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High unemployment’s key to increase Army recruitment.
Brook '22 – (Tom Vanden; Pentagon correspondent for USA today, winner of 2015 Scripps Howard Award for Public Service Reporting; "Army recruiting crisis results in soldier shortage, record enlistment bonuses"; 7/10/22; https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2022/07/20/army-recruiting-crisis-shortage/10098673002/) NT-ML
WASHINGTON – The Army faces the worst recruiting environment since the all-volunteer force was created in 1973. The result: The service won't make its goal for recruits and faces a shrinking force in a dangerous world.
Army recruiting typically suffers when civilian jobs are plentiful. That trend is evident this year with the 3.6% unemployment rate, a figure just above a 50-year low. But new factors have dampened recruiting efforts, experts say, including Americans' new attitudes toward work-life balance formed during the COVID-19 pandemic.
The shortfall in soldiers comes as the Pentagon sends troops to reinforce NATO after Russia's invasion of Ukraine in February. In response, the Pentagon has bolstered its force in Europe to 100,000 troops, an increase of 20,000. The largest of the armed services, the Army generally provides the most boots on the ground during such emergencies.
The latest 
The attractive civilian job market and a shrinking pool of qualified candidates has left the Army critically short of the young people it needs to fill its ranks and perform vital tasks.
Through April, the Army had recruited 68% of its goal, 8,282 soldiers fewer than its target. The Navy had a shortfall of 1,473 sailors, or 8% short of its goal. The Air Force, Marine Corps and Space Force all had met or exceeded their targets. 

That’s key to readiness---extinction.
Bloomberg '22 – (Michael R; co-founder and CEO @ Bloomberg, Master of Business Administration; "Military Recruitment Woes Endanger National Security"; https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2022-08-08/us-military-has-a-recruitment-and-retention-problem-here-s-how-to-fix-it) NT-ML
From the Suwalki Gap to the Taiwan Strait, the US military faces no shortage of potential crises. But perhaps its biggest challenge lies close to home: A dwindling number of Americans are able and willing to serve in uniform. To maintain the military’s edge, the Pentagon needs to rethink how it recruits and retains troops — while also preparing to fight future wars with a leaner active-duty force.
On current trends, the outlook is troubling. To meet its overall goal of an active-duty force of 1.3 million, the military needs to bring in roughly 150,000 new recruits across its six service branches. With two months left in the fiscal year, the Pentagon is still 15% short of that goal, with the largest service, the Army, facing the biggest shortfall. Through the end of June, the Army had signed up 22,000 troops, 60% below its annual target. It could end the year with as few as 445,000 troops, nearly 40,000 smaller than the force size authorized by Congress.
A tight labor market is one reason for this state of affairs, but the bigger problem is the shrinking pool recruiters are drawing from. Because of rising rates of youth obesity and drug use, the share of Americans aged 17 to 24 who are eligible to serve without a waiver has fallen to 23%. Discounting those already enrolled in college, the number is only 12%. The military estimates that among those who are eligible, a mere 9% have a “propensity” to serve, the lowest since 2007, during the height of the Iraq War.
To fill the gap, the Army is offering $35,000 bonuses to recruits willing to start basic training within 45 days and allowing enlistees to choose where they’re stationed. The service has also expanded short-term enlistment options, giving some new soldiers the option of two years of active duty rather than the standard four.
While boosting incentives to attract high-quality recruits makes sense, other proposals — such as relaxing physical fitness standards or making it easier for recruits to obtain waivers for prior drug use or medical conditions — risk undermining readiness and discipline. Creating a boot camp for applicants who perform poorly on the Armed Forces Qualification Test may help low-aptitude candidates meet the minimum threshold for service, but it threatens to degrade the military’s overall competence.
Rather than lowering its standards, the Pentagon can take a more pragmatic approach. Greater priority can be given to retaining troops once they enlist, as the Marines have done. Financial bonuses, faster promotion opportunities, and incentives for obtaining new skills would encourage troops to consider longer military careers. The Pentagon can also broaden its pool of potential enlistees by stationing more recruiters in communities with low levels of military participation.
Despite such efforts, the US may well have to do more with less in the years ahead. Investments in unmanned weapons systems, artificial intelligence and higher-precision munitions have the potential to reduce manpower requirements. Greater collaboration with the private sector and smarter use of commercial technologies would allow the Pentagon to turn over more technical tasks, such as IT services, to civilian employees and contractors. The US should also press regional allies, particularly its NATO partners in Europe, to contribute more to collective defense.
Combating the threats to global order requires an American military that’s second to none. Keeping seasoned service members in uniform while harnessing the promise of new technologies can help the US overcome its recruiting challenges without sacrificing the military’s core strengths.

1NR---IL---Military
Recruitment is at an all-time low due to low unemployment rates.
Jackson '23 – (Jon; Associate Editor @ Newsweek; "Will U.S. military recruitment struggles cripple [decimate] response to wars?"; 3/20/23; https://www.newsweek.com/will-us-military-recruitment-struggles-cripple-response-wars-1789001) NT-ML
"Calling the Army recruiting shortfall a crisis is like saying that the Titanic had a 'small' problem in its crossing of the Atlantic," Ferrari and Kem wrote.
Rose Riley, spokesperson for the U.S. Air Force, told Newsweek that the branch had made its recruitment goals for the 2022 fiscal year by "a narrow margin" but weekly accessions continue to fall short in 2023.
"Record-low unemployment rates and steadily declining familiarity with the U.S. military today leaves us uncertain whether we can achieve our goals this year," Riley said in an emailed statement. "We are starting to see some positive results of our training programs, policy changes and our enhanced marketing efforts, but military recruiting will remain a long-term challenge."
Sergeant First Class Anthony Hewitt, an Army spokesperson, also told Newsweek of some of the reason why the Army has struggled to meet recruitment goals.
"The Army is facing unprecedented recruiting conditions due to a combination of factors including the current robust labor market, intense competition for talent with the private sector, and an ongoing decline in the segment of America's youth that are qualified and interested in serving in the military," Hewitt said in an emailed response.
Marine Corps Recruiting Command spokesperson Jim Edwards told Newsweek that while the Marines continue "to experience one of the most challenging recruiting environments since the establishment of the all-volunteer force," the Marine Corps nonetheless "remains on-track to accomplish the Fiscal Year 2023 accession mission."

It’s reverse causal---unemployment’s key to military recruitment. ’08 recession proves.
Peter '9 – (Tom A.; Foreign Correspondent @ the CSM; 11/12/09; "High unemployment means high military recruitment;" https://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2009/1112/p17s01-usmi.html) NT-ML
In the mellow singsong of the California surfer patois that adds an oddly cheerful flavor to his momentous decision, he explains: "I have a little girl, so I had to think about her and the possibility of never coming back to her. At the same time you've got to pay your bills and you've got to keep living." Counter is among thousands of Americans hit hard by the financial crisis who are finding financial refuge in the military, where in spite of the stark prospect of going to war, the work is steady and the pay and benefits are decent.
Economic hard times are a driving force in what the Department of Defense is calling the best recruitment year since 1973.
"We're pleased to report that for the first time since the advent of the all-volunteer force, all of the military components, active and reserve, met their number as well as their quality goals.… [T]hat's the first time that's been achieved for every component since the start of the all-volunteer force in 1973," said Bill Carr, head of personnel for the Department of Defense. In his October report on 2009 recruitment, he attributed part of the success to high unemployment rates in the US, in addition to increased spending on recruits and better military salaries.
ACROSS THE SERVICES, THE MILITARY MET all its goals and, after years of lowering standards during the peak of fighting in Iraq, this past year attracted one of the most educated groups to the military in nearly a decade.
All the services modestly exceeded their recruiting goals, with the Army having the most success, making 108 percent of its target. In sum, the US Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force brought in nearly 169,000 new recruits, while the National Guard and Reserve forces brought in about 138,000.
There is some question as to the significance of the military's record-level recruiting year. Some have pointed out that the services exceeded their goals only after lowering them, so in actuality fewer people joined the military this year than last.
However, the military has also managed to attract an undeniably more qualified core of recruits. The number of Army recruits with a high school degree was up 11 percentage points from last year. Across the services, 96 percent of recruits had a high school diploma, the strongest percentage since 1996. Additionally, the services saw the best showing on their math and verbal aptitude test since 2004 with 73 percent of recruits scoring above average.
For the US military, high unemployment rates have always meant a good thing for recruiting, says Lindsay Cohn, a political science professor who specializes in military personnel issues at the University of Northern Iowa. As far back as the Civil War, people have been turning to the military when the job market goes south.
"All kinds of people are losing their jobs, and all kinds of people of different levels of education and different levels of experience are going to look to the military to support their family," she says. "So you also get a quality spike when [an economic crisis] happens."
THAT QUALITY SPIKE IS NOTICEABLE, says Sgt. Greg Grayson, commander at the downtown Boston Army recruitment office where a jovial crew of soldiers in camouflage and several life-size cutouts of smiling soldiers greet visitors. "There has definitely been an increase in degree-credentialed applicants," he says. "They're done with school and the job market is not what they thought it was going to be."
Grayson says that since July his office has signed on an average of two candidates with bachelor's degrees each month – six in October. That compares with just two every three months a year ago. The office's total recruitment per month runs between nine and 12.
On an October afternoon, Vincent Cortigiano, a college dropout from Cleveland who came to Boston for the state's free healthcare and has cobbled together a living with temporary jobs, came in to sign up.
He says he couldn't afford to stay in college and chose the Army as a way to avoid going into debt.
Educated, slightly older recruits like Mr. Cortigiano, says James Allard, the Army's chief of public affairs for New England recruiting, have been "a definite positive impact on recruiting over the past year" both in terms of quality and quantity.
For those looking to the military to support their family, now more than ever recruits can make a sound living. Gone are the days of soldiers living on food stamps. Now they are among the top earners in the US for those with their education and experience.

The correlation is historically accurate and significant.
Asch '19 – (Beth J.; Senior Economist @ RAND Corporation, PhD in Economics; 2019; "Navigating Current and Emerging Army Recruiting Challenges;" RAND; https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3107.html) NT-ML
After 2009, recruiting conditions improved. The economy stalled as a result of the Great Recession that began in fall 2008, thereby improving the attractiveness of Army service relative to recruits’ opportunities in the civilian workplace. Research shows an increase in high-quality enlistments when the unemployment rate rises (Asch et al., 2010; Knapp et al., 2018). The strong relationship between the strength of the economy and high-quality recruits is shown in Figure 4.7 In addition, the number of Army deployments fell markedly after 2010, and the Army accession mission began to decline as did the overall enlisted force size. Military pay, as measured by regular military compensation (RMC), was also relatively constant from 2010 to 2016 (Hosek et al., 2018).
<<Figure 3 Omitted>>
<<Figure 4 Omitted>>
The Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps responded to the improved recruiting conditions in 2009 by increasing recruit quality and specifically the percentage of recruits who are scored as AFQT Categories I–IIIA (Figure 5), sustaining percentages that exceeded 70 percent Categories I–IIIA through 2016. U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) guidelines are that 60 percent of recruits are AFQT Categories I–IIIA and 90 percent are Tier 1. The other services well exceeded the DoD guideline after 2009.
In contrast, the Army responded to the improved recruiting conditions by cutting resources and chose to reduce the percentage of recruits in AFQT Categories I–IIIA down to the 60 percent DoD guideline. Knapp et al. (2018) show that the percentage of Army recruits receiving bonuses, average bonus amounts, and Army advertising expenditures dropped dramatically in 2009. Furthermore, Army-enlisted recruits with prior military service (Figure 2, right) and those receiving medical or conduct waivers dropped considerably in 2009 compared with 2008. The Army also increased Tier 1 recruits dramatically in 2009 (Figure 2, left) and kept the percentage Tier 1 at or above 90 percent thereafter. Even with fewer recruiting resources, the Army met its overall accession mission between 2009 and 2017 and even substantially exceeded it in 2010 and 2012.
The Army’s differing strategy when recruiting conditions improved suggested that the Army focused on reducing recruiting costs while achieving its overall recruiting mission and meeting DoD benchmarks of 90 percent Tier 1 and 60 percent AFQT Categories I–IIIA recruits. The other services focused on achieving their overall mission while increasing recruit quality above the benchmarks. The different strategies raise the question of what level of recruit quality is appropriate: Are the DoD benchmarks still relevant, should recruit quality increase, or should recruiting costs decrease when recruiting conditions improve? Put differently, how should the services, and the Army specifically, reap the benefits of a less-challenging recruiting market? The Army’s approach would be more appropriate than the other services if the DoD benchmarks are still relevant. On the other hand, if higher recruit quality is required, increasing the higher recruit quality produced by the other services would be more appropriate, although as discussed in more detail in the following section, research shows that increasing resources other than military pay might be a more cost-effective means of increasing recruit quality.
Recruiting has become more challenging in recent years, however. The Army’s total recruiting mission has increased from 57,000 in 2014 to 76,500 in 2018. Furthermore, the economy has dramatically improved. The adult unemployment rate reached a high of 9.6 percent in 2010, but, by 2014, had fallen to 7.4 percent, as shown in Figure 4. In June 2019, adult unemployment was 3.7 percent. As mentioned earlier, research shows that Army high-quality recruits fall, given no other changes, when the economy improves. Tools developed at the RAND Corporation (discussed in the following section), such as the Recruiting Resource Model (RRM), can help the Army assess the relative efficiency of different resource mixes when conditions such as the strength of the economy are changing.

