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2AC/1AR - Won’t Pass – Republicans
Farm bill won’t pass – GOP hardliners angry after debt ceiling and SNAP 
Guebert 7/4 – Alan Guebert is a syndicated columnist and free-lance agricultural journalist, B.S. in Agriculture from the University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign, “Comment: ‘Appeasing hardliners’ all but promises Farm Bill failure,” July 4, 2023, https://www.manitobacooperator.ca/comment/comment-appeasing-hardliners-all-but-promises-farm-bill-failure/)//CG
Members of the U.S. Congress are facing down two enormous tasks, with little time to complete them. As of Sept. 30 of this year, the 2018 Farm Bill will expire. Simultaneously, the American government needs a new budget in place to open its doors Oct. 1.
It will take a mighty effort for either to get done. In the three months between July 1 and Oct. 1, the House of Representatives is scheduled to be in session just 24 days, while the Senate will sit for 30.
The biggest, most difficult fight will be passing the 2024 U.S. federal budget. In a good year, much of that work goes on behind the scenes as key committee chairs, ranking members and staff debate, schmooze and compromise to hammer out a spending plan that few like, but most can swallow.
In a bad year, it can be hand-to-hand combat that often turns into a multi-trillion-dollar game of chicken, with a government shutdown as the ultimate threat.
This year is a bad year, but not for the usual partisan reasons.
Instead, this battle features House Republicans warring with other House Republicans over how deep to cut 2024 federal spending, despite the debt-raising deal hammered out between Speaker of the House Kevin McCarthy and President Joe Biden in late May.
“Mr. McCarthy and his leadership team,” reported the New York Times June 15, “blindsided Democrats… by setting allocations for the 12 annual spending bills at 2022 levels, about [US]$119 billion less than the $1.59 trillion allowed for in the [May] agreement to raise the debt ceiling.”
McCarthy also blindsided most Republicans – especially in the Senate – who thought they had a deal with the White House that gave Congress the green light to get both a budget bill and Farm Bill done before the Oct. 1 deadline. Not so.
Now everyone is stuck as moderate Republicans try to remove the monkey wrench that was thrown by a handful of hard-right House Republicans into the already-creaky gears of a deeply divided government. There are no easy wrench-removal ideas floating around. In fact, reported Politico recently, “GOP hardliners are still fuming over the deal… McCarthy struck with… Biden to raise the debt limit earlier this month, especially a provision that could expand the number of people on federal food aid.”
Ah, yes, food aid, or SNAP — the Supplemental Food Assistance Program that now gobbles up 80 per cent of all Farm Bill dollars.
Democrats see it as an integral part of federal programming to support families in need; hardline Republicans view it as a too-costly, fraud-ridden program (despite lack of confirming fraud evidence) that promotes government dependency.
Pragmatic Congress members across party lines — not to mention almost every farm and commodity group — see SNAP as the political bridge to bring broad urban support to government farm programs. Without those non-farm votes, most political handicappers agree, there would be no Farm Bill.
The anti-food aid tactic currently emerging was also used by Republican hardliners during the fight to settle on the 2018 Farm Bill. The results, reminds Politico, “helped to sink a partisan House GOP farm bill on the floor. It took another seven months to get the final bill” done.
Importantly, it wasn’t Democrats that propelled the 2018 bill to victory; it was the “Republican-majority Senate [that] eventually stripped the House GOP’s steep SNAP restrictions from the final legislation” that delivered its eventual passage.
This time around, however, the Democrats run the Senate and their ag committee boss, Debbie Stabenow, recently announced that “Congress is ‘done’ discussing SNAP work requirements in the wake of the [McCarthy-Biden] debt limit talks.”
Stabenow’s message didn’t register with McCarthy. “In private,” reported Politico in mid-June, “the speaker has told fellow Republicans that… to appease hardliners, the party will need to at least push for stricter work requirements.”
Appeasing “hardliners” may allow McCarthy to maintain his tenuous grip on his job, but it won’t make any farmer or rancher’s job any easier if there’s no Farm Bill come Oct. 1.
Farm bill won’t pass – lack of bipartisan support over SNAP
Choi 7/7 – Matthew Choi is a Washington correspondent for The Texas Tribune, he graduated from Northwestern University where he studied journalism and political science and was managing editor of The Daily Northwestern, “With new federal food stamp limits coming, advocates mobilize to inform Texas recipients,” 7/7/23, https://www.texastribune.org/2023/07/07/congress-food-stamps-work-requirement/)//CG
Food advocates and lawmakers are mobilizing to inform lower-income residents about new rules that could cut their access to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, commonly known as food stamps. Under legislation brokered between Congress and the White House, starting this summer more middle-aged SNAP participants will have to find jobs to continue with the program.
Democrats are also hoping to stave off efforts from the right to further restrict access to the program as Congress tackles the farm bill, the massive legislative package that includes a wide range of food and agricultural priorities, from food security to trade protections to keep U.S. farmers internationally competitive.
Under the new work requirements, SNAP participants ages 51 and under without dependents or disabilities will have to work at least 80 hours a month beginning in early September to continue using food stamps. The age increases to 53 in October and 55 in 2024.
SNAP already has federal work requirements — generally at least 80 hours a month — for adults under 49 who don’t have disabilities or dependents to receive full-time benefits. Although there are plenty of exceptions to the work requirements, 44,000 Texans could see their SNAP access vanish if they don’t work the required hours, according to the left-leaning Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.
Democrats condemned the work requirement as unnecessary, ineffective and aimed at undermining the SNAP program. Texans in that age range who can’t work or have to work irregularly to take care of older relatives or disabled adult children would not be exempt from the work requirements, and many will be blindsided by the change, they say.
“Taking some 50- to 55-year-olds off SNAP is just wrong. And it’s nuts to me, that that’s the price that Republicans wanted paid to get the debt ceiling raised,” said U.S. Rep. Greg Casar, D-Austin. Casar is a labor activist who voted against the debt ceiling agreement because of the work requirement, though he acknowledged the economic need to raise the debt ceiling.
Despite the ire from the left, there’s slim political chance of rehashing the work requirement. Republicans won’t entertain rescinding one of their long-term policy priorities, and most Democrats have little interest in relitigating a deal brokered by their president.
Groups that work with food-insecure Texans say the byzantine system for food-assistance programs makes it difficult for participants to keep up with new rules.
“There’s definitely people who are on SNAP right now who will be affected by this, and they may not know that this is coming,” said Kathy Green, director of state and federal strategy at AARP.
Green said AARP will likely work with food banks and other food-security groups to make sure participants are aware of policy changes made hundreds of miles away in Washington.
But regardless of outreach efforts, Katherine Byers, government relations officer at the Houston Food Bank, said “of course” many participants will be blindsided when the new work requirement takes effect and their benefits get slashed.
Republicans argue that work requirements are necessary to ensure that SNAP benefits don’t get abused and that participants can wean off the program and get back on their feet. To Republicans, 54 is a perfectly workable age, and there are ample exemptions in place to protect those who have legitimate reasons not to work.
“An expanded work requirement for working-age, able-bodied adults is a reasonable condition for receiving SNAP benefits,” said U.S. Rep. Monica De La Cruz, R-McAllen, who sits on the Agriculture Committee, which oversees food-assistance programs. “Getting South Texans back in the workforce is a win.”
As part of the debt ceiling deal, the work requirement does not apply to SNAP participants who are experiencing homelessness. Military veterans could also be exempt, as well as adults 24 and under who were in foster care on their 18th birthday.
But Democrats and food-security advocates point out that the majority of SNAP participants already work, and those who don’t may be exempt because they’re caring for elderly or disabled family members. Almost 80% of SNAP-participating households had at least one income earner before the pandemic, according to the Census Bureau.
“Unpaid caregivers who are taking care of aging parents, maybe children with extreme special needs that they have not been able to help them function in a school environment, these folks can’t go to work,” Byers said. “Or if they are working, they’re losing hours, they don’t have PTO. So if they take off enough work for their illness or the person they’re caring for, they’re going to get fired.”
The increased paperwork to report working hours could deter participants, endangering their benefits, said Casar, who was dismayed that Republicans used the debt ceiling negotiations to push work requirements — using the U.S. economy’s health as leverage.
Congress generally issues major changes to SNAP in the farm bill, which is up for renewal this year.
The farm bill usually passes with bipartisan support, and the House Agriculture Committee’s Republican chair, Rep. Glenn Thompson of Pennsylvania, said he wants to continue that tradition. Although Thompson supports work requirements, last month he defended food stamps during a committee hearing as necessary to helping the most vulnerable Americans bounce back from hard times.
But the nation is more politically divided than the last time Congress passed the farm bill, in 2018, and more than 200 members of the House have never voted on a farm bill. None of the four Texans on the Agriculture Committee — Casar; De La Cruz; Republican Ronny Jackson, of Amarillo; and Democrat Jasmine Crockett, of Dallas — were in Congress in 2018.
And with several far-right Republicans demonstrating a willingness to bring Congress to a standstill to rein in federal spending, a multibillion-dollar agriculture and social services package could be politically bitter for some newer members. Programs normally covered by the farm bill are expected to cost $725 billion over the next five years at current baseline spending, according to the nonpartisan Congressional Research Service. The majority of that spending would go toward the package’s nutrition title, particularly SNAP.
Unlike federal spending that is doled out on an annual basis, SNAP funding depends on how many eligible participants have signed up. Cutting SNAP funding would mean limiting new sign-ups or reducing the benefits each participant can receive. The average Texas SNAP participant gets $265 per month — or just under $9 per day.
Under Thompson, Republicans on the committee are hoping to improve the program’s efficiency with new technology, encourage healthier eating habits by restricting junk food purchases and target criminal organizations that steal SNAP benefits from participants.
Casar agrees with the need to tackle criminal organizations scamming SNAP participants and hopes to expand eligibility to workers while they are on strike. Food advocates also want benefits to include hot, ready-made meals. They oppose Republican efforts to limit eligible foods to promote healthier eating, arguing that better access to low-cost, healthy food is a more effective way to encourage nutritious diets.
“Just creating a list of things that folks can’t buy with SNAP is not going to help them eat more nutritiously. Period,” Byers said.
But expanding benefits could be challenging as House Republicans use their majority to demand more reductions in federal spending. The debt ceiling deal capped future federal discretionary spending for the next fiscal year at current levels, and House Appropriations Chair Kay Granger, R-Fort Worth, said she’d try to drop spending down to fiscal year 2022 levels.
“A cost-neutral bill will mean that any new spending has to come from cutting other parts of the farm bill, and I think lawmakers on both sides of the aisle are really resisting the idea of cuts to farm bill funding,” said Celia Cole, CEO of Feeding Texas.
Congress has until the end of September to renew the farm bill before funding begins to peter out.
Won’t pass – SNAP partisan controversy
Elbein 7/17 – Saul Elbein reports for The Hill from Austin, Texas, where he covers farming, energy, water and climate finance and also co-authors its Sustainability newsletter, (“Majority of voters want SNAP increased, not cut: poll”, 7/17/23, https://www.wfxrtv.com/hill-politics/majority-of-voters-want-snap-increased-not-cut-poll/)//CG
The majority of Americans want even higher amounts of food aid for struggling families, according to a new poll from the Save the Children Action Network.  
The survey, shared exclusively to The Hill, could be a warning sign for conservatives seeking to cut payments under the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) as part of the discussion on a new farm bill this year.  
“It’s important to note: If anything, most people would opt to increase benefits. Only 4 percent wanted to decrease them,” said Lori Weigel, who runs the polling firm New Bridge Strategy, which interviewed Republicans for the bipartisan results.
Liberal polling firm Hart Research rounded out the survey on the Democratic side.
Weigel said that the “vast majority of people — across party lines for basically every policy that we tested [to increase the reach of SNAP] was saying, ‘Yeah, that sounds like common sense and something we should be doing.’” 
“This is not partisan in the eyes of voters,” she added.
SNAP makes up 80 percent of the spending for the Farm Bill, which also provides crop insurance and conservation programs for farmers. Conservatives eyeing reductions in spending have discussed cuts to all those programs.  
Tougher work requirements for SNAP were included in the debt ceiling deal approved by Congress and signed into law by President Biden. Polls do show support for such requirements, and the Save the Children Action Network poll suggests cuts could spark a backlash. 
About 85 percent of voters surveyed said that the government should do more to help those struggling to pay for groceries, including 53 percent who said policymakers should do “much more.” 
Perhaps most strikingly, the respondents support bolstering SNAP even while they overestimate how generous the program’s payments are currently. On average, respondents thought recipients get $50 per day for food — with the median estimate being $20. The actual number is more like $6 per person.
Other research suggests that this money doesn’t go far enough. In 78 percent of counties, SNAP benefits don’t cover the cost of a “moderately-priced meal” cooked at home, according to the nonprofit Robert Wood Johnson foundation. Such a meal costs $3.14 nationwide, that report found — while SNAP benefits top out at $2.75 per meal. 
Weigel said the broad sympathy for SNAP recipients came from the surprising number of respondents who had friends or families who had benefited from the program, and widespread concern over rising food prices — something that 85 percent of people see as a serious issue.
Weigel’s polling found that support for SNAP was significantly stronger among Democrats — but that a majority of Republicans nonetheless supported the program and opposed cuts in benefits. 
More than 50 percent of Republicans told the pollsters that SNAP benefits were too low — and said they would look unfavorably upon representatives who sought to reduce them further.
And about two-thirds of white men without college degrees and rural residents — both key Republican constituencies — said they would “feel less favorable” toward even their own representatives if they voted to reduce SNAP. 
The poll also found widespread support for programs to help SNAP recipients make their dollars go further — including one that doubles recipients’ money if they spent it on fruits, vegetables and healthy foods, an idea that 94 percent of recipients supported. 
Meanwhile, 87 percent supported policies making it easier to apply for SNAP benefits remotely; 83 percent supported the existing programs that allow doctors to “prescribe” free fruits and vegetables, and 70 percent would like to see SNAP recipients have to fill out less paperwork. 
The poll results suggest that opposition to SNAP could hurt Republicans, and Democrats have already begun to target “many of those vulnerable Republicans for their support of the debt deal and the new SNAP restrictions in it,” according to Politico.  
GOP derails farm bill passing—current GOP hardliners’ anger delays progress. 
Philip Brasher and Noah Wicks 6/21/23, Philip is the editor for CQ roll Call, a unit of the Economist Group, and has been covering food and agriculture policy and reported on the issue for the Associated Press and is a member of the Society of Environmental Journalists and North American Agricultural Journalists. Noah is an associate editor for Agri-Pulse and does deep research on food and agricultural topics. “GOP hardliners’ anger could delay imperil new farm bill”, Agri-Pulse, https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/19583-gop-hardliners-anger-could-delay-imperil-new-farm-bill) Zulfiqar
House Republicans were arguing not long ago that a deal on the debt ceiling could make it easier to pass a farm bill. Instead, many conservatives are angry over the debt agreement and demanding cuts to nutrition assistance and other programs that could delay the development of a new farm bill and even threaten its passage. 
