibility Act is much closer to McCarthy's original position than it is to Biden's. It doesn't hike taxes. It reduces spending. It contains measures the Left can't stand. The public supports the deal by a two-to-one margin. Most Republicans and Democrats voted for it.
The media, as usual, highlight McCarthy's internal critics. They are a distraction. The press is so obsessed with Republican infighting that it overlooks the real story: Kevin McCarthy is shaping up to be the most effective House GOP leader in decades. Biden, the Democrats, and the liberal culture have been unable to transform him into a bogeyman. To the contrary: His net approval rating has risen by double digits since January. Biden's numbers have dropped. Nor is McCarthy's favorability the result of playing to the media crowd and appeasing the Left. The Fiscal Responsibility Act is the latest piece of significant center-right legislation that the House has passed this year.
What, then, is McCarthy's secret? He succeeds because it pays to be underestimated. He's not the first Republican to surprise a Beltway media that holds him in low regard. The rap on McCarthy has long been that he's an amiable politician with no ideological core. This lack of substance was exposed, according to conventional wisdom, by the disappointing outcome of last year's midterm election. The same conventional wisdom took as a sign of weakness the unprecedented concessions McCarthy made to the House Freedom Caucus to end the agonizing, 4-day, 15-ballot vote for speaker in January.
All these assumptions were wrong. McCarthy's amiability and flexibility are not liabilities but assets. The narrow Republican majority hasn't stopped the House from moving bills on the floor. Nor have McCarthy's concessions to the Freedom Caucus hindered him. Putting Freedom Caucus members on the important Rules Committee gave figures such as Rep. Thomas Massie (R., Ky.) a stake in the legislative process. And the lowered threshold to remove the speaker is meaningless if a substitute is not waiting offstage.
McCarthy's superpower is his desire to be speaker. He likes and wants his job—a rarity for the GOP. He's the first public-facing Republican speaker since 1994 to be in sync with both his office and his conference. The talents that aided Newt Gingrich in his quest to build the first GOP House majority in 40 years did not necessarily translate to the speaker's office. Gingrich is a revolutionary, not an institutionalist. He's more interested in figuring out how America can ride the Third Wave into a technological utopia than in legislative detail and intra-party bargaining. His record of welfare reform and balanced budgets was impressive, but his tenure was chaotic.
Gingrich's successor, the disgraced Denny Hastert, avoided the limelight. President George W. Bush's compassionate conservatism and Freedom Agenda overshadowed Hastert, who delegated most of his authority to Tom "the Hammer" DeLay. By the time DeLay resigned over scandal in 2006, the Republican House majority was on the verge of collapse. Democrats took over Congress soon after. It fell to John Boehner to pick up the pieces.
Boehner became speaker in 2010, thanks in part to McCarthy's recruiting skills. The problem was that Boehner belonged to a different political era. He was a product of the 1990s and the early 2000s whose party was increasingly shaped by the fallout from the 2008 financial crisis, bank and auto bailouts, and Barack Obama's "New Foundation" for America. Boehner hated living in "Crazytown," and it showed. The Tea Party Republicans didn't care for him either. The mismatch made Boehner miserable. As soon as he brought Pope Francis to Capitol Hill, he left.
The next Republican speaker, Paul Ryan, had the title forced on him. Ryan is a supply-sider and wonk. He understands dollars and cents. He's a protégé of Jack Kemp who felt out of place in Donald Trump's Washington. His main priority was the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. Once it had Trump's signature, Ryan was ready to leave. Democrats won the House the following year. Ryan was out.
McCarthy, unlike his predecessors, has no earth-shattering plans. Holding the speaker's gavel is enough. He doesn't shy away from the camera. He doesn't represent a faction of the GOP; he tries to enact the party consensus. He isn't at war with Tea Party (now MAGA) conservatives. He wants to be on the rostrum. He alone commands majority support.
Maybe McCarthy will lose his touch in upcoming fights over assistance to Ukraine. Maybe one day an alternative to McCarthy will emerge, someone who can unify the Freedom Caucus along with the rest of the GOP conference. Maybe Democrats will take back the House next year. For the moment, at least, Kevin McCarthy is the rare Republican who both understands and is satisfied by the role he's been given and the responsibilities it entails. He wants nothing more nor less. And he's winning.
There is no one to replace McCarthy. 
Joan E. Greve 6/2, staff at the Guardian, “Kevin McCarthy’s victory lap over the debt ceiling bill could end early,” The Guardian, 6/2/23, https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2023/jun/02/kevin-mccarthy-debt-ceiling-bill-freedom-caucus
“After this vote, we will have discussions about whether there should be a motion to vacate or not,” Buck told CNN.
But even Buck acknowledged that he and his allies may not have the votes to remove McCarthy, and the speaker has said he is “not at all” concerned about losing his gavel. Representative Marjorie Taylor Greene of Georgia, who was one of eight Freedom Caucus members to support the debt ceiling bill, dismissed suggestions of ousting McCarthy as “absolutely absurd”.
“I think they would find out that it’s not as popular as they think, just because it looks good on Twitter right now,” Greene told reporters on Wednesday night. “It would be a really dumb move.”
Even if McCarthy’s critics could somehow muster the votes to oust him, it remains entirely unclear who could earn enough support in the House Republican conference to replace him. So McCarthy’s speakership appears to be safe – for now.
No one to replace
David Lauter 6/2, Senior Editor at the Los Angeles Times, “McCarthy proved he’s a stronger House speaker than many expected. But GOP is split over cutting government,” Los Angeles Times, 6/2/23, https://www.latimes.com/politics/newsletter/2023-06-02/kevin-mccarthy-stronger-speaker-than-many-expected-essential-politics
Anger on the party’s right flank probably doesn’t threaten McCarthy’s speakership anytime soon. Few, even in the hard-right Freedom Caucus, have said they back a motion to “vacate the chair” — the parliamentary process to remove a speaker. A vote to unseat McCarthy remains highly unlikely in large part because there’s no likely candidate to replace him.
Even with GOP backlash, Dems would rather have McCarthy than alternatives. This makes removing him impossible. 
Jerry Weiss 5/30, political analyst at Feathers of Hope, “Joe Biden Knows How To Negotiate And Win,” Feathers of Hope, 5/30/23, https://jerryweiss.substack.com/p/joe-biden-knows-how-to-negotiate
So here we are. A bipartisan majority is taking shape and the vote to pass a debt ceiling increase will probably take place by the end of this week.
What we do next depends on how the drama of the last few weeks comes to be understood as the dust settles. There have been a number of unexpected twists along the way, and we’ll need to think carefully about how those affect our plan. The most important are these:
President Biden brilliantly tied a budget agreement to the debt ceiling negotiations. By doing that, while also insisting on a two-year raise, he succeeded in removing any further Republican threats of economic blackmail from the 118th Congress. No government shutdown, No potential debt default.
By out-negotiating Speaker McCarthy, which resulted in his abandonment of MAGA extremists in the House, President Biden has greatly diminished the power of that radical faction. No longer able to count on their control of the Speaker, they are now reduced to being just another one of several caucuses in the chamber. However, they remain a dangerous and on-going threat both to the institution and to democratic governance itself.
There have been rumors that centrist Democrats quietly promised Kevin McCarthy they will vote against any motion to vacate the chair, thus assuring that he can continue as Speaker. If true, the task of removing him becomes exponentially more difficult. On the other hand, if he is indebted to the Democrats to remain Speaker, removing him may be less urgent. Either way though, countering MAGA is as urgent as ever - particularly if the extremists are now more desperate than before.
They are totally ineffectual
Jonathan Blitzer 6/1, staff writer at The New Yorker, “The Sound and Fury of the House Freedom Caucus,” The New Yorker, 6/1/23, https://www.newyorker.com/news/the-political-scene/the-sound-and-fury-of-the-house-freedom-caucus
A few weeks before the 2010 midterm elections, when pollsters from both parties were uniformly predicting a Republican rout, an article appeared on the right-wing Web site RedState with the title “It’s Time to Make GOP Leadership Less Powerful.” Its author, Russell Vought, was a thirty-four-year-old budget wonk who had previously worked as a House aide for Mike Pence, then the Conference chair. “I learned a lot from being on the inside,” he told me recently. In his view, the top Republicans in the House, starting with the Speaker, were primarily interested in preserving their own power, and they “distracted” conservative members from pursuing more explosive ideological fights. Vought left the House disenchanted, in the summer of 2010, taking a job with Heritage Action, an advocacy arm of the Heritage Foundation. “If you are a conservative,” he wrote in his RedState article, “you want checks in the system to ensure that conservative back benchers . . . have enough road blocks to put up when Leadership is going off the rails of principle.”
The following year, after Republicans picked up sixty-three House seats in the midterms, an insurgent wing of the G.O.P. refused to raise the debt ceiling, in order to pressure the Obama Administration to cut the federal budget. To avoid a catastrophic default, the Speaker, John Boehner, made a deal with the White House, and cobbled together a majority by trading conservative Republican votes for moderate Democratic ones. To the conservatives, this was an unforgivable deceit. In 2015, they retaliated against Boehner, who eventually retired, and, in the process, created the House Freedom Caucus, a group of ideologues and extremists who made it their mission to antagonize Party leadership.
Last November, when Republicans took back the House but fell short of the landslide they were expected to win in the midterms, Vought saw a historic opportunity. “The House Freedom Caucus was made for this moment,” he tweeted, a day after the election. “They have the numbers to insist on a paradigm shifting, conservative speaker.” He added, “They must not fail.”