Low recruitment is due to tight labor markets---only unemployment solves.
Fink '23 – (Alex Fink – Major General, chief US Army Enterprise Marketing Team; Sean McHenry – host & senior editor @ Marketplace; Kai Ryssda – associate producer @ MarketPlace; "U.S. Army brings back "Be All You Can Be" amid lagging recruitment"; 4/12/23; https://www.marketplace.org/2023/04/12/u-s-army-brings-back-be-all-you-can-be-amid-lagging-recruitment/) NT-ML
The U.S. Army has a recruitment problem. In 2022, the service missed recruitment goals by 25% — the only armed service to do so. Now, the Army is bringing back a marketing campaign from the ’80s and ’90s in the hope that the rebranding can help bridge the gap.
The Army launched its “Be All You Can Be” campaign in March with a price tag of $117 million. Shortly afterward came the arrest of actor Jonathan Majors, who was featured in two marquee ads. The ads were pulled, and two new ones took their place.
Besides the television spots, the Army is hoping to take advantage of new tech infrastructure known as MarTech, which allows the service to track which marketing efforts actually lead to enlistments. Maj. Gen. Alex Fink, the Army’s chief of enterprise marketing, spoke with “Marketplace” host Kai Ryssdal about the technology.
Alex Fink: The nirvana within marketing is to be able to actually see a sale and then trace that sale back to a marketing activity. In fact, in 2019, we probably contracted around 120,000 soldiers across all three components, the Army, Army Reserve and the Army National Guard. We can only make an attribution of about 500 of those, so insignificant.
Kai Ryssdal: Wow.
Fink: We’ve made some significant investments over the years. And you know, we’re up around 40% of all enlisted contracts today. We can see what marketing activities that youth who actually signed a contract, what brought them in, what drew them in. And so that has obviously given us great insights into the type of content and the type of media that we use.
Ryssdal: All right. So look, you’ve got all this data. You can do the MarTech and all of that stuff. And yet still, the secretary of the Army said not too long ago, fiscal year ’22, you only met 75% of your recruiting goals. So you’ve got some challenges.
Fink: Right. And it’s a multifaceted challenge for sure. There’s things in the environment that the Army has little control of, there’s things that we have some control of and there’s some things we have a lot of control of. And the things that we have a lot of control of, like our brand and how we go to market, are in that category. And so, this is clearly one of many different things that the Army is trying to do to address the recruiting challenges.
Ryssdal: So here’s the thing you don’t really have control of: the American labor market. When you and I spoke in 2019, the labor market was tight. Here we are three years later, after a huge upheaval in the American economy, the labor market is still tight. How big a problem is that for you?
Fink: It’s always a challenge. A tight labor market, low unemployment always makes it harder to recruit. We could model in the past the effects of unemployment: Unemployment goes up, recruiting goes up. I wouldn’t count on that this time. That is because youth are in a very different place than they have been historically when it comes to any military service, in particular service in the Army.

Covid amplifies recruiting challenges---high unemployment is key.
Stoker '23 – (Carol; retired US Navy officer, military retention researcher; "How to solve the military recruitment crisis"; 6/7/23; https://thespectator.com/topic/fix-military-recruitment-crisis-dei-army/) NT-ML
A solid labor market has clearly hurt recruiting. Historically, the military faces greater recruiting challenges when the unemployment rate is low, as it is now. COVID worsened the problem. Military recruiting is recovering from two years of shutdowns and isolation, in which recruiters lost in-person access to prospects at schools, public events, and military-focused youth organizations such as the Sea Cadets and JROTC programs. Virtual recruiting was less effective, and recruiters have found recovery in many in-person venues slow.

Top-level military data proves.
Raven '23 – (Erik Raven – American political advisor, Under Secretary of the Navy; Angus King – US senator; "Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on U.S. Military Recruiting Challenges"; 3/22/23; https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/Testimony/display-testimony/Article/3345511/senate-armed-services-committee-holds-hearing-on-us-military-recruiting-challen/) NT-ML
Let me move on to another data question. Do you have data on the relationship between the unemployment rate nationally and recruiting? We're now in one of the tightest labor markets I've ever seen in my lifetime. Every -- everybody that comes to my office, their number one issue is -- is workers. This morning I had loggers from Maine, truck drivers, plumbers, doctors, nurses, retail, so I'm interested.
Intuitively, it seems to me that your -- your job is going to be tougher when the labor market is so tight and there's so many other opportunities. Is there any data on that Secretary Raven, do you know?
ERIK RAVEN:
Yes, we have that data. And we so -- it shows a clear correlation between the labor market and -- and newest sessions.
ANGUS KING:
Unemployment goes down, recruiting goes down.

Unemployment is a huge indicator of military recruitment.
Crow '19 – (Mark J; PhD Candidate in Public Policy and Economics @ UMich; " Economic and Social Determinants of Military Labor Supply: Essays on the Effects of Local Labor Market Conditions and the Opioid Crisis and Service in the U.S. Army"; 2019; https://deepblue.lib.umich.edu/bitstream/handle/2027.42/151547/mjcrow_1.pdf?sequence=1) NT-ML
This paper examines the effect of local labor market conditions on military enlistment in several new dimensions. First, my results for high quality contracts using OLS specifications and the unemployment rate as the measure of labor market conditions (the focus of existing research) are largely consistent with previous literature.83
Using the results in Crow (2019) that indicate it is possible to identify the effect of labor market conditions on low quality contracts, I extend the research on labor market conditions and enlistment beyond high-quality contracts to all contracts, the differential effects on high vs. low-quality individuals, and more importantly, to the much broader population of military applicants. I also use the employment-to-population ratio as a more accurate measure of labor market conditions and provide the first plausibly causal estimates for the effect of local labor market conditions on enlistment.
Overall, my results suggest that the employment-to-population ratio is strongly related to the number of individuals expressing interest in enlisting in the military.
Specifically, my findings show a decreasing employment-to-population ratio results in more individuals applying to the military which directly results in more individuals entering onto active duty (accessions). However, there is also a concomitant increase in the rate of those disqualified. This implies the individuals being influenced to apply for military service by worsening labor market conditions are relatively less qualified to serve on active duty.

1NR---IL---AT: Alt Cause---Politicization
Politicization has no effect on recruitment.
Baldor '23 – (Lolita C; National Security/Pentagon Reporter @ The Associated Press; "Don't blame 'wokeness' for the Army's recruitment woes, says the Army"; 2/13/23; https://fortune.com/2023/02/13/wokeness-army-military-recruitment-failures-trouble-young-people-attitudes-survey-data/) NT-ML
Army leaders said very few say they are deterred from enlisting due to “wokeness.” In fact, concerns about discrimination against women and minorities is seen as a bigger issue, along with a more general distrust of the military.
“Wokeness” is a slang term that originally described attentiveness to issues of racial and social justice. Some people and groups, especially conservatives, now use it in a derogatory sense implying what they see as overreactions.
Republicans in Congress, including Rep. Jim Banks, chairman of the House Armed Services subcommittee on military personnel, have pledged to target “wokeness” this year. Banks, R-Ind., has said “exposing and dismantling the Biden administration’s woke agenda that is driving down military recruitment and retention” will be a top priority for him this year. His spokesman, Buckley Carlson, said combating “wokeness” at the Defense Department will be a key issue for the congressman.
Banks and others have complained about the Pentagon’s efforts to target extremism in the military, provide courses in critical race theory and other efforts to expand diversity. They say focusing on partisan issues pushed by the left takes away from the Pentagon’s core missions, weakens the military and turns off recruits.
But the Army says that on average, only 5% of the respondents in the surveys listed “wokeness” as an issue, compared with 13% who say they believe that women and minorities will face discrimination and not get the same opportunities.

1NR---Impact---Readiness
Military readiness is key to prevent great power conflict.
Christina L. Lyons 17. Graduate degree in political science, American University; Former editor for the Congressional Quarterly; Journalist. “Military Readiness: Is the Pentagon prepared for future threats?” CQ Researcher. November 3, 2017. http://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre2017110300
The U.S. military also responds to humanitarian crises, including the recent hurricanes that devastated Puerto Rico. Responding to such emergencies is expected to become more challenging as climate change contributes to more natural disasters, potentially sparking international conflicts over fresh water, food and other resources.14 Defense spending in recent years peaked in fiscal 2010 at $691 billion, and Trump's proposal would not bring it up to that level. Some of the country's potential adversaries, meanwhile, have stepped up their military outlays and activities.15 China's defense spending increased 26 percent between 2013 and 2016. In addition, since 2014, China has built 3,200 acres of military bases on artificial islands in the South China Sea that U.S. officials say are part of Beijing's plan to dominate Asia.16 Russia's military also has become increasingly aggressive, raising alarms among NATO countries in Europe that the United States is pledged to protect under Article 5 of the organization's charter. In September, Russia conducted its largest military exercise in recent history in an area that included the Arctic, the Far East, the Black Sea and Russia's border with Ukraine. The exercise involved tens of thousands of troops, along with warships, submarines, fighter jets, helicopters, tanks, artillery, anti-ship missiles, intercontinental ballistic missiles and swarms of drones.17 Another U.S. foe, Iran, says it has increased domestic weapons production 69 percent in the last three years. In January, it conducted its 10th ballistic missile test in two years, raising concerns that it had violated a 2015 agreement with the United States and other world powers to limit its nuclear program in exchange for relief from economic sanctions. According to military reports, 36 U.S. military bases overseas are within range of Iran's missiles.18 Joint Chiefs Chairman Dunford last year identified Russia, China, Iran and North Korea, along with Islamic extremism, as the country's top military threats.19 But none of those countries matches the United States in military might, analysts say. China, for example, is at low manpower levels, and troops have not faced sustained combat since the Vietnam War and are weak on training, coordination and logistics, according to the Congressional Research Service (CRS), the research arm of Congress.20 As the debate about U.S. military readiness continues, here are some of the questions that policymakers and defense experts are asking: Is the U.S. military too small? President Trump announced in January that he wanted to oversee “a great rebuilding” of the U.S. military, detailing plans for 540,000 Army troops, 350 Navy ships and a modernized nuclear arsenal. Pentagon officials and congressional Republicans praised the proposal, although they said it could take years to rebuild the military to something close to Cold War levels, when the Army had more than 750,000 active-duty troops. That number decreased to about 480,000 during the 1990s, rose after the 2001 terrorist attacks and dropped again beginning in 2011. The Army had 475,000 troops on active duty in fiscal 2016.21 As troop numbers have declined, however, their quality has improved, said Steven Kosiak, an adjunct senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security. Higher spending on military health care and veterans’ benefits has attracted more high-quality recruits as measured by “education, aptitude and level of experience,” he said.22 But demands on U.S. soldiers are increasing, which means troop strength also should increase, some defense experts say. Since the end of the Cold War, “the range of potential conflicts we have to be ready for has grown exponentially,” says Todd Harrison, director of defense budget analysis at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a Washington think tank that researches national security and other issues. In addition to conducting counterterrorism operations, today's soldiers must be ready to fight “old-fashioned” conventional wars in places such as North Korea, while also preparing for a potential cyberwar, says James F. Cunningham, a former senior research associate at the American Enterprise Institute, a conservative think tank in Washington. Yet keeping a full brigade trained and ready is difficult when troops constantly rotate out for home leave or are lost through attrition, Cunningham says. “What we have right now is not sufficient,” he says. Dan Goure, senior vice president of the Lexington Institute, a conservative think tank in Virginia focused on national security and other issues, said today's military “is too small, with too few technological advantages and facing too many threats.” “There is now a very real possibility that in a future conflict … U.S. forces could suffer such high casualties that regardless of the outcome, this country will lack the capabilities needed to deal with any other major contingency,” Goure said.23