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., affirmed in February that he intended to see a new farm bill passed before the end of the year with bipartisan support. But the conservatives’ outrage over the debt ceiling agreement, which is expected to increase, not reduce, the number of people getting Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program benefits, and new demands for deep cuts in domestic spending will further test McCarthy’s command of the GOP conference heading into the farm bill debate. 
That anger poses several challenges for farm bill writers: Getting Democratic support for the bill would mean SNAP can’t be cut, but leaving SNAP alone could risk inflaming conservatives further. Trying to pass a GOP-only bill wouldn't be easy either, since the GOP majority is so thin that any five Republicans could vote with Democrats to scuttle the legislation. 
At the very least, McCarthy will be under pressure to allow a wide array of amendments to be considered that, if adopted, could undermine support for the legislation. That’s happened in the past: A farm bill was defeated on the House floor in 2013 after a GOP SNAP amendment drove away Democratic support.
What’s clear for now is some GOP conservatives are still determined to tighten SNAP work requirements. 
“I wouldn’t categorize anything as a red line issue at this stage of the game, but we are going to try to ratchet up the work requirements every chance we get,” Rep. Matt Gaetz, R-Fla., told Agri-Pulse. “The farm bill is one of those opportunities, and I hope we’re able to get some of those policy reforms included in the legislation.”
The debt ceiling bill did expand the work requirements to age 54 from the current maximum age of 49, but it also provided new exemptions for veterans, people who are homeless, and adults up to 24 who have left the foster-care system. Because of the exemptions, CBO estimates there will be an average of 78,000 additional people getting SNAP benefits each month as a result of the debt bill.
Texas GOP Rep. Chip Roy, the policy director for the House Freedom Caucus and a member of the Rules Committee, which decides what amendments get debated on the floor, denounced the debt bill as a betrayal to conservatives. He told Agri-Pulse it was too early to say whether conservatives would seek cuts to SNAP in the farm bill, but he reiterated his displeasure with the outcome of the debt agreement
“When you just bloated up SNAP while you’re pretending that you actually save taxpayers money, that’s a problem,” Roy said.
Meanwhile, 14 members of the Republican Study Committee have signed onto a budget plan, released last week, that calls for gutting not just SNAP but commodity programs and crop insurance as well.
One longtime GOP lobbyist and Capitol Hill veteran says conservative demands could make it difficult, if not impossible, for McCarthy to put a bipartisan farm bill on the House floor. If he does do that, he risks being ousted as speaker, said the lobbyist, who asked not to be identified. 
“In the old days, you persuaded people with a bridge or leadership post or appointment to a committee or something like that. I don't think that works very well for these guys,” the lobbyist said of the conservatives angry over the debt agreement. 
“They thought they had a deal … and they are really hot. And I don't see that settling down anytime soon.”
But another veteran lobbyist with Republican ties, Randy Russell, doesn’t think McCarthy will have any choice but to put a bipartisan measure on the House floor. 
In 2018, the House GOP majority successfully passed a partisan farm bill that included SNAP cuts that angered Democrats. But this time, the Republican majority is so slim that a GOP-only bill is unlikely to get enough votes to pass the House, Russell told Agri-Pulse. Republicans currently control the House 222-212, with one vacancy in a Democratic-leaning district. 
“I think there are those in the Republican caucus, and there's probably some in the Democratic caucus, that aren't going to vote for the farm bill regardless of what it says, for various reasons,” Russell said. 
But Russell also warned that there will likely be a relatively open amendment process when the bill is on the House floor, something that didn’t happen in 2018, when the GOP leadership worked with the Ag Committee to strictly limit the number and type of amendments that were debated on the floor. For example, the only amendment targeting crop insurance or commodity programs was so broad — it would have phased out all commodity programs and crop insurance subsidies — that it had no chance of getting adopted.
“We're going to have more of what I would call a modified open rule, where if you want to offer an amendment to a given title, you will have that opportunity,” Russell said. “And we're all going to have to be ready to defend the various programs that are in the committee-reported bill.”
Although the GOP hardliners have pushed for an open amendment process on bills, one veteran lawmaker who asked not to be identified said that would backfire on them when it comes to the farm bill, because they likely won't have the votes to get their amendments adopted.
But the RSC budget proposal provides some clues as to what aspects of the farm bill could be targeted with amendments. The plan includes proposals to eliminate the Price Loss Coverage and Agriculture Risk Coverage for row crop farmers, cutting premium subsidies for crop insurance, killing programs for dairy and sugar producers and banning new enrollments in the Conservation Reserve Program and Conservation Stewardship Program. 
The plan also would require USDA to get congressional approval before making any payments from the Commodity Credit Corp. account.
One common theme in the farm-related budget proposals is the idea that wealthy farmers get a large share of the benefit.
The RSC plan also proposes to convert SNAP from a federally run program into block grants that would give states more control over how benefits are dispensed and require them to share in the cost. 
Among the 14 Republicans who signed the RSC plan are Chairman Kevin Hern of Oklahoma; former House Ag Committee member Michael Cloud, who represents a farming and ranching region in south Texas; and August Pfluger, whose west Texas seat was once held by Mike Conaway, who chaired House Ag in 2018. 
Other RSC members who didn't sign the budget provided comments praising the overall plan, but not specific elements. Those included House Ag members Randy Feenstra of Iowa, Doug LeMalfa of California and David Rouzer of North Carolina. Their comments did not address the farm bill proposals. 
House Ag Committee Chairman Glenn “GT” Thompson, R-Pa., continues to express confidence that the farm bill will ultimately have bipartisan support. But he and McCarthy have also indicated that the SNAP work provisions would be revisited. 
“I’ve had some members come up to me and say, 'OK, we’re done with the [farm bill’s] nutrition title.' I said, 'No, we’re not,'” Thompson told reporters. 
He argues that the new exemptions from work requirements unfairly prevent the affected groups from being eligible for SNAP employment and training programs. “I think veterans should be insulted that somehow the administration thought that they don’t want to work,” Thompson said. “A lot of them are new, coming back, and they want to find their place in society, right?”
In any case, a farm bill won’t come to the House or Senate floor before the fall at the earliest, and the timing could be affected by a looming showdown between the two chambers over funding the government for fiscal 2024, which starts Oct. 1.
Under pressure from the conservatives angry over the debt ceiling bill, the House GOP is proposing deep cuts in domestic spending programs for FY24, far below the caps set in the debt ceiling agreement, while the Democratic-controlled Senate plans to fund the 12 spending bills in line with the caps.
Because the spending bills are unlikely to be completed before the fiscal year starts Oct. 1, Congress must pass a continuing resolution by Sept. 30 to avoid a partial government shutdown. And if lawmakers can’t reach an agreement on FY24 spending by Jan. 1, the debt ceiling bill requires defense and domestic spending be cut by 1% across the board. 
“These are going to be extremely difficult negotiations as we get to September 30,” said Russell. “We'll have to see how that all plays out. And I think that's got that has to get behind us really 

2AC/1AR - Won’t Pass – Climate Provisions
Won’t pass – climate change provisions derail it 
Ferguson 7/18 – Ellyn Ferguson reports on agriculture and food issues for CQ Roll Call, graduated from the University of Florida in Gainesville with a degree in journalism, (“House Democrats look for ‘lines in the sand’ on farm bill”, 7/18/23, https://rollcall.com/2023/07/18/house-democrats-look-for-lines-in-the-sand”-on-farm-bill/)//CG
House Democrats are considering how firmly to dig in on farm bill issues they care about as they anticipate partisan fights over food stamps, climate change and other matters as lawmakers approach the expiration of the current law.
Rep. Bennie Thompson, D-Miss., the chairman of the House Agriculture and Nutrition Task Force that held its final forum July 13, said there are limits to how far the Democrats are willing to compromise as they seek to influence the bill that sets farm policy for about five years. The current law expires Sept. 30.
"If we're going to get a farm bill, it has to be inclusive. At some point, we're going to have to work together," he said Thursday.
“I think now is the time for Democrats to look seriously at what our values are as Democrats,” he said, adding that there is particular concern “for those individuals who don’t have the lobbyists or other things but they are Americans. They deserve just and fair consideration. There are a lot of Democrats who are not going to support a farm bill that is punitive.”
Rep. Jim McGovern, D-Mass., a task force member and a longtime advocate for policies to deal with hunger, was blunter about a clash between Democrats and Republicans over policy and priorities. "Democrats, he said, “need to be on the offensive and drawing lines in the sand now. We can’t settle for the lesser of two evils," he said Thursday.
The task force plans to deliver recommendations to other Democrats by the August recess as they prepare for an expected Republican push to chip away at a major nutrition program and to reverse efforts to mitigate climate change. Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries, D-N.Y., appointed task force members in May and they have since held roundtables in California, Connecticut, Mississippi and Wisconsin and have met with Agriculture Department officials, including Robert Bonnie, undersecretary for farm production and conservation. 
The House and Senate Agriculture committees have begun drafting sections of their respective reauthorization bills but full drafts are unlikely to be released before September, leaving few legislative days to finish the job. None of the committee leaders has publicly said the current law will need to be extended to provide more time.
The farm bill addresses a broad range of food and agriculture issues and getting the mix right has usually resulted in bipartisan floor support for the bill. But that isn't always the case. The 2014 and 2018 House farm bills encountered trouble on the floor during Republican majorities because of GOP disputes and Democratic opposition to Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program provisions. The bills eventually passed the House, and negotiations with the Senate produced compromise bills that passed both chambers.
House Agriculture Chairman Glenn "GT" Thompson who has pledged to deliver a bipartisan bill, said the Democratic recommendations will join recommendations from other sources the committee has received. 
“I’m thrilled any time somebody is talking about the farm bill whether it is this stealth operation that they are doing or I read clips about members on both sides of the aisle who are doing their own listening sessions back in their districts,” Thompson said last Thursday. “At some point, I’m pretty certain they will communicate with the committee, which will be good.”    
McGovern said he is particularly concerned that Republicans will push for more changes to SNAP after Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., won concessions in the debt ceiling package on expansion of work requirements for able-bodied adults without dependents. As a result, state agencies have begun to phase in an increase in the number of people whose food aid benefits will be limited to three months out of every 36 months unless they can document they work 80 hours a month or that they are getting work training. 
The debt ceiling agreement steadily ratchets up the age of adults who have to meet the new requirements, to those through the age of 55 in fiscal 2025. The requirements currently apply to those through the age of 49, but the age will begin rising by Sept. 30. The changes expire in fiscal 2030.
“Nutrition is the largest tranche of the farm bill, but if you target that you have poked the bear,” Bennie Thompson said.
The Congressional Budget Office’s projection of baseline funds for a new farm bill estimates SNAP will account for more than 80 percent of mandatory spending over 10 years. The program serves 40 million adults and children a month in urban and rural areas. SNAP advocates are also calling for legislation that would expand access to healthier foods for participants and end a ban that bars people with drug felony convictions from qualifying for food benefits.
Rep. Jahana Hayes, D-Conn., said she wants an innovative farm bill that is “forward thinking, that builds capacity and infuses the pipeline and builds the next step so we are not putting Band-Aids on generational problems.” 
Hayes and McGovern also are members of the House Agriculture Committee and will be part of the markup of a draft farm bill.
Task force members also said they are worried by Republican discussions about repurposing nearly $20 billion provided for Agriculture Department conservation programs to address climate issues. Hayes said it should not be a fight to have climate-smart practices in agriculture. Farmers in her district tell her they want to incorporate those practices into their operations, but need funding to cover the upfront costs, she said.
There was a moment of call-and-response as Scott Faber, senior vice president of government affairs at the Environmental Working Group, identified two priorities.
“I hope we can all agree that none of us will support a farm bill that makes one more person hungry. Can I get an amen?” he asked, receiving agreement. 
“All of us should oppose a farm bill that cuts any of the climate-smart funding included in the Inflation Reduction Act. Can I get an amen for that, too?” Faber asked, referring to the 2022 package that provided billions in conservation funding.  
Won’t pass – climate provisions, time constraints, & funding
Morgan 7/18 – Tyne Morgan is Host, Executive Producer of U.S. Farm Report at Farm Journal Media, has a B.S. in Agricultural Journalism from the University of Missouri – Columbia, (“Most Ag Economists Think It's Unlikely the 2023 Farm Bill Will Be Passed in 2023”, 7/18/23, https://www.agweb.com/news/policy/politics/most-ag-economists-think-its-unlikely-2023-farm-bill-will-be-passed-2023)//CG
Time is running out to get a farm bill written before the current legislation expires at the end of September. According to the most recent Ag Economists’ Monthly Monitor, the majority of ag economists don’t expect a farm bill to be written by the upcoming deadline, but a few think it could happen by the end of the year.
According to the June Ag Economists’ Monthly Monitor, the majority of ag economists surveyed say it’s “very unlikely” or “unlikely” a farm bill will be written by the time the current legislation expires on Sept. 30, 2023.  And while no one expects a farm bill to be written by the end of September, there are some who think it could still be finished by Jan. 1, 2024.
Both the House and Senate are actively holding Congressional hearings and listening sessions to draft a new five-year bill, but Congress could test the waters this week. Farm Journal Washington correspondent Jim Wiesemeyer says legislators have until Wednesday to propose amendments to the fiscal 2024 agriculture appropriations bill, which could lead to test votes on farm bill matters. Debate on the measure could begin next week.
Farm Bill Funding Debate
One of the areas of debate is how much funding will be available, but there are also questions about how climate goals and priorities outlined by the current administration could also shape the 2023 farm bill.
A recent think tank report written by University of Maryland professor Erik Lichtenberg indicates USDA could use its biggest land stewardship programs — the Conservation Reserve, the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), and the Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) — to combat climate change. The report says for the programs to be as effective as possible, Congress would have to reorient them, which is deemed a risky move that could cut into their support.
Congress has said no additional funding will be made available for the farm bill this year, so some members are getting creative to find dollars where they can. Senate Ag Chair Debbie Stabenow, D-Mich., recently mentioned the possibility of shifting almost $20 billion from her party’s climate and tax credit law enacted last year to more general spending in the upcoming farm bill. Her comments were made during a Bloomberg Government panel discussion last month.