A lot had changed since Vought wrote his RedState warning in 2010. He is currently the president of the Center for Renewing America, a far-right group operating under the aegis of the Conservative Partnership Institute, a well-funded network that many in Washington regard as a kind of Trump Administration in exile; its main affiliate is America First Legal, an advocacy organization founded by Stephen Miller, Donald Trump’s senior adviser. The former Trump Administration officials at the Center for Renewing America include Jeffrey Clark, who tried to overturn the 2020 election from inside the Justice Department; Ken Cuccinelli, an incendiary former Homeland Security official; and Kash Patel, a political appointee at the Department of Defense whose bio touts his pending lawsuits against the Times, CNN, and Politico “for defamation.”
In the Trump White House, Vought ran the Office of Management and Budget—first as deputy director, then as its head. During the past six months, he has advised House conservatives in the intensifying showdown over the debt ceiling. “Russ is the guy conservatives go to for intimate knowledge of how the federal budget works,” Newt Gingrich told the Washington Post. “He understands an enormous amount of federal budgeting, and that makes him a very big player.”
Vought, who is forty-seven, bald, bearded, and bespectacled, considers himself a “budgeteer” with a special bent. Working for Trump taught him the value of combining esoteric debates over budget policy with the pyrotechnics of the culture wars. He calls his primary enemy “the woke and weaponized regime.” He’ll tell you, for instance, that the Department of Education should really be called the Department of Critical Race Theory. “You’re going to get called names—bigot, racist, appeaser, nationalist,” he said. “You have to just plow through them and win the debate. You will win the debate on cultural issues.”
Each of the negotiators in the debt-ceiling standoff has a different narrative about when the drama began. Kevin McCarthy, the Speaker, claims he started pushing Joe Biden to discuss the issue in February. Biden, who at first refused to negotiate under the threat of a default, saw little reason to discuss anything until the House passed a bill outlining its budget priorities in late April. Vought’s time line goes back to the days right after the midterms, when McCarthy was campaigning to become Speaker. Initially, twenty members of the Freedom Caucus withheld support for McCarthy’s candidacy. From Vought’s perch at the Center for Renewing America, he encouraged them to hold out. At the time, he called McCarthy “a peace-time leader when we are in a cold civil war who will manage the GOP away from conflict instead of seizing it by the throat.”
McCarthy had every reason to be wary of the Freedom Caucus: when he ran to replace Boehner as Speaker, in 2015, its members blocked him. This time, after fifteen rounds of voting, McCarthy made significant concessions to get the Freedom Caucus behind him. One was to restore a tool called the motion to vacate the chair, which would allow a single member to call a vote on ending his Speakership. Another, more consequential move was to appoint Freedom Caucus members to key committees and leadership posts, essentially bringing them into the establishment after years in the cold. “They’ve been used to never having a seat at the table,” one Republican staffer told me. “They’d bitch and moan about it, and go on Fox. That’s changed since the Speaker’s vote.”
Vought, who refers to the Washington establishment as “the cartel,” identifies the Speaker’s battle as the defining moment of the current Congress. “I talk about it in terms of Old Testament versus New Testament,” he told me. “Everything is reinterpreted on the basis of the events that occurred.” McCarthy, he said, was a “cog,” an establishment functionary without a vision. His habit of giving members whatever they wanted—and his reputation as someone who privileged power over principle—appeared to strengthen the position of the ideologues. In January, McCarthy agreed to put two Freedom Caucus members and one of their allies on the Rules Committee, which controls how bills come to the floor for votes. For years, House conservatives had longed for influence on the committee; this outcome seemed to vindicate the strategy of the twenty holdouts who had initially blocked McCarthy. Vought called them “the lions that have been through battle and won.”
The resolution of the Speaker’s fight, Vought said, was a “power-sharing agreement.” “What I mean by that is not unlike what you would see in Israel’s Knesset or the Christian Democrats or Social Democrats in Germany,” Vought said. “You have a minority party that is needed for you to have majority votes. And, as a result, you don’t treat them as backbenchers.” As one Freedom Caucus staffer told me, “The entire point of the Speaker’s fight was that it wouldn’t matter who was behind the gavel. They need us to hold the Conference together. They can’t go around us. We can’t be cut out anymore.”
The Freedom Caucus is best known for what it’s against: the Republican establishment, business as usual in Washington, compromises of any kind. Boehner once said of its members, “They’re anarchists. They want total chaos. Tear it all down and start over. That’s where their mind-set is.” Until now, no member of the Freedom Caucus has ever supported raising the debt ceiling. They are fierce fiscal hawks who want to slash spending, particularly on social programs. Like many others in the Republican Conference, they regard the ballooning federal deficit as an existential threat; unlike the others, they say that they’re willing to let the U.S. default in order to break the cycle of government borrowing and spending.
This past March, however, caucus members staked out a new position. A cadre of hard-line conservatives in the House and Senate believed that they finally had the leverage to shape the Conference debate on a budget proposal. Vought helped them draft it. Eventually called the Limit, Save, Grow Act, it would cut some hundred and thirty billion dollars from the 2024 budget. The provisions were aggressive and wide-ranging, including putting a ten-year cap on federal spending; imposing work requirements on Medicaid eligibility; rolling back aspects of Biden’s signature piece of legislation, the Inflation Reduction Act; and expanding fossil-fuel production. “I love to cut spending wherever it is, and I like to cut spending the most in the bureaucracy,” Vought said. In his telling, this is what separates him from past fiscal hawks, such as Paul Ryan, who proposed revamping Medicare and Social Security. Vought told me that he wasn’t necessarily opposed to that, but it didn’t get him “excited.” “I get excited about cutting the Department of Health and Human Services, the Department of Education. That is where I think there is more damage being done to the American people, and you have an opportunity to fight on it every single year.”
In the spring, McCarthy desperately needed to pass a budget bill to show that the Republican Conference was unified; without it, he lacked the credibility to take the debt-ceiling fight to the White House. Members fell into roughly five camps, ranging from moderate to conservative, each with its own priorities. McCarthy picked the Freedom Caucus’s proposal as the Party’s baseline. “This bill did not come from the Budget Committee, and it did not come from the Speaker. It came from the Freedom Caucus,” Matthew Green, a professor at Catholic University and an expert on Congress, told me. “Think about it: they’re a faction. Only forty to forty-five folks, setting the agenda of the Party. That’s impressive.”
As McCarthy wrangled votes for the bill, a small but varied group of holdouts insisted on meeting with him. Many of their offices received phone calls from Vought: in January, he had been mobilizing the Freedom Caucus against McCarthy; in April, he was backing leadership. “What’s been missing on the right is that we have for far too long been shiny-objected, and let the cartel give us some version of our position,” he told me. Now McCarthy was pitching members on the Freedom Caucus’s own bill. “My view was that, if I was the Speaker of the House, this is the bill I would have written,” Vought said.
Republican moderates ultimately backed the budget bill, knowing that there was no chance it could survive the Democratic Senate. Brian Fitzpatrick, a Republican member of the bipartisan Problem Solvers Caucus, told E&E News, “If there was a 1 percent chance of any of these provisions ever becoming law, a lot of us would have treated that very differently.” When I spoke to Don Bacon, a representative from Nebraska, who has frequently criticized the Freedom Caucus for holding the rest of the Conference hostage, he was sanguine about the bill—not because he agreed with everything in it but because he thought it would force Biden to the negotiating table. The likeliest outcome of talks between Biden and McCarthy looked like a compromise that could earn a majority of Democrats and Republicans, if not a majority of Republicans.
On May 8th, Biden held a “four corners” meeting at the White House with the leaders of Congress: Chuck Schumer and Hakeem Jeffries, the top two Democrats in the Senate and House, respectively; Mitch McConnell, the Senate Minority Leader; and McCarthy. The two sides spent the next several days trading accusations that the other wasn’t taking the situation seriously. On May 16th, the White House reduced the size of its negotiating team, a development that insiders saw as a sign the Administration was buckling down. “We finally have a formula that has proven to work in the past,” McCarthy said. For the rest of the month, with the D.C. press corps hounding the negotiators around the Capitol, the updates tended to be vague but optimistic. The talks were narrowing to a set of technical issues: caps to spending on future budgets, efforts to “claw back” unspent money from the pandemic, targeted cuts to Biden’s plans on I.R.S. funding and student debt. This skirted a more obvious impasse over work requirements for recipients of Medicaid and food stamps, where both sides were farther apart.
The bigger question, however, was never clear: What would McCarthy do if he reached an agreement with the President? Democrats had called the House bill “dead on arrival,” and a large share of Republicans recognized that it was, at best, an opening move. It seemed inevitable that McCarthy would have to make some concessions—and that the Freedom Caucus would rebel when he did.
Bob Good, a member of the Freedom Caucus who calls Vought a “good friend” and “tremendous resource,” had opposed McCarthy’s Speakership until the very end of the balloting. At that point, he had voted “present,” to lower the threshold McCarthy needed to secure the majority. “I believe that, if we had simply done what’s sort of always been done,” he told me, “and just voted in our presumptive Speaker on the first ballot, then you would have already seen a four-trillion-dollar debt-ceiling increase.” When Good and I spoke, in early May, he offered cautious praise of McCarthy. “He has pragmatically recognized where the Conference is,” he said. At the same time, he didn’t sound open to compromise on the Freedom Caucus’s bill. “Our position is that this is the negotiated deal,” Good told me.