Perception of weakened military readiness causes Russia and China wars.
Marc Polymeropoulos et al. 22, nonresident senior fellow with the Scowcroft Center’s Forward Defense practice, worked for twenty-six years at the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) before retiring in July 2019 at the Senior Intelligence Service level, was one of the CIA’s most highly decorated operations officers, serving in multiple field and headquarters assignments for the US government, also with Arun Iyer and Jennifer Counter, “The National Defense Strategy shows the Pentagon’s increased focus on the gray zone. Here’s what that means.”, https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/hybrid-warfare-project/the-national-defense-strategy-shows-the-pentagons-increased-focus-on-the-gray-zone-heres-what-that-means/
Integrated deterrence is, at its heart, about shaping behavior to “convince potential adversaries that the costs of their hostile activities far outweigh any possible benefits,” as Defense Secretary Lloyd Austin explained. Integrated deterrence ultimately relies on a full spectrum of incentives, disincentives, messaging, and negotiation, underwritten by credible deterrents of conventional and/or strategic military action. Unsurprisingly, a good amount of the spectrum below the threshold of active armed conflict will reside in the gray zone.
The United States must react to adversarial activity in the gray zone, especially in areas that adversaries perceive as important, to reduce their efficacy; that will require responses that are appropriate, proportionate, and effective. Equally important, the United States must engage proactively in the gray zone to shape competitors’ behavior. Some of the capabilities needed for engaging in the gray zone exist within the DOD, with many housed within US Special Operations Forces core activities, as well as theater security cooperation activities and those at a national level that transcend a single geographic combatant command such as coordination with Five Eyes partners (Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom) across the globe. Other capabilities, while not organic to the department, are at its disposal through effective partnerships with the intelligence community, other departments (e.g. State, Treasury, and Commerce), and alliances and partnerships. Improving the way the DOD leverages partnerships can potentially result in better outcomes than replicating the partners’ capabilities.
A critical part of integrated deterrence will be how the United States articulates its so-called “red lines,” or adversarial actions that trigger a US military response. In order to effectively shape behavior that supports US and allied interests, US strategy and execution must erase any doubt that such limits and consequences do exist, while simultaneously reducing adversary confidence about their knowledge of precisely where those red lines lie. That deliberate ambiguity keeps adversaries from thinking that everything up to the red line would be “fair game,” and avoids inviting lower-level malign activity. It also avoids the optics of a United States’ “bluff” being called, in part, to avoid walking back on pronounced lines. Lastly, engaging in the gray zone will buy the maneuver time and space required to maintain its competitive edge and deter aggression in the future—the United States cannot waste this advantage with denial, handwringing, and partisanship—especially when it comes to China.
—Arun Iyer is a nonresident senior fellow with the Scowcroft Center’s Forward Defense practice and leads its project Adding Color to the Gray Zone. 
3. The NDS differentiates between China as the pacing threat and Russia as an acute threat. What does that look like in the gray zone?
The NDS correctly notes that China and Russia pose unique challenges to the United States. The two countries differ in how they impact the United States and in how long their threats last. China’s advances in technology, access to third-country governments and resources, and role as a key global manufacturer means that the United States and allied countries face a strategic, long-term competition against China. All-out war against China would devastate the global economy and cripple US-owned multinational businesses. In contrast, Russia lacks the reach of its Soviet Union days and its impacts on global markets are mostly limited to petrochemicals. As highlighted in its efforts in Ukraine, the Russian military’s decline has been noticed in the waning professionalism of its forces, reliability of material, and overall investment and research and development. Russia would struggle to project traditional military power much outside its border areas.
China, despite recent economic troubles, is a nation on the rise and one that feels it deserves a place at the top of the world order. Although its population is forecasted to decline in the coming years, China will be a global force for decades to come—and its network of businesses, investments, and expatriates provide the country unique access to capabilities that it can leverage both in the gray zone and to meet traditional military goals. For example, TikTok may offer China the ability to push specific anti-US government content to users of the app in North America or in locations where there are ongoing US or NATO military operations. China’s continued investment in technology, education, and international relationships means that the country will continue to build this access in business, academia, and local politics in countries around the world—levers that can be pulled to meet China’s goals without the use of traditional military operations.
In contrast, Russia’s gray-zone capabilities are limited outside of its use of the paramilitary Wagner Group, information manipulation in the digital space, and traditional diplomatic efforts which include foreign intelligence operations to project power and contribute to paramilitary, influence, and harassment operations. As the political elite focuses on ways to make the domestic Russian audience feel powerful during a period of population and economic decline, gray-zone efforts will likely focus on meeting specific needs such as port access or supporting international political leaders. The Kremlin will aim to look strong to domestic and regional audiences, especially in Eastern Europe and South Asia, where Russia typically has influence. Moscow’s overarching threat to global interests will be its use of information operations to sow discord, clearing entry ways for Russian intelligence and business leaders to access locations of interest and providing localized support to fighting parties where political interests align.
—Jennifer A. Counter is a nonresident senior fellow within the Scowcroft Center’s Forward Defense practice and is a member of its Adding Color to the Gray Zone Task Force.
4. Deterrence is inherently a messaging game. What does this NDS say about the DOD’s approach to information operations?
Deterrence depends on the adversary’s perception of the United States’ capabilities and intent to use them. It also depends on an impression that if the adversary were to present a challenge, the United States would be able to cause enough damage to outweigh any gain for the adversary and its interests. Gauging an adversary’s perception, therefore, is necessary to understand the current deterrent threshold. Moving the threshold, if necessary, is dictated by how well a military manages the information domain. If a deterrent threshold is evaporating or degrading over time, then adjustments must be made to capabilities and perceived intentions, and then adequately conveyed to the adversary to restore the value of the deterrent. The NDS highlights the Pentagon’s aim to enhance its ability to operate in the information domain as a necessary component of this strategy.

It'll quickly go nuclear. 
J. Nastranis 22, Eurasia Review, citing Admiral Charles Richard, the director of STRATCOM, “The US Builds A 'Systemic' Pact to Counter China's Growing Influence”, https://www.nuclearabolition.info/documents/Toward_a_World_without_Nuclear_Weapons_2022.pdf
Also, Adm. Charles Richard, head of U.S. Strategic Command, warned in February: "There is a real possibility that a regional crisis with Russia or China could escalate quickly to a conflict involving nuclear weapons, if they perceived a conventional loss would threaten the regime or state."

Extinction.
Dr. Quamrul Haider 22, Professor of Physics at Fordham, PhD in Physics from Indiana University at Bloomington, “The threat of a ‘nuclear winter’”, https://www.thedailystar.net/opinion/views/news/the-threat-nuclear-winter-3159711
In the decades following the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 that killed an estimated 120,000 people instantly, global nuclear arsenal swelled to a frighteningly dangerous level. Today, we are living in perpetual fear of ever-powerful nuclear weapons in the armoury of the US, Russia and China, hanging over our heads like the Sword of Damocles.
Our anxiety level about a nuclear war reached a new height after Russian President Vladimir Putin threatened to use nuclear weapons in Ukraine. However, most nuclear experts believe that the likelihood of Russia actually using a nuclear weapon in the Ukraine war is still relatively low. Regardless, given Putin's current predicament, his public statements and recent drills of Russian defence forces practising the delivery of a massive nuclear strike, the threat is seen as increasing.
As scientists study the likely ramifications of a nuclear war, a new term has been added to our vocabulary: nuclear winter. It is a phenomenon in which the Earth's atmosphere will be so full of smoke and noxious mixture of particulates and gases from the firestorms caused by nuclear bombs that sunlight will be drastically reduced or may not even reach the Earth's surface, resulting in a prolonged cooling of our planet.
Clearly, the concept of nuclear winter deals with environmental collateral damage of a nuclear war. Indeed, the idea of nuclear winter first gained attention in the 1970s, when a group of scientists, including the renowned astronomer Carl Sagan, considered the environmental consequences of a nuclear war.
Even though it is a chilling concept, there are credible precedents of nuclear winter. In 1980, the father-son duo of Luis and Walter Alvarez presented evidence that the impact of an asteroid hitting the Earth at the end of the Cretaceous Period some 65 million years ago scattered enough dust and debris into the air so as to darken the sky for an extended period of time. The subsequent climate change cooled the Earth by four to five degrees Celsius. Also, the abnormally cold summer of 1783, both in Europe and in the US, is attributed to the enormous eruptions of a chain of volcanoes in Iceland that lasted for eight months.
The effects of a full-scale war using strategic, long-range nuclear weapons may vary, depending on the severity of the war. In the worst case scenario, temperature at ground zero will reach several million degrees, the sky will blaze with the "radiance of a thousand suns," millions of lives will be burnt beyond recognition, cities and forests will be incinerated to embers, and streams of smoke will ascend into the atmosphere shrouding the planet in surging, black clouds of ash. Simply put, our planet will possibly become uninhabitable. Even on a small scale, regional nuclear war will disrupt life and the climate cycle beyond measure.

1NR---Impact---Taiwan
***mentioned in 1NC Bloomberg
Taiwan invasion goes nuclear
Pettyjohn ‘22 – (Stacie L. Pettyjohn is a senior fellow and director of the defense program at the Center for a New American Security; and Becca Wasser, a fellow in the defense program and co-lead of The Gaming Lab at the Center for a New American Security; 5/20/2022; “A Fight Over Taiwan Could Go Nuclear”; https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/2022-05-20/fight-over-taiwan-could-go-nuclear/)
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has raised the specter of nuclear war, as Russian President Vladimir Putin has placed his nuclear forces at an elevated state of alert and has warned that any effort by outside parties to interfere in the war would result in “consequences you have never seen.” Such saber-rattling has understandably made headlines and drawn notice in Washington. But if China attempted to forcibly invade Taiwan and the United States came to Taipei’s aid, the threat of escalation could outstrip even the current nerve-wracking situation in Europe. 
A recent war game, conducted by the Center for a New American Security in conjunction with the NBC program “Meet the Press,” demonstrated just how quickly such a conflict could escalate. The game posited a fictional crisis set in 2027, with the aim of examining how the United States and China might act under a certain set of conditions. The game demonstrated that China’s military modernization and expansion of its nuclear arsenal—not to mention the importance Beijing places on unification with Taiwan—mean that, in the real world, a fight between China and the United States could very well go nuclear. 
Beijing views Taiwan as a breakaway republic. If the Chinese Communist Party decides to invade the island, its leaders may not be able to accept failure without seriously harming the regime’s legitimacy. Thus, the CCP might be willing to take significant risks to ensure that the conflict ends on terms that it finds acceptable. That would mean convincing the United States and its allies that the costs of defending Taiwan are so high that it is not worth contesting the invasion. While China has several ways to achieve that goal, from Beijing’s perspective, using nuclear weapons may be the most effective means to keep the United States out of the conflict. 
China is several decades into transforming its People’s Liberation Army (PLA) into what the Chinese President Xi Jinping has called a “world-class military” that could defeat any third party that comes to Taiwan’s defense. China’s warfighting strategy, known as “anti-access/area denial,” rests on being able to project conventional military power out several thousand miles in order to prevent the American military, in particular, from effectively countering a Chinese attack on Taiwan. Meanwhile, a growing nuclear arsenal provides Beijing with coercive leverage as well as potentially new warfighting capabilities, which could increase the risks of war and escalation. 
China has historically possessed only a few hundred ground-based nuclear weapons. But last year, nuclear scholars at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies and the Federation of American Scientists identified three missile silo fields under construction in the Xinjiang region. The Financial Times reported that China might have carried out tests of hypersonic gliders as a part of an orbital bombardment system that could evade missile defenses and deliver nuclear weapons to targets in the continental United States. The U.S. Department of Defense projects that by 2030, China will have around 1,000 deliverable warheads—more than triple the number it currently possesses. Based on these projections, Chinese leaders may believe that as early as five years from now the PLA will have made enough conventional and nuclear gains that it could fight and win a war to unify with Taiwan. 
Our recent war game—in which members of Congress, former government officials, and subject matter experts assumed the roles of senior national security decision makers in China and the United States—illustrated that a U.S.-Chinese war could escalate quickly. For one thing, it showed that both countries would face operational incentives to strike military forces on the other’s territory. In the game, such strikes were intended to be calibrated to avoid escalation; both sides tried to walk a fine line by attacking only military targets. But such attacks crossed red lines for both countries, and produced a tit-for-tat cycle of attacks that broadened the scope and intensity of the conflict. 
For instance, in the simulation, China launched a preemptive attack against key U.S. bases in the Indo-Pacific region. The attacks targeted Guam, in particular, because it is a forward operating base critical to U.S. military operations in Asia, and because since it is a territory, and not a U.S. state, the Chinese team viewed striking it as less escalatory than attacking other possible targets. In response, the United States targeted Chinese military ships in ports and surrounding facilities, but refrained from other attacks on the Chinese mainland. Nevertheless, both sides perceived these strikes as attacks on their home territory, crossing an important threshold. Instead of mirror-imaging their own concerns about attacks on their territory, each side justified the initial blows as military necessities that were limited in nature and would be seen by the other as such. Responses to the initial strikes only escalated things further as the U.S. team responded to China’s moves by hitting targets in mainland China, and the Chinese team responded to Washington’s strikes by attacking sites in Hawaii. 
A NEW ERA 
One particularly alarming finding from the war game is that China found it necessary to threaten to go nuclear from the start in order to ward off outside support for Taiwan. This threat was repeated throughout the game, particularly after mainland China had been attacked. At times, efforts to erode Washington’s will so that it would back down from the fight received greater attention by the China team than the invasion of Taiwan itself. But China had difficulty convincing the United States that its nuclear threats were credible. In real life, China’s significant and recent changes to its nuclear posture and readiness may impact other nations’ views, as its nuclear threats may not be viewed as credible given its stated doctrine of no first use, its smaller but burgeoning nuclear arsenal, and lack of experience making nuclear threats. This may push China to preemptively detonate a nuclear weapon to reinforce the credibility of its warning. 
China might also resort to a demonstration of its nuclear might because of constraints on its long-range conventional strike capabilities. Five years from now, the PLA still will have a very limited ability to launch conventional attacks beyond locations in the “second island chain” in the Pacific; namely, Guam and Palau. Unable to strike the U.S. homeland with conventional weapons, China would struggle to impose costs on the American people. Up until a certain point in the game, the U.S. team felt its larger nuclear arsenal was sufficient to deter escalation and did not fully appreciate the seriousness of China’s threats. As a result, China felt it needed to escalate significantly to send a message that the U.S. homeland could be at risk if Washington did not back down. Despite China’s stated “no-first use” nuclear policy, the war game resulted in Beijing detonating a nuclear weapon off the coast of Hawaii as a demonstration. The attack caused relatively little destruction, as the electromagnetic pulse only damaged the electronics of ships in the immediate vicinity but did not directly impact the U.S. state. The war game ended before the U.S. team could respond, but it is likely that the first use of a nuclear weapon since World War II would have provoked a response. 
The most likely paths to nuclear escalation in a fight between the United States and China are different from those that were most likely during the Cold War. The Soviet Union and the United States feared a massive, bolt-from-the-blue nuclear attack, which would precipitate a full-scale strategic exchange. In a confrontation over Taiwan, however, Beijing could employ nuclear weapons in a more limited way to signal resolve or to improve its chances of winning on the battlefield. It is unclear how a war would proceed after that kind of limited nuclear use and whether the United States could de-escalate the situation while still achieving its objectives. 
AN OUNCE OF PREVENTION 
The clear lesson from the war game is that the United States needs to strengthen its conventional capabilities in the Indo-Pacific to ensure that China never views an invasion of Taiwan as a prudent tactical move. To do so, the United States will need to commit to maintaining its conventional military superiority by expanding its stockpiles of long-range munitions and investing in undersea capabilities. Washington must also be able to conduct offensive operations inside the first and second island chains even while under attack. This will require access to new bases to distribute U.S. forces, enhance their survivability, and ensure that they can effectively defend Taiwan in the face of China’s attacks. 
Moreover, the United States needs to develop an integrated network of partners willing to contribute to Taiwan’s defense. Allies are an asymmetric advantage: the United States has them, and China does not. The United States should deepen strategic and operational planning with key partners to send a strong signal of resolve to China. As part of these planning efforts, the United States and its allies will need to develop war-winning military strategies that do not cross Chinese red-lines. The game highlighted just how difficult this task may be; what it did not highlight is the complexity of developing military strategies that integrate the strategic objectives and military capacities of multiple nations. 
Moving forward, military planners in the United States and in Washington’s allies and partners must grapple with the fact that, in a conflict over Taiwan, China would consider all conventional and nuclear options to be on the table. And the United States is running out of time to strengthen deterrence and keep China from believing an invasion of Taiwan could be successful. The biggest risk is that Washington and its friends choose not to seize the moment and act: a year or two from now, it might already be too late. 