2AC/1AR - Won’t Pass – Time Constraints 
Won’t pass – spending cuts and limited floor time threatens its passage
Brasher 7/23 – Philip Brasher Executive editor, Agri-Pulse Communications, has a degree from the University of Texas at Austin, (“Washington Week Ahead: House GOP struggle to move spending measures, may impact farm bill”, 7/23/23, https://12ft.io/proxy?&q=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.agri-pulse.com%2Farticles%2F19735-washington-week-ahead-house-gop-struggle-to-move-spending-measures-may-impact-farm-bill)//CG
House Republican leaders have been struggling to get the votes to move a partisan fiscal 2024 funding bill for USDA and FDA ahead of the long summer recess, raising fresh doubts about how soon lawmakers can start working on the farm bill this fall. 
More than 140 amendments were filed for consideration on the FY24 Agriculture spending bill last week in anticipation of floor debate on the measure this week. 
Hard-line GOP conservatives have been demanding deeper cuts in spending than the House Appropriations Committee's FY24 measures already contain, and as of this weekend the House Rules Committee had not scheduled a meeting to consider a rule for the Agriculture bill that will determine which of the proposed amendments get votes. 
Some 21 members of the House Freedom Caucus signed a letter to House Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., earlier this month, insisting that overall spending for FY24 be cut to the FY22 level of $1.47 trillion, and without the use of funding rescissions to exceed that limit. According to a report in Roll Call, senior House GOP members met Wednesday with some of the Freedom Caucus to discuss making deeper cuts in the legislation. 
The FY24 Agriculture bill, which already has no chance of passing the Democratic-controlled Senate, would provide a total of $25.3 billion for USDA, FDA and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, a reduction of 2% from the amount they got for FY23, and even that funding level depends on a mix of about $8 billion in cuts to pandemic assistance and Inflation Reduction Act allocations to USDA.
The slow process of moving appropriations bills with the end of the fiscal year looming Sept. 30 threatens to push action on a new farm bill deeper into the fall.
The House is scheduled to be in recess after this week until Sept. 12 and in session for only three weeks before October. 
House Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn “GT” Thompson, R-Pa., told reporters the lack of legislative days ahead “may impact when leadership is able to give me a week to take our bill. I’m hoping to mark our bill up soon after we come back in September, and then that next step would be the House floor, and obviously there’s a lot of competition for time.”
If GOP leaders can get an agreement to take up the Agriculture spending bill this week, Thompson will have to deal with amendments to that measure that could affect farm bill programs. 
The amendments include proposals to eliminate international food aid and cut other programs and agencies back to FY19 spending levels. 
Another amendment, proposed by Freedom Caucus member Byron Donalds, R-Fla., would expand SNAP work requirements to people as young as 16 and as old as 64. That goes too far for Thompson, who called the proposal “completely inappropriate.” He argues that the maximum age of 54 should be left alone after it was raised in the debt ceiling agreement. 
Other proposed amendments would stop USDA from operating commodity checkoff programs, block implementation of the USDA Equity Commission’s interim report, and prohibit funding for climate or green energy initiative. 
Won’t pass – short time and bill complications 
Knapp 7/10 – Rachel Knapp is the Congressional Correspondent for Lilly Broadcasting, graduated from Norwich University in June 2021 with a MA degree in International Relations focusing on Africa, graduated from the University of Texas in 2014 with a BA degree in Broadcast Journalism, (“Congress to Focus on Major Spending Legislation,” 7/10/23, https://www.erienewsnow.com/story/49173886/congress-to-focus-on-major-spending-legislation)//CG
Congressional members are returning to DC following a two-week break. They are already facing deadlines to get major spending bills finalized. About a month ago, Congress came up with an agreement on the debt ceiling. Within that bill, they agreed on an overall spending cap but now members have just a few short weeks to finalize important appropriation legislation. 
To avert a government shutdown Congress needs to finalize the government budget before it expires on September 30th. This bill includes hundreds of billions of dollars for non-defense discretionary programs and defense funding, among other items. This is something we are expecting a big fight over. Some republicans were split over the defense spending agreement from the debt ceiling. In the debt deal, it capped security spending at 886-billion. Some congressional aids before the deal was struck were eying a security budget of more than 900-billion. Here’s what Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R- KY) said about defense spending.  
"If we really want to have an impact on competing with China, we can’t do it by having lower numbers for defense,“ said McConnell.  
Another big piece of legislation that is set to expire before October is the Farm Bill. This is something northwest Pennsylvania Congressman Glenn Thompson (R- PA), who chairs the House Agriculture Committee, has been working on along with members. This bill impacts every single American. The legislation outlines how our food is grown, what kinds of foods are grown, SNAP benefits and more. This bill overall has a huge impact on farming. This piece of legislation has to be reauthorized every five years. 
These are just a handful of big-ticket items congress needs to approve before October. The clock is ticking to finalize these items because Congress will go on another month-long recess in August, giving them just a handful of weeks to finalize legislation that impacts everyone.  
Farm bill won’t pass – lack of progress 
Mangas et al 7/10 – Robert Mangas, Albert Wynn, Rodney Frelinghuysen, Charles Bass, Greenberg Traurig, LLP has more than 2650 attorneys in 44 locations in the United States, Europe and the Middle East, Latin America, and Asia. The firm is a 2022 BTI “Highly Recommended Law Firm” for superior client service and is consistently among the top firms on the Am Law Global 100 and NLJ 250. Greenberg Traurig is Mansfield Rule 5.0 Certified Plus by The Diversity Lab and is recognized for powering its U.S. offices with 100% renewable energy as certified by the Center for Resource Solutions Green-e® Energy as a member of the U.S. EPA’s Green Partnership Program. The firm is known for its philanthropic giving, innovation, diversity, and pro bono, (“Assessing the 2023 Congressional Agenda”, 7/10/23, https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=04afca15-35af-4781-acfa-b95037625ff8)//CG
Farm Bill. The last farm bill was not signed until December 20, 2018, more than ten weeks after the previous one expired. However, in 2018 the House Agriculture Committee finished its work in early May and the Senate Agriculture Committee finished in mid-June. This year neither committee has begun its markup yet. We expect considerable activity in the weeks ahead. Among other things, conservation, research programs, and additional work requirement proposals for nutrition programs will complicate the process.
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NDAA thumps---using up PC now 
Andres Picon 7/14/23, Andres covers Congress and energy policy. He previously was a POLITICO fellow. He covered education at the San-Antonio Express-News and was a reporter and researcher at the Boston Globe, “House Oks defense bill blocking Biden climate action,” Greenwire, July 14, 2023. https://www.eenews.net/articles/house-oks-defense-bill-blocking-biden-climate-action/) Zulfiqar
House Republicans on Friday muscled through the annual defense policy bill, including one provision that would block the Defense Department from implementing President Joe Biden’s climate orders.
The final vote on the National Defense Authorization Act was a tight one, 219-210, with each party losing four votes.
It came after a week of Republican turmoil on a host of hot-button amendments on abortion, transgender care and diversity initiatives. Those amendments were all adopted, prompting most Democrats to vote against the $886 billion bill.
House Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.) and other leaders held a press conference after the vote, where they scoffed at critics who questioned whether the legislation would pass.
Aside from the climate order provision, the NDAA included a number of amendments promoting nuclear energy, climate resilience and mineral acquisition.
The full senate is expected to take up amendments to its version of the NDAA next week, with senators looking for passage before the end of the month.
The House approved an array of amendments this week that would expand the Pentagon’s environmental initiatives.
Numerous Democratic proposals to make the Pentagon go even further on climate programs did not make the cut. Such was the case for most Republican amendments to limit the department’s environmental actions.
The exception was the amendment from Rep. Chip Roy (R-Texas) that would prevent the Pentagon from using funds to implement seven of Biden’s executive orders on climate. That amendment was adopted narrowly, 217-216.
Republicans in committee had already added an amendment to prevent the Pentagon from making climate-related requirements of contractors.
While Republicans celebrated the bill’s passage Friday as a rebuke to Democratic “wokeness” and a boon for military preparedness, Democrats denounced House GOP leaders and the final bill for catering to the controversial demands of hardline conservatives and failing to include more substantive climate policy.
“This NDAA was supposed to be bipartisan and make sure our servicemembers are taken care of,” Rep. Andy Kim (D-N.J.), co-chair of the House Sustainable Energy and Environment Coalition’s Climate and National Security Task Force, said in a statement.
“Unfortunately, Republicans used it instead, to strip away and roll back climate investments that our military leaders told us are necessary for our national defense and our military’s resilience,” he said
Bipartisan climate, energy provisions
Still, the bill included a trove of bipartisan climate provisions in the base text and among amendments approved this week
Lawmakers on both sides of the aisle overwhelmingly backed five amendments on nuclear energy from Rep. Byron Donalds (R-Fla.), an outspoken supporter of the energy source on Capitol Hill.
One of those provisions would have the military branches release statements on whether they support advanced nuclear energy technology and how to promote its growth.
Others would require the Pentagon to study the use of microreactors as a mobile energy source to respond to natural disasters and to power space vehicles.
The possible benefits to national security and grid resilience were key in earning the amendments’ bipartisan support. The fact that nuclear energy is carbon-free was not important to Donalds personally, he said.
“What’s important to me is efficiency,” Donalds said in a brief interview. “Now if it [achieves] carbon-neutral status, OK, and I would love to work with Democrats or anybody who has that concern, but the primary thing is efficiency for our grid and readily available power for our people.”
Also tucked into the defense bill were Republican provisions to prohibit the Defense Department from purchasing batteries from China and require the agency to study China’s influence on EV supply chains and their impact on American national security.
A bipartisan amendment would require an analysis of the risks that flooding and other weather events create for military bases.
EV, solar, ESA amendments go down
Lawmakers rejected two amendments from Rep. Scott Perry (R-Pa.) by voice vote.
One would have barred the Pentagon from using NDAA funds to require or recommend as a preference the use of sustainable construction materials. The other would have prohibited the use of research and development funds for electric vehicles and solar panels.
An amendment from Arizona Republican Rep. Andy Biggs to exempt Defense Department activities such as missile tests from having to comply with the Endangered Species Act was voted down late Thursday night.
Debate this week over the bill and its more than 350 amendments was contentious, with conservatives using the must-pass legislation as a vehicle for controversial Defense Department policies on Ukraine, diversity and abortion.
Those inclusions were deal-breakers for Democratic leaders, who urged members of their caucus to vote “no” on the bill Thursday night and Friday morning.
“House Republicans have turned what should be a meaningful investment in our men and women in uniform into an extreme and reckless legislative joyride,” Democratic Whip Katherine Clark (D-Mass.) and caucus Chair Pete Aguilar (D-Calif) said in a statement. “House Democrats will always put people over politics to protect our national sec
NDAA thumps. 
Chad Pergram 7/17/23, Chad is an award-winning journalist in Washington, D.C., he is a political reporter at Fox News, the chief correspondent for Capitol News. “In the Senate, time is paramount”, Yahoo! News, https://news.yahoo.com/senate-time-paramount-205609215.html?guccounter=1&guce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8&guce_referrer_sig=AQAAAMCOOkUHAA8g_GLiPK8QVuSkCjJj12u9VTt0cr7oz6LiK7afI5szMUZuKVTwzFUe42MMIKmBDxC_uzIbB2fERoYHMil10hyu8F6qJgLUQ_vz_Zw_HjeY5P5Jj99Dlyo9tfM4apLCR9QlPfLrTqZ-oYoAtP9LqIl2aL-j75SpbxUU) Zulfiqar
In the Senate, one senator can hold up anything
And, in the Senate, a determined supermajority of senators can overcome a blockade erected by that sole senator on a nomination or a piece of legislation.
It simply takes time.
That aforementioned supermajority can thwart the tactics of the lone senator bottlenecking the parliamentary traffic. Eventually. Senators must file "cloture" and later "invoke" cloture. That’s the Senate term for overcoming a filibuster. And if senators can cobble together a coalition of 60 of their colleagues on legislation or just 51 for a nomination, the singular senator filibustering the issue at hand is blocking things on borrowed Senate time.
But what happens when a single senator holds up an entire slate of nominees? Or, in this case, the routine promotions of 250 military flag officers? These are the top military leaders in the country.
Tommy Tuberville
Republican Sen. Tommy Tuberville of Alabama blocked military promotions as a protest over the Pentagon’s abortion policy.
That’s what unfolded over the past few months. Sen. Tommy Tuberville, R-Ala., is blocking the promotions as a protest over the Pentagon’s abortion policy. Following last year’s Dobbs Supreme Court decision, the Pentagon implemented a plan that would give pregnant women on the armed forces health care plan time off to travel across state lines for abortions. A number of states imposed strict limitations on abortion in light of the Dobbs opinion. Service members can’t control where they’re assigned to serve. So the Pentagon put forth a policy which would give women the opportunity to receive reproductive health care if they so chose.
Tuberville’s move prevented the Marine Corps from having a Commandant.
Marine Commandant Gen. David Berger stepped down a few weeks ago. Gen. Eric Smith is up for the job. But he’s only the acting Commandant since the Senate hasn’t been able to advance his promotion due to Tuberville’s roadblock. The Senate just conducted a confirmation hearing for Air Force Chief of Staff. Gen. Charles Q. Brown to become Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff — the top military post in the U.S. However, Brown’s matriculation could fall victim to Tuberville’s hold later this year.
Defense Secretary Lloyd Austin spoke to Tuberville about his holds last week. But it’s unclear if they can bridge the impasse.
Let’s now examine the parliamentary mechanics of Tuberville’s "holds" for the armed forces.
There is no "rule" in the Senate which addresses "holds" on nominations or promotions. It’s kind of a Senate custom. But, truly a "hold" in the Senate is "withholding consent." In other words, Tuberville is telling other senators that he won’t allow votes on the promotions of senior military officers quickly. Thus, the senator is "withholding consent."
So let’s explore the question of "consent" in the Senate.
The Senate typically regards a swath of military promotions of this caliber as "non-controversial." The Senate, Pentagon and the administration have already vetted the service personnel tapped for these positions. It’s rare that senators would find a red flag at this stage which could sidetrack a promotion. Thus, the Senate often advances the promotions "en bloc."
In other words, the Senate takes a batch of the promotions — if not all — and considers them simultaneously. It’s the most efficient way to move.
Promotions of this nature are subject to one round of cloture." In other words, one filibuster. And since we are dealing with a "nomination" (promotion), only a simple majority is necessary in the Senate to overcome a filibuster (usually 51 yeas).
Sen. Tommy Tuberville, R-Ala., stopped over 200 military promotions in the Senate over the Pentagon's post-Dobbs abortion policy.
More than 250 military promotions are pending. But doing them one by one could really start to chew into the Senate’s schedule. Floor time is the most important commodity in the Senate. The more time the Senate burns on promotion, the less time is has to address other nominations – let alone legislation.
