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Recent recruitment stats have been trending up – training courses are enabling thousands to enlist.
Beynon ‘6/2 [Steve Beynon; Beynon is a reporter for Military.com based in Washington D.C. He specializes in covering ground combat.; 6-2-2023; "2023 Ain't 2022: More Americans Signing Up with Army Guard, Internal Docs Show"; Military; https://www.military.com/daily-news/2023/06/05/army-national-guard-recruiting-numbers-looking-better-after-horrendous-year.html; Accessed 7-2-2023; DQ]
The Army National Guard is behind on its recruiting goals for this year but is bringing more people into the ranks compared to last year, the worst recruiting year since the military went to an all-volunteer force.
The service component has come up about 10% short of its goals on recruits for each month between October and February, according to internal documents reviewed by Military.com. That's a big improvement compared to the same time frame last year in which the Army Guard came up 40% short, on average. October is the start of the military's fiscal year.
"We've seen a steady increase in our recruiting abilities," Gen. Daniel Hokanson, the National Guard's top officer, told lawmakers at a hearing last week. "The Army National Guard is on the path to meet our end strength by the end of the year. I am not declaring victory; I am saying that, right now, all of the trends are very positive."
In March, the Army National Guard exceeded its recruiting goal by 200, bringing in 3,206 new troops. Hokanson told lawmakers that the service component has exceeded recruiting goals in April and May as well, though the data Military.com obtained did not have those numbers.
But the numbers paint a complicated picture. The Guard is aiming for a smaller end strength. Last year, it was authorized to have 336,000 soldiers, and that was reduced by 11,000 this year. Thus, the recruiting goals were also reduced.
In December, for example, the National Guard recruited 2,308 new soldiers, missing its goal of 2,697. That same month the previous fiscal year, the Guard recruited 1,965 soldiers with a goal of 3,358. Between October and March, the Guard recruited 445 more soldiers on average each month, compared to the same time frame last fiscal year.
The Army National Guard's upswing is likely indicative of its active-duty counterpart, which came up 15,000 soldiers short of its goal of recruiting 60,000 new troops last year. Army Secretary Christine Wormuth told Congress on multiple occasions that, while the Army as a whole will not meet its recruiting goals this year, it has made progress compared to last year's uniquely grim performance courting Gen Z.
Military.com asked the Army for two months to provide data on its recruiting performance, but officials refused to offer any numbers. The National Guard did not dispute this reporting but declined to comment.
The recruiting slump is due to a culmination of factors as the services struggle to pitch enlistment to a skeptical new generation and to an ever-shrinking pool of eligible young Americans. An internal Defense Department study found that Gen Z members are less inclined to want to leave their hometowns and believe service has an inherent risk of death. Media attention on suicide and sexual assault in the services has also likely played a role in recruiting prospects.
Army officials have estimated that only 23% of young Americans are eligible to enlist or commission, mostly due to poor performance on the SAT-style entrance exam, and an obesity crisis making too many potential applicants too overweight to serve. Last year, the Army started pre-basic training courses for applicants who come up short on the entrance test or are slightly above the body fat standards.
Those courses allow applicants to come into compliance with the Army's standards in 90 days and move on to basic training. Service officials have touted the early success of those programs, with the overwhelming majority of applicants being able to join the Army. Those pre-basic courses have the capacity to graduate 12,000 soldiers into boot camp, who otherwise wouldn't have been able to enlist. The Navy also started a similar program.
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Military recruitment is key to readiness---solves hotspot escalation
Radha Iyengar 17, senior economist at the nonpartisan, nonprofit RAND Corporation, former director of Personnel on the White House National Security Council, 7/27/17, “MILITARY POWER IS ALL ABOUT PEOPLE: A RETURN TO PERSONNEL POLICY,” https://warontherocks.com/2017/07/military-power-is-all-about-people-a-return-to-personnel-policy/
The U.S. military is often described as the “best fighting force in the world,” and we agree. It’s superior to its possible adversaries in nearly every way. No other military has the globe-spanning responsibilities, the all-domain combat experience, or the technological edge. Yet, as the United States remains militarily engaged around a world that demands unyielding attention and unwavering commitment, its military faces a dynamic threat environment that includes new and resurgent challenges in emerging battle domains such as cyber. With tensions on the Korean peninsula, a continuing series of crises in the Middle East, a rising China, and a resurgent Russia, it would be wise to keep front and center the key source of strength in the armed forces — our people. Policy debates have raged about Syria, Yemen, NATO, North Korea, and beyond. At the same time, defense acquisition experts publicly debated options related to new technologies and acquisition reform. But the new and growing challenges facing the country are all the more reason to also think about what additional approaches are needed to acquire the key personnel skills and capabilities needed to meet America’s growing and changing military requirements. The new administration has called for “a larger, more capable, and more lethal joint force, driven by a new National Defense Strategy that recognizes the need for American superiority not only on land, at sea, in the air, and in space, but also in cyberspace.” To do this, the Department of Defense has become increasingly focused on three key objectives: sustaining and improving the deterrent and warfighting prowess; establishing a force with the capabilities needed to meet the challenges in the coming years; and resetting and rebalancing after decades of conflicts.
Readiness solves nuclear war, terror, and WMD prolif but ground forces are key. 
Bonds 17 [Timothy M. Bonds is vice president, Army Research Division, and director, RAND Arroyo Center. Bonds has served as a RAND vice president since 2011. Previously, he was deputy director of the Arroyo Center from 2003 to 2011, acting director from March 2009 to May 2010, and, from 1999 to 2003, director of the Aerospace Force Development Program within RAND Project AIR FORCE. Prior to joining RAND, Bonds spent nine years in the aerospace industry, where he led projects to develop high-speed vehicle and weapons concepts. He holds an M.S. in aero/astro engineering from the University of Illinois and an M.B.A. from Washington University, St. Louis. Limiting Regret: Building the Army We Will Need--An Update. Testimony presented before the House Armed Services Committee, Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces on March 1, 2017. https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/testimonies/CT400/CT466/RAND_CT466.pdf]
For our first example, what might happen if the United States does not continue its missions to defeat ISIL, al Qaeda, the Taliban, and other violent extremist groups around the world? One potential regret is enduring terror movements that continue to destabilize vulnerable nations and whole regions; harm captured peoples; exploit captured territory to train terrorists, raise funds, and attract new recruits; and export violence to the United States and its allies and friends.
It remains unknown whether currently deployed forces are sufficient to achieve U.S. objectives. In fact, the United States has steadily increased troop deployments to Iraq and Syria and extended the mission in Afghanistan. However, this analysis assumes that U.S. ground forces will remain engaged at their current levels against extremist groups in order to continue to degrade them. Therefore, we assume here that these troops could not be pulled away for other operations without ending this mission. It is also possible that countering violent extremists will require more troops if the mission changes—for example, if additional ground troops are committed to combat operations, such as those in Syria and Iraq. Total troop requirements would remain those shown earlier as the worldwide commitments. 
For our second example, how might Russia take the same course in the Baltics that it has taken in Ukraine? Russian “volunteers” could enter and destabilize Estonia and Latvia, or worse, conventional forces could launch a surprise invasion and present a fait accompli to NATO. We estimate that against currently stationed forces, the Russians could reach the Baltic capitals in 36–60 hours. That would leave the President with few and bad choices. The President could negotiate for the Russians to leave and risk the fracture of NATO if negotiations and sanctions drag on for months or years, or the President could choose to launch a counteroffensive to retake NATO territory—against a nuclear-armed Russia that has threatened first use of nuclear weapons to defend its territory from conventional attack and prevent its military from being destroyed. While the risk of war with Russia is small, and the risks of escalation to nuclear conflict are smaller still, neither risk is zero. Since the human and financial costs of both would be catastrophic, it is prudent to hedge against them. 
Instead, NATO—and the United States—might place armored brigades in the Baltics. These armored brigades, along with other U.S. and NATO forces able to quickly deploy on warning, would be capable of denying Russia a quick victory. Such forces could be permanently stationed or rotationally deployed. These ground forces would be supported by air and sea power from the United States and its NATO allies. The European Reassurance Initiative and the four NATO battalion tactical groups deployed to Poland and the Baltics have made an important statement of alliance commitment and an initial “down payment” on the forces needed, but are not yet close to the amounts required to deny Russia a quick overrun of the Baltics.
If the Russians attacked under this scenario, the United States and NATO would send air, sea, and land reinforcements to deny a Russian victory. Additional U.S. and NATO forces would be needed to defeat Russian forces and reverse any Russian territorial gains. 
We will now assess the numbers of ground forces needed for the missions described above. We will begin with continuing infrastructure tasks, including training new troops, supporting joint missions, and current overseas missions. Adding the forces supporting current missions, we have a demand for 434,000 soldiers to support infrastructure tasks and current missions. This includes the troops who are rotationally deployed; those forward-stationed in Europe, South Korea, and other places; and those supporting generating- and strategic-force operations (but who are not in the GRF or available for other missions). How large of an additional force would be required to deter and defeat aggression in the Baltics (shown here in orange)? For the deterrent force, we estimate that a total of three armored brigades would be needed on the ground in the Baltics on the day fighting started, along with the two U.S. brigades and supporting soldiers already in Europe, and two other U.S. Army and NATO rapid reaction brigades (the 82nd Airborne GRF and the NATO Very High Readiness Task Force) that can deploy to the Baltics on warning. In the future, our NATO allies should be able to provide one or more of the three armored brigades needed. However, in the near term, it is unlikely that any one of these nations would be able to sustain a deployed armored brigade. Therefore, we assume that the U.S. would need to deploy two more armored brigades and a fires brigade in addition to the forward stationed forces already in Europe and the armored and aviation brigades already deployed in a “heel to toe” fashion. In total, 36,000 additional soldiers would be needed over and above those already forward stationed or rotationally deployed to Europe. When deployed at a 1:2 rotation ratio, keeping 36,000 soldiers on the ground in the Baltics requires 108,000 soldiers to maintain a continuous presence. Including the 283,000 soldiers forward deployed in or rotating to Europe and other theaters, and the 151,000 soldiers engaged in infrastructure activities, a total of 542,000 soldiers would be required for these activities alone. This number exceeds the 476,000 soldiers now planned for the regular Army, forcing the DoD to reduce day-to-day operations, continuously deploy 66,000 National Guard or Army Reserve soldiers, grow the regular Army, or take some combination of these measures. Worse, this leaves no margin for higher demands if deterrence fails and war breaks out in Europe, Korea, or elsewhere in the world. In wartime, therefore, the DoD might be compelled to suspend troop rotations to maintain sufficient numbers of forces to meet contingency needs. From this point on in this testimony, we will discuss wartime demand, with troops deployed without rotation for the duration of a conflict. Such extended deployments for the duration of the conflict will impose extraordinary strain on troops and their families. (We should also note that some troop rotation will still be needed within theaters, so battle-worn units can pull back from the line for rest, refit, and replacement of casualties). If troop rotations to all theaters are suspended, including the deterrent force in the Baltics, troop demands will decline somewhat. The additional demand in the Baltics would decline to the 36,000 soldiers deployed at any one time; demand for the combination of other theaters would decline to 146,000, while the demand for infrastructure forces would remain steady at 151,000 soldiers. The total troops needed for these missions would decline to 334,000 soldiers when on a wartime footing. Additional troops would be needed if the Russians were not deterred and decided to invade. To expel the invading Russian forces, we estimate that an additional 85,000 U.S. troops, including six armored brigades and associated artillery, aviation, headquarters, and other supporting troops, would be needed to defeat a Russian invasion (shown in brown), along with eight brigades and a similar number of troops from our NATO allies. This raises the total U.S. troops needed to around 420,000 soldiers. This includes soldiers tasked to conduct infrastructure missions, continue current missions around the world, and deploy the U.S. contribution to the NATO deterrent and war-winning forces shown above. Once again, this assumes a wartime footing for all of these troops with no rotations of soldiers. We now turn to a third example—a war resulting from a provocation cycle that escalates to a North Korean attack on South Korea. Current DoD force planning seems to focus on an invasion threat to South Korea from North Korean forces, as depicted on the map. But the threat is changing. A provocation cycle could escalate out of control and lead to an artillery barrage of Seoul, involving some of the 10,000 artillery pieces and multiple rocket launchers, firing from hardened positions that the DoD believes to be in range of South Korea.10 Or North Korea might collapse as a result of war or economic failure, leaving up to 200 nuclear, chemical, and biological program sites unsecured (as represented by dots on the map above)..11 In either event, a significant burden would fall on U.S. forces. To counter North Korean artillery, U.S. ground forces would need to provide forces to evacuate U.S. noncombatants; engineering, logistics, and maneuver units to sustain South Korean and U.S. operations to clear artillery within range of Seoul; WMD-elimination task forces to secure chemical or nuclear munitions deployed with artillery units; and ground combat forces to protect each of these types of units. South Korean forces would also be stretched to gain control over North Korean military forces, exert political control over territory captured, and deal with a massive humanitarian catastrophe—all at a time when the South Korean Army is decreasing in size by one-third from its peak.
For these reasons, countering an artillery barrage or North Korean WMDs would require significant U.S. ground forces. 
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Recruitment rising—revised tactics
Jackson, 23 – (Jon Jackson, honors in journalism, “Will U.S. military recruitment struggles cripple response to wars?,” Newsweek, 3-20-2023, Available Online: https://www.newsweek.com/will-us-military-recruitment-struggles-cripple-response-wars-1789001, Accessed: 6-25-2023)//ILake-FI
As for what can be done to help persuade more people to join the military, Riley said the Air Force has a team "examining existing policies and procedures to ensure they reflect the service members needed for the future." In one policy move to reflect changes in American culture, Riley said the Air Force recently updated its policy to allow for some hand and neck tattoos, since having body ink was found to be "irrelevant to war-fighting." Another area in which military branches are easing up on the rules is cannabis use. As medical and recreational marijuana becomes legal in more states across the country, a growing number of people who are of enlistment age have likely experimented with cannabis. As a result, Asch said the Army, for one, now allows new recruits to retest after a short period if they test positive during their initial physical exam. Other steps have also been taken to ramp up recruitment. Signing bonuses have been offered to new recruits, while new marketing initiatives have been implemented. For the Army, the latter includes returning to a tried-and-true formula. After two decades of experimenting with new slogans, the Army returned to the popular "Be All You Can Be" motto early this month.