1NR---Impact---Baltics
***mentioned in 1NC Bloomberg
Baltic escalation goes nuclear.
Brands '19 – (Hal; senior fellow @ American Enterprise Institute, Distinguished Professor of Global Affairs @ John Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, former special assistant to the secretary of defense for strategic planning @ National Defense Strategy Commission; 11/7/19; "How Russia Could Force a Nuclear War in the Baltics;" American Enterprise Institute - AEI; https://www.aei.org/op-eds/how-russia-could-force-a-nuclear-war-in-the-baltics/; recut) NT-ML
Yet a series of reports by the nonpartisan RAND Corporation shows that the possibility of nuclear escalation in a conflict between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Russia over the Baltic region is higher than one might imagine. The best way of averting it? Invest more in the alliance’s conventional defense.
There was a time when it seemed quite normal to risk nuclear war over the sanctity of European frontiers. During the Cold War, NATO was outnumbered by Warsaw Pact forces, and it would have had great difficulty stopping a Soviet attack with conventional weapons. From the moment it was formed, NATO relied on the threat of nuclear escalation — whether rapid and spasmodic, or gradual and controlled — to maintain deterrence. American thinkers developed elaborate models and theories of deterrence. US and NATO forces regularly carried out exercises simulating the resort to nuclear weapons to make this strategy credible.
After the Cold War ended, the US and its allies had the luxury of thinking less about nuclear deterrence and war-fighting. Tensions with Russia receded and nuclear strategy came to seem like a relic of a bygone era. Yet today, with Russia rising again as a military threat, the grim logic of nuclear statecraft is returning.
The spike in tensions between Russia and the West over the past half-decade has revealed a basic problem: NATO doesn’t have the capability to prevent Russian forces from quickly overrunning Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Russian invaders would be at the gates of the Baltic capitals in two to three days; existing NATO forces in the region would be destroyed or swept aside. NATO could respond by mobilizing for a longer war to liberate the Baltic countries, but this would require a bloody, dangerous military campaign. Critically, that campaign would require striking targets — such as air defense systems — located within Russia itself, as well as suppressing Russian artillery, short-range missiles and other capabilities within the Kaliningrad enclave, which is situated behind NATO’s front lines.  
Moreover, this sort of NATO counteroffensive is precisely the situation Russian nuclear doctrine seems meant to avert. Russian officials understand that their country would lose a long war against NATO. They are particularly alarmed at the possibility of NATO using its unmatched military capabilities to conduct conventional strikes within Russian borders. So the Kremlin has signaled that it might carry out limited nuclear strikes — perhaps a “demonstration strike” somewhere in the Atlantic, or against NATO forces in the theater — to force the alliance to make peace on Moscow’s terms. This concept is known as “escalate to de-escalate,” and there is a growing body of evidence that the Russians are serious about it.
A NATO-Russia war could thus go nuclear if Russia “escalates” to preserve the gains it has won early in the conflict. It could also go nuclear in a second, if somewhat less likely, way: If the U.S. and NATO initiate their own limited nuclear strikes against Russian forces to prevent Moscow from overrunning the Baltic allies in the first place. And even the limited use of nuclear weapons raises the question of further escalation: Would crossing the nuclear threshold lead, through deliberate choice or miscalculation, to a general nuclear war involving intercontinental ballistic missiles, strategic bombers and apocalyptic destruction?

Baltic tensions are on the brink – deterrence is key to prevent extinction
Dobson ‘22 - (John Dobson is a former British diplomat who also worked in UK PM John Major’s office between 1995 and 1998. He is currently Visiting Fellow at the University of Plymouth; “The gap that could start World War III”; 6/22/20222; https://www.sundayguardianlive.com/world/gap-start-world-war-iii)
Something scary happened last week, something that could escalate quickly into a world war. A train from Moscow to the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad was banned at the border by the Lithuanian authorities because it was carrying goods which are now sanctioned due to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. An angry Kremlin, claiming that the EU was blockading its enclave, issued a statement that Moscow would respond in such a way that “citizens of the Baltic State would feel the pain”. Nikolai Patrushev, a former KGB spy, who is now the secretary of Russia’s Security Council and a favourite to succeed President Vladimir Putin, said Lithuania’s “hostile” actions showed that Russia could not trust the West, which he said had broken written agreements over Kaliningrad. Lithuania’s Prime Minister Ingrida Simonyte hit back by saying that there was no blockade as people and most goods could easily travel as normal. Her country was simply applying agreed EU sanctions on Russia. She added that it was “ironic” to hear rhetoric about allegations of violations of international treaties from a country which has violated possibly every international treaty. Diplomatic temperatures soared. Moscow’s problem is that after the Soviet Union broke apart in 1991, its enclave of Kaliningrad, previously called Konigsberg, an area of Germany captured by Soviet troops during World War II, found itself surrounded by two countries, Lithuania and Poland, which soon became part of NATO and the European Union. The enclave of one million Russian citizens could then only be supplied by air or by sea from St Petersburg. In July 2003, Russia signed an agreement with Lithuania that allowed its citizens and goods to travel to Kaliningrad using the train that ran from Moscow through Belarus and Lithuania. For ordinary Russians it was initially difficult to accept that they needed a transit visa to travel from one part of Russia to another, and some considered it a national humiliation. Nevertheless, until 17 June, when European sanctions started, covering a wide list from coal, metals, construction materials and advanced technology, likely to affect between 40%-50% of all imports to the enclave, the system worked well without any problems.
As expected, Russia’s foreign ministry summoned Lithuania’s charge d’affairs in Moscow to protest against the “provocative” and “openly hostile” measures. “If cargo transit between the Kaliningrad region and the rest of the Russian Federation via Lithuania is not fully restored in the near future”, said Russia’s foreign ministry, “then Russia reserves the right to take any actions to protect its national interests”. It’s not yet clear what the actions might be to protect the interests of Kaliningrad, a key location on the shores of the Baltic Sea, the base of Russia’s Baltic Fleet where Moscow has already deployed nuclear-capable Iskander missiles.
Few expect Russia to immediately attack Lithuania as a result of the ban on cargo, but the incident has brought attention yet again to another possible access for Russia to link up with its marooned enclave. This is a 60-mile-long slither of flat land, squeezed between NATO members Lithuania and Poland, and Moscow-ally Belarus. Called the “Suwalki Gap”, or “Suwalki Corridor”, this slip of land has long given NATO commanders sleepless nights. Should President Putin decide to invade, Suwalki would be perfect for advancing Russian tanks. If Putin gave the order to sweep across Suwalki, his forces would initially split the Baltics from the rest of NATO before the West could do anything about it, creating a perfect land corridor to Kaliningrad. Such a move would, of course, result in an immediate face-off between Moscow and NATO’s nuclear-armed members, pushing the world to the brink of world-ending confrontation. No wonder that many analysts call the Suwalki Gap the “most dangerous place on earth”.
But would President Putin risk such a move? He’s certainly been preparing for it. In 2017 and 2021, joint Belarusian and Russian war games simulated a conflict under a scenario in which Russia takes over “a corridor between Belarus and Kaliningrad”. These were in addition to the growing number of “snap” Russian war games on NATO’s borders, including live-fire exercises with units at fighting levels, unannounced and unmonitored by Western observers. Several have been held right next to the tiny Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, NATO’s soft underbelly. There have been dozens of violations of NATO’s airspace by Russian fighter-jets and bombers, often flying with their transponders off, making them difficult to track. As recently as last Thursday, in a highly provocative move, a Russian helicopter violated Estonian airspace in an exercise simulating missile attacks against NATO.
NATO’s nightmare scenario is thousands of Russian troops in exercises on both ends of the Suwalki Gap, with the potential to transition immediately from an exercise to an operation. To provide early warning, Polish soldiers man watchtowers around the clock along the Suwalki Gap, looking for suspicious Russian border activity. It’s an echo back to the Cold War days when some 300,000 US troops waited for a Soviet tank invasion across the Fulda Gap in central Germany.
There are many voices, however, who say that a Russian attempt to take the Suwalki Gap is the stuff of fantasy. It would make no sense, they argue, as it would trigger an immediate NATO response. Nonetheless, if Putin’s re-invasion of Ukraine (remember that 24th February was the second invasion, the first being in 2014 when he seized Crimea) has any lesson to offer, it is that NATO must expect the unexpected, as it is dealing with an unstable character, lashing out at the end of his life. Putin has already created a land-bridge to the Crimean Peninsula, and taking the Suwalki Gap would similarly link Russian troops in Kaliningrad with those stationed in its de facto protectorate, Belarus.
The expected NATO accession of Sweden and Finland has further raised tensions between Russia and the Alliance, turning the Baltic Sea into what some are calling a NATO lake. “You (Russia) block my Suwalki, I block your Finnish Gulf”, said Lieutenant General Martin Herem, the top Estonian military commander, in a recent interview. This provocation could give Moscow an even greater incentive to build a bridge to Kaliningrad via Suwalki.

!T---Military---Aff
2AC---Alt Causes---General
Multiple alt causes to low recruitment.
Kurilla '22 – (Michelle; Research Associate for U.S Foreign Policy @ Council on Foreign Relations; "The President's Inbox Recap: The U.S. Military Recruiting Crisis"; 6/16/23; https://www.cfr.org/blog/presidents-inbox-recap-us-military-recruiting-crisis) NT-ML
3.) Many factors contribute to the military’s recruiting troubles. The percentage of Americans of service age who are eligible to serve in the armed forces is the lowest it’s ever been. It dropped from 29 percent in recent years to 23 percent last year. Fewer young Americans meet the military basic fitness standards, and more young Americans have used drugs. While marijuana is legal in twenty-one states plus the District of Columbia, its use is still disqualifying when it comes to joining the military. The decline in the percentage of Americans eligible to serve in the military has become accompanied by a declining interest in service. Just 9 percent of Americans of service age say they want to serve, down from 23 percent a few years ago. A mix of factors looks to be a work. A robust job market reduces the economic incentive to join the military. The political right has raised concerns of “wokeism,” while the political left has raised concerns about far-right extremism among service members. And the military’s well-documented problems in curbing sexual harassment and assault, epitomized by the murder of Army solider Vanessa Guillén, has likely discouraged many young women from wanting to join the military.  