June 5th is what economists call the “X-Date”—the point at which the government runs out of money. But many of the Republicans I spoke with didn’t seem particularly fazed. Warnings from Janet Yellen, the Secretary of the Treasury, were dismissed as alarmist. A G.O.P. staffer told me that both sides saw the X-Date “as a messaging deadline more so than a practical one.” This was Vought’s position, too. The idea was that the federal government could hit the debt ceiling and simply prioritize paying the interest on its debt over other spending commitments, thus avoiding a technical default. “Part of my role is: don’t let the budget-propeller-head crowds scare you into focussing on spreadsheets and political asks about where the ‘money’ is,” Vought told me. “You’ve got to think politically about where the needs of the country are.”
The vast majority of economists would dispute this, but that wasn’t the point. The Freedom Caucus was claiming it wouldn’t flinch. I sat down with Vought on May 23rd, when McCarthy and Biden were volleying another round of recriminations. Vought gave an impression of serene satisfaction. “They’ll go on TV and try to spook the markets,” he said, of the White House. “They need a crisis. It’s a risk for them to blow up forty years of debt-limit scaremongering.” But ultimately, he said, the President would “capitulate.”
A few days later, he was far more circumspect. On the morning of May 26th, a Friday, McCarthy was signalling that a deal was near. “They’re going in a direction that won’t endure,” Vought told me. “McCarthy is going to test the conservatives.” He predicted some “rockiness” ahead for the Speaker.
Over the weekend, McCarthy and the White House announced that they’d finally reached an agreement. Congress would raise the debt ceiling for the next two years, and the White House would agree to some six hundred and fifty billion dollars in cuts over the following decade. On the issue of work requirements, the White House agreed to some new age restrictions sought by Republicans on cash welfare and food stamps but left Medicaid untouched. The deal also expanded food-stamp access for veterans and the homeless. McCarthy and his negotiators could plausibly claim victory, yet so could the President.
Members of the House Freedom Caucus were furious. On a private conference call, in which McCarthy briefed the rank and file on the deal, Bob Good complained that everything the caucus had “fought for” was left out, according to the Times. Ralph Norman, a caucus member from South Carolina, tweeted, “This ‘deal’ is insanity.” He added, “Not gonna vote to bankrupt our country.” Chip Roy, one of the lead drafters of the budget bill, called the deal a “turd-sandwich,” and retweeted indignant, detail-leaden threads from Vought. House conservatives looked to Vought, as their budget guru, to parse how the deal amounted to yet another establishment deception. “No time for defeatism on the inevitability of this terrible bill passing,” he wrote. “Trust the Mighty 20 who changed the House in January. There are three conservatives on the all-important Rules Committee for a reason.”
On Tuesday evening, however, the bill made it through the Rules Committee, which was supposed to be a conservative firewall. “Conservatives have been sold out once again,” Senator Rand Paul, the Kentucky Republican, said. In the House, McCarthy and Jeffries were reportedly whipping their more moderate members, leaving aside disgruntled conservatives and progressives. Jeffries suggested that Democrats would only help pass the bill if McCarthy could deliver at least a hundred and fifty votes from Republicans. But McCarthy was already acting like the worst was behind him. Before entering a meeting with Republican House members, where he was greeted with applause, McCarthy told reporters, “I thrive for these moments.”
On Wednesday night, the bill passed the House by a striking margin—three hundred and fourteen votes in favor, a hundred and seventeen against. McCarthy had delivered two-thirds of his own conference, a strong rebuke to disgruntled conservatives. But the Freedom Caucus could still find cause for offense: like Boehner, McCarthy had needed Democratic votes to compensate for alienating members of the far right, and more Democrats ultimately voted for the final bill than Republicans. “This is what it looks like when the uniparty cartel sells out the American people,” Dan Bishop, a Freedom Caucus member from North Carolina, tweeted. Several Freedom Caucus members have already floated the possibility of calling a vote to try to oust McCarthy. In a way, though, they could have more to lose than the Speaker. Their power depends on proving the seriousness of their threats. Did their play in January meaningfully change their position inside the Conference? Or had McCarthy simply outmaneuvered them all along? “There was a deal,” Vought told me. “If you want to go back on that, there are going to be consequences.” ♦
No Spillover---2AC
McCarthy doesn’t have a long term strategy AND there’s no impact. 
Punchbowl News 6/23, “McCarthy's strategy: Keep dancing,” 6/23/23, https://punchbowl.news/archive/62323-punchbowl-news-am/
Speaker Kevin McCarthy’s long-term strategy is this — he has no long-term strategy.
The California Republican has shown, to a remarkable degree, that his day-to-day, week-to-week style in running the House is to essentially push through — to just keep dancing — and deal with problems as they come. Get through today and worry about what happens next when it happens.
McCarthy won the speaker’s gavel in January after 15 grueling rounds of voting, granting a host of concessions to the conservatives in the process. These promises put McCarthy on a collision course with President Joe Biden and the Democrats over the debt limit, yet McCarthy had finally become speaker, his longtime goal.
McCarthy then cut a deal with Biden to set FY2024 spending levels in order to defuse the debt-limit crisis, only to reverse direction just weeks later when conservatives complained. The $100 billion-plus difference in spending levels could result in a government shutdown in the fall — but McCarthy will have to deal with it then.
Just this week, McCarthy derailed an attempt to impeach Biden by redirecting the effort to some House committees. Eventually that bill will come due; a huge chunk of House Republicans want to launch a quixotic effort to remove the president from office.
McCarthy is fully cognizant of the “Do-whatever-it-takes” dynamic — and he even seems to relish it. McCarthy has privately remarked to aides and reporters that he has to “keep on dancing.” On Thursday, McCarthy exited the House floor saying that he got through another week.
When we remarked to McCarthy that his approach to governing seemed to be just keep moving, he said this:
“But the scenario is every week, you build on the next week. So it gives you guys news. In the beginning of the week, you think something’s going to fail and then we survive and we make it to the next week.”
“Live to fight another day?” McCarthy was asked.
“That’s right,” McCarthy said. “Never give up.”
All party leaders on the Hill need the ability to keep moving. And they must lack a conscience in certain ways, too. The secret of congressional deal making is that today’s friend is tomorrow’s foe and vice versa. This year’s principled stand may be completely changed next year, depending on whether one is in the majority or minority.
But the criticism of McCarthy has always been that he lacks a clear ideological agenda. He’s broadly conservative, of course, but McCarthy isn’t wed to any specific legislative goals. This is particularly the complaint from the House Freedom Caucus and other conservatives. They see McCarthy as more interested in power than principle. It was the reason behind the recent floor rebellion by conservatives.
McCarthy, for his part, believes he’s constantly been underestimated. He and his allies repeat this word over and over again in describing the California Republican. His frequent refrain: No one believed he’d recover from being denied the speakership in 2015. No one thought he’d lead Republicans to the majority in 2022. No one thought he’d actually win the floor fight to become speaker. No one thought he could get a debt-limit deal with Biden. And no one believes he’ll be able to keep all the balls in the air for the entire 118th Congress.
“Every time I walk out, you tell me … ‘Are you going to get the bill? Are you going to be thrown out?’” McCarthy told reporters gathered outside of his office once during the debt-limit fight. “I kind of like it. You guys are worried every day.”
Impact Defense
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No readiness impact---other factors check rogue states.
John Mueller 21, Adjunct Professor of Political Science and Senior Research Scientist at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies, "Proliferation, Terrorism, Humanitarian Intervention, and Other Problems," in The Stupidity of War: American Foreign Policy and the Case for Complacency, Chapter 7, 02/17/2021, pg. 183-184.
Over the course of the last several decades, alarmists have often focused on potential dangers presented by rogue states, as they came to be called in the 1990s. These were led by such devils du jour as Nasser, Sukarno, Castro, Gaddafi, Khomeini, Kim Il-sung, Saddam Hussein, Milosˇevic´, and Ahmadinijad, all of whom have since faded into history’s dustbin.66 Today the alarm has been directed at Iran as discussed in Chapter 6 and also at North Korea as discussed in this one. However, neither country really threatens to commit major direct military aggression. Iran, in fact, has eschewed the practice for several centuries.
Nonetheless, it might make some sense to maintain a capacity to institute containment and deterrence efforts carried out in formal or informal coalition with concerned neighboring countries – and there are quite a few of these in each case. However, the military requirements for effective containment by their neighbors, by the United States, and by the broader world community are far from monumental and do not necessarily require the United States to maintain large forces-in-being for the remote eventuality.
This is suggested by the experience with the Gulf War of 1991 when military force was successfully applied to deal with a rogue venture – the conquest by Saddam Hussein’s Iraq of neighboring Kuwait. As noted earlier, Iraq’s invasion was rare to the point of being unique: it was the only case since World War II in which one United Nations country has invaded another with the intention of incorporating it into its own territory. It scarcely appears, as laid out in Chapter 3, that Iraq’s pathetic forces required a large force to be thrown at them to decide to withdraw: over a period of half a year, they did not erect anything resembling an effective defensive system and, when the chips were down, they proved to lack not only defenses, but strategy, tactics, leadership, and morale as well.