Army app increasing recruitment rates now!
Lt. Col. Kamil Sztalkoper 6-6-23, ( Kamil Sztalkoper is a Public Affairs Officer with the United States Army who is committed to telling the story of Soldiers, Veterans, and family members. Over 17 years of experience in peacekeeping operations, leadership, team building, social media, media relations, and community relations in multiple stateside and overseas locations. "Army launches ‘app’ to increase engagement with recruits," U.S. ARMY, https://www.army.mil/article/267318/army_launches_app_to_increase_engagement_with_recruits
WASHINGTON - U.S. Army Recruiting Command and the Army Recruiting and Retention Task Force (ARTF) have partnered to launch a new program, the Prep for Success Digital Engagement Experience. This program aims to enhance the recruit-recruiter experience by helping future soldiers prepare for basic training while streamlining the recruitment process. Applications designed to serve as training aides and information guides are easily downloaded directly onto the cell phones of recruits at no cost. At the same time, Recruiters get a new tool making it easier for them to do their mission. Late in the Fall of 2022, the ARTF held a design-thinking workshop which included Army recruiters, Army Reserve officers, other members of the Army’s accessions enterprise and even some members of the Air Force. During the workshop the need for an enhanced engagement experience between recruiters and prospective recruits became glaringly obvious. Several of the Army Reserve officers with civilian careers in recruiting or in technology and design, brought innovative ideas to enhance employee and customer experience. The Prep for Success Digital Engagement Experience creates a connection between the recruit and the Army through an immersive digital environment which offers a range of resources to prepare them for a successful start by first meeting the demands of basic training. The program has helpful information such as: Practice the ASVAB; Basic Training Life; Military Time; the Army’s Mission; and what things to bring to basic training. "This digital engagement experience intends to be a valuable tool for anyone entering the U.S. Army and for the hardworking recruiters making that happen," said Maj. Gen. Deborah L. Kotulich, Director of the Army Recruiting and Retention Task Force. "Basic training is a new and unknown event at the beginning of an Army enlistment, but with the right preparation, future Soldiers succeed and thrive. Our goal with this program is to ensure that every future Soldier has access to tools and resources that take the unknown out of the equation, provide coaching and learning, and set every one up to succeed in basic training and beyond,” said Kotulich. The launch of the Prep for Success Digital Engagement program comes at a critical time for the U.S. Army, which has faced a challenging recruiting environment. The Army has put pressure on itself at all echelons to find new, out-of-the-box ways to attract and retain high-quality Soldiers. Generation Z is most comfortable with resources available through their personal cell phones and the Army is meeting them where they are with this innovative approach to engagement. “The app has been really beneficial to me and our recruiting office,” said Sgt. Trawn Smith, a recruiter assigned to Clifton Park, NY. “It is easily accessible and better than social media. I can take my barcode, print it out, post it around my recruiting table at a high school or event, and allow anyone to quickly start learning about the Army. And the best part is that interested applicants love the app because it is easy to use and they are learning the many things the Army offers, especially how many different jobs exist,” said Trawn. Being able to select and see what was in the Army’s list of jobs and ease of use led an applicant to begin the application process following his interaction with Sgt. Smith and the program. “Seeing each and every portion of how the Army recruitment process works, and the many jobs available and how they would fit me as a person,” said Christian, a future Soldier from Clifton Park, NY helped in making his decision to enlist. The Prep for Success Digital Engagement program represents a significant step forward for the U.S. Army in its mission to recruit and retain the best possible candidates. By enhancing the recruit – recruiter experience and increasing the ability for recruiters to make every contact count, the program has the potential to have a lasting impact on the Army's ability to meet its recruitment goals with high quality candidates ready to be part of a highly skilled, well-trained force. “This app is a possible game changer for our organization,” said Maj. Gen. Johnny Davis, U.S. Army Recruiting Command Commanding General. “Not only does it help prepare future Soldiers for the Army; it bridges the gap between the public and the Army and gives our recruiters the capability to identify and attract future talent.” 
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Army recruitment up, immigration program
Giaritelli, 6-20-2023, (Anna Giaritelli joined the Washington Examiner in 2015 and focuses on homeland security, immigration, and border issues. Anna has traveled to the border on more than 40 occasions since 2018 and has covered human smuggling, the evolution of the war on drugs, domestic terrorism, and migration trends. She is currently based in Austin, Texas. "Military hopes to solve recruitment nightmare by appealing to legal immigrants," Restoring America, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/restoring-america/patriotism-unity/military-recruitment-crisis-appealing-to-legal-immigrants) //CS
*edited for offensive language
The Pentagon has seen early success in signing up green card-holding legal immigrants with the promise of immediate citizenship as a solution to a recruitment nightmare that threatens to cripple [destroy] its ranks as early as 2025. "The Biden administration still requires people to have a green card to join the military, but they're overwhelmed with people who want to join the military and cannot because they don't have a green card," said Margaret Stock, a retired lieutenant colonel in the Army Reserve and author of Immigration Law and the Military: Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard. Facing major recruitment shortfalls this year, the Army and Air Force chose, over the past nine months, to broaden their appeal to legal permanent residents, otherwise known as green-card holders, and partnered with the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services to guarantee that people who successfully complete basic training will be sworn in as U.S. citizen service members. Early results indicate it is working and could do even more to benefit the United States if it is further expanded as it was 15 years ago. In the three months since the Air Force rolled out the initiative, 14 trainees from countries including Jamaica, Mexico, Kenya, Russia, and El Salvador have completed basic training and immediately been naturalized at completion. Approximately 100 more are in basic training, an Air Force spokeswoman told the Washington Examiner. “Their desire to become citizens exemplifies their commitment and dedication to the United States,” Col. John P. O’Dell, 37th Training Wing vice commander, said in a statement . “When we began the partnership with USCIS, we asked all trainees who would be interested in starting their application, and 111 raised their hands. These trainees volunteered to serve a country they aren’t yet citizens of, and now we get to formally recognize them upon their graduation as American Airmen.” How we got here Military recruitment has tanked as young adults see less appeal in the mission, cannot meet entry requirements, and are turned off by what they hear in this political climate, Stock said. "People on the Left, extreme Left, say that people shouldn't join the military. And they tell immigrants that they're going to be victims in the military and the military is a terrible place if you're different at all and it's basically a haven for white supremacists," Stock said. "On the right wing, they're attacking the military for letting people in who aren't American-born." The U.S. has a nearly 250-year-long history of allowing newly arrived immigrants to fight alongside Americans. “Up until 2006, in wartime, U.S. law allowed the military to recruit anybody who was in the country — Revolutionary War, Civil War, World War I, World War II, Korean War, Vietnam War,” Stock said. “If they were male and they were in the country and of draft age, they got drafted.” When the problem started Following Vietnam, the Pentagon required a green card for noncitizens. The number of green-card recruits and, in turn, total new recruits in the military started to drop off because the length of time it took for legal immigrants to obtain a green card grew. As a result, the percentage of immigrants in the military slipped below the percentage of immigrants across the U.S. population. The lack of immigrants in the military had an impact on national security. The terrorist attacks on 9/11 could have possibly been thwarted through military intercepts; only the military had lacked the staff for those jobs, Stock said. The Bush administration tapped Stock, an officer at West Point at the time, to fix the problem in the years after the attacks. The Army commissioned Stock to write a predictive paper about the state of recruiting in 2025, and in 2015, she presented the current shortfall in recruitment. The problem for immigrants who wanted to obtain green cards was that the process took years to navigate. By granting immigrants in good standing who passed a plethora of background checks to become citizens, people who wanted to join but could not have were finally eligible. Solving the problem Tasked with coming up with a solution, Stock proposed opening up recruitment to immigrants who did not have a green card. The Department of Defense has the legal authority to recruit people without green cards and bestow expedited citizenship during times of war. Then-Defense Secretary Robert Gates authorized the pilot program, and the Military Accessions Vital to the National Interest, or MAVNI, program was born. In a few years, it added 15,000 service members. Stock said people applied in droves. Recruits were "mostly people with bachelor's degrees, master's degrees, Ph.D.s, professional workers, kind of the cream of the crop [compared to the typical American-born recruit]," Stock said. Service members who did not serve honorably for five years risked losing their citizenship. Immigrant recruits had "fewer behavioral problems" than native-born Americans and were less likely to drop out, she said. But the Obama administration did not view the program favorably and walked it back to no longer allow legal immigrants without green cards to join the military. Where to go now Illegal immigrants who overstay a visa or are released into the U.S. after crossing the land border illegally are not and have not previously been recruited, Stock said. The potential to boost recruitment by reopening this mechanism to allow recruits to gain citizenship upon basic training completion was a good start, but more must be done to meet the curve, she said. "They're still going to have mission failure because it's too hard to get a green card," Stock said. "There is a movement in Congress now, which I'm hoping will be successful, to give people green cards if they join the military. That would solve the military's recruiting problems."
Citizenship programs are increasing military recruitment
Lolita C. Baldor, 6-11-2023, (Lolita Baldor is a National Security/Pentagon Reporter with The Associated Press in Washington,  "Join the military, become a US citizen: Uncle Sam wants you and vous and tu," AP NEWS, https://apnews.com/article/army-air-force-recruiting-shortfall-immigrants-citizenship-2cd690352210606945010d1800c5bdbe) //CS
Struggling to overcome recruiting shortfalls, the Army and the Air Force have bolstered their marketing to entice legal residents to enlist, putting out pamphlets, working social media and broadening their outreach, particularly in inner cities. One key element is the use of recruiters with similar backgrounds to these potential recruits. “It is one thing to hear about the military from locals here, but it is something else when it’s from your fellow brother, from the country you’re from,” said Bidari, who was contacted by Army Staff Sgt. Kalden Lama, the Dallas recruiter, on a Facebook group that helps Nepalese people in America connect with one another. “That brother was in the group and he was recruiting and he told me about the military.” The military has had success in recruiting legal immigrants, particularly among those seeking a job, education benefits and training as well as a quick route to becoming an American citizen. But they also require additional security screening and more help filling out forms, particularly those who are less proficient in English. Both the Army and the Air Force say they will not meet their recruiting goals this year, and the Navy also expects to fall short. Pulling more from the legal immigrant population may not provide large numbers, but any small boosts will help. The Marine Corps is the only service on pace to meet its goal. The shortfalls have led to a wide range of new recruiting programs, ad campaigns and other incentives to help the services compete with often higher-paying, less risky jobs in the private sector. Defense leaders say young people are less familiar with the military, are drawn more to corporate jobs that provide similar education and other benefits, and want to avoid the risk of injury and death that service in defense of the United States could bring. In addition, they say that little more than 20% meet the physical, mental and character requirements to join. “We have large populations of legal U.S. residents who are exceptionally patriotic, they’re exceptionally grateful for the opportunities that this country has provided,” said Air Force Maj. Gen. Ed Thomas, head of the service’s recruiting command. The biggest challenges have been identifying geographic pockets of immigrant populations, finding ways to reach them and helping any of those interested navigate the complex military recruiting applications and procedures. Last October, the Army reestablished a program for legal permanent residents to apply for accelerated naturalization once they get to basic training. Recruiters began to reach out on social media, using short videos in various languages to target the top 10 countries that recruits had come from during the previous year. The Air Force effort began this year, and the first group of 14 graduated from basic training and were sworn in as new citizens in April. They included recruits from Cameroon, Jamaica, Kenya, the Philippines, Russia and South Africa. As of mid-May there were about 100 in basic training who had begun the citizenship process and about 40 who had completed it. Thomas said the program required changes to Air Force policy, coordination with U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services and a careful screening process to ensure there are no security risks. “We have to take exceptional measures to be able to thoroughly vet and go through the security clearance investigation,” he said, adding that in many cases the immigrants are not immediately put in jobs that require top secret clearance. Under the new program, recruits are quickly enrolled in the citizenship system and when they start basic training, an expedited process kicks off, including all required paperwork and testing. By the time Air Force recruits finish their seven weeks of training, the process is complete and they are sworn in as American citizens. The first group of 14 included several who are seeking various medical jobs, while another wants to be an air transportation specialist. Thomas said Airman 1st Class Natalia Laziuk, 31, emigrated from Russia nine years ago, has dreamed of being a U.S. citizen since she was 11, and learned about the military by watching American movies and television. “Talking to this young airman, she essentially said, ‘I just wanted to be useful to my country,’” he said. “And that’s a story that we see played over and over and over again. I’ve talked to a number of these folks around the country. They’re hungry to serve.” For Bidari, who arrived in the U.S. in 2016 to attend college, the fast track to citizenship was important because it will make it easier for her to travel and bring her parents to the United States to visit. Speaking in a call from Chicago just a day after she was sworn in, she said she enlisted for six years and hopes that her future citizenship will help her become an officer. In Chicago earlier this year, Army Secretary Christine Wormuth heard from a number of recruiters about the increased outreach to immigrant communities and how it helped them meet their numbers. In the 2022 budget year, they said, the Chicago recruiting battalion enlisted 70 legal permanent residents and already this year they have enlisted 62. More broadly across the Army, close to 2,900 enlisted during the first half of this budget year, compared with about 2,200 during the same period the previous year. The largest numbers are from Jamaica, with 384, followed by Mexico, the Philippines and Haiti, but many are from Nepal, Nigeria, Ghana, Cameroon, Colombia and the Dominican Republic.
uq—at: recruitment irrecoverable
Army Recruitment will recover
Brook, 22 – (Tom Vanden Brook, “Army recruiting crisis results in soldier shortage, record enlistment bonuses,” 7-20-2022, Available Online: https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2022/07/20/army-recruiting-crisis-shortage/10098673002/, Accessed: 6-30-2023)//ILake-FI
The Army's record bonuses probably kept a bad recruiting year from getting even worse, Asch said. The Army has solved recruiting crises in the past and maintained the viability of the all-volunteer force, Asch said. It probably will again. "It's recoverable," she said. "That will take effort. It's not a problem you want to have. The trick is to figure it out."

uq—unemployment rising—2nc
Unemployment is rising—hours, wages, and markets are trending down
Rugaber 6/2 (Christopher, “Both U.S. hiring and unemployment jumped last month. Here’s what that says about the economy” 6/2/2023 https://www.pbs.org/newshour/economy/both-u-s-hiring-and-unemployment-jumped-last-month-heres-what-that-says-about-the-economy)
Overall, the report painted a mostly encouraging picture of the job market. Yet there were some mixed messages in the May figures. Notably, the unemployment rate rose to 3.7 percent, from a five-decade low of 3.4 percent in April. It’s the highest unemployment rate since October. (The government compiles the unemployment data using a different survey than the one used to calculate job gains, and the two surveys sometimes conflict.) Is the labor market as strong as the gain of 339,000 jobs suggests? Probably not. In May, employers added th e most jobs since January. So the overall picture is an encouraging one. Yet there are signs that hiring is cooling from the super-heated levels of the past two y ears. For one thing, the length of the average work week declined, to 3 4.3 hours from 34.4 in April. That is a seemingly small drop, but economists said it’s equivalent to cutting several hundred thousand jobs. It means that, on average, weekly paychecks will be slightly smaller. The average work week is down from 34.6 hours a year ago. Hourly wage growth also dipped in May, evidence that ma ny businesses feel less pressure to dangle higher pay to find and keep workers. Average hourly pay increased 4.3 percent from a year earlier. That’s down fr om gangbusters gains of nearly 6 percent a year ago. And the rise in the unemployment rate partly reflected higher layoffs. This suggested that not everyone who lost jobs in recent high-profile layoffs by banks, tech firms and media companies has found new work.

Unemployment is on a steady and constant rise 
Ziyue Zhou 23 [Victoria Hill School, Kunming 650506, China] (2023) “Research of the Influencing Factors on Unemployment Rate” https://drpress.org/ojs/index.php/HBEM/article/view/5040/4883]//:0
One of the most significant and most crucial social issues is unemployment. The proportion of the working population that meets the "unemployment conditions" is known as the unemployment rate. The number of jobless people actively seeking employment is difficult to estimate, particularly the number of those whose unemployment benefits have already run out before obtaining work. Unemployment has a high cost for both the person and the group. But unemployment also has other consequences. For instance, one of the socially damaging effects of widespread unemployment is that it minimizes the need to humanize the workplace [1]. Unemployment rates are becoming more and more erratic. The accumulation of physical and human capital, an increase in productivity, and the development of new goods due to technological innovation have long been seen as the main drivers of economic expansion. Increased specialization of labor is also essential for increasing productivity [2]. In human economic progress, economic growth has been directly fueled by the ongoing expansion in the total amount of capital over time. The favored strategy for economic growth in today's developing nations is still high accumulation and high investment for increased economic growth rates [3]. In contrast, in economics, a recession is a phase of the business cycle during which economic activity often slows and enterprises contract, typically as a result of substantial declines in consumer expenditure. Financial crises, friction in international trade, unfavorable market supply, or the fall of an economic bubble can all lead to recessions [4]. When there is a recession, there is an increase in unemployment and a fall in macroeconomic indexes including GDP, employment, capacity utilization, household income, corporate profits, and inflation


Unemployment up, recent stats show
Rugaber 23 Christopher Rugaber, Business and Finance reporter, Associated Press “Both U.S. hiring and unemployment jumped last month. Here’s what that says about the economy”, PBS News Hour, https://www.pbs.org/newshour/economy/both-u-s-hiring-and-unemployment-jumped-last-month-heres-what-that-says-about-the-economy, June 2, 2023//kw
Yet there were some mixed messages in the May figures. Notably, the unemployment rate rose to 3.7 percent, from a five-decade low of 3.4 percent in April. It’s the highest unemployment rate since October. (The government compiles the unemployment data using a different survey than the one used to calculate job gains, and the two surveys sometimes conflict.)
Is the labor market as strong as the gain of 339,000 jobs suggests? Probably not. In May, employers added the most jobs since January. So the overall picture is an encouraging one. Yet there are signs that hiring is cooling from the super-heated levels of the past two years.
For one thing, the length of the average work week declined, to 34.3 hours from 34.4 in April. That is a seemingly small drop, but economists said it’s equivalent to cutting several hundred thousand jobs. It means that, on average, weekly paychecks will be slightly smaller. The average work week is down from 34.6 hours a year ago.
Hourly wage growth also dipped in May, evidence that many businesses feel less pressure to dangle higher pay to find and keep workers. Average hourly pay increased 4.3 percent from a year earlier. That’s down from gangbusters gains of nearly 6 percent a year ago.
And the rise in the unemployment rate partly reflected higher layoffs. This suggested that not everyone who lost jobs in recent high-profile layoffs by banks, tech firms and media companies has found new work.


Link
L—jg—1nc 
The plan undermines military recruitment and defense spending – limited employment options drive half of enlistment.
Steichen and Koshgarian '20 [Lorah and Lindsay; June 2020; Outreach Coordinator for the National Priorities Project at the Institute for Policy Studies; Program Director of the National Priorities Project, MA in Public Policy from UCLA; "Green Jobs and a Just Transition for Workers and Communities," https://ips-dc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/No-Warming-No-War_06-Green-Jobs-and-Just-Transition.pdf]
The Military is the Only Major Federal Jobs Program in the U.S. Understanding that climate disruption is an outcome of our broken economic system, climate threats cannot be separated from other forms of insecurity that people experience in their daily lives. Vast economic insecurity and inequality are outcomes of the financially extractive, fossil-fueled economy. The U.S. military has long capitalized on economic precarity, recruiting poor people who lack other options and middle-class populations faced with significant debt and instability. As a matter of practicality, the prevalence of militarized jobs in communities remains a key political blockade to reducing military funding. As such, solutions to the climate crisis must also address the absence of an adequate number of well-paying jobs, poverty, inequality, and other prevalent socioeconomic concerns of our time. At the same time, we must convert a major share of U.S. manufacturing and engineering from building weapons of war to building a 100% clean energy economy by 2030. While official estimates are known to be too low, the Bureau of Labor Statistics counted about six million people as unemployed and actively seeking work in 2019—a figure now rendered obsolete by the coronavirus crisis, but indicative of our economy under “good” circumstances.96 This figure does not include all working age people who are unemployed and more comprehensive methods of calculating unemployment often double the standard unemployment rate. Even in the best of times, unemployment rates also vary drastically by geography, race, and age; rural workers, Black workers, Latinx workers, and young people all have higher than average rates of unemployment. In normal times, forty percent of the U.S. workforce is employed in insecure positions, such as temporary, part-time, and “on-call” workers, contractors, and the self-employed. 97 While employment statistics can help illustrate the economic crisis, they can also minimize the lived-realities for the tens of millions of people living in poverty in the United States. In the richest country in the world, even prior to the coronavirus pandemic and its associated economic implosion, there were 140 million poor and low-wealth people. That’s over 43% of the population of the United States. Low pay, job scarcity or inaccessibility, and attacks on unionization work together to keep people in poverty. Do We Have a Poverty Draft in the United States? Mandatory military service ended in 1973, and by the 1980s the term “poverty draft” gained prominence as a term used to describe “the belief that the enlisted ranks of the military were made up of young people with limited economic opportunities.”98 In the context of vast economic precarity in the United States, military service often functions as a “draft-like system” that attracts low-income and other marginalized groups into enlisting because of a lack of other job, income, and educational opportunities available in their communities. Half of all young people who join the military do so as a means to pay for future education.99 Military recruiters have historically recruited among middle and lower classes. Reporting by the Seattle Times in 2005 found, for example, that nearly half of new recruits came “from lower-middle-class to poor households.”100 Native Americans, who have the highest poverty rate of any racial or ethnic group in the United States, also serve in the country’s armed forces at the highest rate of any ethnic group in the country.101 Despite such vast economic insecurity, the military is the only major federal jobs program in the United States. Over 1,300,000 Americans are on active military duty and over 800,000 more are in the military reserves. Another 1,600,000 Americans work for companies contracted by the U.S. military not only to supply weapons of war, but also the goods and services that support military operations. 102 The Department of Defense calls itself America’s largest employer - larger than Walmart, even.103 Since the military industrial complex is spread across the United States, some members of congress justify military spending by the jobs it provides their states or districts. War spending is often perceived as an effective way to increase employment, but there are far better ways besides a massive military jobs program to employ Americans.
L—jg—2nc 
Jobs guarantee trades off with military recruitment – both compete for limited unskilled labor.
Sparks '20 [Roger; 1/22/20; Economic Blogger and founder of the Mechanical Money blog, former Naval Engineer in the United States Navy; "Job Guarantee as a Policy Variable," http://www.bondeconomics.com/2020/01/job-guarantee-as-policy-variable.html]
Note: JG = Jobs Guarantee.
Yes, the Monetary Monopoly model is just a start but it is a beginning reference point. Using the base I suggested, decide if JG will represent an increase in annual government money supply increases. That gives us one parameter. I suspect a JG program will increase government demand for unskilled labor. The military is (probably) the biggest present government demand for unskilled labor. With the JG program in place, it will probably be harder to recruit military enlistees. That gives us a second parameter. With just those two possible parameters, we have the makings of government created hyperinflation.