Let’s say this all begins on a Monday. Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y., calls up a single nomination/promotion on the floor. Tuberville would indicate he intends to filibuster — not granting consent. So Schumer would immediately "file cloture" on that individual nomination/promotion. By rule, the Senate requires an "intervening day" before it may vote on "invoking cloture" or breaking Tuberville’s filibuster.
So Tuesday serves as the intervening day. Cloture "ripens" for a vote on Wednesday. If the Senate secures a majority to overcome the filibuster on Wednesday, Tuberville and other senators then have the right to require the Senate incinerate another portion of time before a final vote to confirm the nomination or promotion. Thus, the Senate may not actually vote to approve the promotion until Thursday or so.
So, so each nomination may take about four to five days — depending on what time of day the process started.
Senate Armed Services Committee Chairman Jack Reed, D-R.I., recently excoriated Tuberville for the time burn.
"The senator from Alabama often says if we really wanted these generals and admirals, we would just vote. But I’d like to explain that the senator is now allowing a simple vote. He is demanding cloture on every nomination," said Reed.
Military Operation at sunrise
The Rhode Island Democrat then explained how his staff commissioned the Congressional Research Service (CRS) to figure how much time the Senate would consume, processing each promotion singularly. Reed says the CRS determine if the Senate did nothing but these military promotions and worked around the clock, it would consume "668 hours" or "27 days." If the Senate devoted eight hours of its day just to military promotions, the process would devour 84 consecutive days.
"So just vote is not an answer," snapped Reed. "This is not a feasible solution."
This is why the Senate often gets "consent" — or, as it’s known on Capitol Hill "unanimous consent" — from all 100 senators to advance a slate of non-controversial nominees or promotions together. This is "en bloc." But the catch is that all 100 senators must be in agreement
Provided all 100 senators are on board, the Senate Majority Leader often often tees up a unanimous consent request which hurdles the filibuster bar and even confirms the nominations/promotions all at once. But if a single senator objects, the gig is up.
This expedited process may still happen on a large chunk of nominations/promotions — even if a senator has a reservation about one or two particular people. If a senator insists, the Senate might then just vote on that individual nomination/promotion.
J.D. Vance recently placed holds on all of President Biden’s nominees for the Justice Department
This is why Tuberville’s decision to withhold consent is important. He’s applying his senatorial prerogative toward more than 250 flag officers up for promotion all at once. Not just an individual officer.
Sen. J.D. Vance, R-Ohio, recently placed holds on all of President Biden’s nominees for the Justice Department in retaliation for the prosecution of former President Trump
Both Tuberville and Vance are well within their rights as senators to engineer this gambit — even if it’s a rarely utilized one. That’s especially true with the case of Tuberville, applying this toward a bundle of routine promotions.
Floor time is paramount in the Senate. Tuberville has capitalized on an issue important to him. And unless the Senate wants to carbonize weeks and weeks on routine, non-controversial promotions, Tuberville is so far prevailing in his protest over the military’s abortion policy.
House committees are focusing on Crypto instead of Farm Bill now.
Jerry Hagstrom 7/18/23, Jerry is a columnist for National Journal. He writes and publishes The Hagstrom Report, a daily email newsletter on agriculture and for DTN, an Omaha-based agricultural news service, Agweek, which is published in Grand Forks, N.D., and for the Capital Press, a West Coast agricultural newspaper. “House Committees to Move Crypto Bill”, Progressive Farmer powered by DTN, https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/business-inputs/article/2023/07/18/house-ag-focus-crypto-oversight-farm) Zulfiqar 
The House Agriculture Committee will release the draft of a digital asset market structure bill this week and mark it up next week, working jointly with the House Financial Services Committee, House Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn "GT" Thompson, R-Pa., told reporters at a briefing on Tuesday.
The bill is produced as part of the Ag Committee's jurisdiction over the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. The Financial Services Committee has jurisdiction over the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). The two committees have been working closely together on the CFTC provisions of the bill.
Thompson was joined at the briefing by Rep. Dusty Johnson, R-S.D., chairman of the House Agriculture Commodity Markets, Digital Assets and Rural Development Subcommittee. Johnson said he has spoken every week for two months with Rep. French Hill, R-Ark., the House Financial Services Digital Assets, Financial Technology and Inclusion Subcommittee chairman, to develop the joint bill.
Thompson said a court ruling last week that Ripple Labs Inc. did not violate federal securities laws in selling its XRP tokens directly to sophisticated investors showed the need for legislation to address the structure of digital assets markets. Johnson said some Democrats believe that the SEC has enough authority to regulate the digital assets market, but the Ripple ruling showed that is not the case.
The bill will make clear that the United States is the country where the digital asset marketplace should be located, Thompson said.
Thompson maintained that the need to produce a bill regulating the digital assets market has not slowed work on the farm bill, saying, "We can walk and chew gum at the same time."
Thompson said he hopes to hold a markup on the farm bill in mid-September and will release a draft before the markup.
As to whether the bill will come up on the House floor before the current farm law expires on Sept. 30, Thompson said that is up the leadership and noted there are many demands for floor time, especially for appropriations bills. "Sept. 30 is uncomfortably close," Thompson said.
The Senate's schedule is also an issue, Thompson said, but he said he would meet with Sen. John Boozman, R-Ark., ranking member on the Senate Agriculture Committee, this week and that he had dinner last week with Senate Agriculture Committee Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow, D-Mich.
Thompson said it's time "to transition from listening to legislating," but he also said he will participate in several listening sessions in late July, including in Connecticut with Rep. Jahana Hayes and in Maine with Rep. Chellie Pingree. Both Hayes and Pingree are Democrats.
Thompson said he expects to spend most of August in Washington working on the farm bill. The House will be out of session for August, and Thompson noted that he will miss county fairs and livestock auctions that he usually attends in August.
Thompson said he does not expect the farm bill to include work requirements for participants in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) beyond those in the debt ceiling bill that was passed earlier this summer. The debt ceiling bill raised the age for which single, able-bodied adults without dependents (ABAWDs) must work to get continuous SNAP benefits from 49 to 54, but at the insistence of the Biden administration, exempted veterans, the homeless and youth exiting the foster care system.
Johnson, who had introduced a bill to establish SNAP work requirements that were tougher than those in the debt ceiling bill, said he was not a leader on the debt ceiling SNAP provisions, but that he had been consulted. "I was not the Johnny Appleseed of that policy," Johnson said, adding that he believes "the changes that were made moved us in the right direction."
Thompson highlighted that the debt ceiling bill "codified" that SNAP is a "workforce development program" with employment and training provisions that provides a financial security program as well as food security.
Thompson noted his goal is to get as many votes, both Republican and Democratic, on the House floor as possible.
On the question of what SNAP participants can buy with their benefits, Thompson said the approach is to use incentives to help participants buy fruits and vegetables, meat and dairy products. Under the current program, the incentives are for fresh fruits and vegetables, but Thompson said there would be a consideration of adding frozen foods to the incentives. Online SNAP purchases seem to be going well, particularly because some grocery stores are not charging for delivery, he said.
Thompson's leadership style is "engagement," Johnson said, noting that he has not waited for the farm bill to come before the House. Johnson pointed out that Thompson has been conducting educational sessions for House members because there are so many who have never voted on a farm bill before.
Johnson said he has a "whimsical theory" that every bill has a certain amount of pain and that with the farm bill, the idea is to "frontload" that pain rather than have a flare-up on the House floor.
Thompson said he wants to "be sure no one thinks it is the farm bill of the 1970s" when a bill could "take a grain shovel and get a scoop of money and throw it out there. It is a public-private partnership, a workforce development bill."
Johnson said that some Freedom Caucus arguments are based on views that are not "quite right," but that Thompson can explain that farm programs provisions are risk management tools.
Thompson said he is "looking under every rock to see what those dollars may be that we can repurpose," and the commodity programs in Title I are particularly in need of additional funding so that the reference prices that trigger farm payments can be raised to be in line with current prices and costs.
Johnson noted that during the Trump administration's trade war with China, prices were lowered but that did not trigger Title I payments.
Allowing Farm Credit institutions to make loans for fisheries, community facilities and hospitals -- a proposal that commercial banks oppose -- will be part of the discussion, but he noted that the Farm Credit institutions and commercial banks already work together on some loans.
Thompson also praised the establishment of the bipartisan House task force on agricultural labor but noted that the House Agriculture Committee does not have jurisdiction over immigration and labor policies.
Thumped—House is focused on digital assets now.
Jerry Hagstrom 7/18/23, Jerry is a columnist for National Journal. He writes and publishes The Hagstrom Report, a daily email newsletter on agriculture and for DTN, an Omaha-based agricultural news service, Agweek, which is published in Grand Forks, N.D., and for the Capital Press, a West Coast agricultural newspaper. “House ag to focus on digital assets, then farm bill”, The Fence Post, https://www.thefencepost.com/news/house-ag-to-focus-on-digital-assets-then-farm-bill/) Zulfiqar
The House Agriculture Committee will release the draft of a digital asset market structure bill this week and mark it up next week, along with the House Financial Services Committee, House Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn “GT” Thompson, R-Pa., told reporters at a breakfast briefing today.
The bill is produced as part of the committee’s jurisdiction over the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. The Financial Services Committee has jurisdiction over the Securities and Exchange Commission, and the two committees have been working closely together on the CFTC provisions of the bill.
Thompson was joined at the briefing by Rep. Dusty Johnson, R-S.D., chairman of the House Agriculture Commodity Markets, Digital Assets and Rural Development Subcommittee. Johnson said he has spoken every week for two months with Rep. French Hill, R-Ark., the House Financial Services Digital Assets, Financial Technology and Inclusion Subcommittee chairman, to develop the joint bill.
Thompson said a court ruling that Ripple Labs Inc. did not violate federal securities laws in selling its XRP tokens directly to sophisticated investors, showed the need for legislation to address the structure of digital assets markets. Johnson said some Democrats believe that the SEC has enough authority to regulate the digital assets market, but the Ripple ruling showed that is not the case.
The bill will make clear that the United States is the country where the digital asset marketplace should be located, Thompson said.
Thompson maintained that the need to produce a bill regulating the digital assets market has not slowed work on the farm bill, saying, “We can walk and chew gum at the same time.
Thompson said he hopes to hold a markup on the farm bill in mid-September and will release a draft before the markup.
As to whether the bill will come up on the House floor before the current farm law expires on Sept. 30, Thompson said that is up the leadership and noted there are many demands for floor time, especially for appropriations bills. “Sept. 30 is uncomfortably close,” Thompson said.
The Senate’s schedule is also an issue, Thompson said, but he said he would meet with Sen. John Boozman, R-Ark., ranking member on the Senate Agriculture Committee, this week and that he had dinner last week with Senate Agriculture Committee Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow, D-Mich.
Thompson said it’s time “to transition from listening to legislating,” but he also said he will participate in several listening sessions in late July including in Connecticut with Rep. Jahana Hayes and in Maine with Rep. Chellie Pingree. Both Hayes and Pingree are Democrats.
Thompson said he expects to spend most of August in Washington working on the farm bill. The House will be out of session for August, and Thompson noted that he will miss county fairs and livestock auctions that he usually attends in August
Thompson said he does not expect the farm bill to include work requirements for participants in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program beyond those in the debt ceiling bill that was passed earlier this summer. The debt ceiling bill raised the age for which single, able-bodied adults without dependents (ABAWDs) must work to get continuous SNAP benefits from 49 to 54, but at the insistence of the Biden administration exempted veterans, the homeless and youth exiting the foster care system.
Johnson, who had introduced a bill to establish SNAP work requirements that were tougher than those in the debt ceiling bill, said he was not a leader on the debt ceiling SNAP provisions, but that he had been consulted. “I was not the Johnny Appleseed of that policy,” Johnson said, adding that he believes “the changes that were made moved us in the right direction.”
Thompson has said that Johnson’s proposal to impose work requirements on ABAWDs until they are 65 was too tough.
Johnson said he is following Thompson’s lead on the farm bill and that he believes members will be focused on issues other than SNAP work requirements.
Thompson highlighted that the debt ceiling bill “codified” that SNAP is a “workforce development program” with employment and training provisions that provides financial security program as well as food security.
Thompson noted his goal is to get as many votes, both Republican and Democratic, on the House floor as possible.
On the question of what SNAP participants can buy with their benefits, Thompson said the approach is to use incentives to help participants buy fruits and vegetables, meat and dairy products. Under the current program, the incentives are for fresh fruits and vegetables, but Thompson said there would be a consideration of added frozen foods to the incentives. Online SNAP purchases seem to be going well, particularly because some grocery stores are not charging for delivery, he said.
Thompson’s leadership style is “engagement,” Johnson said, noting that he has not waited for the farm bill to come before the House. Johnson pointed out that Thompson has been conducting educational sessions for House members because there are so many who have never voted on a farm bill before.
Johnson said he has a “whimsical theory” that every bill has a certain amount of pain and that with the farm bill the idea is to “frontload” that pain rather than have a flare-up on the House floor.
Thompson said he wants to “be sure no one thinks it is the farm bill of the 1970s” when a bill could “take a grain shovel and get a scoop of money and throw it out there. It is a public-private partnership, a workforce development bill.”
Johnson said that some Freedom Caucus arguments are based on views that are not “quite right,” but that Thompson can explain that farm programs provisions are risk management tools.
Thompson said he is “looking under every rock to see what those dollars may be that we can repurpose,” and the commodity programs in Title I are particularly in need of additional funding so that the reference prices that trigger farm payments can be raised to be in line with current prices and costs.
Johnson noted that during the Trump administration’s trade war with China, prices were lowered but that did not trigger Title I payments.
Allowing farm credit institutions to make loans for fisheries, community facilities and hospitals – a proposal that commercial banks oppose – will be part of the discussion, but he noted that the farm credit institutions and commercial banks already work together on some loans
Thompson praised the establishment of the bipartisan House task force on the agricultural labor, but noted that the House Agriculture Committee does not have jurisdiction over immigration and labor policies.
FAA thumps – taking up time in the senate 
Diaz & Adragna 7/20 – Daniella Diaz is a POLITICO reporter, Anthony Adragna is a congressional reporter with POLITICO, (“Senate struggles on FAA takeoff”, 7/20/23, https://www.politico.com/newsletters/huddle/2023/07/20/senate-struggles-on-faa-takeoff-00107288)//CG
EXTRA DCA FLIGHTS FAIL IN HOUSE
House lawmakers held late votes Wednesday night to consider a series of amendments to their FAA reauthorization bill. We’ll have more on those amendments below, but among them was a much-discussed provision to add additional flights from Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport, which was defeated on a 205-229 vote. Even though this proposal failed the House, it’s still being debated in the Senate. Speaking of…
SENATE STALLS ON FAA
The House may be nearly done with its drama over reauthorizing the Federal Aviation Administration, but now it’s the Senate’s turn to pose some huge problems. And over in the upper chamber, the hurdles that this must-pass bill faces look unlikely to be cleared before the chamber’s five-week August recess.