Countries opposed to provocative rogue behavior do not need to have a large force-in-being because there would be plenty of time to build one up (should it come to that) if other measures such as economic sanctions and diplomatic forays (including appeasement) fail to persuade.

AND check China and Russia.
John Mueller 16, Woody Hayes Senior Research Scientist, Mershon Center for International Security Studies; Adjunct Professor, Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, 6/5/16, “Embracing Threatlessness: US Military Spending, Newt Gingrich, and the Costa Rica Option,” http://politicalscience.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/CNArestraintCato16.pdf
The United States seems to be substantially free from threats that require a great deal of military preparedness.
To begin with, it really seems time to consider the consequences of the fact that a conflict like World War II is extremely unlikely to recur. Spending a lot of money for an eventuality—or fantasy—of ever-receding likelihood is highly questionable. Some envision threat in China’s rapidly-increasing prosperity. But, although its oft-stated desire to incorporate (or re-incorporate) Taiwan into its territory should be watched, armed conflict would be extremely—even overwhelmingly—costly to the country. And Chinese leaders, already rattled by internal difficulties, seem to realize this. Russia’s recent assertiveness bears watching, but it does not suggest that the game has been crucially changed. It might make sense to maintain a containment and deterrent capacity against rogue states in formal or informal coalition with other concerned countries. However, the military requirements for the task are limited. Humanitarian intervention with military force is unlikely due to a low tolerance for casualties in such ventures, an increasing aversion to the costs of nation-building, and the lack of political gain from successful ventures. Concern about nuclear proliferation is overwrought: long experience suggests that when countries obtain the weapons, they “use” them only to stoke their national ego and to deter real or imagined threats. Europe seems to face no notable threats of a military nature, the Taiwan/China issue remains a fairly remote concern, and Israel’s primary problems derive from the actions of sub-state groups. The military relevance of the terrorism “threat” has been substantially exaggerated, and it mainly calls for policing and intelligence work and perhaps for occasional focused strikes by small units.
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No readiness impact---their ev is nonsense
Michael O'Hanlon 17, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, “Is the Pentagon Headed for a Military Readiness Crisis?,” 10-9-2017, http://www.nationalinterest.org/feature/the-pentagon-headed-military-readiness-crisis-22645
Washington is abuzz with talk that the U.S. military is increasingly hollow, and that its readiness is in crisis. American military readiness, defined as the ability of individual units in the armed forces to execute their assigned missions promptly and competently, is indeed uneven today, with some serious problems. A Department of Defense that downsized by more than a third after the Cold War ended, then spent fifteen years at war, and most recently also endured the budgetary shenanigans of sequestration and recurrent continuing resolutions, has indeed been through a lot. All would agree that the United States has asked a great deal of its soldiers, sailors, Marines, airmen, airwomen and their families, as well as the U.S. Coast Guard over in the Department of Homeland Security.
But some of the current talk goes dangerously too far. If believed literally, then it could embolden U.S. enemies, suck resources that are also needed for military innovation and modernization to fix short-term readiness problems, and make taxpayers wonder why the Pentagon can’t manage its forces better on $600 billion a year (well above the Cold War average). Just as bad—or worse—it could convince lawmakers to fund a big defense buildup by cutting the State Department, Agency for International Development, and other equally crucial parts of the country’s foreign-policy toolkit, as President Trump has proposed. That would hurt diplomacy and development far more than it would help the armed forces, given the proportionate amounts of money involved for each in any such reallocation.
In his masterful 2012 Brookings book on Military Readiness, Columbia University Professor Richard Betts entitled one chapter, “Lies, Damned Lies, and Readiness Statistics.” We need to be careful about cherry-picking data to serve a predetermined narrative. This often happens in readiness debates. For example, in the late 1990s, the Army declared two of its ten divisions “unready” because each had one of its three brigades deployed on operations in the Balkans that the president and Congress had approved. To my mind, the divisions were proving their readiness for a real national-security mission, not somehow squandering or sacrificing it. But the Army classified the data, and it was only leaked when it served someone’s particular agenda. In the early 1980s, an Air Force bomber squadron took delivery of several brand-new B-1 bombers one calendar year. But instead of scoring that as an improvement, official Air Force statistics said that the unit in effect went from a “B” to an “F” in readiness over the course of that year. The reason was that it was supposed to have received a dozen B-1s that year, to replace the B-52s that had been in its inventory, but instead only got half the expected number. Its actual capabilities improved dramatically, but it fell short of what plans had augured, so it was severely downgraded in the official readiness statistics.
I do not mean to suggest that the readiness horror stories we are hearing today are made up. They are real—as real as the tragic accidents of the USS McCain and USS Fitzgerald this year, as real as the deployments of our men and women in uniform that often last weeks longer than they should, as real as several types of military helicopter fleets, which reportedly have only about half their aircraft flying right now. We do, in fact, need to fix these problems; modestly, more money is indeed needed for fuel, ammunition, equipment repair, training and a somewhat larger military force structure. We also need to get away from stopgap funding measures known as a “continuing resolutions” like the one we have right now. Continuing resolutions prevent the Department of Defense from entering multiyear contracts that can save the taxpayer money; they also impede innovation. Also, they disrupt training and hiring, by leaving planners unsure of what will happen financially once temporary budget measures expire.
As best I can tell from my research, the current state of U.S. military readiness is roughly as follows. This is admittedly an imperfect and imprecise summary of the situation, because for the last fifteen years the armed services has been classifying information that should, in my judgment, be public, complicating any effort to measure and assess readiness. But the situation appears roughly as follows:
Most major categories of equipment are in fairly good shape, in terms of their “mission capable rates” relative to historical norms. For example, major Army vehicle readiness rates typically exceed 90 percent today.
That said, a number of categories of equipment across the services, like certain helicopter fleets, are not in good shape, as noted. Some types of particularly old, or overused, equipment do indeed show mission-capable rates as bad as any major category of defense equipment since the 1970s.
Funding for major training is being provided to the military at 85 to 95 percent of what would be considered optimal rates. That is not perfect, but by historical standards it is still rather good.
According to Department of Defense data, the quality of U.S. personnel is quite high in terms of experience and aptitude. Recruiting as well as retention statistics are also strong.
Yet we do not have enough people for some specialties, and we have real dearths in areas like certain types of pilots and equipment maintenance personnel.
Taken together, I would evaluate today’s overall readiness, averaged across multiple categories, as something between a B and a B+, with some pockets of lower grades but also numerous units that are simply in outstanding shape, largely because their people are so good, if often tired.
No hard power impact---not key to peace, we’re too far ahead for their internal link to matter, and any decline would be offset by allies filling in 
Christopher Preble 16, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 8/31/16, “NO MORE OF THE SAME: THE PROBLEM WITH PRIMACY,” https://warontherocks.com/2016/08/no-more-of-the-same-the-problem-with-primacy/
U.S. policymakers have invited this response. For decades, U.S. foreign policy has followed a quixotic goal of primacy, or global hegemony. It presumes that the United States is the indispensable nation, and that every problem, in any part of the world, must be resolved by U.S. leadership or else will impact American safety.
But primacy has proved both difficult and costly. It is also frequently disconnected from American security needs.
An alternative approach to global affairs would concentrate on vital U.S. national interests and maintain the tools necessary to defend them. It would also reject the need for global hegemony. The idea that we can only be safe once the world is remade in our image is riddled with logical fallacies. Moreover, an interests-driven foreign policy would take seriously the consequences of our actions abroad and here at home — on our soldiers, our fiscal health, and our principles.
Instead of asking, whenever a distant crisis breaks, “What is the United States going to do?” we should ask, first, “How does this affect vital U.S. national interests?” and, second, “In light of recent developments, what can the United States do, while remaining prosperous and relatively safe, and what must others do to protect themselves?”
This might seem like common sense, but it runs counter to the foreign policy thinking among American elites. They argue that America’s dominant position in the international system is good not only for America but also for the world. A large, expensive, and globally deployed military is designed to smother potential peer competitors and stop prospective threats before they materialize. Primacy also requires a globe-girdling array of allies and the active spread of liberal values. It even means “resisting, and where possible, undermining, rising dictators and hostile ideologies” through frequent military interventions, as primacists Robert Kagan and Bill Kristol have argued. They are comfortable going to war even “when we cannot prove that a narrowly construed ‘vital interest’ of the United States is at stake.”
Primacists hold that it would simply be too dangerous to allow allied countries to defend themselves or independently assert their interests; therefore, the United States must do it for them. Though such a strategy encourages free riding, primacists are more worried by the prospect that allies’ self-defense efforts might fail, necessitating more costly U.S. intervention later and under less favorable circumstances. U.S. security guarantees, the primacists say, tamp down the natural inclination of states to want to provide security for themselves, thus preventing allies from engaging in arms build-ups that might unsettle their neighbors, perhaps even unleashing regional arms races.
Unfortunately — but predictably given what theory and history teach us — primacy has been neither easy to implement nor cheap to sustain. When the U.S. military is called upon to fight wars across the globe, the human toll is considerable. Since 9/11 and through 2014, nearly 7,000 U.S. troops have been killed, 52,000 have been wounded in action, and close to a million veterans have registered disability claims.
The fiscal burdens of primacy are severe as well. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan cost the United States trillions of dollars, some of which we will be paying for many decades in the form of additional debt servicing and veteran care. And primacy guarantees more fighting in the future — and the bills that come with it.