The military provides the same benefits as the plan – standard of living, education, healthcare, and benefits. 
Arnoff '18 [Kate; 4/1/18; contributor to The Intercept, Writing Fellow at In These Times; "A Guaranteed “Jobs for All” Program is Gaining Traction Among 2020 Democratic Hopefuls," https://theintercept.com/2018/04/01/federal-job-guaranteed-jobs-program/]
The closest thing to a job guarantee that the U.S. has had in recent memory is the U.S. military, which provides a decent standard of living, debt-free higher education, health care, and decent benefits — provided you’re willing to risk your life for it. That wasn’t so different than in the post-war era, when so-called military Keynesianism provided GIs with the kinds of amenities usually associated with social democracies. As Stein points out, though, Dixiecrat politicians worked assiduously to ensure that the welfare state of that era — robust compared to what we have now — never fully extended to communities of color.

Jobs guarantee competes with “livable wage” offers for military service.
Pearkes '20 [George; 2/13/20; Global Macro Strategist for Bespoke Investment Group; "The latest progressive economic policy is designed to stabilize the US labor market — and it looks a lot like the military," https://www.businessinsider.com/job-guarantee-economic-idea-progressives-us-military-similarities-2020-2]
But even breaking down the numbers further, a jobs guarantee could look a lot like the military in execution: an expense we deem necessary and that doesn't require some sort of elaborate pay-for when it needs expansion.
Breaking it down
As a better comparison, let's dig into how a jobs guarantee would look compared to what the US already pays for the military.
First, pay. An E-1 (private, seaman recruit, or airman basic for the Army, Navy, and Air Force respectively) earns a monthly pay rate of $1,680.90 in 2020. Basic allowance for subsistence (BAS) adds $372.71. Breaking that down into typical workers' hours at 40 hours a week and four weeks a month, that total works out to $12.83 per hour; hourly wages would be lower under higher workloads, but also keep in mind this is the absolute minimum pay for very junior military personnel, not an overall average.
By the E-4 pay grade (specialist or corporal, petty officer third class, or senior airman for the Army, Navy, and Air Force respectively; typically reached within a few years) military enlisted are earning more than the $15 per hour that so many minimum wage activists have deemed the "livable wage" in recent years.
In other words, the government is already openly bidding for a material chunk of the non-college youth labor force at $13 to $15 an hour. Our all-volunteer military doesn't have a cap in terms of recruitment and generally struggles to get the numbers it needs. Granted, the job description comes with substantial risk of physical harm and a benefits package that has let down soldiers in recent years. But is the basic labor-bid function really that different from a jobs guarantee?

The government ended jobs guarantees precisely to encourage military service.
Hammond '18 [Samuel; 3/27/18; Director of Poverty and Welfare Policy at the Niskanen Center; "Why Not A Job Guarantee?" https://www.niskanencenter.org/not-job-guarantee/]
While those problems are not insurmountable, proponents of job guarantees neglect the scale of this political-economic problem. FDR governed like a monarch, and thanks to a series of anti-corruption measures, the WPA was much more successful than it might have been. And yet even his job guarantee program was so beset by patronage and waste that it gave birth to the term “boondoggle.” Now imagine a job guarantee with the quality of governance under the current administration: One recession, and we’d have a permanent army of Border Patrol agents. If that sounds far fetched, don’t forget that the WPA was used to construct military facilities in America’s buildup to entering WWII, and was ultimately wound down to push public workers into military service.

A universal “employer of last resort” would substitute for military service.
Wray '7 [L. Randall; August 2007; Professor of Economics at Bard College, PhD in Economics from Washington Univeristy; "The Employer of Last Resort Programme: Could it Work for Developing Countries," http://www2.ilo.org/public/english/employment/download/elm/elm07-5.pdf]
Note: ELR = Employer of Last Resort Program.
Won’t participation in ELR lead to stigmatization, as welfare does? This is potentially a real problem; however, the danger can be reduced through creative action. ELR can be promoted as a universal “Americorps” service. In nations with a national service requirement, ELR can substitute for military service. We can rely on persuasion: universities could favour applications from prospective students who have served for a year in ELR or could offer “junior year programs” in ELR as an alternative to “junior year abroad” programs. Corporations could allow leaves of absence to professionals and executives to work in the ELR program as a community service. In any case, it is difficult to believe that one would be as stigmatized by participation in ELR as one would be by enrolment in a welfare program. So long as ELR is a universal program, in which all participants self-select to work on projects, many of which have easily identifiable social benefits, the stigma of participation should be lower than is the case with participation in other, targeted, anti-poverty programs. 
L—jg—PAYS program
The military leverages job assistance for military service – enlistees are guaranteed interviews if they serve.
Cox '19 [Matthew; 11/15/19; Defense Reporter for over 20 years; "Army Recruiters' Newest Offer: Guaranteed Job-Hunting Help After Service," https://www.military.com/daily-news/2019/11/15/army-recruiters-newest-offer-guaranteed-job-hunting-help-after-service.html]
U.S. Army recruiting officials are dusting off a 19-year-old program designed to guarantee young people help finding a job in the civilian world if they sign up for a term of service. Maj. Gen. Frank Muth, commander of Army Recruiting Command, said recently that he was about to sign a deal with Bell to bring the major military helicopter manufacturer into the Partnership for Youth Success (PaYS) program. The effort, launched in 2000, has agreements with about 900 companies to guarantee soldiers job interviews when they exit the service. "I am a big advocate of it, and I have been pushing it hard," he said at a recent Association of the United States Army event. When young people enlist in the Army, they can have PaYS assistance in their contract, Muth said. "It's a drop-down menu; you click on the company that you want to put into your contract and, when you are out of the Army in the next two, three, four, five or 20 years, you are guaranteed two interviews," he explained. "It is a powerful tool to have to be able to walk in after four years of being an [AH-64] Apache helicopter hydraulics specialist, to be able to go to Bell and say, 'Could I apply for a job.'" The defense industry, in particular, is looking to bring in younger people as many in its workforce near retirement age, Muth said. "The companies love this because what we give them is soft skills and, in many cases, hard skills -- this whole thing about maybe showing up to work on time or maybe coming back to work after lunch," he said. "Companies fight for this stuff all the time -- for the right attitude, wanting to win, being part of a team, communicating -- all of those things we provide, we give them." Army recruiters have started placing a greater emphasis on making sure that Generation Z is aware of the wide range of skills it can offer young people. On Veterans Day, the Army launched its new marketing campaign, "What's Your Warrior," which is intended to show young people that the service has many jobs besides infantry and other combat-arms specialties. The first chapter of the new campaign focuses on Army jobs in science and medicine; signal; cyber; and air and space specialties. The approach is a shift from last year's "Warriors Wanted" campaign, which featured soldiers from the 75th Ranger Regiment and other combat units training for war.

L—ubi
A UBI would kill the military 
Jeff Manza 22 [Professor of Sociology and the chair of the Department of Sociology at New York University. He received his BA and PhD from the University of California – Berkeley. Before coming to NYU in 2006, he taught at Penn State (1996-98) and Northwestern (1998-2006). (2022) “If universal basic income is the answer, what is the question?” https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11186-022-09490-4]//:0
That the Anglo-American countries do less well on many of these welfare state measures than their European counterparts, with the United States standing out as the extreme outlier, is well-known. But Kenworthy persuasively argues that there are no plausible reasons, of either economic necessity or existing institutional design, that would prevent any country – including the United States – from eventually getting to the same place as Scandinavian social democracies. What blocks such a development 13 628 Theory and Society (2023) 52:625–639 is politics, not economic or fnancial necessity. But even here, Kenworthy is optimistic in a novel way. In the second half of the book, focused on the United States, Kenworthy estimates that devoting an additional 10% of GDP to social programs would be required to bring the U.S. up to Scandinavian levels. The vast increase in income security this would provide could be funded, as all European countries do, with a range of taxes including a value-added tax on consumption and other under-taxed forms of income and wealth (and perhaps, he might have added, a signifcant reduction in the exceptionally high levels of military and counterintelligence expenditures unique to the U.S., which spends 2–3 times as much of its GDP on the military as any European country). Middle class households would pay more in taxes than they do at present – Kenworthy correctly notes the unpleasant fact that although it is very popular right now, new taxes on the rich will not generate nearly enough revenue – but they would also receive far more security and roads to opportunity for themselves and their children then they presently do (as Democratic Party politicians continually struggle to convince voters).

L—universal healthcare—1nc 
Robust data shows universal healthcare kills military recruitment
Cebula and Coombs 10 – *Department of Economics and Finance, Jacksonville University, **Department of Economics, Louisiana State University-Shreveport *Richard J., **Christopher. Behavior in the Market for U.S. Army Recruits: PLS and 2SPLS Analysis of the Impact of Health Insurance Unavailability in the Non-Military Sector, 2003-2007. Research in Applied Economics ISSN 1948-5433 2010, Vol. 2, No. 1: E1 

As shown in equation (7), the estimated coefficients for all six of the non-trend explanatory variables exhibit the expected signs, with three being significant at the one percent level, and three being significant at the five percent level. Thus, this 2SPLS estimate reveals that the U.S. Army enlistment rate is an increasing function of both the percent of the population classified as veterans and the civilian unemployment rate, while being a decreasing function of personal income per capita, the percent of the population with a Bachelors degree or more, and the fatality rate. Finally, there is yet more strong evidence on behalf of the hypothesis that the greater the percentage of the civilian population that is without health insurance, the greater the incentive at the margin for civilians to enlist in the U.S. Army. 4. Conclusion This study addresses an essentially heretofore-ignored issue, namely, "Does the unavailability of health insurance act as a marginal incentive for persons to enlist in the U.S. Army?" Within a cost-benefit framework, the present study provides insight into this issue. The empirical analysis includes a variety of control variables and takes the form of a state-level panel data study for the years 2003 through 2007, the most recent years to date for which all of the variables in the model are available and dependable. The six PLS and one 2SPLS results demonstrate, among other things, that the greater the percentage of the civilian population without health insurance, the greater the rate of enlistment in the U.S. Army. One logical implication of this finding would be that if universal health care were implemented across the U.S. as a whole, as would be the case under HR 3200 and the variations thereof being considered by Congress, other things held constant, it would have a deleterious impact on the U.S. army enlistment rate and, presumably, on enlistment in all branches of the military. To the extent that this conclusion holds, additional incentives to increase enlistment would be necessitated in order to maintain the desired/required levels of military personnel. 

L—universal healthcare—2nc 

Universal healthcare would crush recruiting
McCullough 16 
(A Comparison of Marketing Techniques Among Military Recruiters McCullough, Paul V., III PhD in Business Admin Walden College. Walden University, ProQuest Dissertations Publishing, 2016.)