Remember: The current FAA bill expires Sept. 30. That’s not a lot of time for the two chambers to iron out their differences, even if a Senate committee finalizes its version this month. And there’s no chance the Senate’s FAA bill comes to the floor before August recess.
Leading senators don’t seem optimistic about the timing. Texas Sen. Ted Cruz, the top Republican on the Commerce Committee, told your Huddle host Wednesday: “What remains to be seen is: Are Senate Democrats interested in legislating? Or do they just want to throw hand grenades?” (We’d note here that Cruz isn’t exactly known for dealmaking, either.)
Let’s take a look at the main problems:
1. Pilot training (the biggie): Sen. John Thune (R-S.D.), who used to chair the committee, wants an amendment vote that would allow prospective pilots to receive credit toward the required 1,500 hours of flight time if they complete virtual training.
Sen. Tammy Duckworth (D-Ill.) is very much against this, telling Burgess in an interview that the bill is “stalled.” She said efforts to revise how training hours are counted amount to “continued attacks on the safety of the flying public” and said those who support the change could be to blame if a reauthorization doesn’t pass.
2. DCA flight slots: Sens. Raphael Warnock (D-Ga.) and Cynthia Lummis (R-Wyo.) have an amendment to increase the slots for long-haul flights at DCA, but the number of slots that would be added is still being debated, according to a congressional aide familiar with the negotiations.
Virginia Democratic Sens. Mark Warner and Tim Kaine are staunchly opposed to adding additional flights at Reagan, and Sen. Joe Manchin (D-W.Va.) doesn’t want more long-haul flights to hurt small airports. Kaine told Huddle he would vote against the FAA bill itself if there’s any measure increasing slots at DCA. So this is a touchy regional issue, just as it was in the House.
3. Minimum wage: Sen. Ed Markey (D-Mass.) wants an amendment that would provide airport workers with increased pay and benefits, but it’s unclear how much support he has. The Commerce Committee includes Sens. Jon Tester (D-Mont.) and Kyrsten Sinema (I-Ariz.), both of whom rejected the $15 minimum wage push in 2021.
Senate Commerce Chair Sen. Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.) isn’t super clear on the timetable for when this will all get wrapped up.
Congressional aides and committee senators said they’re hoping they could get a resolution by next week and start marking up the bill. But that’s not looking great either; an attempt to restart the markup on Wednesday in the Senate was ultimately jettisoned.
And when both chambers pass the FAA, they’re going to need time to reconcile the differences of the different versions of the bill before the Sept. 30 deadline. If they don’t pass a bill by then, they’re going to have to figure out a stop-gap solution in the meantime — not ideal with government funding and the farm bill also expiring Sept. 30.
Stock trading bill thumps – using pc from bipartisan support 
Papp 7/19 – Justin Papp is a Staff Writer, Congress at CQ Roll Call, has a B.A. in English Language and Literature from the University of Connecticut, (“Latest proposal to prohibit member stock trading adds executive branch ban”, 7/19/23, https://rollcall.com/2023/07/19/latest-proposal-to-prohibit-member-stock-trading-adds-executive-branch-ban/)//CG
A bipartisan Senate bill introduced Wednesday would ban stock trading and individual stock ownership by members of Congress, executive branch officials and their families.
The measure, led by Sens. Kirsten Gillibrand, D-N.Y., and Josh Hawley, R-Mo., is the latest of several seeking to ban or limit stock trading by members as public scrutiny of the practice increases. Gillibrand called the bill “the most substantive bipartisan effort to date,” and vowed to work hard alongside Hawley to get it signed into law. 
“Sunlight is the best disinfectant,” she said in a statement. “It is critical that the American people know that their elected leaders are putting the public first — not looking for ways to line their own pockets.”
The bill would ban stock trading or ownership, even in a blind trust, and impose stiff penalties on executive branch officials who trade stock. It would require reporting of officials’ federal benefits — including loans, agreements, contracts, grants and payments — and would create public, searchable databases of personal financial disclosure reports and filings as required by the STOCK Act, the 2012 federal law that forbids members from trading on nonpublic, material information they receive as part of their jobs.
It would increase the penalty for failing to file STOCK Act reports from $200 to $500 and impose fines of at least 10 percent of the value of prohibited investments for members of Congress who violate the ban.
The bill is at least the third introduced this year in the Senate to ban or limit stock trading by members, with Hawley leading the way. The Missouri Republican in January reintroduced a measure that would prohibit members of Congress and their spouses from holding or trading individual stocks. In March, he introduced a separate proposal that would ban executive branch officials from stock trading. 
“Politicians and civil servants shouldn’t spend their time day-trading and trying to make a profit at the expense of the American public, but that’s exactly what so many are doing,” Hawley said Wednesday in a statement.
Sen. Jeff Merkley, D-Ore., in April led a group senators in introducing a bill that would bar members, their spouses and dependent children from owning or trading individual stocks, securities, commodities or futures. That bill now has 21 cosponsors, including Gillibrand, but no Republican supporters.
House legislation
At least six similar measures have been introduced in the House.
A bipartisan House group in May called on the House Administration Committee to mark up stock ban legislation before the August recess. To date, no markup has been scheduled. Committee Chairman Bryan Steil, R-Wis., could not immediately be reached for comment Wednesday, though he has expressed interest in the idea.
“I’m really excited about this topic,” Steil said at a March House Administration "Member Day" hearing, where several lawmakers raised the issue. “I think one of the big concerns is the appearance of impropriety that exists among the American public.” 
The latest proposal’s introduction coincided with release Wednesday of a poll on various stock trading bans conducted by the Program for Public Consultation at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy.
Of the 2,625 registered voters surveyed, 86 percent favored legislation that would prohibit members of Congress and family members residing with them from trading individual stocks. There was no partisan divide on the issue, with 87 percent of Republicans and 88 percent of Democrats agreeing.
As for a prohibition on all federal employees trading individual stocks, the survey showed a dropoff in support, with 40 percent in favor, including 42 percent of Republicans and 37 percent of Democrats.

Budget bill thumps farm bill
Phillip Brasher, 7-23. “Washington Week Ahead: House GOP struggle to move spending measures, may impact farm bill.” July 23, 2023. https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/19735-washington-week-ahead-house-gop-struggle-to-move-spending-measures-may-impact-farm-bill
House Republican leaders have been struggling to get the votes to move a partisan fiscal 2024 funding bill for USDA and FDA ahead of the long summer recess, raising fresh doubts about how soon lawmakers can start working on the farm bill this fall.  Nearly 160 amendments have been filed for consideration on the FY24 Agriculture spending bill last week in anticipation of floor debate on the measure this week. 
Hard-line GOP conservatives have been demanding deeper cuts in spending than the House Appropriations Committee's FY24 measures already contain, and as of this weekend the House Rules Committee had not scheduled a meeting to consider a rule for the Agriculture bill that will determine which of the proposed amendments get votes.  Some 21 members of the House Freedom Caucus signed a letter to House Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., earlier this month, insisting that overall spending for FY24 be cut to the FY22 level of $1.47 trillion, and without the use of funding rescissions to exceed that limit. According to a report in Roll Call, senior House GOP members met Wednesday with some of the Freedom Caucus to discuss making deeper cuts in the legislation. 
The FY24 Agriculture bill, which already has no chance of passing the Democratic-controlled Senate, would provide a total of $25.3 billion for USDA, FDA and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, a reduction of 2% from the amount they got for FY23, and even that funding level depends on a mix of about $8 billion in cuts to pandemic assistance and Inflation Reduction Act allocations to USDA.
The slow process of moving appropriations bills with the end of the fiscal year looming Sept. 30 threatens to push action on a new farm bill deeper into the fall. The House is scheduled to be in recess after this week until Sept. 12 and in session for only three weeks before October. 
House Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn “GT” Thompson, R-Pa., told reporters the lack of legislative days ahead “may impact when leadership is able to give me a week to take our bill. I’m hoping to mark our bill up soon after we come back in September, and then that next step would be the House floor, and obviously there’s a lot of competition for time.”
If GOP leaders can get an agreement to take up the Agriculture spending bill this week, Thompson will have to deal with amendments to that measure that could affect farm bill programs.  The amendments include proposals to eliminate international food aid and cut other programs and agencies back to FY19 spending levels. 
Another amendment, proposed by Freedom Caucus member Byron Donalds, R-Fla., would expand SNAP work requirements to people as young as 16 and as old as 64. That goes too far for Thompson, who called the proposal “completely inappropriate.” He argues that the maximum age of 54 should be left alone after it was raised in the debt ceiling agreement.  Other proposed amendments would stop USDA from operating commodity checkoff programs, block implementation of the USDA Equity Commission’s interim report, and prohibit funding for climate or green energy initiative. 
The House also could vote this week on a Senate resolution aimed at overturning the Biden administration’s listing of the Lesser prairie chicken under the Endangered Species Act. 
2AC/1AR - Biden PC Low
Biden pc low now – election, normalization deal
Ghosh 6/24 – Bobby Ghosh is a Bloomberg Opinion columnist covering foreign affairs. Previously, he was editor in chief at Hindustan Times, managing editor at Quartz and international editor at Time, (“Bobby Ghosh: Biden can’t just slip a new Iran deal past Congress”, 6/24/23, https://thebrunswicknews.com/news/world_news/bobby-ghosh-biden-can-t-just-slip-a-new-iran-deal-past-congress/article_aef7c11d-79a0-5414-8ae6-a5ee6093dccf.html)//CG
More significantly, the U.S. is offering Iran the opportunity to export more oil if it will limit its uranium-enrichment levels and cooperate more fully with United Nations nuclear monitors. But the Biden administration is leery of using the “D” word to describe such a bargain. “Rumors about a nuclear deal, interim or otherwise, are false and misleading,” State Department spokesman Matthew Miller told journalists recently. “Our position on the question has not changed.”
In briefings with journalists, official have used expressions like “mini-agreement” and “interim arrangement.” But this is too cute by half and fools nobody. Iran’s supreme leader, Ali Khamenei, knows a deal when he sees one; he has told his officials that they can go ahead and make an agreement, providing the regime gets to keep its nuclear infrastructure. So does Benjamin Netanyahu, prime minister of Israel, the country with the most to fear from an unshackled Iran. He has told the Biden administration that he opposes “mini-agreements.”
What’s in a word? The answer: Congressional oversight. The Biden folks know that any deal with the Islamic Republic would need to be submitted to the legislative branch, where it would meet substantial bipartisan opposition from lawmakers who want tighter restraints on Iran. Surmounting such resistance would require the investment of political capital by a president who must husband what little he has for a long reelection campaign.
The nub is the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act, which was passed in 2015, just as the U.S. and other world powers were putting the finishing touches on the deal with Iran, known as the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action. Having bypassed Congress in making that deal, President Barack Obama agreed to let lawmakers review the terms after the fact. Obama’s egregious misuse of executive power allowed his successor, Donald Trump, to torch the deal three years later.
Transparent as it is, the administration’s ruse reflects poorly on Biden. Presidents ignoring Congress on Iran policy is what brought us to this sorry pass in the first place.
Biden pc low – economy fights
Bhargava et al 6/22 – Deepak Bhargava is a senior fellow at the Roosevelt Institute and a Distinguished Lecturer at the CUNY School of Labor and Urban Studies. Shahrzad Shams is the program manager for the Race and Democracy program at the Roosevelt Institute. Harry Hanbury is a documentary filmmaker and journalist, (“The Death of “Deliverism”, 6/22/23, https://democracyjournal.org/arguments/the-death-of-deliverism/)//CG
Importantly, authoritarianism does not depend on solving people’s problems to succeed politically; indeed, its genius is to harness and feast on unhappiness without trying to reduce it. In his speech at the Conservative Political Action Conference in March, Trump spoke openly to this pain and offered the satisfaction of revenge: “In 2016, I declared, ‘I am your voice.’ Today, I add: I am your warrior. I am your justice. And for those who have been wronged and betrayed: I am your retribution.”
This challenge will not be solved, as the Biden Administration seems to be realizing, by industrial policy or progressive economic policy alone. Although the wave of unhappiness is partly the result of neoliberalism, the cultural response has acquired its own force and exercises a powerful influence on social identities and modes of living, thought, and feeling. People who do not conceive of their unhappiness as a product of economic forces and seek solutions in other spheres of life are unlikely to be moved by an economistic response, however worthy it may be and even if they agree with specific policies. Biden has spent much of his political capital in his first term on delivering economic wins, while deprioritizing issues like racial justice, voting rights, immigration reform, and reproductive rights that have a deeper connection with people’s most salient identities. But his reelection campaign’s pivot toward defending personal freedoms and denouncing MAGA extremism signals a recognition that deliverism is not a viable political strategy.

Saudi-Israel Updates
2AC/1AR - Won’t Pass - No Momentum
Progress has been derailed---long way off – laundry list of warrants
Steve Holland & Doina Chiacu 07/09, Steve Holland is a Special Correspondent at Reuters, Doina Chiacu is a Correspondent at Thomson Reuters, 07/09/2023, Reuters, “Israel, Saudi normalization a long way off, Biden says,” https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/israel-saudi-normalization-long-way-off-biden-says-2023-07-09/, RMazhankou
Israel and Saudi Arabia are a long way from a normalization agreement that would involve a defense treaty and a civilian nuclear program from the United States, U.S. President Joe Biden said in a CNN interview broadcast on Sunday. U.S. officials have been negotiating in a bid to reach an elusive normalization deal between the two countries. "We're a long way from there. We got a lot to talk about," Biden said in an interview with "Fareed Zakaria's GPS." Israel's energy minister expressed opposition last month to the idea of Saudi Arabia developing a civilian nuclear program as part of any U.S.-mediated forging of relations between the countries. Biden pointed to Saudi Arabia's decision on the eve of his visit to the kingdom last summer to open its airspace to all air carriers, paving the way for more overflights to and from Israel. The U.S. president also noted efforts toward a permanent ceasefire in Yemen, a conflict that has killed tens of thousands of people and has widely been seen as a proxy war between Saudi Arabia and Iran. "So, we're making progress in the region. And it depends upon the conduct and what is asked of us for them to recognize Israel," Biden said in the interview. "Quite frankly, I don't think they have much of a problem with Israel. And whether or not we would provide a means by which they could have civilian nuclear power and/or be a guarantor of their security, that's - I think that's a little way off." Israel has said it expected to be consulted by Washington on a U.S.-Saudi deal affecting its national security. Israel, which is outside the voluntary Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and has no nuclear energy, is widely believed to have atomic weaponry. Pointing to precedents like Iraq and Libya, Israel has long worried that potentially hostile neighbors could use civilian nuclear energy and other projects developed under the 1970 NPT as cover for clandestine bombmaking. Public fury grew in the Arab world last week after one of Israel's biggest military operations in the occupied West Bank in years, a raid in a Jenin refugee camp, a Palestinian militant stronghold. Saudia Arabia on Tuesday joined other Arab League nations in condemning the raid, which killed 12 Palestinians. Even before the latest violence, Riyadh said normalization is not possible until Palestinian statehood goals have been addressed. Israel’s religious-nationalist government has acknowledged setbacks in the normalization efforts amid Saudi censure of its policies toward the Palestinians

Lack of agreement on key issues like nuclear policy block normalization.