Of course, we ought to have a strong defense. But, under primacy, the U.S. military is expected both to stop threats from materializing and to stomp out any fires it fails to prevent. That expectation requires us to maintain the world’s largest and most active military. Notwithstanding the false claims that the Budget Control Act is responsible for “gutting national defense”, or the widespread belief that the U.S. military has been hollowed out and needs to be rebuilt, the U.S. military is the preeminent fighting force in the world. No state can match U.S. global power-projection capabilities. And U.S. military spending remains near historic highs. In inflation-adjusted dollars, military spending — both war and non-war — averaged $612 billion per year during President George W. Bush’s two terms in office. Under President Barack Obama, it has averaged $675 billion. The United States will have spent nearly $500 billion more on the military in the Obama years than during the Bush years.
The United States spends at least as much on its military as the next eight countries worldwide and nearly three times more than China and Russia combined. Although not all of that money is spent wisely, it still buys incomparable capabilities. No sensible American should wish to trade places with any other country on earth. The U.S. military is second to none, and our massive economy is a solid foundation for generating military power when it is needed..
In the current strategic environment, the United States could easily spend less and still safeguard America’s vital interests. It could do so through smarter spending, eliminating wasteful gold-plated programs such as the F-35, and demanding greater burden-sharing from allies. At present, U.S. security guarantees to wealthy allies cause them to underprovide for their own defense, meaning they have less capacity to help us deal with common security challenges.

Readiness crisis has been manufactured for decades. 
Gordon Adams 18, professor of international relations at American University's School of International Service and is a distinguished fellow at the Stimson Center., 2-14-2018, "The Military’s 'Readiness' Scam Worked Again," Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/02/15/the-militarys-readiness-scam-worked-again/
It’s worth thinking about why defense spending is about to explode. It’s not because of some revolutionary change in the global security environment — aside from those pesky North Koreans and their nukes, America has never been so secure. It’s not because the U.S. military’s effectiveness has declined; it remains the most powerful force in the world, highly capable and very ready. The reason the Pentagon’s budget is now on a long-term upswing is because the military has spent years loudly lobbying for such an increase while complaining about an alleged “readiness crisis.” Complaining works, at least when the military does it, because politicians in both parties fear the military’s wrath. Partisan gridlock can still impede efforts to bump up the military’s resources, but now that Republicans are in control of Congress and the White House, there are no more hurdles standing in the way. None of this is to suggest, however, that the congressional generosity will buy Americans more security or a better force than the one they have today. Every military leader in history has wanted more resources at his or her disposal. U.S. secretaries of defense have been especially adamant since 2011, when the Budget Control Act first set limits on both defense and domestic spending. The tears shed by the Pentagon went beyond complaining about those pesky budget caps. They also touched on declining military readiness, units that weren’t combat ready, Chinese military expansion, and just about anything else that defense officials thought might put the spending train back on the tracks. All the Pentagon’s complaints ignored the reality that since 2001 the military has been receiving tens, and sometimes even hundreds, of billions of dollars in additional funding — above and beyond the budget caps — thanks to a special slush fund, the Overseas Contingency Operations account. That money is supposed to be designated for emergencies, but both the Pentagon and the Congress have routinely used this budget for nonemergency purposes, such as paying, training, and supporting existing troops (all normally in the Pentagon’s base budget) and buying equipment already in the long-term defense plan. Nevertheless, the military has complained that its readiness is in tatters. And after all those years of deployments, military officials testifying to Congress could always come up with a sad anecdote about planes being cross-decked to an outgoing carrier, fighters not ready to fly, or missing pilots. U.S. policymakers have seen this movie many times before. I experienced it myself in the 1990s, when the brass was displeased with the budget levels set by the Bill Clinton administration and whined about readiness problems to the Office of Management and Budget, where I worked. My follow-up with the Pentagon’s civil servants made it clear that the measures they were using were rigged to show low levels of readiness; they set standards that called units “ready” only if they had every capability imaginable to fight a major ground war, and they counted as “unready” units that were back from deployments and had missed a training slot for that big war, one they would soon be scheduled to receive. We knew the Pentagon was using manipulated numbers to bludgeon us with demands for more funding. Nevertheless, we caved: In 1994, we added more than $20 billion to the defense budget, not really to fix readiness but to try to make the issue go away before the midterm elections that year. (It didn’t work, by the way.) Four years later, we did it again, busting previous budget commitments to add billions of dollars more. (For an excellent analysis of that fight, read This War Really Matters: Inside the Fight for Defense Dollars by the late George C. Wilson, once the premier Pentagon correspondent for the Washington Post.) Plus ça change, plus c’est la même chose — the more things change, the more they stay the same — as military parade leaders in France might say. Today, once again, the U.S. military stands on the brink of an alleged readiness crisis, and more money is needed, pronto. The trail of tears became so deep that it caught up Republicans and Democrats (always eager to portray themselves as “tough on national security”). It caught up in the lachrymose flow virtually all of the think tank preachers at the American Enterprise Institute, the Heritage Foundation, the Center for a New American Security, and large panels of bipartisan heavyweights reviewing the Pentagon’s four-year defense studies. Everyone in Washington seems to have been swept up in the tide; even some of the most careful, independent analysts are on board. As Todd Harrison of the Center for Strategic and International Studies noted, “We are stretched too thin.… We are trying to do too much with the size force that we have all around the world.” All this hand-wringing is happening about a ground force that, after nearly two decades of war, is highly experienced and primed — and largely back at home; a Navy that is larger than any other navy in the world and the only one with global reach; an Air Force that is larger and more technologically advanced than any other, flying, bombing, tanking, airlifting globally. America’s is the only military that has global basing, logistics, communications, transportation, and intelligence; nobody else, not the Chinese and certainly not the Russians, comes even close. But this is Washington, where the policy and analytical sheep gather under one tree to be safe from the storm of political criticism. The British novelist Lawrence Durrell comes to mind: “How nugatory and how glum / The endomorphs of scholarship / Like hippos on a sinking ship / Stand bum to silly bum.” (Just replace scholarship with politics and the comparison is apt.)
Crisis exaggerated—budgets, equipment and recruitment are strong. 
Michael O'Hanlon 17, senior fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution, 10-5-2017, "'Military readiness crisis' a risky misdiagnosis," TheHill, https://thehill.com/opinion/national-security/354042-military-readiness-crisis-a-risky-misdiagnosis
However, these budgetary shenanigans, combined with recent high-profile accidents like the U.S.S. Fitzgerald and U.S.S. McCain tragedies, have led numerous officials to wrongly declare a military readiness crisis. To be sure, after nearly two continuous decades of war, the armed forces are under significant stress. But to exaggerate today's problems as a "crisis" is risky. Doing so can divert attention from other military challenges, like long-term modernization. It may embolden foes who mistakenly conclude we are unprepared and lead to cynicism among taxpayers who wonder why a defense establishment consistently funded at more than $600 billion a year (well above the Cold War average, in inflation-adjusted terms) is sometimes described in terms reminiscent of the "hollow force" era of the 1970s. Today's armed forces, while challenged, are far from hollow. They need more consistent and modestly higher budgets. But rather than wait for readiness salvation in the form of much higher budgets that are unlikely to appear, Pentagon officials also need to think of what they can do to mitigate readiness problems through better management of the forces at hand. Current military readiness — i.e., the ability of the U.S. military, unit by unit, to carry out assigned tasks promptly and competently — can be summarized as follows: First, most major categories of equipment are in fairly good shape, in terms of their "mission-capable rates" relative to historical norms. For example, major Army vehicle readiness rates typically exceed 90 percent today. That said, a number of categories of equipment across the services, like certain helicopter fleets, are not in good shape. Second, funding for major training is being provided to the military at 85 to 95 percent of comprehensive rates. That is not perfect, but by historical standards, it is still rather good. Third, the quality of our personnel is quite high, and recruiting as well as retention statistics are strong. Yet, we do not have enough people for some specialties, and we have real dearths in areas like certain types of pilots and equipment maintenance personnel. 
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Recruitment is self correcting—crisis proponents are bias. 
Jason Richwine 18, public-policy analyst and a contributor to National Review Online., 8-22-2018, "Probably Enough Good Men," National Review, https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/military-recruitment-problem-overblown/
The source of these dubious statistics appears to be the Council for a Strong America, a liberal advocacy group whose solution to military-recruitment problems is more public preschool. Its “Mission: Readiness” subsidiary has a dire report on military recruiting, but it offers no data analysis – just assertions from military officials. For example, its evidence that “one out of four young Americans lacks a high school diploma” is a personal communication from a military analyst. (In fact, most of the report promotes old chestnuts like Perry Preschool and the Abecedarian program. I suspect that “Mission: Readiness,” whose funders include Pre-K Now and the Birth To Five Policy Alliance, is a lot more interested in preschool than it is in the military.) Overall, the recruitment problem is probably overblown. Some eligibility constraints are hard to change, such as AFQT and criminality, but others are easier. The military is quite good at getting people in shape, so the fitness problem seems manageable. As for getting young people interested in signing up, there are probably many steps that could be taken to make the services more appealing, including higher recruitment bonuses when the private-sector labor market is strong (such as now). The broader point here is that the number of potential recruits is partly a function of how badly the military wants recruits in the first place. Trying to put a single number on who is eligible, assuming no other policy changes, does not seem all that helpful. Again, maybe I’m wrong to be skeptical of a recruiting crisis, but the evidence presented so far is not convincing.