Health insurance. Further proof of the benefits of military service comes from Cebula (2011), who explored the lack of health insurance in the United States to determine the effect of this nationwide problem on enlistment in the military. He discovered a positive correlation between enlistment and the medical care inflation rate, providing strong support for the Army health care magnet hypothesis, according to which Army enlistment increases as the percentage of Americans without health insurance increases. In addition, he stated an increased presence of military veterans also leads to growth in enlistment, because veterans promote military service. Cebula (2011) commented, however, if universal health care could have an adverse impact on military recruiting if universal health care ever becomes available in the United States. Although no proof of this hypothesis currently exists, the military may have to adjust its recruiting strategy upon the full implementation of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, signed into law by President Obama on March 23, 2010. In the interim, however, Wu, Henne, and Propst (2012) demonstrated the large financial benefits of the military health care system. They explored the Family Act, a proposed addition to the Tricare medical system, targeted for infertility treatments, introduced to the Senate on May 12, 2011. Wu et al. discovered upon implementation of the Family Act, medical expense deductions could exceed 7.5% of adjusted gross income per year, with a maximum lifetime credit of $13,360. This new law could also result in an increase of in vitro fertilization procedures at military treatment facilities by as much as 29% and reduce patient medical expenses for the procedure by 50% (Wu et al., 2012). For couples in the military that desire to have children but have struggled with fertility issues, the Family Act provides military families access to fertility treatments that may help individuals realize their dreams without spending excessive sums of money. Compensation. The compensation service members receive for performing their duty, through cash, noncash, and deferred payments, is another financial benefit of military service. According to Hosek et al. (2012), funding for military personnel has risen by 45% since 2000, an increase greater than the Consumer Price Index or Employment Cost Index during the same period. Hosek et al. suggested military compensation now exceeds the 70th percentile threshold, compared to civilians in equivalent jobs, who experienced a 4% to 8% decrease in pay in recent years. A career in the military also stands as an anomaly in today’s society, with an assured pension after 20 years of active federal service, which provides 50% of the average of what the service member earned in base pay during the last 3 years of service. The military also provides free health care to service members and their families, whereas the cost of health care for civilians has increased substantially. Hosek et al. suggested these benefits have become too costly and require reform. Until Congress changes the law, however, these benefits certainly provide valuable incentives for anyone considering military service.
Plan alters the incentive calculus of potential recruits—causes a huge decline
Cebula et al 10
Richard J. Cebula Department of Economics Armstrong Atlantic State University Usha Nair-Reichert Department of Economics Georgia Institute of Technology, Kyle Taylor Department of Economics Armstrong Atlantic State University , Does a Lack of Health Insurance Elicit an Increase in the Rate of Voluntary Military Enlistment in the U.S.? The ”Military Health Care Magnet Hypothesis,” 1974-2007 In International Business Research http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.669.7114&rep=rep1&type=pdf
This study addresses the following question: “Does the unavailability of health insurance act as a incentive for persons to enlist in the military?” Within a cost-benefit framework, the present study endeavors to provide insight into this issue, referred to here as the “Military Health Care Magnet Hypothesis”. The OLS and 2SLS results provide substantial evidence that the greater the percentage of the civilian population without health insurance, the greater the rate of enlistment in the U.S. Army. Voluntary enlistment in the U.S. Army also is positively impacted by a greater presence of military veterans (which “promotes” enlistment). Furthermore, it is negatively impacted by a more rapidly growing economy (a proxy for higher opportunity costs) and military conflicts/wars (risk-averse behavior with military conflict being a risk factor that elevates the expected probability of being wounded or killed). Thus, the AVMF (all-voluntary military force) market appears to function as the free enterprise system would expect. Finally, it may be worthy of note that if the “Military Health Care Magnet Hypothesis” is valid, then it logically follows that if a system of de facto universal health care is in fact instituted in the U.S., there may be unforeseen externalities from a military recruitment perspective. In particular, implementation of universal health care would naturally result in a decline in the expected gross benefits of enlistment. This is because would-be enlistees will factor the same into their cost-benefit analysis of whether to enlist. Clearly, as the AVMF market factors the availability of universal health care outside the confines of the military into its marginal enlistment decision calculus, for many the expected net benefits (of enlisting) will decline sufficiently as to create a no-enlist decision. In turn, it follows that some form of additional incentives will be needed in order to induce sufficient recruitment/enlistment. We contribute to the debate on universal health care coverage by pointing out the possibility for an unintended consequence, namely a decline in military enlistment. Thus if universal health care is instituted, it could increase the cost of military recruitment in the future.
The need for health care directly drives military recruiting
Cebula 11
Effects of Health Insurance and Medical Care Inflation on Voluntary Enlistment in the Army: An Empirical Study in the United States
Cebula, Richard J. International Journal of Management; Poole28.1 (Mar 2011): 349-362,395.
Finally, there are the findings for the two key health care variables. First, the estimated coefficient on the variable AAUNINS is positive and statistically significant at the one percent level, implying that the greater the percentage of the civilian population without health insurance, the greater the propensity for eligible young men and women to enlist in the U.S. Army. Thus, this result provides strong empirical support for the "Army Health Care Magnet Hypothesis." Second, the estimated coefficient on the AMCI variable is positive and statistically significant at beyond the 2.5 percent level. Thus, there is strong empirical evidence for the hypothesis introduced in this study that the higher the medical care inflation rate, the greater the incentive to enlist in the U.S. Army and hence the greater the actual U.S. Army enlistment rate.
L—poverty/inequality—1nc
The military disproportionately recruits from lower income households. Decreasing inequality would undermine enlistment.
Kriner and Shen ’16 [Douglas L. Kriner and Francis X. Shen; Kriner is the Clinton Rossiter Professor in American Institutions at Cornell University. Shen, JD, PhD is an Associate Professor in the Harvard Medical School Center for Bioethics and the MGH Department of Psychiatry. Previously Dr. Shen was a Professor of Law, McKnight Presidential Fellow, and faculty member in the Graduate Program in Neuroscience at the University of Minnesota; 2016; “Invisible Inequality: The Two Americas of Military Sacrifice”; The University of Memphis Law Review; Accessed 6-30-2023; DQ]
One of the most straightforward explanations for inequality in wartime death is inequality in who serves in the military. For more than fifty years, an extensive literature at the crossroads of sociology, history, economics, and political science has investigated military manpower policies and changes in them over time.53 Today, a small percentage of Americans serve in the military.54 This has led to a civil-military gap along a number of dimensions.55 Men and women join the military for many reasons; for many, patriotism and a desire to serve are undoubtedly key factors. Yet an extensive literature also documents the critical importance of economic incentives in spurring enlistments throughout American history.56 At the aggregate level, a number of studies have demonstrated strong correlations between the health of the economy and patterns in military enlistments. For example, in a 1994 RAND study of the factors correlated with the successful recruitment of high quality enlistments from 1978 to 1993, two of the factors with the greatest influence on the number of high quality recruits obtained by the Army were the youth unemployment rate and the rate of military pay growth relative to the civilian sector.57
This linkage continues to the present day. Reflecting on the surge in military enlistments during the economic troubles of 2008, which followed immediately on the heels of two of the most difficult recruiting years in recent memory in 2006 and 2007, Undersecretary for Personnel and Readiness David S.C. Chu readily acknowledged the faltering economy’s role in boosting volunteering: “We do benefit when things look less positive in civil society.”58 Other analyses of enlistment decisions at the individual level demonstrate, logically, that the young men and women most likely to volunteer are those for whom the occupational and educational benefits that the military affords are most appealing compared to their options in the civilian labor market.59 As summarized by military historian Peter Karsten, “Most volunteers, today and for the past 200 years, joined the service in order to gain economic rewards, social mobility, or skills needed later in civilian life.
60 Recognizing these economic incentives, it is not surprising that Army recruits have come disproportionately from parts of the country that are lower on the socioeconomic scale.61 The military has struggled in some years to meet its enlistment quotas, and as a result it has drawn on recruits with lower qualifications.62 During some of the relevant periods of recruitment for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Army lowered its recruitment standards63 and offered larger financial incentives.64 Such selection mechanisms have the potential to create casualty gaps. But this is only part of the story.
The vast majority of those who serve do not die in combat, and those who do die are not a random sample of the military population as a whole. As Colonel Samuel Hays wrote in Army Magazine in 1967, “In many ways the differences in sacrifice between those who are called to the service and those who are excused are less drastic than the differences which result from different assignments in the Services . . . no one could find much equity between pounding a typewriter in the Pentagon and carrying the M16 rifle in the jungles of Vietnam.”65
Occupational assignment is far from random. Through a series of tests, the military assesses each new soldier’s aptitudes and pre-existing skill sets and, on the basis of this information and additional evaluations, it assigns each soldier to the tasks thought to be best-suited to his or her personal skills and to the military’s needs.66 If soldiers assigned to positions with high risks of combat exposure differ systematically from soldiers assigned to occupations with lower levels of combat risk, occupational assignment, too, has the potential to generate a casualty gap.67
When one examines the difference between enlisted and officer casualty rates, we find strong evidence that occupational sorting leads to casualty gaps.68 Casualty rates for the infantry and the enlisted ranks are more inversely related to community wealth and education than are non-infantry and officer casualty rates.69
Because lower-skilled recruits are more likely to come from less advantaged communities, and because they are subse- quently more likely to be assigned to occupations with greater combat risks than are recruits with higher skills, the occupational assignment mechanism may produce a casualty gap, even if the military as a whole were representative of the civilian population.70 Similarly, because the enlisted ranks come disproportionately from lower income/education communities, and because enlisted soldiers are more likely, on average, to see front line combat than are officers, assignment by rank also explains why a casualty gap can develop even if the military’s overall demographics may roughly mirror society.
In sum: We believe there is extremely strong evidence that poorer parts of America are bearing a greater share of the human costs of war. In the next two Parts we explore some of the social and political consequences of these Two Americas of military sacrifice.
L—poverty/inequality—2nc 
Financial set up is a key aspect of military recruitment – means post-plan recruitment most likely declines
Springer-Gould 20
[Michael Springer-Gould, MSc Human Rights at the London School of Economics and Political Science, specializing in immigrant/refugee rights, wartime humanitarian intervention and military analysis. Former Pitzer College graduate with a BA in Human Rights Analysis, Sociology and Spanish] 2020, [“The Weaponization of Poverty: An Investigation Into United States Military Recruitment Practices In High Schools Of Low-Income Communities In The Inland Empire”, Pitzer Senior Theses Issue 110, Pg 18], https://.claremont.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1117&context=pitzer_theses - JR
However, taking a step back from the glamorous appeals of Hollywood and technology, another critical aspect of the military’s public image is the idea of what benefits individuals would receive should they choose to enlist. In previous discussions of the JROTC, the instilment of valuable skills such as leadership and a strong work ethic were touched upon as potential motivating factors for students to join the program. Additionally, “defenders of the JROTC… claim that the goal is leadership and citizen development, drop-out prevention, or simply the fun of dressing up and parading around” 48 . It appears that the military is heavily reliant on recruits seeing service as an opportunity to become a “better version” of themselves while enjoying their lives in the process. Bettering oneself in the military, according to Marshall and Brown (2004), is best achieved through the benefits it pitches such as “financial rewards, social prestige [and] job training…” 49 . In exchange, all the military asks is “a commitment of an extended period of time, conformity to a structured lifestyle and obedience to a formal command structure”50 . Military service is essentially presented as a low-risk and highly structured program to help one grow as a person through the acquisition of socio-economic assets to which they i may have not otherwise had the opportunity to access.

Military recruitment relies on poverty and poor economic situations
Marzia 22
[Aina Marzia, independent journalist who has been featured in Prism Reports, BElatina News, The Austin Chronicle, Muslim Girl, So to Speak: Feminist Journal of Language, and The City Magazine] 9/6/2022, “How Counter-Recruiters Take on the U.S. Military”, accessed 7/2/2023, https://www.yesmagazine.org/social-justice/2022/09/06/military-recruitment-youth-of-color%EF%BF%BC - JR
Year after year, the same foldable table is propped up near the entrance of a high school gym. People with the same uniform but different faces, all eager to tell you about a new “opportunity,” will sit idly at the table. There will be a sign in front of the table and a clipboard on top, ready to jot down any name that will take the bait being offered.
The U.S.’s “all-volunteer military” requires people, and the search for young high schoolers to fill the ranks of the armed forces is always ongoing. Further, the military tends to prioritize recruiting low-income minority kids because, as per Anthony Clark, a U.S. Air Force veteran, “Poverty is the draft.”
Racial and Socioeconomic Discrepancies in Enlistment
From embedding militarism into public schools to setting up shop inside schools, the military will seemingly go to any lengths necessary to get more boots on the ground. Programs like Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC), while not directly affiliated with recruiters, attract large enlistments from high schoolers and are introduced to students as early as freshman year. In a report by RAND Corporation in 2017, it is estimated that more than 500,000 students are enrolled in Army training programs. Further, 56% of schools with such programs offered federal reduced or free lunch options, suggesting that they serve students near or below the poverty line.
According to the Council on Foreign Relations, around 64% of enlistments are of people from household incomes below $87,000, and 19% are from household incomes below $41,691. Although the CFR classifies such people as “middle income,” many social scientists point out the increasing financial precarity of the American middle class, such as Alissa Quart’s 2018 book Squeezed: Why Our Families Can’t Afford America. Such research highlights how the middle class is shrinking, making income data unreliable when assessing economic hardship. While there is a common belief that the armed forces are an “all-volunteer military,” the data suggests that low-income students often view the military as an economic opportunity.
Study after study shows similar results. A 2018 RAND study found that 46% of enlisted soldiers cited economic and job-related reasons for joining the military. Among those whom the study profiled was a single mother who said she joined “just because I had my son and I needed the benefits,” or another enlistee who stated they “needed to make money.”
The US military recruitment focuses on low-income household – eliminating poverty reduces available recruitment information for low income household and reduces the available target areas for recruitment
Camacho 22
[Roberto Camacho, Chicano freelance multimedia journalist who focuses on criminal justice reform, immigration, Chicano/Latino issues, hip-hop culture, and their intersections to social justice] 4/18/22, “Marginalized students pay the price of military recruitment efforts”, accessed 7/2/2022, https://prismreports.org/2022/04/18/marginalized-students-military-recruitment/ - JR
The U.S. military utilizes a number of different recruitment methods to garner new enlistments, but their target audience has consistently remained the same: high schoolers, particularly young men from low-income and rural areas. Eighteen is the youngest age one can join the military without parental permission, but the armed forces still regularly market military propaganda in schools. Although the military does enjoy support within the public system, a grassroots movement of students, teachers, parents, and organizations has led efforts to reduce military recruitment presence and activities on high school campuses.
“We face an uphill battle not only because of the prominence of militarism in our society but [also] because there has been a lack of foresight by progressive people who aren’t thinking about what can happen 10 years down the line,” said Rick Jahnkow, former program coordinator for the nonprofit Project on Youth & Non-Military Opportunities (Project YANO) and a current member of the organization’s board of trustees.
The U.S. military has been an all-volunteer service since the end of the draft and the Vietnam War in 1973, making aggressive recruitment efforts essential to maintaining its 1.3 million-member active-duty global military force. Military recruitment in public schools isn’t new, but the level of access the military has to students and their information has increased alarmingly over the past several decades. Notably, recruiters got a significant boost when then-President George W. Bush signed the “No Child Left Behind” Act into law in 2002—under Section 9528 of the act, schools can lose their federal funding if they fail to allow military recruiters the same level of access to students and their private information as they do to other recruiters from community colleges and universities. 
Students and their families can decline to share their private information with the military. But while some schools have chosen an “opt-in” approach where affirmative permission from parents is needed before recruiters can initiate contact, most use an “opt-out” method where student information is given to recruiters unless parents explicitly say no. Schools can also be opaque about parents’ options to limit access to their children’s information, which disproportionately affects time- and resource-poor households, such as single parents, parents who work multiple jobs, those who are English language learners, and families who are simply unaware of these policies to begin with, by making them easier targets for recruiters. 
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Low unemployment empirically trades off with military recruitment
Niemietz '20 [Brian; 5/23/20; journalist for the New York Daily News; "The Army is planning a massive summer recruiting drive," https://taskandpurpose.com/news/army-recruiting-summer-unemployment]
Enlistment had reportedly been strong before the pandemic shutdown recruiting stations and forced the process onto the internet. The Army had signed up 2,200 more recruits by March 2020, matching the total for the same time frame in 2019. Recruiters now find themselves roughly 4,000 contracts short of their projected goal.
The nation’s soaring unemployment numbers could play to the advantage of the military, according to the Army Times, which says Army retention is about 15% higher than expected right now.
Muth feels the Army National Hiring Days event could be an indicator as to how much confidence young people have in the job market’s odds of bouncing back. Times of high unemployment reportedly make military service a more tempting option for some.“I think we’ll … have an indication by mid-July, beginning of August if things really start to change,” he said.
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Military recruitment is robustly correlated with the economy – declining unemployment devastates enlistment
Warner ’12 [John T. Warner; Professor Emeritus of Economics, Clemson University. Author at RAND; 2012; “The Effect of the Civilian Economy on Recruiting and Retention”; RAND Corporation; https://militarypay.defense.gov/Portals/3/Documents/Reports/SR05_Chapter_2.pdf; Accessed 6-25-2023; DQ]
The evidence found in numerous empirical studies suggests that both recruiting and retention are significantly influenced by the state of the civilian economy. The civilian economy affects recruiting and retention in at least two ways: through the availability of civilian employment, as measured by the civilian unemployment rate; and by the potential earnings offered by the civilian sector, as measured by average civilian earnings. As the U.S. economy improves we can expect that the declining civilian unemployment rate and rising civilian real earnings will pose challenges for recruiting and for retention. 
Recruitment empirically declines with low unemployment
Philipps ’18 [Dave Philipps; National correspondent for The New York Times covering the military. He has been awarded the Pulitzer Prize twice, most recently in 2022.; 9-21-2018; "As Economy Roars, Army Falls Thousands Short of Recruiting Goals (Published 2018)"; New York Times; https://www.nytimes.com/2018/09/21/us/army-recruiting-shortage.html; Accessed 6-25-2023; DQ]
COLORADO SPRINGS — The Army fell thousands of troops short of its recruiting goals this year, the first time it has done so since the height of the Iraq war 13 years ago. The shortfall is due in part to a hot job market that has lured away many recruits at a time that President Trump and Congress seek to expand the military, and have raised the number the Army needs to meet. The Army hoped to bring in about 76,500 new soldiers this year. But with the fiscal year ending this month, it is still 6,500 troops short, even after spending an extra $200 million on bonuses and lowering standards to let in more troops with conduct or health issues. On top of having to compete with a robust economy, with an unemployment rate below 4 percent, the Army must pick from what it says is a shrinking pool of eligible recruits. More than two-thirds of young adults do not qualify for military service because of poor physical fitness or other issues such as drug use, according to the Army. “You have fewer people who can serve, they have more opportunities in the job market, that makes it very hard on the Army,” said Beth Asch, a senior economist at the RAND Corporation who studies military recruiting.
A 10 percent decline in unemployment translates into a 4 percent decrease in military recruitment
Warner ’12 [John T. Warner; Professor Emeritus of Economics, Clemson University. Author at RAND; 2012; “The Effect of the Civilian Economy on Recruiting and Retention”; RAND Corporation; https://militarypay.defense.gov/Portals/3/Documents/Reports/SR05_Chapter_2.pdf; Accessed 6-30-2023; DQ]
Recruiting and retention are sensitive to the state of the economy. Studies indicate that a 10 percent decrease in the civilian unemployment rate will reduce high-quality enlisted recruiting by 2–4 percent. Retention also declines when unemployment decreases, but appears to be less sensitive to the state of the economy than recruiting. The recent economic downturn has improved recruiting and retention and has allowed the services to reduce use of enlistment and reenlistment bonuses. However, this improvement is expected to diminish as civilian economic conditions improve.

People turn to the military when they don’t have a job – centuries of empirics.
Peter ‘9 [Tom A. Peter; Correspondent at the Christian Science Monitor; 11-12-2009; "High unemployment means high military recruitment"; Christian Science Monitor; https://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2009/1112/p17s01-usmi.html; Accessed 6-25-2023; DQ]
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."
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High unemployment decreases competition from civilian labor markets.
Phillips et al. '20 [Michael; 3/28/20; staff reporter at the Wall Street Journal, MA in Public and International Affairs from Princeton University, et al.; "Coronavirus Pandemic Has Army Paying Recruits Even Before Boot Camp," https://www.wsj.com/articles/coronavirus-pandemic-has-army-paying-recruits-even-before-boot-camp-11585415532]
Soaring unemployment caused by the coronavirus crisis may make recruiting easier for the Army in the year ahead. “We’ve found when unemployment is above 6%, there is a balance of less competition from the civilian labor market and applicants who are more open to considering the Army for a career,” an Army Recruiting Command spokeswoman said.