MEE 07/10, Middle East Eye is a London-based news website covering events in the Middle East and North Africa, 07/10/2023, accessed 07/18/2023, Middle East Eye, “Biden says Saudi Arabia has 'no problem with Israel', normalisation depends on US,” https://www.middleeasteye.net/news/biden-says-saudi-arabia-has-no-problem-israel-normalisation-depends-us, RMazhankou
US President Joe Biden said on Sunday that Israel and Saudi Arabia are “a long way” from normalising ties, in the clearest remarks to date that the US has been unable to seal a deal between its two Middle East partners.
Biden’s comments follow a media frenzy - mostly within the Israeli press - that Saudi Arabia and Israel were inching towards an agreement. The hype reached its apex in May after top Biden advisor Jake Sullivan said normalisation was in the US national security interests.
On Sunday, Biden told CNN: "We're a long way from there. We got a lot to talk about.”
Middle East Eye reported that a deal in the near term appeared to be a long shot, with Crown Prince Mohammed Bin Salman enjoying being courted by both Israel and the US.
"MBS feels he is in a very strong position and doesn’t have to give in to anyone. [He] wants something outstanding to normalise,” Abdullah Baabood, a nonresident scholar at the Malcolm H. Kerr Carnegie Middle East Center, told MEE previously.
Biden was notably frank about what he believed it would take to reach a deal, saying: “I don't think they (Saudi Arabia) have much of a problem with Israel,” and “it depends upon the conduct and what is asked of us for them to recognise Israel”.
Biden’s comments appeared to contradict the official Saudi position that in order for normalisation to take place, the conflict between Israelis and Palestinians had to be “resolved”, which the spokesperson for Saudi Arabia’s embassy in Washington said as recently as June.
Biden's remarks also come after Israel launched a deadly attack on the Jenin refugee camp in the occupied West Bank, which the Israeli government said was intended to eliminate Palestinian fighters.
Twelve Palestinians were killed and thousands displaced in the attack, which was widely condemned by Arab and Muslim states.
MEE reported that the assault, and the Biden administration’s response, underlined how it has refused to put in place any red lines against Israel’s increasing use of sophisticated weaponry in the occupied region, including attack helicopters and drones.
Nuclear assistance and security guarantees
The UAE, Morocco and Bahrain established official relations with Israel in 2020 as part of the Abraham Accords. While Saudi Arabia was not a party to the deal, it was widely viewed as supportive of the move and it has been impacted.
Israel and Saudi Arabia cooperate quietly on security and intelligence. The US move to put Israel in Centcom - US military command for the Middle East - expanded those defence links. Last year, Saudi Arabia and Oman publicly joined Israel in US-led naval exercises for the first time.
Saudi Arabia-Israel normalisation: Crown prince 'wants something outstanding'
The campaign to bring Saudi Arabia on board differs in many ways from 2020, when talks between Arab states and Israel were conducted in secret.
Saudi Arabia's opening demands in return for normalising ties have been leaked. Riyadh wants security guarantees from the US, help in developing a civilian nuclear programme, and fewer restrictions on arms sales.  
But Biden appeared to pour cold water on those demands in his interview, saying, “whether or not we would provide a means by which they could have civilian nuclear power and/or be a guarantor of their security, that's, I think that's a little way off,” he said.
Israeli policymakers are themselves torn over whether to support Saudi Arabia’s nuclear bid, with the country’s energy minister saying in June it should oppose the effort.
Momentum on the deal has been derailed---Congressional opposition and forum delays.
Marc Rod 07/20, Marc Rod is Capitol Hill reporter at Jewish Insider. He has previously reported on politics for CNN and politics and business for CNBC, 07/20/2023, Jewish Insider, “Ernst, Rosen discuss Saudi normalization following private meeting with Herzog”, https://jewishinsider.com/2023/07/joni-ernst-jacky-rosen-abraham-accords-normalization-saudi-arabia/, RMazhankou
Saudi Arabia has reportedly floated a series of demands as part of those negotiations, including advanced weapons sales and security guarantees from the U.S., as well as assistance with domestic nuclear enrichment. Some of these conditions, particularly the nuclear issue, appear problematic among some members of Congress, including strong supporters of Israel.
Ernst said that “there are a number of ways” to work with the Saudis, Israelis and other Arab states to “start hammering through” these requests, but acknowledged, “I don’t know that we could support everything the Saudis are asking for.”
She noted that securing advanced weapons sales will require the Saudis to rebuild relations with skeptics in Congress, on both sides of the aisle, “to make sure that they will be a trusted partner.” Ernst said she and others are working with Saudi Ambassador to the U.S. Reema bint Bandar Al Saud to strengthen these relationships.
“We need to talk through a lot of the issues and things that have occurred in the past and make sure that we’re on solid footing,” she said. “If we do decide to provide different levels of assistance to Saudi Arabia, we need to ensure that they are addressing human rights violations.”
Ernst highlighted provisions, like the MARITIME Act, advanced by the Abraham Accords Caucus that have been incorporated into the 2024 National Defense Authorization Act, but was noncommittal about a proposal — introduced for potential consideration as an amendment to the NDAA on the Senate floor — to create an ambassador-level special envoy for the Abraham Accords.
Ernst said that the caucus will have to discuss the subject and that none of the other caucus members had offered a definitive position on the issue to her yet. The House already approved a similar measure by a broad bipartisan vote.
“If it is necessary to [have an ambassador], then I’m happy to have those discussions,” she said. “I am not going to say yea or nay to it yet. I just need to understand more about the particular duties of the envoy.”
Progress on the Negev Forum, one of the Biden administration’s mechanisms for advancing the Abraham Accords, has been interrupted by repeated delays in a ministerial meeting set to be hosted in Morocco. Ernst blamed “weak leadership” by President Joe Biden for the delays.
“This is where President Biden needs to act as the president of the United States in honoring the Abraham Accords and ensuring that we do get these meetings scheduled, and that we actually see follow-through,” Ernst said. “That’s where we need strong American leadership.”
2AC/1AR - Thumpers
Tons of bills thump.
Charles F. Bass et al. 07/10, *Charles F. Bass is a member of National Law Review’s Government Law & Policy group, focusing his practice on government policy and legislative matters throughout the federal government, *Rodney Frelinghuysen is a former member of the U.S. House of Representatives, serving New Jersey's 11th Congressional District from 1995 to 2019, *Albert R. Wynn is a former member of the U.S. House of Representatives, representing Maryland’s 4th Congressional District, *Rob Mangas is Co-Managing Shareholder of the Washington, D.C. office and focuses his practice on advocacy before the U.S. Congress and federal agencies, 07/10/2023, The National Law Review, “Assessing the 2023 Congressional Agenda,” https://www.natlawreview.com/article/assessing-2023-congressional-agenda, RMazhankou
Must Do
NDAA. The annual National Defense Authorization Act has passed Congress for 62 straight years, and we expect this year to be no different. The House Rules Committee will meet this week to decide which of more than 1,500 filed amendments will be made in order for floor debate.
Appropriations / CR. Congress will try to pass 12 appropriations bills before federal discretionary funds run out on September 30. Although progress has been made in the House (six bills through full committee, two more through subcommittee) and Senate (two bills through full committee, three more scheduled this week), the two chambers are using spending targets that are $120 billion apart. There will likely be a series of short-term “continuing resolutions” in the fall to keep the government open, with hope for an overall deal before the end of December.
Nominations. In late June, the Senate confirmed the 100th district court nominee of the Biden Presidency. The Senate has also confirmed 35 Biden appellate level judges and one Supreme Court nominee. However, more than 40 judicial vacancies remain. Senate Majority Leader Schumer is expected to continue to make this a high priority in the months ahead and throughout 2024.
Authorization Expires September 30
Farm Bill. The last farm bill was not signed until December 20, 2018, more than ten weeks after the previous one expired. However, in 2018 the House Agriculture Committee finished its work in early May and the Senate Agriculture Committee finished in mid-June. This year neither committee has begun its markup yet. We expect considerable activity in the weeks ahead. Among other things, conservation, research programs, and additional work requirement proposals for nutrition programs will complicate the process.
FAA. The House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee advanced an FAA reauthorization bill in June by a 63-0 vote, and House floor debate can be expected in July. The Senate postponed committee action in June as it remains bogged down over pilot training standards. We expect the legislation to move forward in July.
PAHPA. On July 13 the House Energy and Commerce Committee is expected to mark up a reauthorization of the Pandemic and All-Hazards Preparedness Act, although bipartisan agreement remains elusive. Last week Senate HELP Committee Chairman Sanders and Ranking Republican Cassidy, along with Sens. Casey and Romney, released draft legislation to reauthorize PAHPA. The committee hopes to mark up the bill in July. Disputes over adding drug pricing language and addressing drug shortages remain.
Has a Chance
Fentanyl / Opioids. In May, the House passed the HALT Fentanyl Act by a 289-133 vote. It would permanently list fentanyl as a Schedule I drug. Last month the House Energy and Commerce Committee held a hearing on reauthorizing the 2018 opioid response law known as the Support Act, with markup activity expected in the weeks ahead. The Senate Banking Committee unanimously reported the FEND Off Fentanyl Act in June, which includes new sanctions authority and anti-money-laundering provisions. These and related proposals have bipartisan support and decent odds of advancing further.
Trade. Congress may consider several “leftover” trade policy proposals that were dropped last year from the final version of the Chips Act. These include a Miscellaneous Tariff Bill, an extension of the Generalized System of Preferences program, modifications to the Customs de minimis exemption for Chinese imports, Trade Adjustment Assistance reforms, and legislation to regulate outbound investments in technology companies located in countries of concern.
Permitting. The debt limit legislation included time limits for certain environmental reviews relating to energy and infrastructure, but many in Congress are still pushing for broader process reforms. The two West Virginia Senators – Joe Manchin and Shelley Moore Capito – may be the key to developing a bipartisan package with enough votes to pass the Senate.
More House Interest Than Senate
Taxes. On June 13 the House Ways and Means Committee reported the Tax Cuts for Working Families Act, the Small Business Jobs Act, and the Build It in America Act. These bills would increase the standard deduction, increase small business expensing, and extend research business expensing, interest deductions and bonus depreciation. Although the bills may pass the House, they are unlikely to advance in the Senate unless a broader deal can be reached that includes an expanded child tax credit.
Stablecoins. The House Financial Services Committee is tentatively scheduled to mark up stablecoin legislation in mid-July. Thus far the Senate Banking Committee has shown less interest in stablecoin proposals or in broader cryptocurrency legislation.
More Senate Interest Than House
Drug Pricing. Both the House and Senate have reported legislation at the committee level to regulate and increase disclosure by pharmacy benefit managers. The Senate will attempt to package these bills with others that cap insulin prices in private plans, modify patent regulation relating to generic drugs, and other bipartisan reforms.
Banking Clawback. The bipartisan RECOUP Act cleared the Senate Banking Committee last month 21-2. The bill creates new authority for banking regulators to “claw back” compensation of senior executives at failed banks.
Cannabis Banking. The SAFE Banking Act (bipartisan legislation to allow banks to work with authorized cannabis businesses) is supported by Majority Leader Schumer and has enjoyed stronger support in the Senate. It is possible that the Senate Banking Committee will consider this legislation later in the year.
More Likely in 2024
Rail Safety. In May the Senate Commerce Committee reported rail safety legislation in response to the catastrophic Ohio train derailment in February. However, it is not clear if the bill will receive 60 Senate votes to move forward. House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee Chairman Sam Graves is waiting on the National Transportation Safety Board final report before developing legislation.
Data Privacy / Online Safety. House Energy and Commerce Chairwoman McMorris Rodgers intends to move broad data privacy legislation. The bill will resemble the American Data Privacy Protection Act, which passed the committee last July 53-2. The Senate Commerce Committee may focus on narrower legislation designed to protect children and teens online.
China Competitiveness. In March Senate Majority Leader Schumer launched the “China Competition 2.0” initiative, directing up to nine Senate committees to develop bipartisan proposals that can be combined into one bill. He is hoping to duplicate procedurally the success of the Chips Act from last year. We expect much Senate committee action over the coming months.
Artificial Intelligence. Senator Schumer has also announced a procedural outline for developing comprehensive legislation to regulate artificial intelligence. The Senate announced three closed briefings on the topic, and Schumer plans to conduct “AI Insight Forums” where stakeholders will participate in roundtable discussions aimed at developing policy. We expect increasing committee activity on this topic into 2024.

NDAA and spending bills distract attention and scarce time.
Michael Rainey 07/14, Michael Rainey is the Managing Editor at The Fiscal Times, 07/14/2023, Fiscal Times, “House Passes ‘Anti-Woke’ Defense Bill, Setting Up Clash With the Senate”, https://www.thefiscaltimes.com/2023/07/14/House-Passes-Anti-Woke-Defense-Bill-Setting-Clash-Senate, RMazhankou
The House version of the 2024 National Defense Authorization Act passed 219-210, largely along party lines. Four Republicans voted against the bill and four Democrats voted for it. The House version of the legislation is expected to be doomed in the Senate, where the “anti-woke” amendments stand little chance of gaining approval. This sets up a clash over the must-pass defense bill that could consume increasingly scarce time in a Congress that also needs to pass a dozen funding bills to keep the government operating after the fiscal year ends in September.
Massive laundry list of thumpers.
John Burgess Everett 06/27, John Burgess Everett is the congressional bureau chief for POLITICO, specializing in the Senate since 2013, Politico, “No more sleepy Senate: Schumer seeks to jump-start agenda”, https://www.politico.com/news/2023/06/27/schumer-senate-agenda-gop-00103704, RMazhankou
After spending six months focused on confirming President Joe Biden’s nominees and fighting off GOP regulatory rollbacks, the Senate majority leader is planning to pivot into bipartisan policymaking mode. During an interview with POLITICO, Schumer outlined an enterprising agenda that includes must-pass bills on defense, aviation and farm policy, as well as long-held priorities like marijuana banking and China competitiveness.