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Heg fails
Dr. Andrew Bacevich 20, Professor of History and International Relations at Boston University, Ph.D. in American Diplomatic History from Princeton University, and Graduate of the U.S. Military Academy, “The Endless Fantasy of American Power”, Foreign Affairs, 9/18/2020, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2020-09-18/endless-fantasy-american-power
Unfortunately, this frenetic pace of military activity has seldom produced positive outcomes. As measured against their stated aims, the “long wars” in Afghanistan and Iraq have clearly failed, as have the lesser campaigns intended to impart some approximation of peace and stability to Libya, Somalia, and Syria. An equally unfavorable judgment applies to the nebulous enterprise once grandly referred to as the “global war on terrorism,” which continues with no end in sight.
And yet there seems to be little curiosity in U.S. politics today about why recent military exertions, undertaken at great cost in blood and treasure, have yielded so little in the way of durable success. It is widely conceded that “mistakes were made”—preeminent among them the Iraq war initiated in 2003. Yet within establishment circles, the larger implications of such catastrophic missteps remain unexplored. Indeed, the country’s interventionist foreign policy is largely taken for granted and the public pays scant attention. The police killing of Black people provokes outrage—and rightly so. Unsuccessful wars induce only shrugs.
THE CHIMERA OF “AMERICAN LEADERSHIP”
With something approaching unanimity, Americans “support the troops.” Yet they refrain from inquiring too deeply into what putting the troops in harm’s way has achieved in recent decades. Deference to the military has become a rote piety of American life. In accepting the Democratic Party’s nomination for the presidency, for example, Joe Biden closed his remarks with an appeal to the Divine on behalf of the nation’s soldiers: “And may God protect our troops.” Yet nowhere in his 24-minute address did Biden make any reference to what U.S. troops were currently doing or why in particular they needed God’s protection. Nor did he offer any thoughts on how a Biden administration might do things differently.
Americans don’t particularly want to hear about war or the possibility of war in the present season of overlapping and mutually reinforcing crises. And Biden obliged them in the most important speech of his career. The famously garrulous politician mentioned recent U.S. wars only in passing, briefly referring to his late son, who served in Iraq, and excoriating U.S. President Donald Trump for not responding more aggressively to revelations that Russia put bounties on U.S. soldiers in Afghanistan.
This aversion to taking stock of recent U.S. wars is by no means unique to Biden or confined to the Democratic Party. It is a bipartisan tendency. It also inhibits a long overdue reexamination of basic national security policy.
Between the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 2016 presidential election, leaders of both political parties collaborated in trying to demonstrate the efficacy and necessity of what they habitually referred to as “American global leadership.” Embedded in that seemingly benign phrase was a grand strategy of militarized primacy. Unfortunately, the results achieved by this assertion of global leadership proved to be anything but benign, as turmoil in Afghanistan and Iraq attest. Although the defense industry and its allies have profited from American wars, the American people have done less well. Protracted wars are not making Americans freer or more prosperous. They have instead saddled the nation with enormous debt and diverted attention and resources from neglected domestic priorities.
In 2020, further occasions for bristling, militarized U.S. leadership beckon. China offers the most obvious example for hawks, with demands that the United States confront the People’s Republic growing more insistent by the day. Many in Washington appear to welcome the prospect of a Sino-American cold war. Other prospective venues for demonstrating assertive U.S. leadership include in operations against Iran, Russia, and even poor benighted Venezuela, with prominent figures in the Beltway eager to have a go at regime change in Caracas.
To cling to this paradigm of U.S. global leadership is to perpetuate the assumptions and habits defining post–Cold War U.S. national security policy—and above all the emphasis on amassing and employing military might. The United States grants itself prerogatives allowed to no other country to remain, in its own estimation, history’s “indispensable nation.” To judge by the results achieved in Afghanistan, Iraq, and other recent theaters of war, this imperative will only continue to wreak havoc in the name of freedom, democracy, and humane values.
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No impact to hegemony. Military involvement has seldom produced positive outcomes---Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, Somalia, Syria. All heg does is saddle us with debt. That’s Bacevich.
Primacy’s not key to peace 
Christopher Preble 16, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 8/31/16, “NO MORE OF THE SAME: THE PROBLEM WITH PRIMACY,” https://warontherocks.com/2016/08/no-more-of-the-same-the-problem-with-primacy/
Such expenditures might still be justified if they were instrumental in keeping Americans safe. But, in fact, primacy is based on a number of faulty premises, including: (a) that the United States is subjected to more urgent and prevalent threats than ever before; (b) that U.S. security guarantees reassure nervous allies and thus contribute to global peace and stability; and (c) that a large and active U.S. military is essential to the health of the international economy.
Primacists hold that the United States cannot adopt a wait-and-see attitude with respect to distant trouble spots. They believe that the security of all states are bound together and that threats to others are actually threats to the United States. Primacists believe that instability and crises abroad will adversely affect American interests if they are allowed to fester. “The alternative to Pax Americana—the only alternative—is global disorder,” writes the Wall Street Journal’s Bret Stephens, with emphasis. Because any problem, in any part of the world, could eventually threaten U.S. security or U.S. interests, primacy aims to stop all problems before they occur.
This assumption is based on a very selective reading of world history, grossly exaggerates the United States’ ability to control outcomes, and underplays its costs. It also miscasts the nature of the threats that are facing us.
Technology has not evaporated the seas, allowing large land armies to march across the ocean floor. Meanwhile, potential challengers like China face more urgent problems that will diminish their desire and ability to project power outside of their neighborhood. They can cause trouble in the South China Sea, but that does not mean they can or will in the South Pacific or the Caribbean. China’s economic troubles and rising popular unrest, for example, could constrain Chinese military spending increases and focus Beijing’s attention at home. Causing problems abroad would threaten critical trading relations that are essential to the health of the Chinese economy.
Primacists argue that we cannot rely on oceans to halt nuclear missiles that fly over them or cyberattacks in the virtual realm. And terrorists could infiltrate by land, sea, or air, or they could be grown right here at home. But our own nuclear weapons provide a powerful deterrent against state actors with return addresses, and a massive, forward-deployed military is not the best tool for dealing with terrorists and hackers. The hard part is finding them and stopping them before they act. That is a job for the intelligence and law enforcement communities, respectively. And small-footprint military units like special operations forces can help as needed.
There have always been dangers in the world, and there always will be. To the extent that we can identify myriad threats that our ancestors could not fathom, primacy compounds the problem. By calling on the United States to deal with so many threats, to so many people, in so many places, primacy ensures that even distant problems become our own.
Primacy’s other key problem is that, contrary to the claims of its advocates, it inadvertently increases the risk of conflict. Allies are more willing to confront powerful rivals because they are confident that the United States will rescue them if the confrontation turns ugly, a classic case of moral hazard, or what MIT’s Barry Posen calls “reckless driving.”
Restraining our impulse to intervene militarily or diplomatically when our safety and vital national interests are not threatened would reduce the likelihood that our friends and allies will engage in such reckless behavior in the first place. Plus, a more restrained foreign policy would encourage others to assume the burden of defending themselves.
Such a move on the part of our allies could prove essential, given that primacy has not stopped our rivals from challenging U.S. power. Russia and China, for example, have resisted the U.S. government’s efforts to expand its influence in Europe and Asia. Indeed, by provoking security fears, primacy exacerbates the very sorts of problems that it claims to prevent, including nuclear proliferation. U.S. efforts at regime change and talk of an “axis of evil” that needed to be eliminated certainly provided additional incentives for states to develop nuclear weapons to deter U.S. actions (e.g., North Korea).
Meanwhile, efforts intended to smother security competition or hostile ideologies have destabilized vast regions, undermined our counterterrorism efforts, and even harmed those we were ostensibly trying to help. After U.S. forces deposed the tyrant Saddam Hussein in 2003, Iraq descended into chaos and has never recovered. The civil war in Syria, and the problem of the Islamic State in particular, is inextricable from the U.S.-led invasion and occupation of Iraq. The situation in Libya is not much better — the United States helped overthrow Muammar al-Qaddafi in 2011, but violence still rages. The Islamic State, which originated in Iraq, has now established a presence in Libya as well, provoking still more U.S. military action there. It is clear that those interventions were counterproductive and have failed to make America safer and more secure, yet primacists call for more of the same.
Lastly, primacists contend that U.S. military power is essential to the functioning of the global economy. “U.S. security commitments,” explain leading primacists Stephen G. Brooks, G. John Ikenberry, and William C. Wohlforth, “help maintain an open world economy and give Washington leverage in economic negotiations.” The United States sets the rules of the game and punishes those who disobey them. If the United States were less inclined to intervene in other people’s disputes, the primacists say, the risk of war would grow, roiling skittish markets. But such claims exaggerate the role that U.S. ground forces play in facilitating global trade, especially given the resiliency and flexibility of global markets in the face of regional instability. Moreover, primacists ignore the extent to which past U.S. military activism has actually undermined market stability and upset vital regions. Smart alternatives to primacy feature a significant role for the U.S. Navy and Air Force in providing security in the global commons while avoiding the downsides of onshore activism.
In conclusion, America’s default foreign policy is unnecessarily costly and unnecessarily risky. Its defenders misconstrue the extent to which U.S. military power has contributed to a relatively peaceful international system, and they overestimate our ability to sustain an active global military posture indefinitely.