Unemployment below six percent undermines enlistment
Syeed and Whiteaker ’18 [Nafeesa Syeed and Chloe Whiteaker; Syeed is an assistant Op-Ed editor at the Los Angeles Times. She's also a visiting scholar at UCLA's International Institute. Whiteaker is an editor at Bloomberg; 3-13-2018; "The Low U.S. Jobless Rate Is Making Army Recruiting Harder"; Bloomberg; https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-03-13/trump-s-army-buildup-confronts-headwinds-of-tight-labor-market; Accessed 6-25-2023; DQ]
The lowest unemployment rate in a decade is good news for Americans, but bad news for an expanding U.S. military. To meet President Donald Trump’s goal for a bigger military, Army recruiters are seeking 80,000 more men and women willing to join the Pentagon’s largest service as deployments continue from Iraq to Afghanistan. That’s 11,500 more soldiers this year than in 2017. Working against the military is the U.S. jobless rate. Initial jobless claims were at the lowest in almost five decades last month. The U.S. economy added 313,000 jobs in February, while the unemployment rate held steady at 4.1 percent. Though the Pentagon has managed to meet its recruiting targets in recent years, unemployment rates below 6 percent -- the norm since late 2014 -- are seen as a key factor undermining those efforts. To meet Trump’s goals, the Army has added 400 recruiters to the 9,000-strong force it already employs. Hundreds of millions more dollars are also going toward offering perks to lure recruits. There’s even a “quick-ship bonus” for those willing to go to basic training within a month. People ready to take on hard-to-fill jobs in engineering and cybersecurity can also get more money. “Our recruiters are aware of the difficult environment they’re working in,” Kelli Bland, a spokeswoman for the Army Recruiting Command in Fort Knox, Kentucky, said in an interview. “But it’s not something that we can’t overcome.” Another challenge is lack of knowledge about the military, Bland said. Army research shows about 50 percent of youth know nothing about the military and can’t name most branches. Recruiters are boosting efforts to win over “influencers,” such as high school principals and teachers, who can become advocates for joining. The effort includes “educator tours” to bases, where they can climb into helicopters and talk with pilots to learn of opportunities. Such moves follow decades of studies on how recruitment is affected by the civilian economy, according to Beth Asch, a senior economist at Rand Corp. in Santa Monica, California, who researches military manpower. “When the unemployment rate goes down -- as it has been -- military enlistment goes down as well,” Asch said in an interview. “There’s a positive relationship.”
Internal Link
i/l—recruitment key to readiness
Recruitment and personnel are uniquely key to readiness and deterrence
Garamone ‘4/20 [Jim Garamone; Reporter at the DoD with over 37 years of experience, citing vice chiefs in the military; 4-20-2023; "Vice Chiefs Talk Recruiting Shortfalls, Readiness Issues"; U.S. Department of Defense; https://www.defense.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/3369472/vice-chiefs-talk-recruiting-shortfalls-readiness-issues/; Accessed 6-25-2023; DQ]
Personnel is the most important aspect of readiness, but there is much more. The Army, George said, must focus on warfighting and training for battle in which all domains are contested. The service must support combatant commands with ready formations around the world. "Right now, we have 137,000 soldiers in over 140 countries," the vice chief said. The Army is working with the defense industry to modernize the industrial base to increase productivity and ensure that the service has the stocks to fight when called upon. "We are deterring the pacing challenge, China, by exercising and campaigning across the Indo-Pacific, holding the line in the European theater alongside our NATO partners," George said. The service is also adapting the lessons learned in Ukraine and incorporating new tactics into Army doctrine and training. Franchetti said the Navy's readiness is based on people. "We are committed to improving their quality of service and personal resilience, investing in initiatives such as quality housing and childcare, access to the full continuum of mental health care, improved education and an environment free of sexual harassment and sexual assault," she said. "In this 50th anniversary of the all-volunteer force, we continue to focus on recruiting, retention and reducing gaps in our billets at sea." The admiral also spoke of gains in ship readiness and improvements in maintenance. She told the panel that the fiscal 2024 budget request fully funds public and private ship maintenance, aviation depot maintenance, increases parts and spares and continues to grow the highly skilled public shipyard workforce. Gen. Eric Smith, the assistant commandant of the Marine Corps, said the service is ready to deter enemies or defeat them should deterrence fail. The Marine Corps is modernizing, and Smith said that effort is bearing fruit, especially regarding training and education. He said the corps is producing "an even more lethal Marine. From our basic rifleman training to our service level training exercises, we are becoming more lethal." Marine training integrates joint and organic fires, improved communications and updated intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance to sense, track and destroy targets at ranges and complexities never seen before, he said. Readiness is important in relation to the challenges. "Events of the past year remind us that global actors have the capability and intent to challenge peace and stability," Allvin said. "In the case of the pacing challenge the People's Republic of China, the speed at which they are developing advanced capability and capacity should serve as a warning for us to act with a greater sense of urgency. "We must maintain the necessary advantage to deter them from violent pursuit of objectives at odds with our national interests. Your Air Force is laser focused on this task."
Sustained personnel is necessary to deter adversaries in an era of greater power conflict
Sierra and Boot ‘4/26 [Gabrielle Sierra and Max Boot; Sierra is a Podcaster, Boot is the Jeane J. Kirkpatrick senior fellow in national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and a columnist for The Washington Post; 4-26-2023; " Army of Some: Recruiting Trouble for the All-Volunteer Force"; Council on Foreign Relations; https://www.cfr.org/podcasts/army-some-recruiting-trouble-all-volunteer-force; Accessed 6-25-2023; DQ]
And as the AVF approaches its 50th anniversary, this shortage may have serious implications for the United State's ability to defend itself, and meet global challenges. SIERRA: The decline in recruitment seems significant. But trying to put this into perspective, why should we be concerned? Because a lot of Americans feel our military is already way too large. How would this affect an average citizen of the U.S.? BOOT: Yeah. Well, the world is becoming a more dangerous place. I mean, you saw that with the Russian invasion of Ukraine. The possibility of a Chinese attack on Taiwan is growing. And so we're entering this era of great power competition. This is not the immediate post 9/11 era when we are really focused on these low intensity conflicts in places like Iraq and Afghanistan. Right now, we're at much higher risk than we have been in decades of a great power conflict, another World War. That's a scary prospect. But if we're going to deter that conflict, or if the worst happens, if we're going to fight it, you're going to need a substantial force.
Quality soldiers are pivotal to the military mission – they perform better, innovate, and spur development 
Gerras and Wong 16 (Stephen and Leonard, professor of behavioral sciences in the Department of Command, Leadership, and Management at the U.S. Army War College and research professor in the Strategic Studies Institute at the U.S. Army War College, “AMERICA’S ARMY: MEASURING QUALITY SOLDIERS AND QUALITY OFFICERS”, War on the Rocks, https://warontherocks.com/2016/04/americas-army-measuring-quality-soldiers-and-quality-officers/) JS
After four decades of the great experiment called the All-Volunteer Army, it has become abundantly clear that recruiting and retaining quality soldiers is a vital prerequisite to the success of America’s Army. While superior American technology, competent training, and efficient logistics are undoubtedly critical aspects of battlefield dominance, it is the Army’s resolute reliance on high quality officers and soldiers that has kept the All-Volunteer Army the world’s premier fighting force. One might assume — given the critical national security role of the Army — that consistent, rigorous metrics are part of the accessions effort for soldiers and commissioned officers. Surprisingly, quality metrics in enlisted accessions are measured and monitored closely, while quality metrics for officer accessions are uneven and oftentimes meaningless. Thus, despite the Army’s focus on achieving cognitive dominance on the future battlefield, officer accession quality standards are inconsistent, sometimes non-existent, and not on par with enlisted accession standards. American enlisted soldier quality, as defined by the Department of Defense, is measured by two fairly straightforward indicators: a high school diploma and performance on the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT). A high school diploma is a metric that, at first blush, appears to characterize academic success. Rather than indicating intellectual ability, however, the high school diploma provides evidence that a potential soldier has the persistence and stamina to complete an enduring challenge. A diploma is merely a proxy for perseverance and motivation. It serves as a signal that candidates have the stick-to-it-iveness required to make it through their basic training and term of enlistment. The AFQT score, on the other hand, reflects aptitude and trainability. The AFQT score points to a potential soldier’s capacity to learn and master new skills. AFQT scores are percentiles that are normalized to the American youth population. A score of 60 represents the 60th percentile and means that 60 percent of the U.S. youth population scored at or below that score. The Army strives to bring in as many high quality soldiers — those having both high school diplomas and AFQT scores above the 50th percentile — as possible. But the Army’s quest for high quality is more than just wanting to populate the ranks with above-average individuals. In fact, the case for quality is remarkably well supported. Empirical studies have shown that high-quality soldiers are more likely than low-quality soldiers to complete their enlistment and will have fewer instances of indiscipline during their time in the Army. Additionally, the evidence repeatedly confirms that high-quality soldiers — those with higher levels of motivation and aptitude — perform better in training and execute complex military tasks more proficiently. Studies show that high-quality soldiers make better communication specialists, Patriot air defense missile operators, and Abrams tank crewmen. If soldier quality is an essential ingredient in fielding a force that will confidently confront the ambiguity and complexity of future war, how is the Army currently doing in accessing high-quality soldiers? For fiscal year 2015, Army recruiting numbers show that 60.2 percent of Army enlisted accessions had a high school diploma and an AFQT score of 50 or better. Although the Army has seen both better and worse years (for example, 76.4 percent high-quality in FY92 and 44.2 percent in FY07), it is important to note two critical aspects of the Army’s focus on high-quality accessions. First, the Army carefully tracks the quality of its enlisted accessions over time. As a result, quality metrics may prompt senior leaders to redirect resources or adjust policies in order to ensure recruit quality. Second, including a normed aptitude score in the definition of quality accounts for societal shifts in aptitude. Essentially, enlisted soldier quality is “inflation-adjusted,” allowing comparisons over time. 
Recruitment is key to readiness – if the recruiting crisis is continuously going downhill and is not solved soon, it would affect US’s national defense in the long term when readiness is the most important.
Thomas Spoehr, 7-25-2022, conducts and supervises research on national defense matters , director of Heritage’s Center for National Defense, expert on national defense policy and strategy, master of arts in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College "Army Is Falling Dangerously Short on Recruitment. Here’s What We Can Do About It.," Heritage Foundation, https://www.heritage.org/defense/commentary/army-falling-dangerously-short-recruitment-heres-what-we-can-do-about-it
The Army is falling far short of its 2022 target end strength, the maximum number of personnel permitted by Congress in each military service. A recent news report noted the Army will “fall about 10,000 soldiers short of its planned end strength for this fiscal year,” and has only achieved 50% of its recruiting goal of 60,000 soldiers with only two and a half months left in this fiscal year. The projected total force for this year is 466,400 soldiers, down from the expected 476,000, and next year it could be as low as 445,000. The Army is already the smallest it has been since 1940, prior to World War II. This is shaping up to be the worst recruiting year for the Army since the advent of the all-volunteer force in 1973, and it’s not a transitory issue. If the recruiting crisis is not turned around soon, it could seriously affect U.S. national defense long-term—at a time when readiness is crucial.

i/l—recruitment key—intel
Quality soldiers are pivotal to the military mission – they perform better, innovate, and spur development 
Gerras and Wong 16 (Stephen and Leonard, professor of behavioral sciences in the Department of Command, Leadership, and Management at the U.S. Army War College and research professor in the Strategic Studies Institute at the U.S. Army War College, “AMERICA’S ARMY: MEASURING QUALITY SOLDIERS AND QUALITY OFFICERS”, War on the Rocks, https://warontherocks.com/2016/04/americas-army-measuring-quality-soldiers-and-quality-officers/) JS
After four decades of the great experiment called the All-Volunteer Army, it has become abundantly clear that recruiting and retaining quality soldiers is a vital prerequisite to the success of America’s Army. While superior American technology, competent training, and efficient logistics are undoubtedly critical aspects of battlefield dominance, it is the Army’s resolute reliance on high quality officers and soldiers that has kept the All-Volunteer Army the world’s premier fighting force. One might assume — given the critical national security role of the Army — that consistent, rigorous metrics are part of the accessions effort for soldiers and commissioned officers. Surprisingly, quality metrics in enlisted accessions are measured and monitored closely, while quality metrics for officer accessions are uneven and oftentimes meaningless. Thus, despite the Army’s focus on achieving cognitive dominance on the future battlefield, officer accession quality standards are inconsistent, sometimes non-existent, and not on par with enlisted accession standards. American enlisted soldier quality, as defined by the Department of Defense, is measured by two fairly straightforward indicators: a high school diploma and performance on the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT). A high school diploma is a metric that, at first blush, appears to characterize academic success. Rather than indicating intellectual ability, however, the high school diploma provides evidence that a potential soldier has the persistence and stamina to complete an enduring challenge. A diploma is merely a proxy for perseverance and motivation. It serves as a signal that candidates have the stick-to-it-iveness required to make it through their basic training and term of enlistment. The AFQT score, on the other hand, reflects aptitude and trainability. The AFQT score points to a potential soldier’s capacity to learn and master new skills. AFQT scores are percentiles that are normalized to the American youth population. A score of 60 represents the 60th percentile and means that 60 percent of the U.S. youth population scored at or below that score. The Army strives to bring in as many high quality soldiers — those having both high school diplomas and AFQT scores above the 50th percentile — as possible. But the Army’s quest for high quality is more than just wanting to populate the ranks with above-average individuals. In fact, the case for quality is remarkably well supported. Empirical studies have shown that high-quality soldiers are more likely than low-quality soldiers to complete their enlistment and will have fewer instances of indiscipline during their time in the Army. Additionally, the evidence repeatedly confirms that high-quality soldiers — those with higher levels of motivation and aptitude — perform better in training and execute complex military tasks more proficiently. Studies show that high-quality soldiers make better communication specialists, Patriot air defense missile operators, and Abrams tank crewmen. If soldier quality is an essential ingredient in fielding a force that will confidently confront the ambiguity and complexity of future war, how is the Army currently doing in accessing high-quality soldiers? For fiscal year 2015, Army recruiting numbers show that 60.2 percent of Army enlisted accessions had a high school diploma and an AFQT score of 50 or better. Although the Army has seen both better and worse years (for example, 76.4 percent high-quality in FY92 and 44.2 percent in FY07), it is important to note two critical aspects of the Army’s focus on high-quality accessions. First, the Army carefully tracks the quality of its enlisted accessions over time. As a result, quality metrics may prompt senior leaders to redirect resources or adjust policies in order to ensure recruit quality. Second, including a normed aptitude score in the definition of quality accounts for societal shifts in aptitude. Essentially, enlisted soldier quality is “inflation-adjusted,” allowing comparisons over time. 


i/l—AT: modernization solves
Recruitment is comparatively more important than modernization
Ian Thomas, 5-5-2022, “The U.S. Army is struggling to find the recruits its needs to win the fight over the future,” CNBC, https://www.cnbc.com/2022/10/26/us-army-struggles-to-find-recruits-its-needs-to-win-fight-of-future.html Ian Thomas, editor CNBC
The U.S. Army is spending more than ever before on technology to replace an aging military infrastructure, from artificial intelligence to new fighting machines moving 1980s tanks off the field of battle. But the Secretary of the U.S. Army says the nation risks falling behind in the race against China if it can’t recruit enough Americans into the service to be trained on how national defense is being remade for future conflicts. “We can develop all of the most high-tech new weapons systems, like we are working on right now, but if we don’t have the kinds of talented motivated individuals to use those weapons systems, we won’t be able to do what we need to do,” U.S. Army Secretary Christine Wormuth said at the CNBC Work Summit on Wednesday. As the gap between the number of job openings and the number of job seekers has remained wide, the tight labor market has made it increasingly difficult for businesses both big and small to find and hire the right workers. That has also impacted the U.S. Army, which as the largest branch of the U.S. military has a current workforce of 466,400. “We’re competing for talent just like all of the folks in industry are, and the job market is hot right now,” Wormuth told CNBC’s Morgan Brennan on Wednesday at the CNBC event. “Wages have gone up a lot, and that’s great for Americans, but it’s making it harder for us in the Army to compete.” The Army missed its recruitment goal for fiscal 2022 by 25% or 15,000 soldiers, the military service said earlier this month. In July, it also cut its projection for the overall size of its force for this fiscal year by 10,000 and projected that it would likely see another decline in 2023. While the other branches of the military have also had trouble recruiting, none have been as pronounced as the Army’s difficulties, which Wormuth attributed to a variety of factors, including learning losses due to the pandemic and a decline in fitness standards among American youth. “Only about 23% of kids between 16 and 21 are able to meet our standards, and some of that, frankly, is reflective of the problem that we have in our country with obesity,” she said, adding that behavioral health and misconduct are also factors. A second “really hard problem” cited by Wormuth is what the Army calls “propensity to serve,” which is inclination among the population to join the military and serve the country. “Right now, only 9% of young Americans say that they’re interested in joining the military,” she said. Wormuth, who became the first woman to serve as Army Secretary in May, said the service has already started a variety of efforts to boost near-term recruitment. “The Future Soldier Prep Course,” which is effectively a pre-boot camp that helps potential recruits raise their test scores and get more physically fit to meet Army standards, is one. This program “shows a lot of promise,” Wormuth said. However, changing the broader propensity of Americans to serve in the military is a challenge that is a much longer-term. One misperception that has to be overcome is about what employment in the military looks like.