That’s on top of a rail safety plan that could run into a wall of GOP resistance and a challenging push to lower prescription drug prices — plus more. And any of those bills risk falling to a filibuster by Republicans who are deciding whether they’re in a mood to compromise before the 2024 election, which could give them control of the Senate.
“There are a bunch of Republicans in the Senate who want to work with us,” Schumer said in an interview. “We’ll try to get as many [bills] done as we can. Legislating in the Senate with the rules we have is not easy, right? But if you push ahead, we’re going to get some good things done.”
The scale won’t approach 2021 and 2022, when Schumer toggled between approving massive party-line bills and bipartisan measures covering everything from gun safety to infrastructure to same-sex marriage. The House is controlled by the GOP now, and the retirement of several deal-seeking Senate Republicans last year makes things harder for Democrats.
Senate Agriculture Chair Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.) predicted farm, aviation and China legislation would be “most likely” to pass and that everything else is “probably” going to be harder.
“I don’t want people to think that every Congress is going to be like last Congress, where we passed major pieces of legislation,” said Sen. Jon Tester (D-Mont.), a red-state incumbent seeking reelection. Simply funding the government, passing the annual defense bill and getting a farm bill done is “not a bad day’s work,” he added.
Given how closely Congress is divided, Senate Democrats face a tricky balancing act as they prioritize. Confirming judges is easier and sometimes more consequential than building bipartisan coalitions, given that Schumer needs nine Senate Republicans to support any legislation; then has to convince Speaker Kevin McCarthy to take it up.
Schumer described his mantra as “judges above all,” a bid to counteract the conservative confirmation juggernaut that former President Donald Trump and GOP Leader Mitch McConnell presided over. Passing more legislation, though, could benefit Democrats, both substantively and politically, dividing the GOP while giving endangered incumbents more accomplishments. And some Republican colleagues might give Schumer surprising room to get things done. Sen. Todd Young (R-Ind.), for one, is working closely with the New York Democrat on an artificial intelligence measure after success on microchip legislation last year. The Indiana Republican predicted the prospects for AI policymaking are “quite good.” “It’s been more fruitful than I would have expected,” Young said of his relationship with Schumer. “To the extent I can play a helpful role in connecting the current majority leader to members of our caucus so that they can advance their legislative priorities, I want to do that.” Then there’s Sen. Steve Daines (R-Mont.), whose job as his party’s campaign chair is to make Schumer the minority leader. Nevertheless, Daines said that this Congress is the “best opportunity that we’ve had” to move legislation that eases banking constraints for cannabis business.



12 other bills thump 
John Burgess Everett 06/27, John Burgess Everett is the congressional bureau chief for POLITICO, specializing in the Senate since 2013, Politico, “No more sleepy Senate: Schumer seeks to jump-start agenda”, https://www.politico.com/news/2023/06/27/schumer-senate-agenda-gop-00103704, RMazhankou
McCarthy has mocked Schumer for passing non binding resolutions and underestimating the House GOP on the debt ceiling. But Schumer forecast that “sooner or later, there’ll be some pushback against the hard right” that wants to tug McCarthy in its direction. 'Reckless': Schumer calls out McCarthy over debt limit plan SharePlay Video “If we pass some bipartisan bills … it’s going to put pressure on McCarthy,” he added. Must-pass bills like the annual Pentagon policy measure have a definite leg up in that department. This year’s looming expirations of the farm bill and Federal Aviation Administration legislation should also prompt action. Yet even the FAA bill’s already seen some drama, as Cantwell postponed a committee vote amid a dispute with Thune and Sen. Kyrsten Sinema (I-Ariz.) over a proposal to alter pilot training requirements. Critics argue the change would weaken training — a charge backers dispute. Schumer made no bones about it: “They knew my position was very strongly“ in favor of keeping training hours intact. The rail bill has already cleared committee, and the FAA will be back in July. A bill to claw back bank executives’ pay and fentanyl legislation recently cleared the Banking Committee, the defense bill advanced last week and portions of drug pricing legislation are ready for the floor. Daines is hopeful the cannabis banking bill will follow suit. In addition, Sen. Joe Manchin’s (D-W.Va.) energy permitting reform push already failed once, but he’s resolute about another shot — which could help Democrats cajole him into seeking reelection. And some of the dozen spending bills are starting to advance, which will require their own ample chunk of the Senate’s most valuable commodity: floor time. And there’s not a lot of it left this year, with seven more weeks on the schedule before government funding expires on Sept. 30. Meanwhile, legislating gets tougher every day the election creeps closer. Schumer said he doesn’t “have an artificial deadline” for when the chamber will close for bipartisan business.
2AC/1AR - AT: Biden key to normalization
Normalization unlikely – Biden sabotaging efforts rather than helping them 
David M. Weinberg 07/06, David M. Weinberg is a senior fellow at the Misgav Institute for National Security and Zionist Strategy, a new Jerusalem-based think tank headed by Meir Ben Shabbat, 07/06/2023, Jewish Policy Center, “White House Sabotaging Saudi-Israeli Peace”, https://www.jewishpolicycenter.org/2023/07/06/white-house-sabotaging-saudi-israeli-peace/, RMazhankou
And the Biden administration? Sadly, it has spent the past three years sitting on the sidelines of this historic transformation. Instead of embracing the Abraham Accords early-on and investing in their expansion, the administration effectively has sabotaged them. It has prioritized a renewed nuclear deal with Iran while beating up on Israel and Saudi Arabia for their democratic and/or human rights deficits. For a while Biden’s aides even refused to speak the term “Abraham Accords.” Only recently has the administration started talking about appointing a special envoy to drive expansion of the Accords, and only because the Saudis effectively have threatened to bolt their alliance with West. Meanwhile, the Biden administration has cozied-up to Qatar which sits securely in Iran’s regional camp, even extending non-NATO major ally status to Doha. And, as mentioned above, it seems about to agree to another bad deal with the mullahs of Iran. US policy must change. Despite “Trumpian residue” on the Abraham Accords and Palestinian dissatisfaction with the Abraham Accords dynamic — things that clearly bother Biden’s people; and even though Saudi-Israeli ties would be a political win for Netanyahu — something that clearly bothers Biden’s people too, doubling-down on the Accords should be a priority US foreign policy goal, a “no brainer.”
2AC/1AR - Saudi prevents normalization
No Saudi agreement---King’s opposition, Palestinian politics, and US antagonism.
Hasan Illaik 07/10, Hasan Illaik is a journalist specializing in local MENA politics and current affairs, 07/10/2023, The Cradle, “MbS to Blinken: ‘No’ to Israeli normalization, ‘yes’ to Syrian reconciliation,” https://new.thecradle.co/articles/mbs-to-blinken-no-to-israeli-normalization-yes-to-syrian-reconciliation, RMazhankou
According to The Cradle’s Arab and western diplomatic sources, Blinken asked his host: “Why don't you do with Israel what you did with Iran?”
MbS' response was equally direct. On the issue of a ‘peace agreement’ with Israel, he replied with three points, which Blinken later reported were unclear in terms of their order of importance: 
First, the Saudi crown prince clarified that King Salman bin Abdulaziz still opposes an agreement with Tel Aviv. Second, MbS reported that fruitful communication continues between Saudi and Israeli authorities - such as allowing the passage of civilian aircraft into Saudi airspace and lifting the ban on Israeli players in international sporting events - with the following caveat: 
“But these contacts will not soon lead to a peace agreement and normalization. We remain committed to the Arab Peace Initiative (the 2001 Beirut Summit Initiative), which is to grant the Palestinians an independent State in exchange for a comprehensive peace. Israel has treated the Abraham Accords as an incentive to ignore the Palestinians and undermine the foundations of the peace process with the Palestinians, rather than seeing them as an opportunity to enhance the chances of reaching a lasting peace. The Israeli government is approving more settlement projects, compounding the obstacles to any future solution." 
Therefore, from MbS’ perspective, Saudi Arabia has yet to see a reason to abandon its own Arab peace initiative. Third,  the sources say, the Saudi crown prince asked his American guest: 
"Why should we give you an agreement with Israel? For what? You refuse our having a peaceful nuclear project. Since your administration came to power, you have revoked the Houthi designation as a terrorist organization. You are demanding a reduction in the price of oil to the detriment of our interests. So why do you expect us to give you a peace agreement with Israel? We are ready to go even beyond normalization with Israel, and achieve regional integration for Tel Aviv, but only if it serves the interests of our country." 
Normalization is dependent on a two-state solution---which is impossible.
Neville Teller 07/01, Neville Teller was educated at Oxford University, and  combined a career in the Civil Service with writing for BBC radio as dramatist and abridger. In addition, he has been commenting on the Middle East political scene for some 35 years, with five books published on the subject, 07/01/2023, Jerusalem Post, “Resolving the Israel-Saudi deadlock”, https://www.jpost.com/middle-east/article-748248, RMazhankou
The biggest obstacle, perhaps, is that Saudi’s King Salman is acutely aware that the 2002 Arab Peace Initiative was conceived and proposed by his predecessor on the throne, then-crown prince Abdullah, his half-brother. The plan, endorsed on a number of occasions by the Arab League, advocates a two-state solution to the Israel-Palestine dispute. Given the establishment of a sovereign Palestine on territories overrun by Israel during the Six-Day War, and a just resolution of the Palestinian refugee issue, the plan promises full normalization of relations between the Muslim world and Israel.

In September 2021 King Salman addressed the UN General Assembly. In his speech he reiterated Saudi Arabia’s commitment to the 2002 Plan, completely disregarding the fact that the one-time Arab consensus – no normalization with Israel before a Palestinian state – had been breached. Four Arab states had ignored it. A precedent had been set.
Yet Saudi Arabia has remained consistent. MBS and other Saudi spokespeople have recently repeated that normalization with Israel would not be possible until the Israel-Palestine situation is resolved or at least, in a phrase increasingly being used, “progress has been made” in resolving the dispute.
In a TV interview on January 19, Prince Faisal bin Farhan al Saud, Saudi’s foreign minister, once again repeated the traditional Saudi stance. 
“We have said consistently that we believe normalization with Israel is something that is very much in the interest of the region,” he said. 
“However, true normalization and true stability will only come through giving the Palestinians hope, through giving the Palestinians dignity. That requires giving the Palestinians a state, and that’s the priority.”
The same message emerged from the recent Arab League summit. A closing statement issued on May 19 reaffirmed that the Palestinian cause remains the central issue for Arab nations and a key factor for regional stability. 
That must have disappointed Netanyahu, who had spoken by phone with MBS before the conference to discuss the possibility of normalization between Israel and Saudi Arabia. He and MBS spoke to each other again after the meeting, and the issue, still unresolved, remains on the table. 
A major difficulty with the League’s position is in defining what precisely is “the Palestinian cause.” 
For 20 years the Arab League, led by Saudi Arabia, has maintained that the two-state solution, as set out in the Arab Peace Initiative, must be a prerequisite for normalization with Israel. But what is rarely taken sufficiently into account is how the Palestinian leadership as a whole views the two-state solution.
IN THE world of Palestinian politics, paying lip-service to a two-state solution is understood to be only a tactic, a stepping stone. The true Palestinian cause, right across the political spectrum, is to gain control of the whole of Mandatory Palestine, “from the river to the sea.” 
Moderates and extremists differ only on what tactics are acceptable to achieve the objective. Hamas rejects the very idea of a two-state solution. It came into being to destroy Israel.
The original Arab Peace Initiative, of course, was drafted well before Hamas gained control of Gaza in 2007. 
The situation today is radically different from what it was in 2002. The Palestinian people are now split. The proportion supporting the Hamas agenda – perhaps up to half the Palestinian population both within and outside the Gaza Strip – would never subscribe to a two-state solution. Hamas regards Israel as interlopers on Palestinian land and aims to overthrow it. 

Saudi prerequisites for a deal are highly unlikely to be reached.
Bicom 07/01, The Britain Israel Communications and Research Centre is a UK-based organisation which acts to promote awareness of Israel and the Middle East, 07/01/2023, Fathom, “Towards Israel-Saudi Normalisation?” https://fathomjournal.org/towards-israel-saudi-normalisation/, RMazhankou
In public, the Saudis continue to condition normalisation on the advancement of tangible steps towards an Israeli-Palestinian peace. “Israel has a lot of potential and normalisation can do wonders, not just for Israelis and Palestinians, but there’s potential for trade and cultural exchanges and exchanges with Israel on multiple fronts,” Fahad Nazer, spokesman for the Saudi Embassy in Washington said recently. “But for that to happen, for the kingdom to take that step, we need that core [Israeli-Palestinian] dispute to be resolved.”
The traditional obligations of Arab leadership common to the generation of MBS’s father King Salman conditioned Arab normalisation with Israel on peace with the Palestinians. The Abraham Accords broke that paradigm and proved that Israeli technology and advanced innovation were a more attractive prospect for the young Gulf elites, and it is thought that younger Saudi elite circles concur. Based on this reading, MBS’s programme of Saudi “modernisation” (a programme which critics are quick to point out does not include much in the way of an improvement in the Kingdom’s human rights) makes him unlikely to sacrifice a productive relationship on the altar of Palestinian solidarity. However, residual affinity to the Palestinian cause remains, and Saudi’s leadership status likely requires at least some Israeli gesture or declaration towards the Palestinians as part of a normalisation deal.
In any event, progress with the Palestinians remains a non-starter for the current Israeli coalition. The demand that normalisation be accompanied with concrete steps on the Palestinian front will be very difficult for Netanyahu to sell to a cabinet containing far-right cabinet members Smotrich and Ben Gvir. Similarly, a settlement freeze or public commitment to a Palestinian state along the ‘67 borders would seem highly unlikely.
2AC/1AR - Israel prevents normalization
Israeli actions in Palestinian territory and Israeli government make agreement impossible. 
Sheldon Kirshner 07/01, Sheldon Krishner is a columnist and reporter, with an expertise on Israel, the Middle East and Jewish affairs, The Times of Israel, “Israel’s Quest For Saudi Normalization Elusive,” https://blogs.timesofisrael.com/israels-quest-for-saudi-normalization-elusive/, RMazhankou
It is a grand and progressive vision worthy of the utmost efforts. But it is receding in plain sight due to an upsurge of Palestinian and Jewish settler violence in the West Bank and the expansion of Israel’s settlements there.
These developments greatly undermine the chances of a two-state solution, which is one of Saudi Arabia’s unwavering conditions for a historic rapprochement with Israel.
That this is happening is hardly surprising.
Netanyahu, a rightist from the Revisionist school of Zionism, presides over the most reactionary government in Israeli history. He and his ministers are in the process of expanding settlements, entrenching Israel’s control of the West Bank, and smothering the possibility of Palestinian statehood once and for all. At best, they would grant the Palestinians a limited form of autonomy.