1AR---Alt Causes---Politicization
Politicization is an alt cause.
Stoker '23 – (Carol; retired US Navy officer, military retention researcher; "How to solve the military recruitment crisis"; 6/7/23; https://thespectator.com/topic/fix-military-recruitment-crisis-dei-army/) NT-ML
Recruiting has also suffered from declining trust in the military. A Gallup poll and a 2022 National Defense Survey find a drop in public confidence in the military in recent years. The later survey finds less than half (48 percent) of Americans have a “great deal” of confidence in the US military, a sharp drop from 70 percent in 2018. The survey also found the public lost confidence in the military because of “Military leadership becoming overly politicized” (34 percent); “So-called ‘woke’ practices undermining military effectiveness” (30 percent); and “So-called far-right or extremist individuals serving in the military” (23 percent).
There’s no doubt that politicization is undermining recruiting. Some Democrats have condemned the military for alleged racism, extremism (which they link to Republicans), and resistance to new diversity initiatives. Some Republicans say reports of such problems are exaggerated, that the new diversity initiatives aren’t based on proven effectiveness, and that “wokeness” detracts from military readiness. What’s clear is that special interest groups have used political pressure to promote their own agendas, often under the guise of “improving military readiness.” The tactic is to accuse the military of wrongdoing, implying guilt exists, and then demand a change.

2AC---IL---Unemployment Not Key
The job market is unrelated to recruitment---problems are chronic and deep-rooted.
Berger '22 – (David; General, Commandant of the Marine Corps; "Recruiting Requires Bold Changes"; November 2022; https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2022/november/recruiting-requires-bold-changes) NT-ML
The most frequently cited factor affecting military recruiting is the strength of the U.S. job market. Indeed, the joint force is subject to the laws of labor supply and demand just like any other large organization. Yet, some of our deepest challenges are chronic, indicating that the strength of the economy may be less critical than commonly thought. For example, the Marine Corps has struggled—in good economic times and bad—to produce and retain an adequate number of pilots, even for the newest, most modern aircraft. These struggles have persisted despite ever-increasing bonuses—further evidence that the decision to join or separate is not purely economic. The Air Force has faced similar difficulties, but on a much larger scale.


2AC---Impact---Readiness
[bookmark: _Hlk90901681]No readiness impact. 
Fettweis 18 Christopher J. Fettweis, Political Science Professor at Tulane University. [Psychology of a Superpower: Security and Dominance in US Foreign Policy, Columbia University Press]
How would the system respond? Could the New Peace survive without its policeman? Good counterfactual analysis minimizes the number of both assumptions and alterations of reality. It is also obviously wise to choose relatively simple cases, ones that do not involve many potentially confounding variables. 127 The ramifications of an actual supervolcanic blast would not be contained in the United States; the massive amount of material ejected into the atmosphere would blot out the sun and cause global temperatures to drop for years. To keep this thought experiment manageable, let us imagine a natural disaster that only affects the United States, one resulting in the effective disappearance of U.S. military and political engagement with the rest of the world. The effect of an aloof United States on some regions need not be imagined because it already exists. In South America, the U.S. Southern Command has a minuscule operating budget and no troops to speak of, despite its theoretical “responsibility” for the entire continent. The United States maintains no significant physical presence in Africa or large swaths of Asia. A Yellowstone supereruption would presumably not change security calculations in these areas much at all. Europe would be similarly unaffected, sat least in the short term. The United States currently maintains 95,000 troops from all services in its European Command, none of whom are tasked with maintaining the internal stability of its allies. During the Cold War, U.S. troops did not involve themselves in the domestic conflicts of their host states, unlike their Soviet counterparts. Their job was always to protect Europe from without, not within. The continent is the world’s most stable, its countries the most cooperative, and its people the least martial. It would probably take more than the removal of U.S. troops for ash-cleaning duties to bring back security dilemmas, arms races, and conflict. Borders have hardened, as have norms of conflict resolution. No one can know for sure, of course, but Europe does not seem to be a good candidate for chaos in the absence of the United States. Without the presence of U.S. forces, much of the Middle East would be unstable and chaotic. With the presence of U.S. forces, much of the Middle East is unstable and chaotic. A supervolcano erupting in Wyoming would not have much impact on the security of the world’s most dangerous region. Israel would be just as safe as it was before, since its marked military superiority over all potential rivals is the ultimate guarantor of its security, not U.S. troops or ships. Without the prospect of help from Uncle Sam, the failing governments of Iraq and Libya, as well as the rebels in Syria and our allies in Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Jordan, and elsewhere, would learn to become more self-sufficient. Perhaps they would even make long-term deals with their rivals. It might be good to throw them out of the U.S. nest and encourage them to fly on their own or crash. Fears of a resurgent Iran would be articulated by the usual suspects, no doubt, but both history and the realities of power suggest Tehran would find it hard to dominate its neighbors, even if it had the will to do so. The regions that would be of most concern in such a scenario would be the peripheries of those once and potentially future great powers, Russia and China. To believers in the “deterrence model,” first described by Robert Jervis four decades ago, weakness is provocative, and the post-U.S. world would seem everywhere weak. 128 Moscow and Beijing would attempt to expand their influence, and ultimately perhaps their borders, once they were assured that they would face no pushback from Washington. Perhaps gradual interference in their near-abroads, such as we have already seen in eastern Ukraine, northern Georgia, and the South China Sea, would occur with increasing frequency in the vacuum left by a U.S. withdrawal. While such expansion cannot be ruled out, especially in the long run, large border adjustments would probably not occur in the absence of U.S. power, for least two reasons. First, the removal of American troops would not alter the calculations regarding the costs and benefits of conquest in the twenty-first century. Although absorbing neighbors sometimes paid substantial dividends in the pre–information age, today territory is unrelated to wealth. 129 The people of larger states are not automatically better off than those of small ones. India is not richer than Singapore; Russia would not benefit from invading Ukraine; China would hardly be materially better off if it ruled Taiwan. The other members of the international system might not be able to stop such adventurism militarily, but they can certainly punish it economically. The costs related to invasion and the inevitable problems that arise during occupation would outweigh any possible benefits that may accrue. Conquest in a trading system is profoundly irrational, and the incentives for peace are strong.


 Rational calculations are not the only motivations for cross-border violence. As Norman Angell argued a century ago, people have to believe that war is not worth the cost before they will forswear it. 130 The quest for glory and prestige has sent many an army into motion over the centuries; Alfred Thayer Mahan responded to Angell’s rationalism a century ago by pointing out that “nations are under no illusion as to the unprofitableness of war itself” but honor often compels them to fight anyway. 131 By 2017, however, those calculations have changed. It is not at all clear that glory still automatically accompanies conquest. The second reason to believe that Russia and China might not dominate their near-abroads in an essentially U.S.-free world is that the behavioral norms of the New Peace discourage aggression. Imperialism invites opprobrium, not admiration. This does not mean that such assaults could not happen—Genghis Khan was unconcerned about opprobrium, for instance, and Vladimir Putin might be too—but surely it is significant that conquest has been all but absent since the Second World War. The unipole is not the only thing restraining potential combatants; both their material and reputational interests do so as well. If and when a catastrophic supervolcanic eruption weakens the United States, other countries would still have substantial interest in maintaining the overlapping network of international economic and political institutions that serve the interests of all members. All would want to see free trade and investment continue unmolested, whether or not the global policeman could punish violators. Most would continue to place some value on international law, human rights, and the UN system. Why any state would want to move backward to a mercantilist time of pure self-help and violence would be difficult to imagine. It is 2017, not 1717. Volcanologists assure us that someday Yellowstone will awaken with terrifying fury. The human and material cost will be immense, but the ramifications for international security may not be as dramatic. While it might take that kind of event to settle the questions concerning hegemonic-stability theory once and for all, we can still use our imaginations to anticipate the kind of reaction that the system would have if the global 911 is taken off the hook. Even more decisively than a Trump superpresidency, a supervolcano eruption would test the New Peace and settle forever debates over the importance of unipolarity. Until then, one can only imagine what the system would be like without the United States. And the smart money would be with those who say that it would probably look pretty much the same, with very small amounts of conflict and warfare, even if few people seem to notice. In the end, what can be definitely said about the relationship between U.S. power and international stability? Probably not much that will satisfy partisans. The pacifying virtue of U.S. hegemony will remain largely an article of faith in some circles in the policy world. Like most beliefs, it will resist 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 much support for the notion that unipolarity and the New Peace are related. At the same time, three common psychological phenomena suggest that hegemonic stability is particularly susceptible to misperception. U.S. leaders probably exaggerate the degree to which their power matters. Researchers will need to look elsewhere to explain why the world has entered the most peaceful period in its history.

1AR---Impact---Readiness
Readiness is tanked.
Detsch '21 – (Jack, Foreign Policy’s Pentagon and national security reporter, 10/26/21, "Ready to Fight Tonight? Not So Much, Some Army Troops Say," https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/10/26/us-army-readiness-survey/)
It’s an age-old adage: The Pentagon has said for years that the U.S. Army forces stationed on the Korean Peninsula are ready to “fight tonight” if a war breaks out between North and South Korea—or almost anywhere else. But not everyone in the Army is so sure about that, according to an internal survey obtained by Foreign Policy, especially the grunts who could be doing most of the fighting—and dying.
In a survey of more than 5,400 soldiers and civilians of different ranks conducted by the U.S. Army in July and August 2020, 14 percent of respondents said their unit would be ready to deploy, fight, and win anywhere in the world immediately. Some 13 percent of those surveyed said they would need more time, while 3 percent said they would be ready to go in a week, and 4 percent in a month. Fifty-six percent of those surveyed said the question didn’t apply to them, likely owing to the fact that the majority of respondents were civilians.
But the figures are far more striking when broken down by rank. Under 20 percent of warrant officers, highly specialized enlisted troops who have deployed to Afghanistan and other U.S. battlefields during America’s post-9/11 wars, said they were confident their unit could win today. While fewer generals responded to the survey, about 40 percent of them were confident they could immediately deploy and win.
“If war was to come today I think the Army would be in a difficult position,” said Thomas Spoehr, a retired Army lieutenant general who heads up the conservative Heritage Foundation’s defense program. “Some of the brigade combat teams are well trained, but there’s a fair number that are not.”
Foreign Policy obtained the survey, part of the 81-page “Army COVID-19 Campaign Plan” commissioned by the service last year, as part of a Freedom of Information Act request.
In a statement, Army spokesman Lt. Col. Terence Kelley said that Army senior leaders remain confident that the service is “ready to fight and win, both today and last summer.”
Kelley emphasized that the survey was taken in mid-2020. “At that time, 61 percent of relevant respondents said they were ready to deploy, fight, and win in a reasonable amount of time, today to one month,” he said. He pointed out that the Army has resumed normal training and provided vaccines to more than 93 percent of active-duty service members, and he added that the service’s combat training centers are at full capacity.
Spoehr and other experts see the findings as reflective of a worrying downward trend in the Army’s readiness, military jargon to describe the active-duty and reserve forces’ preparedness for combat, as service leaders have complained of inflation taking a bite out of flattening budgets. In an annual assessment of U.S. military power released last week, the Heritage Foundation cited Army figures that indicated 58 percent of brigade combat teams, the service’s premier close combat force, were at the highest levels of tactical readiness, 8 percentage points below the service’s goal and a drop of 16 percentage points from last year.
“Readiness for the Army has crested and started to come down, and if the budget is approved the way they submitted it, it will go down even further, I think,” Spoehr said.
But the Defense Department’s problems with readiness haven’t just been limited to the U.S. Army. The services have struggled to keep up their training tempo with the Biden administration seeking to flatten the Pentagon’s budget and invest in modern weapons systems that would be used in a future conflict with China or Russia. The Pentagon’s newest budget proposal would cut back on rotations to the National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California, where troops train against a dedicated unit that can simulate U.S. adversaries such as Russia and China, instead calling on units to train at home stations, in less realistic conditions.
And the Navy and Air Force are struggling to keep new recruits proficient in basic skills and their ships and planes in service. The Navy’s investigation into the fire aboard the USS Bonhomme Richard last year found that sailors had no idea how to put the fire out because they hadn’t exercised together and didn’t know their roles and responsibilities. And the Government Accountability Office found in November 2020 that only three of 46 different types of U.S. military aircraft met their “mission capable rates,” a measure of whether an aircraft can conduct its full suite of missions.
1AR---Impact---Baltics
No Baltic war—Ukraine, Commitment to de-escalation, waning Russian influence
SIAS 22 (Dragonfly's Security Intelligence & Analysis Service (SIAS); 3-28-2022; "Baltics"; Dragonfly Intelligence; https://www.dragonflyintelligence.com/news/baltics-impacts-of-ukraine-conflict/)tjf
In particular, they have asked us what the likelihood is of Russia invading Estonia, Latvia or Lithuania, and to a lesser degree what the likely knock-on effects are on these countries from a prolonged conflict in Ukraine.
Our top line forecasts for the Baltic states are as follows:
· It is highly unlikely that Russia will initiate an invasion of any of the Baltic states in coming months, particularly while its military is engaged in Ukraine.
· At more than 300km at their closest, it is very unlikely that the fighting in Ukraine will lead to any inadvertent military escalation or accident in the Baltic states.
· There is a reasonable chance of a military accident in countries directly bordering Ukraine involving NATO and Russian forces, but we anticipate that both would seek to de-escalate quickly in this event.
· In the longer term, citizens in the Baltics are highly likely to feel the brunt of Western sanctions and Russia’s economic retaliation, with high gas prices and drops in trade volume directly impacting businesses and households.
Military implications
Our interstate conflict risk ratings for the Baltic states are low. All three are NATO members, and so the rest of the alliance are bound to them by Article 5 on collective defence. Russia has shown little to no aggressive intent or presented any kind of genuine military threat towards the Baltics in recent years, nor since the invasion of Ukraine. And with a significant proportion of its forces now inside Ukraine (and sustaining major casualties), Russia probably lacks the resources to commit an invasion-scale force to the Baltics, at least any time soon.
The proximity of Russian airstrikes and anti-aircraft fire to Ukraine’s borders with Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia (all NATO members) means there is a risk of a military accident there, albeit a low one. Our three main scenarios for such an event include a Russian military aircraft violating NATO airspace, Russia striking a NATO country-flagged vessel in the Black Sea, and Russian projectiles fired in Ukraine landing in NATO territory (see P-14-03-22-EU/EA-1 for a detailed breakdown of these scenarios).
Of these, a Russian aircraft crossing into NATO airspace is the most likely to affect the Baltic states. Russian jets often made such incursions prior to the conflict, prompting NATO to start the Baltic Air Policing initiative in 2004. We have not seen reports of any incursion there since the invasion. But even if such an incident happened, we anticipate that their militaries would refrain from shooting a Russian aircraft down and only scramble their jets to escort it away. This is what Hungary did when an unidentified military drone from Ukraine crossed its airspace on 10 March.
Even if any of these scenarios occurred, we still anticipate NATO and Russia would very probably try to prevent tensions from escalating into a wider conflict. But it is likely that NATO would deploy more forces on its eastern flank and member states in the region adopt some emergency measures, with potential operational impacts for organisations based there. In the absence of precedent, we assess that this would plausibly range from military deployments temporarily disrupting operations at airports, increased checks on goods and people on the borders, up to national states of emergency and closures of airspace.
One outlier scenario that clients have raised with us relates to Moscow alleging violations of the rights of ethnic Russians in the Baltics to justify a military intervention. This is what it did ahead of the invasion of Ukraine in February, as well as in Crimea in 2014. Russian speakers account for around 34% of the population in Latvia, 30% in Estonia, and 8% in Lithuania. But we assess that this scenario is extremely unlikely at this stage. Russia’s influence over Russian ethnic minorities in the Baltics has declined in recent years, particularly after the authorities shut several Russian-language media outlets after 2014.
Economic and energy knock-on effects
Aside from the low likelihood of a military escalation involving the Baltics, the conflict in Ukraine will probably have significant impacts on the Baltic economies in the near to medium term. In particular we forecast damage to their export revenues and increasing costs for businesses and households alike. This is because all three states are heavily exposed in terms of trade and energy dependency to the knock-on effects of Western sanctions on Russia, as well as any resulting Russian economic retaliation against them.
We assess the Baltics are the most exposed countries in Europe to the Russian economy. UN data suggests that the value of total trade exchange with Russia accounts for around 5% of each country’s GDP. By comparison, this accounts for less than 1% for most other EU countries. Lithuania is probably the country that has most to lose from EU sanctions; its foreign direct investments into Russia make up almost 8% of Lithuanian GDP, according to Eurostat data.
The Baltics are also particularly vulnerable to disruptions to oil and gas flows from Russia, and resulting hikes in energy prices. Russia accounts for between 40-90% of natural gas imports, and between 20-70% of oil imports for the three countries. According to analysis by Statista, a database company, as a result of the rise in oil prices, people in the three Baltic countries need to pay among the highest share of their monthly wage for fuel (4.5-5%) in Europe. Persistently higher-than-average energy prices in the near term are highly likely to contribute to pressure on households and businesses in the region.
Despite this, we do not anticipate that the economic repercussions of the war in Ukraine will raise what we currently assess to be the low risk of civil unrest in the three Baltic states in the coming months. Unions and activist groups in each are reasonably likely to mobilise against the rise in energy prices and more broadly costs of living in the near term. Similar protests have taken place in recent weeks in several European countries, including in Estonia. But recently-approved compensation and subsidy measures will probably mitigate the pressure on low-income households.