Impact
!—readiness solves war
The decline of military readiness incentivizes aggression – we’re at a tipping point
Edelman and Roughead ’18 [Eric Steven Edelman and Gary Roughead; Edelman is an American diplomat who served as Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, U.S. Ambassador to Turkey, U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of Finland, and Principal Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs. Roughead is a former United States Navy officer who served as the 29th Chief of Naval Operations from September 29, 2007 to September 22, 2011; 11-27-2018; "- THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION ON THE NATIONAL DEFENSE STRATEGY"; No Publication; https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-115shrg40862/html/CHRG-115shrg40862.htm; Accessed 7-9-2023; DQ]
You mentioned in your opening statement, Mr. Chairman, the earlier 2010 independent panel and the 2014 National Defense Panel that the Congress appointed. I'm sorry to confess that I'm a recidivist. I think I'm the only person who served on all three of those panels. This time, they made me chairman, so, you know, I guess people figured I had to keep doing it until I got it right. But, I would say that, on the 2010 panel, we warned, as you noted, that, absent some activity--and this was before the BCA [Budget Control Act] was passed--that we were headed towards a train wreck. In 2014, we quoted then-Secretary Hagel, who was talking about our declining margin of military advantage over our adversaries and said that the BCA had been a serious strategic misstep that was putting us on a very difficult and dangerous path. In this report, I think it was the unanimous view of all commissioners that we are now on the cusp of a national security emergency because of the waning of our military advantages and the dangers that the current world presents, perhaps the most complex, volatile, and difficult security environment that the United States has ever faced.
Our conclusions were that the National Defense Strategy that Secretary Mattis unveiled earlier this year largely moves us in the right direction. It is nested, appropriately, under a National Security Strategy, both of which stress the primacy of great-power competition, the importance of that competition to the security and prosperity of the United States, as well as the other challenges that we continue to face: an emergent nuclear power in North Korea, a would-be nuclear power in Iran, as well as a lot of the steady-state counterterrorism activity that our military is engaged in around the world.
But, while we applaud the direction that the strategy moves us in, we did have a number of concerns. Some of them have been already addressed in both your opening statement, Mr. Chairman, and in Senator Reed's opening statement. In particular, we are concerned that the strategy is not adequately resourced, that the 2018 and 2019 budgets moved us in the right direction. There's now a prospect, however, that we will be moving in the wrong direction, because, as Senator Reed just noted, we believe strongly that, for this strategy to succeed, it needs adequate, predictable, and consistent levels of funding, and the difficulties we've had funding the Department of Defense, having periodic 2-year budget deals interspersed with a series of continuing resolutions, is just not going to provide the kind of predictability that is required to develop the future capabilities and also meet some of the readiness challenges and capacity shortfalls that Senator Reed was adverting to in his opening remarks.
We're also concerned that, although the objectives and ambitions of the strategy are appropriate, that we did not see, across the enterprise of the Department of Defense, a equal understanding of what this would require of the Department; and, in particular, operational concepts for how we would actually both deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat these great-power adversaries. Therein, I think, lies an important role for the committee in its oversight responsibilities, making the Department of Defense come forward and show you, over time, how they plan to execute this strategy, which moves us in the right direction, but doesn't get us there on its own.
With that, I'll await your questions, but I invite Admiral Roughead to add or subtract from my remarks.
STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL GARY ROUGHEAD, USN (RET.), CO-CHAIR, COMMISSION ON THE NATIONAL DEFENSE STRATEGY
Chairman Inhofe. Admiral Roughead.
Admiral Roughead. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator Reed.
First off, I will echo Ambassador Edelman's remarks with respect to the Commission, a truly remarkable dozen that came together. I thank those who appointed them. Extremely solid experience. But, I think you would all be heartened by the tone and the approach that the commissioners took. I've often said, as we went through this month-long process, that if I gave someone a piece of paper and asked them to identify who was appointed by whom, you couldn't tell, because of the common effort, the common focus that we had.
I'm pleased with the conclusions that we reached. As Eric said, we found the National Defense Strategy to be a great first step, but it's, how does it all come together? One of the things that I think must be kept in mind is that we find ourselves in a position that didn't happen overnight, whether you're talking about readiness or modernization drives the new technology, geopolitical/geo-economic competition has been moving. We are at a significant inflection point.
I had nothing to do with arranging for these young midshipmen from the Naval Academy to be here this morning. Senator Reed, it's not part of the strategy for next week. But, they are really what we're talking about here, because they're going to be the ones that will be leading our military into the coming decades. The question, I think, is, how do we get to where we need to be?
I mentioned modernization, readiness and technology. We are operating a force today that was last modernized in the 1980s. We are dealing with significant readiness challenges. We're having to deal with technology, but deal with it with competitors who are moving very quickly in a very integrated civilian/military strategy, investing billions of dollars in things such as artificial intelligence and 5G, autonomy, hypersonics. We're moving into a very new phase of warfare that I think has to be addressed, and it has to be addressed beyond just the Department of Defense.
I think the newspapers of the last couple of days highlight some of the challenges that we have. We talk, in the report, about the gray zone, that space between peace and war, the Sea of Azov, Russia, Ukraine, new construction in the South China Sea, tragically losing some more soldiers in Afghanistan in the last 24 hours. Then I read a report this morning that deals with readiness. The USS John S. McCain, that was involved in a tragic collision 15 months ago, just refloated yesterday. Fifteen months to restore a major capital asset to the fleet, I would submit, in today's pace and speed of conflict, is not satisfactory.
Those are some of the things that we pointed out. We are very mindful that it will take money to do that. We believe that the $733 billion that was identified is a floor, and that we need to continue that growth as we modernize not just our conventional forces, but our nuclear forces, all of which came of age back in the 1980s.
We look forward to your questions. Again, I would just like to compliment and thank our fellow commissioners for their tremendous work and service and dedication in putting this report together.
Thank you very much.
 [The joint prepared statement of Ambassador Edelman and Admiral Roughead follows:] 
Prepared Joint Statement by Eric S. Edelman and Gary Roughead
Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member Reed, and members of the Committee we are pleased to appear before you today to address the report of the National Defense Strategy Commission.
Americans assume U.S. military superiority, but today the United States faces a growing crisis of national defense. The strategic landscape is more ominous and dynamic as violent jihadist groups, aggressive regional challengers, and ambitious authoritarian regimes challenge U.S. interests. America's traditional military advantages are eroding rapidly because of our rivals' strategies and increasing capability and our complacency. The United States must restore the hard-power strengths that buttress its foreign policy and the global environment. Doing so requires far greater coherency and urgency and a higher and more expeditious commitment of resources than the country has mustered to date.
These are the conclusions of the Commission on the National Defense Strategy for the United States, a non-partisan, congressionally chartered body we co-chaired. Our commission consulted with civilian and military leaders in the Department of Defense, representatives of other U.S. Government departments and agencies, allied diplomats and military officials, and independent experts. Our report makes clear the nation is losing its ability to defend its vital interests and preserve a global environment in which America and like-minded nations can thrive.
Since World War II, America has led a world of remarkable prosperity, freedom, and security. That achievement rested on unmatched U.S. military power. America's military strength ensured the defense and security of the United States and its allies and deterred or defeated aggression around the world and underpinned the freedom of the global commons. They averted a recurrence of the devastating global wars of the early 20th century and repeated large interventions that cost hundreds of thousands of American lives.
Today, our ability to deter and defeat are in jeopardy. China's and Russia's ambition for regional hegemony and global influence are underwritten by determined military buildups aimed at neutralizing United States strengths. Threats posed by Iran and North Korea have worsened as those states develop more advanced weapons and creatively employ asymmetric tactics. In many regions, gray-zone aggression-- coercion in the space between war and peace--has become revisionist actors' strategy of choice. The dangers posed by radical jihadist groups such as ISIS and al-Qaeda have evolved and intensified. America is not simply facing renewed geopolitical competition, states and non- state actors are in conflict against the U.S. and the world it shaped.
Meanwhile, America has weakened its own defense. Decisions made by both political parties over the past decade, particularly the effects of the Budget Control Act of 2011 where defense spending fell from $794 billion in fiscal year (FY) 2010 to $586 billion in fiscal year 2015, have taken their toll. Political gridlock forced the Pentagon to operate on disruptive, short-term continuing resolutions that triggered crippling, across-the-board cuts associated with the sequester mechanism in 2013. Accordingly, the size, readiness, and future capabilities of the armed forces have left America with less military power relative to the challenges it faces.
In the Western Pacific and Eastern Europe, critical regional military balances are shifting dramatically in China's and Russia's favor. In the South China Sea, Ukraine, and the Middle East gray-zone aggression is shifting the status quo in destabilizing ways. Allies and adversaries question whether America can uphold its commitments. From the Taiwan Strait to the Baltics, peace has long rested on the perception, indeed belief, that the United States can win decisively. As that perception fades, conflict becomes more likely.
Should war occur, American forces will face harder fights and suffer far greater losses than at any time since Vietnam. Competitors such as China, Russia, or North Korea can disrupt the homeland with cyberattacks or the real risk of limited nuclear strikes. In war with Russia in the Baltics, with China in defense of Taiwan, or with two or more rivals simultaneously American forces might fail to accomplish timely objectives at an acceptable price. Bluntly, the U.S. could lose.
Such outcomes can be avoided. The Department of Defense needs innovative operational concepts for countering gray-zone aggression and projecting power into contested zones. Bolder approaches to acquiring and rapidly fielding leap-ahead capabilities are imperative. The United States must thoroughly modernize its nuclear deterrent, increase its cyberwarfare, electronic warfare, space, and missile defense capabilities, and remedy accumulated readiness shortfalls.
A larger military is needed. The Army, Navy, and Air Force all must grow. The United States requires more--and more capable--forces in key areas from short-range air defense to precision-guided munitions and air- and sealift. These enhancements are critical to projecting American power globally and to defeating aggression in more forms and in more than one region simultaneously. The evolving, serious security challenges in Europe, the Middle East, and the Asia-Pacific demand it.

Military primacy solves nuke war and global alliance decline 
Inboden 16. (William Charles Inboden, PhD, is Executive Director of the William P. Clements, Jr. Center for History, Strategy, and Statecraft and Associate Professor of Public Affairs at the University of Texas-Austin. The Role of a Strong National Defense. 2016. https://s3.amazonaws.com/ims-2016/PDF/2016_Index_of_US_Military_Strength_ESSAYS_INBODEN.pdf)
One of the few core responsibilities of the federal government mandated by the Constitution of the United States is “to provide for the common defence.”2 Upon commissioning, every American military officer swears an oath to “support and defend” this Constitution.3 Accordingly, the core mission of the American military is to protect and defend our nation. This means deterring potential aggressors and, if deterrence fails, fighting and winning wars. Any consideration of the military’s role and American defense policy must start with that foundational principle. Yet if the need for a strong military begins with the mission to fight and win wars, it does not end there. As the quote from Theodore Roosevelt at the beginning of this essay illustrates, American leaders have long appreciated that a formidable military can produce abundant diplomatic and economic dividends, even—especially—when not wielded in wartime. The United States’ military capability supported our nation’s rise to global greatness over the past century, but this was often because of the increased influence and credibility produced by this capability rather than the overt use of force. Along the way, there developed an American strategic tradition that integrated military strength with diplomatic acumen, economic growth, and international influence.4 It is an historic tradition with an impressive heritage and continuing salience today. Drawing on the historical record, there are many ways beyond the kinetic use of force that a strong national defense bolsters our national power and global influence. A robust defense budget and defense policy also strengthens our nation in manifest other ways. A well-equipped defense enhances our capabilities and influence across virtually all other elements of national power: our economy, our diplomacy, our alliances, and our credibility and influence in the world. Conversely, an underresourced national defense threatens to diminish our national power across all of these other dimensions. A strong national defense is thus indispensable for a peaceful, successful, and free America—even if a shot is never fired. The diplomatic successes in building and maintaining a stable and peaceful international order achieved by the United States over the past century have been enabled by America’s military dominance. Conversely, the calamitous defense budget cuts and corresponding rise of potential peer competitors in the present day are already undermining America’s diplomatic and economic influence. A well-appointed military improves diplomacy with adversaries, strengthens our alliances, signals credibility and resolve, deters aggression, and enhances national morale. Yet this is not to disregard the manifest other dividends that a strong military can pay. There are multiple pathways by which investments in military hard power produce economic benefits. For example, the military’s role in protecting a stable international environment also creates predictable and secure conditions in which economic growth can flourish. The American security umbrella facilitated Western Europe’s postwar reconstruction and economic revival, and Asia’s half-century economic boom has been partly a function of America’s treaty alliances in the region maintaining peace and stability, exemplified by the United States Navy’s Seventh Fleet protecting an open maritime order, freedom of navigation, and secure sea lanes. 