The United States needs an alternative foreign policy, one that focuses on preserving America’s strength and advancing its security, and that expects other countries to take primary responsibility for protecting their security and preserving their interests. America’s leaders should restrain their impulse to use the U.S. military when our vital interests are not directly threatened while avoiding being drawn into distant conflicts that sap our strength and undermine our safety and values.
No hegemony impact---empirics and political psychology prove US posture is unrelated to great power peace
Christopher Fettweis 17, associate professor of political science at Tulane University. 5/8/17, “Unipolarity, Hegemony, and the New Peace” http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/09636412.2017.1306394?needAccess=true
After three years in the White House, Ronald Reagan had learned something surprising: “Many people at the top of the Soviet hierarchy were genuinely afraid of America and Americans,” he wrote in his autobiography. He continued: “Perhaps this shouldn’t have surprised me, but it did … I’d always felt that from our deeds it must be clear to anyone that Americans were a moral people who starting at the birth of our nation had always used our power only as a force for good in the world…. During my first years in Washington, I think many of us took it for granted that the Russians, like ourselves, considered it unthinkable that the United States would launch a first strike against them.” 100 Reagan is certainly not alone in believing in the essential benevolent image of his nation. While it is common for actors to attribute negative motivations to the behavior of others, it is exceedingly difficult for them to accept that anyone could interpret their actions in negative ways. Leaders are well aware of their own motives and tend to assume that their peaceful intentions are obvious and transparent.
Both strains of the hegemonic-stability explanation assume not only that US power is benevolent, but that others perceive it that way. Hegemonic stability depends on the perceptions of other states to be successful; it has no hope to succeed if it encounters resistance from the less powerful members of the system, or even if they simply refuse to follow the rules. Relatively small police forces require the general cooperation of large communities to have any chance of establishing order. They must perceive the sheriff as just, rational, and essentially nonthreatening. The lack of balancing behavior in the system, which has been puzzling to many realists, seems to support the notion of widespread perceptions of benevolent hegemony.101 Were they threatened by the order constructed by the United States, the argument goes, smaller states would react in ways that reflected their fears. Since internal and external balancing accompanied previous attempts to achieve hegemony, the absence of such behavior today suggests that something is different about the US version.
Hegemonic-stability theorists purport to understand the perceptions of others, at times better than those others understand themselves. Complain as they may at times, other countries know that the United States is acting in the common interest. Objections to unipolarity, though widespread, are not “very seriously intended,” wrote Kagan, since “the truth about America’s dominant role in the world is known to most observers. And the truth is that the benevolent hegemony exercised by the United States is good for a vast portion of the world’s population.” 102 In the 1990s, Russian protests regarding NATO expansion—though nearly universal—were not taken seriously, since US planners believed the alliance’s benevolent intentions were apparent to all. Sagacious Russians understood that expansion would actually be beneficial, since it would bring stability to their western border.103 President Clinton and Secretary of State Warren Christopher were caught off guard by the hostility of their counterparts regarding the issue at a summit in Budapest in December 1994.104 Despite warnings from the vast majority of academic and policy experts about the likely Russian reaction and overall wisdom of expansion itself, the administration failed to anticipate Moscow’s position.105 The Russians did not seem to believe American assurances that expansion would actually be good for them. The United States overestimated the degree to which others saw it as benevolent.
Once again, the culture of the United States might make its leaders more vulnerable to this misperception. The need for positive self-regard appears to be particularly strong in North American societies compared to elsewhere.106 Western egos tend to be gratified through self-promotion rather than humility, and independence rather than interdependence. Americans are more likely to feel good if they are unique rather than a good cog in society’s wheel, and uniquely good. The need to be perceived as benevolent, though universal, may well exert stronger encouragement for US observers to project their perceptions onto others.
The United States almost certainly frightens others more than its leaders perceive. A quarter of the 68,000 respondents to a 2013 Gallup poll in sixty-five countries identified the United States as the “greatest threat to world peace,” which was more than three times the total for the second-place country (Pakistan).107 The international community always has to worry about the potential for police brutality, even if it occurs rarely. Such ungratefulness tends to come as a surprise to US leaders. In 2003, Condoleezza Rice was dismayed to discover resistance to US initiatives in Iraq: “There were times,” she said later, “that it appeared that American power was seen to be more dangerous than, perhaps, Saddam Hussein.” 108 Both liberals and neoconservatives probably exaggerate the extent to which US hegemony is everywhere secretly welcomed; it is not just petulant resentment, but understandable disagreement with US policies, that motivates counterhegemonic beliefs and behavior.
To review, assuming for a moment that US leaders are subject to the same forces that affect every human being, they overestimate the amount of control they have over other actors, and are not as important to decisions made elsewhere as they believe themselves to be. And they probably perceive their own benevolence to be much greater than do others. These common phenomena all influence US beliefs in the same direction, and may well increase the apparent explanatory power of hegemony beyond what the facts would otherwise support. The United States is probably not as central to the New Peace as either liberals or neoconservatives believe.
In the end, what can be said about the relationship between US power and international stability? Probably not much that will satisfy partisans, and the pacifying virtue of US hegemony will remain largely an article of faith in some circles in the policy world. Like most beliefs, it will remain immune to alteration by logic and evidence. Beliefs rarely change, so debates rarely end.
For those not yet fully converted, however, perhaps it will be significant that corroborating evidence for the relationship is extremely hard to identify. If indeed hegemonic stability exists, it does so without leaving much of a trace. Neither Washington’s spending, nor its interventions, nor its overall grand strategy seem to matter much to the levels of armed conflict around the world (apart from those wars that Uncle Sam starts). The empirical record does not contain strong reasons to believe that unipolarity and the New Peace are related, and insights from political psychology suggest that hegemonic stability is a belief particularly susceptible to misperception. US leaders probably exaggerate the degree to which their power matters, and could retrench without much risk to themselves or the world around them. Researchers will need to look elsewhere to explain why the world has entered into the most peaceful period in its history.
The good news from this is that the New Peace will probably persist for quite some time, no matter how dominant the United States is, or what policies President Trump follows, or how much resentment its actions cause in the periphery. The people of the twenty-first century are likely to be much safer and more secure than any of their predecessors, even if many of them do not always believe it.
Challengers like China and Russia are defensive and global institutional machinery is resilient---only a risk primacy drags us into useless wars
Jeffrey D. Sachs 17, University Professor and director of the Center for Sustainable Development at Columbia University, 1/15/17, “US foreign policy — from primacy to global problem solving,” https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/2017/01/15/foreign-policy-from-primacy-global-problem-solving/wPNTrpypiXbDNOeJTKB0CO/story.html
Yet the world also offers a host of new opportunities. China, India, and the African Union are each home to more than a billion people with rapid economic growth and a rising middle class. The information revolution continues to advance at a dazzling rate. Robotics, artificial intelligence, and ubiquitous broadband offer the chances for dramatic breakthroughs in health care, education, and renewable energy, at home and globally. 
If US foreign policy is only about the threats and not the opportunities, the United States will miss out on the rapid advances in well-being that the new technological revolution can deliver, and that would help to stabilize today’s conflict zones. The fundamental challenge facing US foreign policy is to keep America safe without busting the military budget, dragging America into needless wars, or diverting our attention and resources from the opportunity to build a smart, fair, and sustainable US and world economy. 
There are three distinct sets of voices in the current foreign policy debate. 
The first group, whom I call the primacists, argues that the United States should continue to aim for global “primacy,” or geopolitical dominance, maintained by unrivaled US military superiority. This group sees US military dominance as both feasible and necessary for global stability. 
The second group, whom I call the realists, argues that the United States must accept a (realistic) balance of power rather than US primacy. Yet like the primacists, the realists argue for “peace through strength.” They believe a new arms race is the necessary price to pay in order to keep the global balance of power and preserve US security. 
The third group, whom I call the cooperatists, argues that cooperation between nations is not only feasible but necessary to avoid war and to sustain prosperity. In their view, cooperation would spare the world a costly and dangerous new arms race between the United States and the emerging powers, one that could spill over into open conflict. Second, cooperation would enable the United States and indeed the world to seize the opportunities opened by the current technological revolution to boost economic growth and overcome global ills that include global warming, emerging diseases, and mass migration. 
The coming foreign policy battles in the Trump years will pit these three visions against each other, most likely in a fierce pitched battle for the hearts and minds of the American people. I am firmly in the cooperatist camp. I believe that primacy is a dangerous illusion for America in the 21st century, while realism is excessively pessimistic about the potential for diplomacy. In this series, I will seek to explain the options facing the United States. 
Consider the current US policy debate regarding China. 
The primacists see China’s rise as an unacceptable threat to US primacy. They argue that the United States should invest trillions of dollars in a new arms buildup that China could not afford. They call for trade and technology measures to limit China’s future economic growth. The primacists recall that when Ronald Reagan led a military buildup in the 1980s, the Soviet Union went bankrupt trying to keep up. They think the same would happen to China today. They argue that the benefits to the United States of a unilateral US arms buildup would far exceed the costs, with benefits in the form of enhanced US prestige, global leadership, national security, and the safety of overseas investments. 
Suppose, as an illustration, that the primacists call for $5 trillion investment in new armaments, believing that the arms buildup will enable the United States to gain $10 trillion in geopolitical advantages from China, for a net US benefit of $5 trillion and a net loss to China of $10 trillion. 