1AR---Impact---Taiwan
No Taiwan Invasion—China prefers strategic patience
Nathan 22 (Andrew J. Nathan, Professor of Political Science at Columbia University. Foreign Affairs, 6/23/22. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/2022-06-23/beijing-still-playing-long-game-taiwan)tjf
But fears of an imminent Chinese attack are misplaced. For decades, China’s policy toward Taiwan has been characterized by strategic patience, as has its approach to other territorial claims and disputes—from India to the South China Sea. Far from spurring China to jettison this approach in favor of an imminent military assault on Taiwan, the war in Ukraine will reinforce Beijing’s commitment to playing the long game. The price Moscow has paid, both militarily and in the form of international isolation, is but a fraction of what China could expect if it were to attempt to take Taiwan by force. Better to wait patiently for Taiwan’s eventual surrender, as Beijing sees it, than to strike now and risk winning the island at too high a cost—or losing it forever. Fear that China will attack Taiwan had been growing well before Putin invaded Ukraine. As Robert Blackwill and Philip Zelikow observed in a 2021 report published by the Council on Foreign Relations, Taiwan is “becoming the most dangerous flash point in the world for a possible war that would involve the United States of America, China, and probably other major powers.” In addition to its historical and economic motives for controlling Taiwan, Beijing feels the need to prevent other powers from using the island as a base to pressure China militarily or subvert it politically. For its part, the United States has strong motives for insisting on what Washington has referred to since 1972 as the “peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue”—which, given the anti-unification sentiments of the Taiwanese people, means an open-ended and perhaps permanent state of de facto autonomy for the island. Although there is much emotion on both sides—for China, nationalism; for the United States, commitment to democracy—what makes the Taiwan issue truly nonnegotiable are the two countries’ security interests. In 1979, when the United States broke diplomatic relations with Taiwan to normalize relations with China, Beijing had a reasonable chance of winning over Taiwan without using force. Taiwan was diplomatically isolated, militarily weak, and increasingly economically dependent on the mainland. China encouraged this dependence by establishing a host of incentives for Taiwanese enterprises to do business on the mainland, by purchasing Taiwanese exports, and by sending Chinese tourists to the island. Beijing also invested in Taiwanese media with the aim of generating favorable news coverage and held exchanges with leaders of the anti-independence Kuomintang, or Nationalist Party. But these efforts proved insufficient to stem the tide against unification in Taiwanese public opinion and politics. According to opinion polls, the share of Taiwanese voters favoring unification fell from 28 percent in 1999 to less than two percent in 2022. An overwhelming majority favor “maintaining the status quo,” which in the language of Taiwanese politics means sustaining autonomy without formally declaring independence. Since 2016, the anti-unification Democratic Progressive Party has controlled both the presidency and the legislature, and it looks well positioned to win the next set of national elections in 2024. These trends have prompted China to adopt a more threatening posture toward Taiwan. Beijing has stepped up measures to isolate the island diplomatically, slowed imports and the tourist trade, trained the Chinese military to conduct the complicated joint operations necessary for a cross-strait invasion, and conducted frequent probes of Taiwan’s air defense identification zone. China has also developed what the Pentagon calls “anti-access/area denial” capabilities—including long-range precision missiles, submarine-launched torpedoes, antiship ballistic missiles, cybertools, and space capabilities—designed to hold at bay a U.S. defense of Taiwan. These moves have fed speculation that China is building up to a full-scale attack. In addition to Xi’s desire to secure his legacy, the shifting balance of power between China and the United States is often cited by U.S. analysts as a possible motivation for Xi. The scholars Michael Beckley and Hal Brands, for instance, have suggested that China may attack in the near term because it has reached the peak of its national strength—and China’s leaders know it. China is looking at a period of decline caused by a combination of unsustainable debt, rising labor costs, an aging population, declining productivity, and a critical water shortage. Meanwhile, the United States and Taiwan have recently started to readjust their military postures to counter the asymmetric threat China poses. The Biden administration is pulling Japan and South Korea together around a commitment to “stability in the Taiwan Strait,” and Western businesses are gradually moving their production sites out of China because of rising labor costs, lack of a level playing field in the Chinese market, and COVID-19 restrictions. As this reorientation gathers steam, the West’s economic incentives to avoid war with China will diminish. By this logic, Beijing has reason to strike before its adversaries are ready. WAITING GAME The facts on which such forecasts are based are not wrong, but they are incomplete. A fuller set of facts suggests that China is still pursuing a strategy of strategic patience when it comes to Taiwan. First, Chinese leaders—rightly or wrongly—seem confident that they can handle their own problems better than the West can handle its problems. They don’t deny the challenges that Beckley and Brands highlight, but they believe the West is in decline, hobbled by ill-managed and slow-growing economies, social divisions, and weak political leaders. However, Chinese strategists do not seem to believe that China has yet reached a favorable power balance with the West. As Yan Xuetong, dean of the Institute of International Relations at Tsinghua University, has argued, “China’s global reach still has its limits. Despite being a major power, China also thinks of itself as a developing country—and rightly so, considering that its GDP per capita remains far behind those of advanced economies.” Beijing can afford to wait for power in the Western Pacific to tip decisively in its favor. When Washington comes to understand that the cost of defending Taiwan is beyond its means, and Taiwanese officials realize that Washington no longer has the appetite for a clash with China, Taiwan will pragmatically negotiate an arrangement that Beijing can accept. In the meantime, China needs only to deter Taipei and Washington from attempting to lock in formal Taiwanese independence. Beijing’s shows of force are not precursors of an imminent attack, therefore, but measures intended to buy time for history to take its course. Second, contrary to the common portrayal of China as itching for war, Beijing has demonstrated strategic patience in pursuit of its other goals. A good example is Beijing’s behavior in the South China Sea, where China has built and militarized seven sand islands without triggering a war with the United States or rival territorial claimants. It did so by building only on landforms it already controlled, claiming all along that it wasn’t doing what it was doing. The rival territorial claimants were too weak to confront China, while the United States lacked a justification for doing so because it has no territorial claims where China was building. Beijing restricted access to but refrained from seizing a landform it contests with the sole U.S. treaty ally involved in these disputes—the Philippines—which in any case lacked an appetite to invoke its alliance with Washington by moving militarily to defend itself. China likewise changed the strategic status quo without triggering an armed conflict over the contested Senkaku Islands, known in China as the Diaoyu Islands, by escalating from an occasional maritime presence in Japanese waters to a permanent one, supplementing its naval forces with less confrontational coast guard, maritime militia, and fishing vessels. Beijing followed a similar playbook in the contested Ladakh region of India, where Chinese troops gradually advanced their positions and established a series of new lines of control with only one confirmed outbreak of shooting that was quickly contained. China has invested in ostensibly civilian port projects across the Indian Ocean and beyond that could serve as foundations for future naval operations, raising some alarm but no counteraction. Beijing has also used its economic and diplomatic influence in Africa, Europe, Latin America, the Middle East, and Oceania and its norm-setting power in international institutions to incentivize governments to align with China’s interests, again generating some alarm but no effective resistance. Such diplomatic, economic, and military “gray zone tactics” illustrate that China’s strategic behavior is geared toward the long term rather than the short term, moving from no presence to sustained presence in a host of arenas without generating substantial pushback, much less armed conflict (with the exception of the fighting in Ladakh). That same strategic caution has so far been evident in China’s policy toward Taiwan, where Beijing has dialed up tension and deterred a Taiwanese drive for independence without precipitating a crisis. Finally, the lesson Xi is likely drawing from Putin’s war in Ukraine is not that territorial aggression would go unpunished militarily by the West but that it would be both difficult and costly. There is no reason to believe that Xi is surrounded, as Putin seems to be, by yes men who will tell him that a war over Taiwan can be easily won. Even if he is, however, the grinding conflict in Ukraine is reminding him that war is unpredictable and rule over a resisting population is costly. The amphibious operation China would need to undertake to seize Taiwan would be far more difficult than the land invasion Russia has carried out in Ukraine. Xi has been reforming the Chinese military’s command structure and ramping up training for such an operation, but Chinese forces remain untested in actual combat operations. Meanwhile, the chances that the United States would intervene to defend Taiwan have increased as anti-Chinese sentiment has risen in the United States and Europe—and after U.S. President Joe Biden remarked last month that defending Taiwan is “the commitment we made.” Even if Beijing could win a war over Taiwan, it is unclear that it could win what would come next. As painful as Russia’s isolation from Western economies has been for Moscow, the postwar scenario for the Chinese economy would be even more damaging. China imports 70 percent of its oil and 31 percent of its natural gas; it is the world’s largest coal producer but still needs to import more. Although it is striving for food self-sufficiency, China is the world’s largest importer of food, especially corn, meat, seafood, and soybeans. Some of these energy and food imports come from Russia, but many come from countries that would sanction China if it invaded Taiwan. And even if they did not, China’s navy doesn’t have the global reach to defend the shipping routes across which these and many other vital commodities flow. Any war over Taiwan, even a successful one for Beijing, would deal a devastating blow to the Chinese economy, creating conditions that would threaten domestic political stability and usher in the failure, not the realization, of the Chinese dream. 
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Unemployment reduces the GDP.
Gleeson 19 — Patrick Gleeson, retired Registered Investment Advisor, Holds a Ph.D. in English, 2019 (“The Overall Effects of Unemployment,” Chron, February 1st, Available Online at https://smallbusiness.chron.com/overall-effects-unemployment-37104.html, Accessed 06-28-2023)
Unemployment affects the unemployed individual and his family, not only with respect to income, but also with respect to health and mortality. Moreover, the effects linger for decades. The effects of unemployment on the economy are equally severe; a 1 percent increase in unemployment reduces the GDP by 2 percent. The criminal consequences of unemployment are mixed; in some circumstances, property-crime rates increase significantly; in other circumstances, there seems to be no effect.
Individual Consequences of Unemployment
Writing in The New York Times on "The Enduring Consequences of Unemployment," economist Binyamin Applebaum explains that the consequences for an unemployed individual are both grave and long-lasting. For example, workers who became unemployed in the severe early 1980s recession were making about 20 percent less than average 20 years later. It's also bad for your health. A 2009 Pennsylvania study found that unemployed workers died more than a year earlier than average.
Long-lasting consequences extend to the families of unemployed workers, as well. A 2008 Canadian study Applebaum cited found that the sons of unemployed workers made about 9 percent less than the sons of employed workers with similar skills.
The longer the unemployment goes on, the more severe the health consequences, with increased depression and other health issues worsening over time. In addition to the obvious loss of income, unemployed workers were found to have lost friends and self-respect.
Also, the longer the unemployment goes on it becomes more difficult for the worker to find employment again — both because employers are wary of the long-time unemployed and also because over time, unemployed workers lose job skills. The skills loss is not limited to jobs: A 2008 Swedish study found that reading comprehension skills for workers unemployed for one year dropped by 5 percent.
Social Consequences of Unemployment
One consequence of unemployment frequently commented upon is a purported increase in crime. However, a large-scale study of the issue came to mixed conclusions about the connection. as cited by Kleck, Gary; Jackson, Dylan. "What Kind of Joblessness Affects Crime? A National Case-Control Study of Serious Property Crime,” Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 2016. However, the study did confirm that persons who are unemployed for "socially unacceptable reasons" and who are also not seeking employment are "significantly more likely" to commit robbery or burglary. (Robbery crimes are committed against a person, and often by violent means; burglary crimes are property crimes).
The study also found, however, that unemployed persons seeking work are neither more nor less likely to rob or burgle than are the fully employed. Somewhat counter intuitively, however, the study also found that underemployed individuals are "significantly less" likely to commit burglary, but are about as likely to commit robbery as individuals in the general population.
The correlation between joblessness and property crime was greatest among the young. The study found that joblessness increased the likelihood of burglary for persons aged 18 to 29 four times more so than for unemployed persons 30 and older.
Effects of Unemployment on the Economy
Some of the effects of unemployment are immediate and obvious. When unemployment increases, both state and federal governments pay increased unemployment benefits. These are not inconsiderable. Even in February of 2017 —with the unemployment rate hovering around 5 percent —unemployment benefits that include food benefits and Medicaid totaled $2.96 billion for the month.
Even more significant in the U.S. consumer economy are the chained consequences of these increased benefits, which require the government either to borrow money to pay these benefits, and by doing so, also deferring the costs into the future or reducing spending in other areas. This is a compensatory strategy, but it can make a bad economic situation worse. An historic 1967 paper on the relationship between unemployment and economic output by Yale economist Arthur Okun, concluded that even a 1 percent increase in unemployment reduced the U.S. GDP (Gross Domestic Product) by 2 percent, which has a multiplier effect of more than 100 percent. A 2017 paper issued by the St. Louis Fed on Okun's law — as it has come to be known — noted that this ratio "holds true 50 years later."