Readiness is key to prevent nuclear great power war
Dowd 12/31/15 - senior fellow at the Sagamore Institute for Policy Research and a contributing editor for the American Legion magazine
(Alan, “Shield & Sword: The Case for Military Deterrence”, 12/31/15, https://providencemag.com/2015/12/shield-sword-the-case-for-military-deterrence/, Providence Magazine)
Surely, the same principle applies in the realm of nations. Our world teems with violent regimes and vicious [humans]. And something precious—our notion of peace, sovereignty, liberty, civilization itself—sits exposed to all that danger. In a world where might makes right, the only thing that keeps the peace, defends our sovereignty and liberty, and upholds civilization is the willingness to use our resources to keep the dangers at bay. Yet too many policymakers disregard the wisdom of military deterrence, and too many people of faith forget that the aim of deterrence is, by definition, to prevent wars, not start them. Some people of faith oppose the threat of military force, let alone the use of military force, because of Christ’s message of peace. This is understandable in the abstract, but we must keep in mind two truths. First, governments are held to a different standard than individuals, and hence are expected to do certain things individuals aren’t expected to do—and arguably shouldn’t do certain things individuals should do. For example, a government that turned the other cheek when attacked would be conquered by its foes, leaving countless innocents defenseless. A government that put away the sword—that neglected its defenses—would invite aggression, thus jeopardizing its people. Second, all uses of force are not the same. The sheriff who uses force to apprehend a murderer is decidedly different from the criminal who uses force to commit a murder. The policemen posted outside a sporting event to deter violence are decidedly different from those who plot violence. Moral relativism is anything but a virtue. Some lament the fact that we live in such a violent world, but that’s precisely the point. Because we live in a violent world, governments must take steps to deter those who can be deterred—and neutralize those who cannot. In this regard, it pays to recall that Jesus had sterner words for scholars and scribes than He did for soldiers. In fact, when a centurion asked Jesus for help, He didn’t admonish the military commander to put down his sword. Instead, He commended him for his faith.[i] “Even in the Gospels,” soldier-scholar Ralph Peters reminds us, “it is assumed that soldiers are, however regrettably, necessary.”[ii] They are necessary not only for waging war but, preferably, for maintaining peace. It’s a paradoxical truth that military readiness can keep the peace. The Romans had a phrase for it: Si vis pacem, para bellum. “If you wish for peace, prepare for war.” President George Washington put it more genteelly: “There is nothing so likely to produce peace as to be well prepared to meet an enemy.” Or, in the same way, “We infinitely desire peace,” President Theodore Roosevelt declared. “And the surest way of obtaining it is to show that we are not afraid of war.” After the West gambled civilization’s very existence in the 1920s and 1930s on hopes that war could somehow be outlawed, the men who crafted the blueprint for waging the Cold War returned to peace through strength. Winston Churchill proposed “defense through deterrents.” President Harry Truman called NATO “an integrated international force whose object is to maintain peace through strength…we devoutly pray that our present course of action will succeed and maintain peace without war.”[iii] President Dwight Eisenhower explained, “Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk its own destruction.” President John Kennedy vowed to “strengthen our military power to the point where no aggressor will dare attack.” And President Ronald Reagan steered the Cold War to a peaceful end by noting, “None of the four wars in my lifetime came about because we were too strong.” Reagan also argued, “Our military strength is a prerequisite for peace.”[iv] Even so, arms alone aren’t enough to deter war. After all, the great powers were armed to the teeth in 1914. But since they weren’t clear about their intentions and treaty commitments, a small crisis on the fringes of Europe mushroomed into a global war. Neither is clarity alone enough to deter war. After all, President Woodrow Wilson’s admonitions to the Kaiser were clear, but America lacked the military strength at the onset of war to make those words matter and thus deter German aggression. In other words, America was unable to deter. “The purpose of a deterrence force is to create a set of conditions that would cause an adversary to conclude that the cost of any particular act against the United States of America or her allies is far higher than the potential benefit of that act,” explains Gen. Kevin Chilton, former commander of U.S. Strategic Command. It is a “cost-benefit calculus.”[v] So, given the anemic state of America’s military before 1917, the Kaiser calculated that the benefits of attacking U.S. ships and trying to lure Mexico into an alliance outweighed the costs. That proved to be a grave miscalculation. In order for the adversary not to miscalculate, a few factors must hold. First, consequences must be clear, which was not the case on the eve of World War I. Critics of deterrence often cite World War I to argue that arms races trigger wars. But if it were that simple, then a) there wouldn’t have been a World War II, since the Allies allowed their arsenals to atrophy after 1918, and b) there would have been a World War III, since Washington and Moscow engaged in an unprecedented arms race. The reality is that miscalculation lit the fuse of World War I. The antidote, as alluded to above, is strength plus clarity. A second important factor to avoid miscalculation: The adversary must be rational, which means it can grasp and fear consequences. Fear is an essential ingredient of deterrence. It pays to recall that deterrence comes from the Latin dēterreō: “to frighten off.”[vi] Of course, as Churchill conceded, “The deterrent does not cover the case of lunatics.”[vii] Mass-murderers masquerading as holy men and death-wish dictators may be immune from deterrence. (The secondary benefit of the peace-through-strength model is that it equips those who embrace it with the capacity to defeat these sorts of enemies rapidly and return to the status quo ante.) Third, the consequences of military confrontation must be credible and tangible, which was the case during most of the Cold War. Not only did Washington and Moscow construct vast military arsenals to deter one another; they were clear about their treaty commitments and about the consequences of any threat to those commitments. Recall how Eisenhower answered Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s boast about the Red Army’s overwhelming conventional advantage in Germany: “If you attack us in Germany,” the steely American commander-in-chief fired back, “there will be nothing conventional about our response.”[viii] Eisenhower’s words were unambiguously clear, and unlike Wilson, he wielded the military strength to give them credibility. Discussing military deterrence in the context of Christianity may seem incongruent to some readers. But for a pair of reasons it is not. First, deterrence is not just a matter of GDPs and geopolitics. In fact, scripture often uses the language of deterrence and preparedness. For example, in the first chapter of Numbers the Lord directs Moses and Aaron to count “all the men in Israel who are twenty years old or more and able to serve in the army.” This ancient selective-service system is a form of military readiness. Similarly, I Chronicles 27 provides detail about the Israelites’ massive standing army: twelve divisions of 24,000 men each. II Chronicles 17 explains the military preparations made by King Jehoshaphat of Judah, a king highly revered for his piety, who built forts, maintained armories in strategically located cities “with large supplies” and fielded an army of more than a million men “armed for battle.” Not surprisingly, “the fear of the Lord fell on all the kingdoms of the lands surrounding Judah, so that they did not go to war against Jehoshaphat.” In the New Testament, Paul writes in Romans 13 that “Rulers hold no terror for those who do right, but for those who do wrong…Rulers do not bear the sword for no reason.” Again, this is the language of deterrence. Those who follow the law within a country and who respect codes of conduct between countries have nothing to fear. Those who don’t have much to fear. Likewise, to explain the importance of calculating the costs of following Him, Jesus asks in Luke 14, “What king would go to war against another king without first sitting down to consider whether his 10,000 soldiers could go up against the 20,000 coming against him? And if he didn’t think he could win, he would send a representative to discuss terms of peace while his enemy was still a long way off.” In a sense, both kings are wise—one because he recognizes that he’s outnumbered; the other because he makes sure that he’s not. Put another way, both kings subscribe to peace through strength. Again, as with the Centurion earlier, Jesus could have rebuked the martial character of these kings, but he did not. This is not just description but commendation. We ignore their example at our peril. Secondly, it is not incongruent if we understand military deterrence as a means to prevent great-power war—the kind that kills by the millions, the kind humanity has not endured for seven decades. We know we will not experience the biblical notion of peace—of shalom, peace with harmony and justice—until Christ returns to make all things new. In the interim, in a broken world, the alternatives to peace through strength leave much to be desired: peace through hope, peace through violence, or peace through submission. But these options are inadequate. The sheer destructiveness and totality of great-power war testify that crossing our fingers and hoping for peace is not a Christian option. Wishful thinking, romanticizing reality, is the surest way to invite what Churchill called “temptations to a trial of strength.” Moreover, the likelihood that the next great-power war would involve multiple nuclear-weapons states means that it could end civilization. Therefore, a posture that leaves peer adversaries doubting the West’s capabilities and resolve—thus inviting miscalculation—is not only unsound, but immoral and inhumane—unchristian. “Deterrence of war is more humanitarian than anything,” Gen. Park Yong Ok, a longtime South Korean military official, argues. “If we fail to deter war, a tremendous number of civilians will be killed.”[ix] Peace through violence has been tried throughout history. Pharaoh, Caesar and Genghis Khan, Lenin, Hitler, Stalin and Mao, all attained a kind of peace by employing brutal forms of violence. However, this is not the kind of “peace” under which God’s crowning creation can flourish; neither would the world long tolerate such a scorched-earth “peace.” This option, too, the Christian rejects. Finally, the civilized world could bring about peace simply by not resisting the enemies of civilization—by not blunting the Islamic State’s blitzkrieg of Iraq; by not defending the 38th Parallel; by not standing up to Beijing’s land-grab in the South China Sea or Moscow’s bullying of the Baltics or al-Qaeda’s death creed; by not having armies or, for that matter, police. As Reagan said, “There’s only one guaranteed way you can have peace—and you can have it in the next second—surrender.”[x] The world has tried these alternatives to peace through strength, and the outcomes have been disastrous. After World War I, Western powers disarmed and convinced themselves they had waged the war to end all wars. By 1938, as Churchill concluded after Munich, the Allies had been “reduced…from a position of security so overwhelming and so unchallengeable that we never cared to think about it.”[xi] Like predators in the wilderness, the Axis powers sensed weakness and attacked. In October 1945—not three months after the Missouri steamed into Tokyo Bay—Gen. George Marshall decried the “disintegration not only of the Armed Forces, but apparently…all conception of world responsibility,” warily asking, “Are we already, at this early date, inviting that same international disrespect that prevailed before this war?”[xii] Stalin answered Marshall’s question by gobbling up half of Europe, blockading Berlin, and arming Kim Il-Sung in patient preparation for the invasion of South Korea.[xiii] The U.S. military had taken up positions in Korea in 1945, but withdrew all combat forces in 1949.[xiv] Then, in 1950, Secretary of State Dean Acheson announced that Japan, Alaska and the Philippines fell within America’s “defensive perimeter.”[xv] Korea didn’t. Stalin noticed. Without a U.S. deterrent in place, Stalin gave Kim a green light to invade. Washington then reversed course and rushed American forces back into Korea, and the Korean peninsula plunged into one of the most ferocious wars in history. The cost of miscalculation in Washington and Moscow: 38,000 Americans, 103,250 South Korean troops, 316,000 North Korean troops, 422,000 Chinese troops and 2 million civilian casualties.[xvi] The North Korean tyranny— now under command of Kim’s grandson—still dreams of conquering South Korea. The difference between 2015 and 1950 is that tens of thousands of battle-ready U.S. and ROK troops are stationed on the border. They’ve been there every day since 1953. The lesson of history is that waging war is far more costly than maintaining a military capable of deterring war. As Washington observed, “Timely disbursements to prepare for danger frequently prevent much greater disbursements to repel it.” Just compare military allocations, as a percentage of GDP, during times of war and times of peace: In the eight years before entering World War I, the United States devoted an average of 0.7 percent of GDP to defense; during the war, U.S. defense spending spiked to 16.1 percent of GDP. In the decade before entering World War II, the United States spent an average of 1.1 percent of GDP on defense; during the war, the U.S. diverted an average of 27 percent of GDP to the military annually. During the Cold War, Washington spent an average of 7 percent of GDP on defense to deter Moscow; it worked. Yet it seems we have forgotten those hard-learned lessons. In his book The World America Made, Robert Kagan explains how “America’s most important role has been to dampen and deter the normal tendencies of other great powers to compete and jostle with one another in ways that historically have led to war.” This role has depended on America’s military might. “There is no better recipe for great-power peace,” Kagan concludes, “than certainty about who holds the upper hand.”[xvii]
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Readiness key to response time to war
Dunn, 13
[Richard Dunn, Senior Research Fellow and Consultant on international security affairs, and a retired army colonel] 7/18/2013, “The Impact of a Declining Defense Budget on Combat Readiness.”, accessed 7/9/2023, https://www.heritage.org/defense/report/the-impact-declining-defense-budget-combat-readiness - JR
Although we know that the future may hold significant dangers, they remain ill defined, creating a challenging analytical problem for national security policymakers. History can provide useful insights into how to approach strategic uncertainty. We know we cannot “get it entirely right.” Therefore, we should strive not to get it so far wrong that we suffer unacceptable consequences when hit by unexpected threats. Under conditions of uncertainty, a hedging strategy that provides a range of options makes the most sense. Historically, maintaining effective balance among the different dimensions of readiness and having some ready capability to deal with a wide range of potential threats have been an effective way to hedge strategic bets. In times of defense budgetary retrenchment, combat readiness of the armed forces often becomes one of the first casualties of fiscal tightening. This was particularly true of the years between World War I and World War II, when the Great Depression and isolationism made military preparedness a very low national priority. Despite the threatening war clouds rapidly expanding in Asia and Europe, the U.S. was woefully unprepared for global conflict. The shock of Pearl Harbor mobilized both the industrial capability and the moral determination to overcome the early, disastrous reversals in the Pacific and tactical defeats in North Africa. Once focused on military production, the U.S. economy rapidly produced overwhelming quantities of ships, aircraft, tanks, ammunition, and other matériel needed for America to become the “Arsenal of Democracy.” However, U.S. forces quickly learned that training for combat, particularly in developing military leaders, was just as complex and demanding.
!—hotspot laundry list
Military readiness key to prevent a host of existential crises – humanitarian crises, food and water wars, SCS conflict, Russian conflict, Iranian prolif, NoKo, terrorism, cyberwar
Lyons 17
[Christina Lyons, graduate degree in political science, American University. Former editor for the Congressional Quarterly, current journalist] 11/3/2017, “Military Readiness: Is the Pentagon prepared for future threats?”, accessed 7/9/2023, https://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre2017110300 - JR
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
Readiness is key to deter great power war, nuke terror, and cyberattacks
Mattis 18
[Jim Mattis, former secretary of Defense and retired United States Marine Corps four-star general] 2018, "Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy", accessed 7/9/2023, https://dod.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/pubs/2018-National-Defense-Strategy-Summary.pdf - JR
The surest way to prevent war is to be prepared to win one. Doing so requires a competitive approach to force development and a consistent, multiyear investment to restore warfighting readiness and field a lethal force. The size of our force matters. The Nation must field sufficient, capable forces to defeat enemies and achieve sustainable outcomes that protect the American people and our vital interests. Our aim is a Joint Force that possesses decisive advantages for any likely conflict, while remaining proficient across the entire spectrum of conflict. Prioritize preparedness for war. Achieving peace through strength requires the Joint Force to deter conflict through preparedness for war. During normal day-to-day operations, the Joint Force will sustainably compete to: deter aggression in three key regions—the Indo-Pacific, Europe, and Middle East; degrade terrorist and WMD threats; and defend U.S. interests from challenges below the level of armed conflict. In wartime, the fully mobilized Joint Force will be capable of: defeating aggression by a major power; deterring opportunistic aggression elsewhere; and disrupting imminent terrorist and WMD threats. During peace or in war, the Joint Force will deter nuclear and non-nuclear strategic attacks and defend the homeland. To support these missions, the Joint Force must gain and maintain information superiority; and develop, strengthen, and sustain U.S. security relationships. Modernize key capabilities. We cannot expect success fighting tomorrow’s conflicts with yesterday’s weapons or equipment. To address the scope and pace of our competitors’ and adversaries’ ambitions and capabilities, we must invest in modernization of key capabilities through sustained, predictable budgets. Our backlog of deferred readiness, procurement, and modernization requirements has grown in the last decade and a half and can no longer be ignored. We will make targeted, disciplined increases in personnel and platforms to meet key capability and capacity needs. The 2018 National Defense Strategy underpins our planned fiscal year 2019-2023 budgets, accelerating our modernization programs and devoting additional resources in a sustained effort to solidify our competitive advantage. Nuclear forces. The Department will modernize the nuclear triad—including nuclear command, control, and communications, and supporting infrastructure. Modernization of the nuclear force includes developing options to counter competitors’ coercive strategies, predicated on the threatened use of nuclear or strategic non-nuclear attacks. Space and cyberspace as warfighting domains. The Department will prioritize investments in resilience, reconstitution, and operations to assure our space capabilities. We will also invest in cyber defense, resilience, and the continued integration of cyber capabilities into the full spectrum of military operations. Command, control, communications, computers and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR). Investments will prioritize developing resilient, survivable, federated networks and information ecosystems from the tactical level up to strategic planning. Investments will also prioritize capabilities to gain and exploit information, deny competitors those same advantages, and enable us to provide attribution while defending against and holding accountable state or non-state actors during cyberattacks. Missile defense. Investments will focus on layered missile defenses and disruptive capabilities for both theater missile threats and North Korean ballistic missile threats. Joint lethality in contested environments. The Joint Force must be able to strike diverse targets inside adversary air and missile defense networks to destroy mobile power-projection platforms. This will include capabilities to enhance close combat lethality in complex terrain. Forward force maneuver and posture resilience. Investments will prioritize ground, air, sea, and space forces that can deploy, survive, operate, maneuver, and regenerate in all domains while under attack. Transitioning from large, centralized, unhardened infrastructure to smaller, dispersed, resilient, adaptive basing that include active and passive defenses will also be prioritized. Advanced autonomous systems. The Department will invest broadly in military application of autonomy, artificial intelligence, and machine learning, including rapid application of commercial breakthroughs, to gain competitive military advantages. Resilient and agile logistics. Investments will prioritize prepositioned forward stocks and munitions, strategic mobility assets, partner and allied support, as well as non-commercially dependent distributed logistics and maintenance to ensure logistics sustainment while under persistent multi-domain attack.
!—at: unprepared for war
America’s military VERY prepared for war- troops deployed, alliances strong, readiness standard exceeded
Vergun 23, David Vergun, Writer-Editor for the DOD, “Milley Says War With China, Russia Not Inevitable”, DOD News, https://www.defense.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/3344920/milley-says-war-with-china-russia-not-inevitable/#:~:text=Currently%2C%2060%25%20of%20our%20active,is%20ready%2C%22%20he%20said., March 29, 2023 //kw
In addition to South Korea, bilateral alliances with other countries — such as Japan, Australia, Thailand and the Philippines, along with partner nations — provides increased security in the region in the face of aggressive behavior from China.  Milley noted that there are nearly 250,000 troops deployed in Europe, Asia, Africa, the Middle East and South America, combating terrorism and working with allies and partners. 
"Operational readiness rates are higher now than they've been in many years. Currently, 60% of our active force is at the highest state of readiness and could deploy to combat in less than 30 days, well exceeding the minimum of the one-third standard that we've always had. Ten percent of our force could deploy in less than 96 hours. The United States military is ready," he said. 
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The United States federal government should pass the Military Service Promotion Act of 2023
The Bill revitalizes recruiting by expanding outreach and enabling individuals to meet military standards
Manning ‘6/8 [Hadley Heath Manning; Vice President for Policy at Independent Women’s Voice; 6-8-2023; "IWV Supports the Military Service Promotion Act of 2023"; Independent Women's Voice; https://www.iwv.org/2023/06/iwv-supports-the-military-service-promotion-act-of-2023/; Accessed 7-2-2023; DQ]
Independent Women’s Voice, which fights to enhance people’s freedom, opportunities, and well-being, supports the Military Service Promotion Act of 2023, sponsored by Senators Mitt Romney, Tom Cotton, and Angus King. 
The bill is intended to address what Senator Romney has rightly identified as "the largest recruitment crisis in 50 years," threatening our national security and the readiness of our Armed Forces. 
The core issue tackled by the Act is the severe military recruitment deficit. In FY 2022, the U.S. Army fell a staggering 25% short of its recruitment goal, managing to enlist fewer than 45,000 new soldiers instead of the targeted 60,000. 
Only 23% of Americans aged 17 to 24 meet the physical, academic, and general qualifications to serve in the military, an alarmingly low proportion. 
This situation is exacerbated by the fact that nearly 80% of Army recruits hail from military households, suggesting a significant lack of awareness or perceived access among the broader population. 
The Military Service Promotion Act aims to rectify these issues in a multifaceted approach, expanding military recruiter access to high schools and colleges and shortening the response time schools have to accommodate recruiters' requests. This legislation will ensure that military recruiters receive comparable access to high school students that colleges and universities enjoy, expanding exposure to the opportunities and benefits that military service can provide. 
The Act also requires the Department of Defense to consider expanding the U.S. Army’s Future Soldier Preparatory Course, an initiative that prepares interested individuals for the physical fitness and aptitude tests necessary for Army enlistment. Furthermore, the Act allows the military to access information about college student drop-outs, potentially providing an additional pool of prospective recruits. 
Senators Romney, King, and Cotton are taking decisive action to combat the current military recruitment crisis, each voicing the need for legislation that better informs young Americans about the valuable opportunities the Armed Forces provide, including economic mobility and transferable, tangible skills. 
The Military Service Promotion Act of 2023 represents a necessary step forward in addressing our nation's security challenges, ensuring that the U.S. military remains robust and prepared to protect our country.
2nc MSPA cp—solves recruitment
It boosts recruitment
Wellman ‘6/8 [Phillip Walter Wellman; Wellman is an American photographer and journalist, currently based in Germany.; 6-8-2023; "Senate bill seeks to boost US military recruitment amid shortfall"; Stars and Stripes; https://www.stripes.com/theaters/us/2023-06-08/military-recruiting-boost-legislation-10373663.html; Accessed 6-24-2023; DQ]
Legislation drafted by a group of U.S. senators aims to alleviate the military’s ongoing woes in attracting new members by allowing recruiters greater access to high schools and colleges.
Introduced Wednesday, the Military Service Promotion Act would allow branches of the service to obtain college student dropout data, require the Pentagon to examine ways to prep possible recruits better for physical fitness and aptitude tests and force schools to let recruiters attend career fairs and similar events.
While high schools already must provide access to military recruiters under current law, the new bill also would obligate them to respond to recruiter requests for access within 60 days.
The bill comes amid concerns that the military’s all-volunteer force may be reaching its breaking point.
The Army fell short of its most recent recruiting goal of 60,000 by more than 25%, signing up fewer than 45,000 new soldiers in 2022.
Other services barely met their targets. In March, Air Force Secretary Frank Kendall said the service was struggling to enlist new airmen and likely would miss its active-duty, reserve and Air National Guard recruiting goals this year.
“Our military is facing the largest recruitment crisis in 50 years, which has real impacts on our national security,” Sen. Mitt Romney, R-Utah, one of the bill’s sponsors, said in a statement Wednesday.
While the bill is intended to boost enlistee numbers by making more students aware of the opportunities provided by the military, the extent to which it’s expected to do so is not specified in the text.
“The more students we teach about these options, the better we can address the concerning issue of geographic diversity among our troops and the recruiting crisis,” said Sen. Angus King, a Maine independent who also sponsored the bill.
He was referring to a decline in the number of new active-duty troops from the Northeast and Midwest.
Last year, only 9% of Americans age 16-21 expressed interested in serving in the military, according to data published by the Army. A separate Pentagon report last year found that most young Americans, 77%, would not qualify for military service without a waiver due to being overweight, using drugs or having mental and physical health problems.
The bill calls for the expansion of the Army’s Future Soldier Preparatory Course, which helps those interested in joining the service overcome academic and physical fitness barriers.
In addition, it would require an assessment by the undersecretary of defense for personnel and readiness to determine whether other branches should create similar programs.
“The Department of Defense should be looking at ways to help those who want to serve our country successfully meet the requirements to do so,” Romney said.