The realists agree with the primacists that a unilateral US military buildup would give the United States a net gain, but they believe that China would match US arms buildup. Even so, the realists say that the United States should make the investment. Their reasoning: If China invests $5 trillion in armaments while the United States does not, then China will take $10 trillion in geopolitical advantage. Yet if the United States also invests $5 trillion in new armaments, it avoids the $10 trillion geopolitical loss. And if, inexplicably, China decides not to arm, then the United States would garner a net gain of $5 trillion in geopolitical benefits. 
Using game theory jargon, the realists argue that an arms buildup is America’s (and China’s) “dominant” strategy. If China arms, then the United States must do so as well. If China chooses not to arm, then the United States can secure a huge geopolitical advantage through its own military buildup. No matter what China does, therefore, the United States should arm. Since China reasons symmetrically, both countries end up arming, and each incurs a $5 trillion cost but ends up at a standstill. According to the realists, the $5 trillion is the unavoidable cost to pay to ensure America’s geopolitical standing. 
Hold on, say the cooperatists. Surely our two countries can come to their senses. The arms race would cause a net loss of $5 trillion to each country, money that both countries urgently need for education, health care, renewable energy, and cutting-edge infrastructure. Rather than an arms race, let’s agree with China that neither side will arm. Better still, let’s agree to pool some of our resources into new high-tech ventures together to advance cutting-edge global solutions for low-carbon energy, quality education, health care for all, and other vital mutual and global goals. 
The essence of careful foreign policy analysis is to size up these contrasting positions. 
The realists, for their part, feel that an arms race with China and with Russia is more or less inevitable. They point to the bad behavior of China and Russia as proof that diplomacy is useless. China is busy expanding its military presence in the South China Sea. Russia is hacking US politics, bombing Aleppo, and destabilizing Ukraine. How could the United States possibly trust those countries? 
As a cooperatist, I say, “Not so fast.” China’s and Russia’s actions might look aggressive from our point of view, but they are viewed as defensive steps from their vantage point. Many Chinese strategists plausibly believe that America will try to stifle China’s future economic growth and note that the United States outspends China on the military by more than 2-to-1 ($596 billion to $215 billion, in 2015). They hardly feel like the aggressors. 
Russian strategists similarly argue that it was the United States, not Russia, that provoked the recent deterioration of relations in recent years. They point to US meddling in Russia’s internal politics going back many years, and perhaps even more provocatively, to America’s meddling in Ukraine as well. Russian strategists particularly object to the US attempts to bring Ukraine into NATO, which of course would bring the US-led military alliance right up to Russia’s border, and to NATO’s deployment of missile defense systems in Eastern Europe that Russia asserts could be used for offensive purposes. (The new missile deployments follow America’s unilateral withdrawal in 2002 from the US-Soviet ABM treaty.) 
Once upon a time, the primacist view might have been at least plausible as an achievable aim. Consider 1945, when the United States constituted about 30 percent of the world economy and dominated every industrial sector and advanced technology. US global leadership at the time seemed necessary to American and European strategists to stop Soviet subversion of postwar Western Europe and parts of Asia following the Soviet Union’s brutal occupation and subjugation of Eastern Europe at the end of World War II. Even then, many supporters of US “containment” of Soviet expansion warned the United States against a grandiosity and overreach in America’s foreign policy objectives. 
Times are very different now. Not only is the Soviet Union long gone, but the US share of world output has also declined sharply, to roughly 16 percent today. The US economy is actually smaller than China’s when both economies are measured by a common set of international prices. The US goal of global primacy seems both unnecessary and unachievable in these very different conditions. 
Another fundamental change is the much greater need for global cooperation regarding global warming, emerging diseases, and mass migration. If the United States and China view each other as military competitors, they are far less likely to view each other as partners in environmental sustainability. Our mindset — conflict or cooperation — will shape not only our arms spending, but our chances to control global warming, fight newly emerging diseases, and invest together in cutting-edge technologies. 
A third fundamental change is that the world now has the institutional machinery to sustain global cooperation, thanks to the United Nations and its various component institutions. Importantly, the 193 member states of the UN have agreed, as of 2015, on a new cooperative framework for sustainable development and for fighting climate change. It took hard work over many years to secure a unanimous global agreement on the Sustainable Development Goals and the Paris Climate Agreement. It would be especially foolhardy and indeed reckless to turn America’s back on those hard-won unanimous achievements. 
In each region of the world, the United States will face the choice between conflict and cooperation. How will the Trump administration come down on that choice? Does Trump’s tough talk about China, nuclear arms, trade wars, and the infamous Mexican wall portend an assertion of American primacy, or was it merely bluster for the campaign trail? 
The global world order is locked in---US primacy only contributes to disorder
John Mueller 16, Woody Hayes Senior Research Scientist, Mershon Center for International Security Studies; Adjunct Professor, Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, 6/5/16, “Embracing Threatlessness: US Military Spending, Newt Gingrich, and the Costa Rica Option,” http://politicalscience.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/CNArestraintCato16.pdf
In that spirit, contemporary conceivablists worry that a minimally armed United States would suffer a hugely damaging decline in “influence” and would become less able to order the world—to be the “American Pacifier” with “leverage to restrain partners from taking provocative action.” They speculate that Europe “might” become “incapable of securing itself from various threats” materializing from somewhere or other, and that this “could be destabilizing within the region and beyond” while making the Europeans potentially “vulnerable to the influence of outside rising powers.” They also worry that Israel, Egypt, and/or Saudi Arabia might do something nutty in the Middle East and that Japan and South Korea might get nuclear weapons.143
The United States can certainly take credit for being an important influence in establishing a Western order in which the losers of the Second World War came to view the world in much the same way as those who had bombed Dresden and Hiroshima, emerging as key contributors to that order in the process. This was one of the most impressive instances of enlightened self-interest in history. However, the United States hardly forced that to happen due to its hegemonic (or limited hegemonic) status. It may have nudged, persuaded, and encouraged the process to move along, but it had a highly responsive audience in devastated peoples who were most ready to embrace the message and to get back on the road to prosperity. Indeed, it seems entirely possible that the United States was not strictly necessary for these developments at all—that much the same thing would have happened if it had never existed or if it had retreated into truculent isolationism.
Over the course of the decades, the U.S. has provided added value to the international order at various points. But, as Simon Reich and Richard Ned Lebow forcefully point out, it has also routinely embraced error and engaged in fiasco. For example, it “grossly exaggerated” the threat presented by the Soviet Union; promulgated and then wallowed mindlessly and parochially in messianism and in such self-infatuated characterizations as “exceptionalism” and “indispensability”; bullied other countries self-defeatingly; reneged on its own liberal trading rules; and has often been “unable to impose solutions consistent with hegemony.”144 
They also point out that American efforts to manage the Middle East, as with Vietnam in the 1960s, have been “a primary source of disorder,” noting particularly that “since 9/11, the United States is arguably in the grip of the same kind of paranoia as in the early years of the Cold War.”145 The tragedy here is that, although France tried hard in the 2003 runup to the disastrous Iraq War, America’s allies were unable to pacify the Pacifier (or chief primate).
As this discussion suggests, such concepts as hegemony and primacy, no matter how enthusiastically enshrined in the international relations literature, seem at best unhelpful and at worst spooky, vapid, distracting, and misdirecting. Sorting through various definitions, Reich and Lebow array several that seem to capture the essence of hegemony: controlling leadership, domination, or the ability to shape international rules according to the hegemon’s own interests. “Hegemony,” then, is an extreme word suggesting supremacy, mastery, preponderant influence, and full control. Hegemons force others to bend to their will whether they like it or not.146
Moreover, insofar as they carry meaning, the militarized application of American “primacy” and “hegemony” to “order” the world has often been a fiasco.147 Indeed, it is impressive that the “hegemon,” endowed by definition by what Reich and Lebow aptly call a “grossly disproportionate” military capacity has had such a miserable record of achievement since 1945—an issue discussed earlier in this paper. 148 In the meantime, it might be noted again that the US (and a large number of other developed countries) remained studiously distant from genocide in Cambodia in 1975-79 and Rwanda in 1994 and from catastrophic civil war in Congo after 1997.149 
In the wake of foreign policy debacle in the Middle East, there are signs suggesting the hegemonic delusion may have been played out. Although fully two-thirds of Americans continue to favor greater US involvement in the global economy in 2013, only 46 percent deem it “very desirable” for the United States to exert strong leadership in world affairs—the lowest level ever registered by the poll question. (In the same poll, only 11 percent of Europeans said they felt that way: the “dominated,” it would appear, do not seem to have gotten the message.)150
The American people do not want to be disconnected, but they are fully able to contain their enthusiasm for being drawn into costly foreign disasters by a foreign policy establishment deluded with visions of hegemony and determined to look like it is exerting strong leadership in world affairs while remaining blissfully incapable of frankly examining the full scope of the disasters it has already perpetrated. In a speech at West Point in 2014, President Barack Obama contended that the question we face “is not whether America will lead but how we will lead.”151 Perhaps the American (and European) people can be forgiven for worrying about the results.
Reich and Lebow argue that “it is incumbent on IR scholars to cut themselves loose” from the concept of hegemony.152 It seems even more important for the foreign policy establishment to do so. After that, maybe we can happily abandon other scholarly concepts that are often vacuous, usually misdirecting, and singularly unhelpful. These would include not only concepts like “hegemony” and “primacy,” but also “polarity,” “system,” “power transition,” and, eventually perhaps, “power” itself.153