Unemployment decks growth.
Shiferaw '23 – (Dr. Yegnanew A; Ph.D. in mathematical statistics, senior lecturer and mathematical statistician in Department of Statistics @ University of Johannesburg; 4/25/23; "An Understanding of How GDP, Unemployment and Inflation Interact and Change across Time and Frequency;" MDPI; https://www.mdpi.com/2227-7099/11/5/131) NT-ML
This study uses data from three decades on three leading indicators to examine the relationship between Ethiopia’s unemployment, GDP, and inflation. The correlation parameters a and b between unemployment and inflation are highly significant (Table 4), implying that the correlation is dynamic (changing over time) (Meloni et al. 2022). Furthermore, as shown in Figure 1, inflation and unemployment have an inverse relationship. This is because more sectors hesitate to act thoroughly on incorporating inflation expectations into nominal wage demands when they experience unemployment (Palley 2012). Simona et al. (2019) also argued that the inflation rate hurts foreign direct investment (FDI), increasing unemployment because FDI flows are widely believed to create new jobs and thus reduce unemployment.
In the unemployment-GDP pair, the correlation parameters a and b (see Table 4) are highly significant, indicating that the correlation is dynamic. Additionally, for every 1% increase in unemployment, GDP growth decreased by roughly 6% in the fitted ARDL (3,3,3) model, controlling for changes in inflation and its lags, the first, second, and third lags of GDP. This is unsurprising given the effects of GDP growth on unemployment (both short- and long-term) (Meloni et al. 2022). Several empirical studies have investigated the relationship between unemployment and GDP. For example, Okun (1962) studied the relationship between unemployment and GDP using the US dataset after the Second World War and found a negative relationship between the two indicators. Most recently, Bein and Ciftcioglu (2017) investigated the relationship between the relative share of agriculture in GDP and the unemployment rate for selected European countries and found that the unemployment rate is negatively related to the relative GDP share of agriculture.

Unemployment bad for the economy. 
Oner n.d. — Ceyda Oner, deputy division chief in the IMF’s Finance Department, no date (“Unemployment: The Curse of Joblessness,” no date, International Monetary Fund, Available Online at https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/basics/32-unemployment.htm, Accessed 06-28-2023)
Back in the depths the global financial crisis in 2009, the International Labour Office announced that global unemployment had reached the highest level on record. More than 200 million people, 7 percent of the global workforce, were looking for jobs in 2009.
It was not a coincidence that the global economy experienced the most severe case of unemployment during the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression. Unemployment is highly dependent on economic activity; in fact, growth and unemployment can be thought of as two sides of the same coin: when economic activity is high, more production happens overall, and more people are needed to produce the higher amount of goods and services. And when economic activity is low, firms cut jobs and unemployment rises. In that sense, unemployment is countercyclical, meaning that it rises when economic growth is low and vice versa.

Unemployment bad for the economy — three reasons.
UMass Global n.d. — University of Massachusetts Global, provides students with an accessible, inclusive and transformative education, no date (“Understanding the effects of low unemployment rates: What business leaders should know,” University of Massachusetts Global, no date, Available Online at https://www.umassglobal.edu/news-and-events/blog/low-unemployment-rates, Accessed 06-28-2023)
3 Negative side effects of low unemployment
In September 2019, unemployment rates in the U.S. hit a 50-year low. The country has generated millions of new jobs since the Great Recession, when unemployment reached its height at 10 percent. While this might typically be viewed as a success worth celebrating, some experts believe it’s possible for an unemployment rate to get too low. They typically cite three reasons.
1. Low unemployment makes recruitment and retention more difficult
This first negative impact that can result from low unemployment is a bit more obvious than the others: When jobs are plentiful and more employees are finding stable work, the pool of candidates applying for open positions shrinks.
At the same time, organizations may see an increase in employee turnover when workers have ample opportunities at their fingertips. Simply put, employees can afford to be choosey when it comes to finding new positions that might better suit their wants and needs.
When there are more job openings than there are unemployed Americans, recruiters and hiring managers have an incredibly hard job. Some companies have even begun to pay candidates to attend an interview for a position they may not even secure. That pressure is felt at every level of an organization. In fact, the 2018 Conference Board CEO Study reveals that “failure to attract and retain top talent” is the number one issue on CEOs’ minds today.
Some call what we’re seeing in today’s job market a “war for talent” as organizations compete when it comes to benefits offerings and other perks that might attract candidates. They’re going far beyond increasing salary offerings.
To combat the hard-hitting impact low unemployment has on hiring and retention, employers might consider a number of different tactics, including:
Highlighting a thriving and robust company culture
Prioritizing work-life balance for employees
Investing in employee education benefits
Prioritizing professional development
Promoting from within
2. Low unemployment often results in lost productivity
Economists have determined that when unemployment reaches unprecedented lows, the labor market can reach a point where each additional job added doesn’t generate enough productivity to cover its cost. Every subsequent job will contribute to a scenario where what an economy actually produces diverges from what it has the potential to produce — known by many as the “output gap.”
The output gap rises and falls alongside the economy. In simple terms, a negative output gap means the economy’s resources are being underutilized. Conversely, a positive output gap means the market is over-utilizing resources, and the overall economy becomes inefficient.
Productivity can also take a hit if employers aren’t offering competitive wages in the midst of the tight labor market. This inevitably results in hiring teams filling vacancies with less-qualified candidates.
So, while there may be more jobs than there are people today, there aren’t enough workers with the requisite skills and experience to fill them. According to a recent Workday study, just 35 percent of employers feel their entry-level employees are ready to perform the duties expected of them. Recruiters may be creating jobs and hiring candidates, but the resulting skill gap means that organizations are getting less and less done per hour each day.
This can also result in overwhelmed and stressed employees. Often, the top performers in a particular company become overtasked in an attempt to fill the gap. The average full-time employee already works more than 8 hours per day — consider how that could increase for those picking up the slack.
3. Low unemployment could mean another recession is coming
The last time we saw unemployment rates as low as they are today was in 1969, when President Richard Nixon was still in office. While unemployment fell to 3.5 percent in December 1969, it shot back up to 6.1 percent a year later. The conditions back then, many note, closely mirror what we’re seeing now. After a historically long economic expansion, the American economy fell into a recession — although a mild one.
According to CNBC, investing experts today are conflicted over what the current state of our economy means. Is it just getting started with such positive marks? Is it on its way to another mild slowdown? Or will it eventually lead to a much more severe downturn?
While time will ultimately tell, the hesitation to predict what’s coming is enough to give many business owners pause. In many ways, we’re still making up for the damage caused by the Great Recession that stretched from the early 2000s to the early 2010s — and the decades of wage stagnation that preceded it.
Many employers have become more risk-averse, not yet willing to meet today’s tight labor market with the necessary higher pay. In fact, September 2019 marked the first time in years that worker earnings decreased. This can contribute to many of the aforementioned difficulties related to hiring and retention in today’s overtasked workforce.

Unemployment causes decreases in GDP
Simpson 22 – [Stephen D.; 7-8-2022; CFA, masters degree in journalism and public affairs; Investopedia; “The Cost of Unemployment to the Economy”; https://www.investopedia.com/financial-edge/0811/the-cost-of-unemployment-to-the-economy.aspx; accessed: 6-28-2023; Lowell-JL]
Costs to the Country
The economic costs of unemployment are probably more obvious when viewed through the lens of the national checkbook. Unemployment may lead to higher payments from state and federal governments for unemployment benefits, food assistance, and Medicaid.
Unemployment is also a dangerous state for the U.S. economy. Almost 70% of what the U.S. economy produces goes to personal consumption and unemployed workers.11
Even those receiving government support cannot spend at prior levels. The production of those workers leaves the economy, which reduces the gross domestic product (GDP) and moves the country away from the efficient allocation of its resources. For those who subscribe to Jean-Baptiste Say’s theory that the production of goods creates its own demand, that is a serious issue.12
It is also worth noting that companies pay a price for high unemployment as well. Unemployment benefits are financed largely by taxes assessed on businesses.13
How Does a High Unemployment Rate Affect the Economy?
A high unemployment rate affects the economy in many ways. Unemployed people tend to spend less, may accrue more debt, and unemployment may lead to higher payments from state and federal governments for things like food stamps.
How Do I Get Unemployment Benefits?
You have to apply for unemployment benefits through your state. You can find your state's guidelines via the U.S. Department of Labor website, CareerOneStop. Some states will allow you to file a claim over the phone or online, other states make you file a claim in person. Make sure to have your contact information, like your social security number and information about your former employer on hand.
Should I Use My Retirement Savings if I Am Unemployed?
If you find your unemployment benefits running out or your benefits don't stretch enough to pay the bills, you could be tempted to pull money out of a retirement account. However, it isn't always the best idea. If you withdraw early, you will be hit with a 10% percent penalty tax, plus state and federal taxes, unless you meet certain eligibility requirements to waive the penalty tax. You could consider a loan from your retirement account, which does not incur penalities.
The Bottom Line
Governments worry about the consequences of inflation, but unemployment is likewise a serious issue. Apart from the social unrest and disgruntlement that unemployment can produce in the electorate, high unemployment can have a self-perpetuating negative impact on businesses and the country's economic health.
Worse still, some of the more pernicious effects of unemployment are subtle and long-lasting. Consumer and business confidence are key to economic recoveries, and workers must feel confident in their future to invest in developing the skills—and building the savings—that the economy needs to grow in the future. The unemployment costs go far beyond the accumulated sums handed out as unemployment insurance benefits.
Empirical studies prove. 
Azmi 13 – [Fata; 6-10-2013 ; SSRN; “An Empirical Analysis of the Relationship between GDP and Unemployment, Interest Rate and Government Spending”; https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2276817; accessed: 6-28-2023; Lowell-JL]
The Dickey-Fuller test was applied to both variables to detect if these variables were stationary or non-stationary. Both variables proved to be non-stationary; therefore, our regression tests were applied to the Second differences. Since the unemployment rate and interest rate in percentages, and GDP is presented in trillions of dollars, we regressed second differences of logarithms of GDP on Second differences of logarithms of unemployment rates adn interest rate to standardize the scales. 
Table 1 show the output from unit root test Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) Variables Probability Result Constant 1.00 Non-Stationary Unemployment Rate 0.0439 Stationary Interest Rate 0.2424 Non-Stationary Government Expenditure 1.00 Non-Stationary 
Table 2 show the output from unit root test Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) of transformed data Variables Probability Result Constant 0.0137 Stationary Unemployment Rate 0.0000 Stationary Interest Rate 0.0000 Stationary Government Expenditure 0.0000 Stationary 
Result from second differences root test is shown at above table. All variable is below 5% level that had been chose and it means all the variables is stationary and can proceed with other analysis. 
Table 3 show output of Correlation Matrix Y X2 X3 X4 Y 1.000000 -0.575776 -0.601003 0.991078 X2 -0.575776 1.000000 0.331508 -0.518203 X3 -0.601003 0.331508 1.000000 -0.624793 X4 0.991078 -0.518203 -0.624793 1.000000 
From the above correlation matrix it shows that there is negative relationship between x2 (unemployment) and Y (GDP). If unemployment rate increase the GDP of country will decrease. Similar with unemployment interest rate also had negative relationship with GDP. Lastly, there are positive relationship between government spending and GDP. If the government spending increases the GDP of a country will also increase. 
Table 4 show Ramsey Reset Test on functional form Value df Probability t-statistic 1.518533 19 0.1453 F-statistic 2.305942 (1, 19) 0.1453 Likelihood ratio 3.092770 1 0.0786 
Next test is Ramsey RESET test. For this test the probability value to be used here is either Tstatistic, F-statistic or the Likelihood ratio. As per output gathered, all p-value is greater than 5% significance level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is failed to reject and can be concluded that there is no misspecification for this model. 
VI. CONCLUSION In conclusion this paper an empirical investigation was made to find out the relationship of unemployment, interest rate and government spending with GDP. Besides exploring existence and significance of relationship among the GDP and the macroeconomic factors, nature of relationship was also explored. On the basis of the statically examination of the data and results of the analysis it was concluded that only unemployment and government spending had significant impact on GDP.