2nc MSPA cp- at: already passed
It hasn’t passed yet
GovTrack ‘6/29 [GovTrack.us; It enables its users to track the bills and members of the United States Congress.; 6-29-2023; "Senate Committee on Armed Services"; GovTrack; https://www.govtrack.us/congress/committees/SSAS; Accessed 7-2-2023; DQ]
S. 1841: Military Service Promotion Act of 2023
Sponsor: Sen. Mitt Romney [R-UT]
Status: Introduced

1nc Barno cp
The USFG should:
· Expand programs similar to the army’s future soldier preparatory course
· Eliminate the rule against permitting recruits with dependents
· Allow people with treatable mental health condtions to serve
Eliminiate the prohibition against past use of Marijuana
Solves recruiting
Barno and Bensahe ‘3/10 [David Barno and Nora Bensahe; Barno is a retired lieutenant general of the United States Army. Bensahel, Ph.D. is a Visiting Professor of Strategic Studies and Senior Fellow at the Merrill Center in the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) in Washington, D.C.; 3-10-2023; "Addressing the U.S. Military Recruiting Crisis"; War on the Rocks; https://warontherocks.com/2023/03/addressing-the-u-s-military-recruiting-crisis/; Accessed 7-2-2023; DQ]
Here are several actions the military services — and the nation as a whole — should be undertaking now to help reverse these trends. 
Improving Eligibility
Expand Programs like the Army’s Future Soldier Preparatory Course 
One of the most successful efforts to expand recruit eligibility has been an Army program called the Future Soldier Preparatory Course. This clever initiative provides academic and fitness coaching to prospective recruits who fall short in one or both of these areas but are otherwise eligible to serve. Last year, more than 92 percent of the participants — almost 3,000 soldiers — successfully graduated into basic training, leading the Army to expand this program considerably in 2023. And preliminary evidence indicates that the graduates of this course are being selected for leadership positions during basic training at a slightly higher rate than regular recruits, though it is too early to tell whether that will be a significant trend over time.
The clear success of this innovative approach suggests that similar programs should be adopted by the other services to help address their recruiting shortfalls. Doing so in the near term could help overcome some of the lower academic and fitness scores caused by the pandemic. Over time, they could also provide a unique opportunity to include a wider range of prospective service members who hail from vastly disparate and often uneven educational backgrounds. But these programs will also have an immediate benefit for military recruiters, who currently invest a great deal of time and energy helping potential recruits meet the fitness standards. Centralizing such efforts is not only far more efficient, but it also frees recruiters to focus on their core mission: finding and establishing relationships with more young people and encouraging them to consider military service.
Eliminate the Rule Against Permitting Recruits with Dependents 
The U.S. military currently prevents any unmarried young man or woman who has a legal dependent — usually, though not always, a child — from serving on active duty. Perversely, this prohibition ends when initial entry training is complete, usually a few months later. Anyone who gains a dependent after that time may continue serving — and, according to the latest data, almost 4 percent of active-duty service members are single parents. Disqualifying single parents entirely from joining the military (or incentivizing costly legal acrobatics to qualify) makes no sense in the world in which we live today — and doesn’t reflect the sensible and supportive rules for single troops with dependents already in uniform. In fact, cadets at the service academies are now allowed to continue their studies if they become parents, as long as they grant temporary guardianship to someone else. The same rule applies to all single military parents and dual-military parents, who must have an approved family care plan that identifies a temporary caregiver when they deploy on operations or face unexpected absences. It is long past time to extend similar policies to anyone who seeks to join the military, for either the officer or enlisted ranks. 
Allow People with Treatable Mental Health Conditions to Serve 
Mental health issues among young people have been increasing for a long time, and that trend escalated greatly during the pandemic. However, many people who suffer from depression, anxiety, and other disorders can be effectively treated with commonly prescribed medications. According to the American Psychiatric Association, for example, 55–65 percent of diagnosed children and adolescents respond well to initial treatment with antidepressant medication. The U.S. military has long allowed those in uniform to continue serving while taking such medications — but it inexplicably continues to bar people on those medications from joining the force. The U.S. military should not reject otherwise qualified applicants from serving based on outdated stereotypes of mental health treatments. And, frankly, it can no longer afford to do so when such treatments are increasingly common across every segment of the U.S. population.
Instead of being automatically rejected, potential recruits should be allowed to serve if they can produce a verifiable letter from their doctor that answers the following three questions. These are slightly revised versions of the three questions — which are the only three questions — that a security clearance investigator may ask a treating physician:
Does the applicant have a condition or treatment that could impair his or her ability to serve effectively in the U.S. military?
If so, please describe the nature of the condition and the extent and duration of the treatment.
What is the prognosis?
If the answer to the first question is “no,” and the prognosis is assessed as good or better, the applicant should be automatically allowed to enlist. If the answer to the first question is “yes,” but the second question identifies the issue as one which has a limited extent or duration, the applicant should be allowed to enter the system as a delayed applicant and to enter training once they have a letter where the answer to the first question is “no.” 
Eliminate the Blanket Prohibition Against the Past Use of Marijuana While Continuing Drug Testing During the Recruiting Process and Beyond 
Societal attitudes toward marijuana use have changed rapidly over the past decade. Today, recreational marijuana has been legalized in 21 states, Washington D.C., and Guam — which together account for more than 47 percent of Americans aged 15 to 24. This means that almost half of the target recruiting population lives in places where the drug is legal under state law, and many young people may not understand — or care — that it remains illegal under federal law. The U.S. military has long prided itself on being a relatively drug-free force, and it should remain so — but it makes little sense to automatically exclude otherwise eligible recruits because they have used marijuana in the past. Indeed, research has shown that Army recruits who received waivers for low levels of marijuana use in the past performed just as well as other soldiers. It makes far more sense to disregard low levels of past use and instead focus on continuing rigorous drug-testing regimes during the recruit application process, throughout training, and regularly across the force. Maintaining a drug-free force should begin during the recruiting process, not in adolescence. 
2nc Barno cp—solves
Multiple paths for military to resolve recruitment crisis
Col. Carmelia Scott-Skillern and P.W. Singer, 3-7-2023, "The U.S. Army Has a Recruitment Problem. Here's How to Solve It," Time, https://time.com/6260526/army-recruitment-problem-us/ Col. Scott-Skillern, U.S. Army, is the Chief of Staff of the Army Senior Fellow at New America. Singer is Senior Fellow at New America
So what is actually happening, and what can be done to have a real effect? The short answer is that the Army faces a combination of challenges beyond its control that link to problems of its own making. Fortunately, each has a ready set of responses in three areas. First is to widen a shrinking pool. Put directly, less young Americans are eligible to serve than in the past, due to changing demographics, education performance, and especially health (weight, behavioral health, and other medical conditions). Only 23% of American youth fully meet the Army’s eligibility requirements, compared to 29% in the previous years. Obviously, long-term efforts to aid such social problems would be helpful, yet the Pentagon has multiple ways to face this better in the here and now. The first is that the requirements are not uniform across the U.S. military; the Army and its peers are drawing from the same pool, but with different standards. According to our discussions with Lieut. Colonel Felichia Brooks, a Battalion Commander with the Baltimore Recruiting Command, the organization has lost multiple applicants to other services because of these differences. Fixing these enlistment eligibility disparities should be on the action list. The second is to recognize that no matter how standards are applied, the problem of societal demographic and health aren’t going away. As such, more is required to aid would-be recruits to meet these standards. For example, a pilot program called the Future Soldier Preparatory Course has met with great success at Fort Jackson in South Carolina to help overcome obstacles to military duty related to academic performance and physical health barriers. Such programs could be scaled more widely. It would also be valuable to widen the pool by updating outdated policies that are presently excluding potential recruits. Here there are also two ready responses. Regulation (AR) 600-85 of the Army Marijuana and the Army’s Substance Abuse Program penalizes would-be recruits for using a substance now accepted in more than 20 states and the District of Columbia. It could be modified to reflect that if marijuana use is permissible in the state where the applicant enlists, then the Army must consider the laws of that state. It is upon enlistment, not before, that recruits should be limited to Army’s Drug and Alcohol policies. Finally, the Army must change to reflect the new American family. There are over 11 million single parent households in the U.S. now, of whom a quarter face joblessness or economic challenges. And yet, under current Army policy, single parents must give up guardianship of their children for their initial enlistment. The resulting duration could be anywhere between two years to a lengthy six years, which creates an obvious barrier to entry for single parents. Yet, the Army has successfully navigated having single parents inside the force for decades. At last count, in 2021, there were 119,186 single parents successfully serving in the U.S. military, nearly half of them in the Army. The force should therefore explore adjusting its current policy to allow recruits to regain custody of their children within an earlier stage of their service, such as 12 to 18 months on active duty. The second area of shift needed is to reform the Army’s own systems and bureaucracy, to reduce anything hampering the recruiting process. Too many barriers are thrown up for those showing interest in the force, something all the worse among a generation that experiences quick responses in so many other parts of their lives. For instance, the Army recently put into place a program called GENESIS, an automated and integrated medical information system that aids in managing and providing health care. Although it has the laudable goal of performing a more thorough medical screening of applicants and boosting medical screening efficiency, it has caused significant processing delays for applicants. These can extend sometimes as long as a year, according to Brooks, resulting in many applicants choosing an alternative military service than the Army or even a civilian job that offers a much quicker on-ramp. A recruit for the Army shouldn’t be lost because of protracted red tape and a burdensome documentation process. To decrease medical delays, the Army must consider authorizing the United States Military Entrance Processing Command permission to hire more medical personnel to review and handle medical waivers to reduce delays. The final track is to build up the awareness and attraction of the Army. As Major General Alex Fink, chief of the Army’s Enterprise Marketing team, noted after the survey results came out, the issue for today’s youth wasn’t vaccines or wokeness, but they “just don’t see the Army as something that’s relevant.” In this public outreach effort, though, Army recruitment has been behind the eightball in its branding. When it first shifted from a draft to a professional force, the Army messaged “Be All You Can Be.” It was considered one of the best slogans in not just the history of military recruiting, but all of advertising. In 2001, though, the Army jettisoned the tried and true and spent the next two decades cycling through new mottos and campaigns, from “Army Strong” and “Army of One” to the present “What’s Your Warrior?” The current campaign was actually adapted in 2018 in a deliberate attempt by Army leaders to find a new slogan they hoped would be “as powerful as Be All You Can Be.” Unfortunately, the video-game-derived question has failed to resonate both with youth it targeted and the equally important set of parents, coaches, and teachers who advise them. As a result, this year, the Army will debut a new marketing initiative. It turns out the best course of action was to return to the slogan “Be All You Can Be.” The force is going back to the slogan because it better “conveys the possibilities that await a new Army recruit,” as Fink explains. A better message, though, will only go so far. Less than 1% of the population is a military member; hence, most Americans do not have personal connections to understand Army life and its opportunities (which the survey data shows is more of a barrier). Thus, the Army must step up its community outreach activities at every command. As Wormuth and McConville put it, “We are in a war for talent, and it will take all of our people — troops from all components, families, Army civilians, and soldiers for life — to fight and win this war.” This recruiting “war” will only be won if actual organizational incentives and leader evaluations are changed to reflect the force’s needs. We must turn outreach into a real whole-of-force effort, with the inducements to match. An example start is a pilot program that mirrors how civilian industry recruits; successful companies don’t just rely on their HR department in a job search, but also enlist their own employees’ peer networks. The new Army pilot similarly rewards enlisted soldiers who personally aid recruiting, by providing them with a promotion if their referral draws another soldier into the force. For all the controversy that surrounds the Army’s recruiting shortfall, its answers lie in reflecting the world we live in. The successful force of tomorrow will be built not from the angry debate but from sound policy. And that may be the best outcome of all.

1nc Irving cp
The United States federal government should:
– consolidate all recruiting organizations for the US Armed Forces into one joint recruiting force
– Allocate saved money into community outreach, marketing, and experimental recruiting programs
– Replace the current basic allowance for housing system with an inverted version of the system
– examine and re-evaluate activities, traditions, and parades that do not directly contribute to war readiness
– Automate administrative tasks, garrison security, maintenance, and aspects of active duty

That solves current military recruitment insufficiencies AND aff uq thumpers are clickbait
Irving & Quackenbush May 2023
[Geoff Irving and Taylor Quackenbush, Marine Corps veterans and writers for the USNI who focus on national security issues] may 2023, “Three Bold Changes to Improve Military Recruiting”, accessed 6/25/2023, https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2023/may/three-bold-changes-improve-military-recruiting - JR
Three commonly-cited causes of declining recruiting and retention metrics are: 1) mistrust in military officers, 2) the Blended Retirement System (BRS), and 3) a senior officer and political class with a perceived reputation for war mongering. These arguments can be countered with productive policy recommendations to 1) improve military recruiting competence, 2) enhance service member compensation, and 3) reevaluate the military “garrison” lifestyle. Does the American Public Trust Its Military Officers to Lead? In his November 2022 Proceedings article, “Recruiting Requires Bold Changes,” Marine Corps Commandant General David H. Berger cites a 2021 Gallup poll that indicates a decline in public trust of military officers. Other military commentators were quick to parrot this quote as proof of the public’s lack of trust. For example, one commentator attributed the perceived decline in the trust of military officers to the botched Afghanistan withdrawal. However, when viewed in its entirety, the cited Gallup poll does not reflect the pessimistic picture that many paint. The Gallup poll reveals that military officers, as a profession, have one of the highest rates of public trust among the U.S. population. Military officers are ranked the fifth-most honest and ethical profession, with a 61 percent positive sentiment. For reference, doctors, regarded as the second-most honest and ethical profession, boast 68 percent positive sentiment. No profession holds a candle to nurses, who garner a well-deserved 81 percent favorable rating. Most commentators gloss over these details and assume a direct causation between declining trust in military officers and the challenges present in recruiting American youth to the armed services. It is unlikely that young Americans considering military service place a high emphasis on the trustworthiness of the Joint Chiefs when deciding whether to join the armed forces. Perhaps this lack of trustworthiness is a feature among the active-duty population, thus influencing retention rates, and through second-order effects, recruiting. Many service members may be frustrated with the Joint Staff because of the failures of the Afghanistan withdrawal, the drama of political changes in the military, and war weariness following two decades at war in the Middle East. However, leaders cannot spend their time chasing the ghosts of the past. Ultimately, trust is afforded to leaders who take action. What they can do, as General Berger addresses in his article, is attack contemporary challenges with new plans. To that end, what new plan can address the challenge of dwindling recruitment? The U.S. military should consolidate redundant recruiting organizations from the separate services into a joint recruiting force that could tailor solutions to individual applicants and distribute expertise and excellence across the six branches. At present, each military branch maintains their own recruiting organizations. These recruiters compete for the same dwindling pool of applicants but recruits are ultimately subjected to the same statutory qualifications for service and funneled through the same Military Entrance Processing Stations. It would be more efficient if each recruiter in a joint recruiting force were trained to understand opportunities in each service and to match those opportunities with individual applicants. A joint recruiting force would promote collaboration over competition. By eliminating redundancies, the military services could allocate cost savings toward increased community outreach, improved marketing, and other innovative and experimental recruiting programs. This approach would require humility from senior military leaders as each branch takes pride in its respective identity and seeks to control that identity through its recruiting branches. Radical consolidation of recruiting is an example of a plan that, if well implemented, could prove that senior military leaders can respond to challenges in novel and creative ways. Proving competence is the best cure for a perceived lack of public trust. How Can the United States Improve Service Member Compensation? Service member compensation is another frequent topic in military recruitment and retention discourse. The Blended Retirement System (BRS) is often blamed as a central cause of recruitment and retention struggles. However, the way BRS works is often misstated. For context, BRS was implemented in 2018 and reduced military service members’ unvested interest in a defined retirement benefit plan (referred to as a pension hereafter) from 2.5 percent to 2 percent per year. Under BRS, a military member earns a 2 percent interest in their pension every year they serve. If they serve for 20 years, they will receive 40 percent of their ending salary every year for the rest of their life. Detractors cite BRS’s elimination of a penalty for military members who leave midcareer as contributing to falling retention rates. The “penalty” is the unvested interest in a future pension a service member loses if they leave before retirement. However, the penalty of leaving midcareer still exists, just at 2 percent per year instead of 2.5 percent. Those who argue that no penalty exists are wrong. Here’s a helpful fact sheet for more information on BRS. Changes to compensation are not a bad idea for improving retention and recruiting, and layering desirability-based incentives into duty station assignments would be a good start. Some duty stations are objectively desirable while others are not. For example, at desirable stations such as Camp Pendleton, California, geographic-based compensation such as basic allowance for housing (BAH) and basic allowance for subsistence are high, and beaches and mountains are a short drive away. Meanwhile, those stationed in Twentynine Palms, California, or Fort Sill, Oklahoma, are paid less to live somewhere less desirable. Why not reward these service members with an inverse-BAH bonus or stipend to acknowledge this disparity? Alternatively, instituting a market-based bidding system in which those who are moving and gaining commands can vie for duty-station placements would be a more cost-effective (although potentially systems- and management-intensive) option. How Can the Military Prepare for War during Peacetime? Today’s U.S. military is the greatest in history in terms of capability, manpower, and technology. Joining the military can imbue people with a sense of purpose and belonging. However, when time in garrison is not fulfilling, service members can experience a vacuum of purpose. The Coast Guard saves lives and interdicts drugs and arms traffic daily, but the other military branches must wait and train for the next conflict. Some will spend their entire careers without doing their jobs in a live setting. How can we satisfy the natural desire to do what military members continually train to do without beating the war drum? And how can the United States maintain and retain an effective fighting force without burning its service members out in the pursuit of constant readiness? When training in the field, the military is at war. The military should measure success against a realistic opposing force and track metrics of success across the joint force to foster friendly competition. Leaning on new technologies, units can be assessed based less on notional games and more on quantifiable metrics. When in garrison, the military should be preparing to go to war, but doing so efficiently, guarding selfishly its most precious resource—service members’ time. Service members, especially the youngest cohort, can and should receive rest. Above all, there must be a focus on improving warfighting competence. Any activity, tradition, or parade that detracts from this effort must be scrutinized and evaluated. How many times has a young Marine counted the days to their end of active service while listening to an officer stumble though a change of command speech? General Berger alludes to these ideas when he references automating administrative tasks, and the military should expand this concept across other functions such as maintenance, garrison security, even duty. Focus Less on Crisis Language and More on Bold Solutions A recent Heritage Foundation poll found that 93 percent of service members trust the U.S. military a good or great deal. The Gallup poll cited earlier shows that military officers are the fifth-most trusted profession among the U.S. population. The U.S. military is not imploding because of a crisis of confidence, despite much of the media narrative. When a product does not sell, it is not always the sales team’s fault. Sometimes, they just need to make the product better. By addressing both the “sales” force (a combined joint force recruiting team) as well as enhancing the “product” (improving compensation and the lived experience of active-duty members), the U.S. military can begin to tackle its recruitment and retention problems. Articles with inflammatory, eye-catching titles make for easy clickbait, but answering General Berger’s call for bold changes is more constructive and may guide the military and recruiting force to success in the next generation.