2AC---Unemployment---AT: Inflation
Phillips was wrong.
Dorn '20 – (James A.; Senior Fellow Emeritus @ CATO Institute, PhD in economics; 2020; "The Phillips Curve: A Poor Guide for Monetary Policy;" https://www.cato.org/cato-journal/winter-2020/phillips-curve-poor-guide-monetary-policy) NT-ML
The real problem with the Phillips curve is not that it supposes that inflation and unemployment are related, especially in the short run, but that it misconstrues that relation as involving a direct causal influence of unemployment on inflation, and vice versa, when in fact it is changes in aggregate demand that cause changes in both unemployment and inflation. According to Mickey Levy, chief economist at Berenberg:



!---Econ---Neg
2NC---Unemployment---AT: Growth
Unemployment increases economic growth---it increases labor availability.
White '22 – (Martha C.; reporter @ CNN Business; 9/2/22; "Yes, the unemployment rate rose. Here's why that's good news;" https://www.cnn.com/2022/09/02/economy/higher-unemployment-rate-good-news/index.html) NT-ML
Increasing the supply of available workers is positive for the economy, even if it does increase the official jobless rate, US Secretary of Labor Marty Walsh said in an interview with CNN’s Jim Sciutto on Friday. It’s a sign that a lot more people are looking for work, which is a plus, given the extraordinary lengths to which employers are going to recruit and retain workers in a labor market with 11.2 million job openings.
“If the unemployment rate goes up a little bit because of that, that’s okay. Because there are still many job openings in United States of America and we need to get more people back into work,” Walsh said, adding that he was “very encouraged” by the growth in labor force participation.
Gary Burtless, labor economist at the Brookings Institution, echoed that sentiment. “That is something we’ve been worried about in this recovery — that too few people are looking for work and that’s causing a lot of labor market tightness,” he said.

Low unemployment will trigger recession---tight labor markets & fed policy.
Ho '23 – (Justin; reporter @ Marketplace; 1/3/23; "How a hot job market could lead to a recession;" https://www.marketplace.org/2023/01/03/a-hot-labor-market-is-good-right-so-why-could-it-lead-to-a-recession/) NT-ML
Economists will be looking at the unemployment rate as an indicator of whether a recession is on the horizon. While some companies have been laying workers off, most are still desperate to hire workers and are having a hard time finding the workers they need. But those unfilled jobs could limit economic growth.
Throughout the past year, the number of new hires has lagged behind the number of open positions by millions every month.
“We just do not have enough people to fill all those job openings,” said Peter Orazem, an economics professor at Iowa State University.
Too many job vacancies mean that a whole lot of production is not happening, he said. If that continues? “We may literally have a recession, which would be a reduction in output that’s driven by insufficient workers, and still see no appreciable increase in the unemployment rate,” Orazem said.
There are plenty of upsides to a tight labor market. Companies have to raise wages to attract workers, said Teresa Ghilarducci, a labor economist at The New School. Companies also have to innovate to make do with the workers they have.
“So if firms are encouraged to be better managers or to automate some of those labor-intensive jobs, that generally makes for a more productive economy,” Ghilarducci said.
But she warned that productivity will suffer if job vacancies linger in certain sectors, like childcare and home health care.
“And if we don’t get workers in those jobs, we will choke off productivity, because women and adult children who take care of their parents won’t be able to go to work,” she said.
If employers can’t fill their open positions, they’re more likely to hang on to their existing employees, according to Megan Greene, global chief economist at the Kroll Institute.
“Because it was so hard to find them and hire them to begin with, and they’re hoping they can weather a shortened, shallow recession without having to lay workers off,” she said.
That would cause the unemployment rate to stay low. If that happens, Greene said the Federal Reserve might assume that the economy is humming along — even if other indicators like consumer spending are slowing down.
“And so they’ll continue to tighten policy and hike rates, not realizing that actually there’s a big slowdown in activity,” Green said.
And that, she added, could cause a recession itself.

Low unemployment causes recession.
Zahn '22 – (Max; Business and tech reporter @ ABC News; 12/9/22; "Why the jobs boom could worsen inflation and help trigger a recession;" ABC News; https://abcnews.go.com/Business/jobs-boom-worsen-inflation-trigger-recession/story?id=94769664) NT-ML
The economy has set off emergency sirens this year over growing recession fears, sky-high inflation and a battered stock market. But one area has allayed worries: jobs.
Hiring last month exceeded expectations and defied warnings of a downturn. Moreover, in November, wages grew a blistering 5.1% compared to a year earlier, offering welcome relief for workers strained by price hikes.
But the hiring boom could help send the economy into a prolonged downturn, turning the good jobs news into a grim omen, economists told ABC News.
"It's confusing for people and rightfully so," Betsey Stevenson, a professor of public policy and economics at the University of Michigan, told ABC News. "How can a lot of jobs be bad for the economy?"
A tight job market fuels rising wages, which often push companies to raise prices to make up for the added costs. In turn, inflation worsens and recession risks rise, they added.
In addition, rising wages have offered less to workers than they appear to have at first glance, since income gains have trailed the pace of inflation, effectively slapping workers with a pay cut, the economists said.
Here's what you need to know about how the hiring spree could deepen inflation and help trigger a recession, while leaving some workers worse off:

Unemployment doesn’t cause economic downturn. 
Oner n.d. — Ceyda Oner, deputy division chief in the IMF’s Finance Department, no date (“Unemployment: The Curse of Joblessness,” no date, International Monetary Fund, Available Online at https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/basics/32-unemployment.htm, Accessed 06-28-2023)
But unemployment does not fall in lockstep with an increase in growth. It is more common for businesses to first try to recover from a downturn by having the same number of employees do more work or turn out more products—that is, to increase their productivity. Only as the recovery takes hold would businesses add workers. As a consequence, unemployment may start to come down only well after an economic recovery begins. In fact, in the last three recessions, the unemployment rate continued to rise after the end of the recessions; a phenomenon called “jobless recoveries.”
The phenomenon works in reverse at the start of a downturn, when firms would rather reduce work hours, or impose some pay cuts before they let workers go. Unemployment starts rising only if the downturn is prolonged. Because unemployment follows growth with a delay, it is called a lagging indicator of economic activity.

Unemployment sparks job seeking and productivity.
Gamble 22 — Joelle Gamble, Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 2022 (“Why It's Good the Unemployment Rate Ticked Up,” U.S. Department of Labor Blog, September 7th, Available Online at https://blog.dol.gov/2022/09/07/why-its-good-the-unemployment-rate-ticked-up, Accessed 06-28-2023)
In August, the U.S. economy added 315,000 jobs, bringing the 3-month average to 378,000 jobs. The private sector added 308,000 jobs. Every sector saw job gains, with the largest gains in professional and business services (+68,000), health care (+48,000) and retail trade (+44,000). With this report, the wholesale trade sector fully recovered. 
The unemployment rate rose for a positive reason – more unemployed workers began seeking jobs. 
In August, the labor force participation increased to 62.4% after stagnating for several months. This increase in participation led to a slight increase in the unemployment rate, now at 3.7%. This rise was a positive sign – Americans who were not employed and not looking for work began to look for work, becoming classified as unemployed. (Unemployed persons must be actively looking for work to be counted in the primary measure of the unemployment rate.) 
UQ CP
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CP---$15 Min Wage
1NC---OFF
Uniqueness CP:
The United States should establish a $15 minimum hourly wage.
 
The CP creates massive unemployment.
Burk et. al '19 – (David Burk, Nabeel Alsalam, William Carrington, and Justin Falk; Congressional Budget Office; "The Effects on Employment and Family Income of Increasing the Federal Minimum Wage"; June 2019; https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2019-07/CBO-55410-MinimumWage2019.pdf) NT-ML
The federal minimum wage is $7.25 per hour for most workers. The Congressional Budget Office examined how increasing the federal minimum wage to $10, $12, or $15 per hour by 2025 would affect employment and family income.
• In an average week in 2025, the $15 option would boost the wages of 17 million workers who would otherwise earn less than $15 per hour. Another 10 million workers otherwise earning slightly more than $15 per hour might see their wages rise as well. But 1.3 million other workers would become jobless, according to CBO’s median estimate. There is a two thirds chance that the change in employment would be between about zero and a decrease of 3.7 million workers. The number of people with annual income below the poverty threshold in 2025 would fall by 1.3 million.

2NC/1NR---Solvency
Setting a minimum wage solves inequality
Litwin 15 – [Benjamin S.; Spring 2015; The Cupola; https://cupola.gettysburg.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1388&context=student_scholarship; accessed: 6-27-2023; Lowell-JL]
This evidence also provides us with many policy implications that help us determine best practices for shaping fiscal policy in developed countries. First of all, according to the evidence seen here, setting a minimum wage to $11.77 would provide the lowest level of income inequality. This shows that for many of the OECD nations, they would be able to help decrease inequality within their country by raising the minimum wage even by a small amount, although there are some countries that have overshot the maximum effectiveness value. The second policy implication from this research is found in the fact that we used the real values of the minimum wage. By seeing that higher real values of the minimum wages decrease inequality, we can state that lower real values of the minimum wage increase inequality. Therefore creating policy to keep a constant real value of the minimum wage will stop inequality from increasing, thereby leading to a more prosperous economy. Looking at this research shows how developed economies can benefit from not only increasing their minimum wages, but also stopping their real value from decreasing. This implies a policy of having the minimum wage increase with inflation would help to keep income inequality from rising further.
Overall, we can conclude that increases to the real value of the minimum wage affect income inequality by redistributing wealth, primarily from the people who buy goods made by minimum wage workers and the stakeholders of companies that higher minimum wage workers. Although we do notice the potential for some disemployment effects when the minimum wage becomes too high, caused by a redistribution of wealth from some low-wage workers losing their jobs to other low-wage workers who continue to work after the minimum wage increase, this effect is not being seen by any OECD country currently due to the need for the minimum wage to be set extremely high for this to occur. Changing policy to reflect these findings would help improve the economy by creating a more equal society and thereby improving the general quality of life.

2NC/1NR---AT: L2NB [Politics]
Raising the minimum wage has broad, bipartisan support.
Roberts '21 – (Lily Roberts – Managing Director of the Economic Policy Team @ Center for American Progress, Acting Vice President @ Inclusive Economy; Ben Olinsky – Senior VP for policy and strategy, Senior Fellow @ Center for American Progress; "Raising the Minimum Wage Would Boost an Economic Recovery—and Reduce Taxpayer Subsidization of Low-Wage Work"; https://www.americanprogress.org/article/raising-minimum-wage-boost-economic-recovery-reduce-taxpayer-subsidization-low-wage-work/) NT-ML
An increase to the minimum wage would be far from divisive: American voters have repeatedly signaled broad, bipartisan support for raising the minimum wage to $15. In November, 61 percent of Florida voters supported a ballot measure to do just that, even as the state’s voters backed Donald Trump for reelection. The percentage of Americans who say that they support raising the minimum wage has grown during the pandemic—66 percent of Americans supported raising the minimum wage in February 2020, while 72 percent supported it by August 2020.