Netanyahu is acutely aware that he needs to make major concessions to the Saudis, but given the hard right nature of his coalition government, he cannot move forward. However, he should remember that the United Arab Emirates and Bahrain agreed to normalize relations with Israel only after Netanyahu called off his plan to annex the Jordan Valley.
In the face of this unforgiving political landscape, the United States, a supporter of a two-state solution, has launched a concerted diplomatic campaign to broker a normalization agreement between Israel and Saudi Arabia. Yet, as US Secretary of State Antony Blinken has warned, the ongoing troubles in the West Bank have made the attainment of normalization far more problematic and difficult.
In a speech to the Council on Foreign Relations in New York City on June 28, Blinken said, “We’ve told our friends and allies in Israel that if there’s a fire burning in their backyard, it’s going to be a lot tougher, if not impossible, to actually both deepen the existing (Abraham Accords) agreements, as well as to expand them to include potentially Saudi Arabia.”
Internal Israeli disagreements and Netanyahu’s poor relationship with Biden prevent normalization.
Jake Walles 07/02, Jake Walles is a nonresident senior fellow in the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, where he focuses on Israeli-Palestinian issues, Tunisia, and counterterrorism, 07/02/2023, “Prospects for Israeli-Saudi Normalization,” https://carnegie-mec.org/diwan/90103, RMazhankou
Meanwhile, in an Israel consumed with its internal problems, the country’s foreign policy seems to have adopted the old Saudi approach of following rather than leading. On Netanyahu’s top two foreign policy priorities, Israel sits on the sidelines as the United States negotiates directly with Saudi Arabia about normalization and indirectly with Iran about nuclear issues.
Netanyahu’s difficult relationship with Biden looms over all this diplomacy. The United States has continued to speak out loudly about Israeli practices in the West Bank, especially settlement activities and the importance of preserving the long-term objective of a two-state solution, however fanciful a notion this has come to seem. The aggressive drive for “judicial reform” by far-right members of Netanyahu’s governing coalition has also led to vocal pushback from the administration and large parts of the U.S. Jewish community. This growing rift with Israel has led Biden to withhold an invitation to Netanyahu to visit Washington—an extraordinary development, given the historically very close U.S.-Israeli alliance.
In response, Netanyahu has been cautious, even muting his opposition to a potential new agreement between the United States and Iran. He has emphasized that such a deal would not bind Israel but has avoided the full-throated opposition that marked his approach to the original nuclear deal negotiated by U.S. President Barack Obama in 2015. However, navigating the country’s foreign and domestic challenges will prove difficult for Netanyahu, given the composition of his rightwing coalition. Extremists within the government continue to drive the domestic agenda, leaving Netanyahu in an uncomfortable position, one in which the policies pushed by his coalition partners undermine progress toward his foreign policy objectives and complicate relations with the United States. Indeed, American officials have reportedly emphasized to their Israeli counterparts that current Israeli practices in the West Bank and Jerusalem will undermine normalization efforts with Saudi Arabia. While this tension between domestic and foreign policies is not unprecedented in Israel, never before has the government been so extreme and the far-right parties in the coalition so determined to push their agenda regardless of the external costs.
Israel says no---internal coalition disagreement.
Ashley Perry 07/02, Ashley Perry is an advisor to the Middle East Forum’s Israel office. He served as adviser to Israel's minister of foreign affairs and deputy prime minister in 2009-15. He holds a BA from University College London and an MA from Reichman University, article published on 07/02/2023, while the youtube video it cites on 06/28/2023, Jewish News Syndicate, “Will Israel choose Judea and Samaria or Saudi normalization?” https://www.jns.org/video/will-israel-choose-judea-and-samaria-or-saudi-normalization/23/7/2/299438/, transcribed via AI, RMazhankou
But if we look at the rest of the government it it doesn't have the same appeal first of all you have the two ultra-orthodox parties the ultra-orthodox parties of course it wouldn't hurt them if there was peace with Saudi Arabia but it's certainly not something that animates them it's not certainly not something which animates their followers not something that's electorally interesting for them um so they really you know are not particularly interested in it and the two uh uh religious scientists parties the National Religious party and Ultima you did respectively um uh small church and being careers party for them um again I don't think they would be against it but the price advice that could be paid the you know freezing of settlements the stopping of uh new settlement housing starts uh perhaps taking a harder line against uh settlers who feel aggrieved about the fact that there are terrorist attacks happening regularly um these are what animates them far more uncertain what animates their base um you know these are hard-line politicians and you know settlers are very much their base so if it if there was a if there was a necessary quid pro quo um that Saudi normalization would come in exchange for something in Judea and Samaria uh they certainly choose Judean Samara over Saudi normalization so the Americans are very much banking on Netanyahu saying what you know meaning what he said at the beginning when he said he's the one with the hands on the steering wheel he's the one that's running the show and so this pressure is really directed at Netanyahu more than uh the other parts of his uh Coalition but he still needs to maintain a a stable Coalition and we've spoken before how it's almost impossible to bring down a coalition now the budget's been passed for a year and a half till the end of 2024 but we have seen the threat and it still remains that bengware perhaps even smart rich in the future could decide not to vote with the government could decide if Netanyahu takes a particular decision it doesn't like not to vote with the government and that could delay uh or even you know push off legislation that this government and especially Netanyahu or someone in the ruling party they could uh would like to push forward so while there's no real threat for bringing down this government um there are still there are still challenges and and problems that uh that Netanyahu could face so he's really trying to you know uh keep that line to try and satisfy the Americans um but also trying to pacify his more extremist elements uh within his government um netanyahua was very much in the headlines personally this week because there was a fascinating um uh new chapter to his ongoing legal uh issues where we had Anna Milton uh the famous Hollywood film producer it's ready film producer who actually gave testimony from a hotel in Brighton on the south of the UK I believe health reasons were suggested why he couldn't come to Israel to give testimony so it was given by video by Zoom or whatever it was and Sarah Netanyahu went as a proxy for her husband uh to sort of face uh Milton in this room where they set up this video conferencing what why this was important first of all because Milton is at the center of at least one of the cases against Netanyahu that Netanyahu accepted give some friends and then um did a worth hundreds I think it was hundreds of thousands of dollars cigars champagne jewelry etc etc and uh there was a quid pro quo to get better uh coverage to help Milton uh perhaps get an extended Visa perhaps to help Milton if he returned to Israel to pay less taxes there's all these accusations that are out there so everyone was watching the scenes uh this week of this sort of bizarre stage of the Court proceedings and what the prosecution are trying to show is that there was a quid pro quo or the defense that's in your defense laws we're trying to say is this was a real solid and a real friendship between Milton and Netanyahu the gifts were given uh out of friendship not because he expected anything from it interestingly enough there was a question well if this was a friendship was there ever ever anything given on the other way we're talking about hundreds of thousands of goods and presents given from Milton to the ever give a single gift to Milton and the answer was of course no um so it remains to be seen how conclusive or interesting or uh you know how much of an effector has on the case but certainly uh this came out uh uh this week comets which came out only today as well which also relating to the netting your case former police chief Ronnie alsafe uh came out in an interview and said that we in the police system expected Netanyahu to resign just as Alma had when he was indicted uh on criminal offenses uh and we never expected him to continue in fact we even expected the liquid to throw him out and one can imagine that this was jumped upon by um you know the Netanyahu surrounding figures ministers in the code even other men members of the government they said that you know it's clear by al-shek's comments which you know I I wouldn't say I are completely clear but I understand why the government uh ministers decided to jump on it they said well I'll Shake's comments uh basically say what we've always suspected that there was an attempt at a coup uh to try and overturn the will of the people and to try and get Netanyahu out by other means uh so it'll be interested to see how that plays out finally on the government reform it was very interesting um information uh released tonight sort of behind the scenes of what's going to happen with the government forum and it seems that there's going to be some major steps taken down uh from the ladder that was built at the beginning of the year with this new government what appears to be happening is that they're going to pass uh by the end of this uh session the summer session by the end of July a more diluted version of reasonable the reasonable nurse Clause as we spoke before there's two elements to that where there are law is reasonable or not or with an appointment was reasonable or not and as we know uh uh area Dairy that either the chef's party um was basically ordered to remove himself from the government um because it wasn't not reasonable that he would be a minister because it is uh past crimes and because of the plea bargain that he made that was going to be his route back in to get rid of that reasonable and explosive now appears that the reasonableness clause against appointments is not going to be part of the new law and it seems that Aria Dairy is almost accepted that he's not going to find his way back into the government and he's even appointed a new health Minister and perhaps interior minister to take uh the positions that she held so be interesting to see the most controversial part of the um the uh judicial reform was the override clause which basically meant that the uh knesset could re-legislate anything that the Supreme Court uh basically uh struck struck off uh and with a certain majority it was suggested a basic majority of 61 can override that Supreme Court um uh decision and one can imagine that's something the most controversial and that's certainly the ones that the um the U.S were most concerned about and other uh friends and allies around the world and it seems that that is now going to be taken completely off the table and some of the other more milder elements um are going to be um legislated uh later in the year in the after the uh summer holiday and the uh the Jewish holidays when they when the cancer returns in in October and there's a talk of that the composition of the judicial appointments committee is going to be very different the judges are going to be thrown off that committee and it's going to be uh five this is what's been suggested it's going to be former Justice Minister Friedman's uh compromise which is going to be five members of the Coalition five members of the opposition and so neither side have a veto and there'll be uh equal amounts it's unclear what happened if there's a tie but what it does show is that there'll be a need to negotiate and compromise between Coalition and opposition a far cry from giving the government uh the Coalition a complete pretty much veto which was being talked about from the beginning so quite quite a come down from some of the more extreme positions that were talked about in the judicial reform and while we are hearing that there's going to be new protests and you add a protest at the end of the day uh it seems that uh it's gonna you know the whole process is going to be much milder and much closer to what was being talked about by the two sides so uh lots of different things going on and with that I'm happy to answer any questions on these or any other issues all right thank you so much. 
2AC/1AR - Climate Change Turns ME War
Climate change makes Middle Eastern instability inevitable---oil prices, internal water scarcity, and water wars.
Sagatom Saha 19, Sagatom Saha is an Adjunct Research Scholar at the Center on Global Energy Policy at Columbia University SIPA. He is an expert on the geopolitics of the global energy transition and U.S. competitiveness in clean energy technologies, 05/14/2019, Atlantic Council, “How climate change could exacerbate conflict in the Middle East,” https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/menasource/how-climate-change-could-exacerbate-conflict-in-the-middle-east, RMazhankou
Global warming will do the Middle East no favors. Evidence abounds it will be the region that climate change will hit hardest. Summer temperatures across the region are expected to increase more than twice the global average. Prolonged heat waves, desertification, and droughts will make parts of the Middle East and North Africa uninhabitable. Where Middle Easterners will still be able to live, climate change may fuel violent competition over diminishing resources. Even though some degree of warming is inevitable, governments in the region and their international partners have done little to integrate climate change to their strategies to mitigate instability and conflict. Instead, they should brace themselves for a Middle East in which warming intensifies unrest, weakens state capacity, and provokes resource conflicts.
Civil Unrest and Armed Violence Spikes
For an early example of warming’s damaging power, look no further than Syria. Climate change caused the generational drought that preceded the ongoing civil war there. That drought drove rural farmers into urban centers like Damascus and Aleppo, priming the populace for concentrated, large-scale political unrest. From 2002 to 2010, the country’s total urban population increased by 50 percent. While climate change certainly did not compel Bashar Al-Assad to brutally crack down on his own people, it did prompt a confrontation that might not have occurred. Climate-induced economic despair and migration worked to reinforce other salient conflict drivers including Assad’s “privatization” efforts and concentration of power that exaggerated inequality and severed the dictator’s connection to rural, recently migrated communities. As climate change causes rapid temperature increases, food shortages, and economic pain elsewhere, more Middle Eastern countries might tip over into bloodshed.
Climate-induced water shortages will be another source of conflict. When the Islamic State controlled large swathes of territory across Iraq and Syria, it wrested control of dams that provided drinking water, electricity, and irrigation to millions along the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. Ensuing clashes with Kurdish and Iraqi forces left Shiite holy cities like Karbala and Najaf without water. More than 23 million live in the river basin, and experts predict that, because of global warming, the Tigris and Euphrates will “disappear this century,” making conflict over what remains even more tempting if contested political control returns to the Fertile Crescent.
State Capacity Evaporates
Further, climate change will likely make Middle Eastern governments less capable of handling unrest. First, more frequent weather events will surely put a drag on resource delivery and create new emergency relief needs. In the Middle East where foreign assistance is often critical, donors may have to work double time to continue to fund stabilization and governance projects while also providing more humanitarian disaster aid.
Second, oil producers will have fewer resources as oil receipts contract amid the inevitable global clean energy transition that will accompany climate action. Take the fact that worsening climate change is already driving a global transition toward clean energy. In November 2018, even while pursuing close cooperation with the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), Russian President Vladimir Putin openly declared that “$70 suits us completely,” referring to an ideal oil price for his country. Unlike his Middle Eastern partners, Putin seems to acknowledge that OPEC oil will face market competition from renewables and US shale if it reaches too high a price.
In countries where the social contract rests upon limited political freedom in exchange for subsidies and extravagant public works, there will be less money to go around, and it cannot be expected to go as far. Such is the case in Algeria, where street demonstrations have forced the country’s ailing leader, Abdelaziz Bouteflika, to step down. Protesters’ grievances are, in part, tied to the oil, which funded social benefits that buoyed youth employment until prices crashed.
While countries like Saudi Arabia have the financial capacity to likely weather the storm, worry should be aimed squarely at unstable oil producers like Iraq and Libya, which require extraordinarily oil prices to fund budgets. It is true that oil is a valuable, concentrated resource that factions compete for in the region, but it may be a necessary source of reconstruction funding once conflict abates. In the best case, foreign assistance continues to come from western governments like the United States that still rely on the global flow of oil to some degree. In the worst case, donor governments abdicate their support as the mass deployment of wind turbines, solar panels, and electric vehicles become more feasible and affordable. The consequences could be locking in the fragility of the region’s current conflict zones: Even though Libyan militias fight to control oil infrastructure now, it is hard to imagine the country funding its own reconstruction in the future unless oil returns to a higher price.
Competition Over Transboundary Resources Heats Up
Climate change might also have the Middle East’s governments warier of their neighbors. Resource scarcity within a country can provoke nationwide unrest, but competition over transboundary resources can elevate even higher to bellicose levels. Knowing that water will become scarcer, it is instructive to understand how Middle Eastern neighbors are already handling disputes over water needed for irrigation, drinking, and hydropower production.
The Nile River Basin provides one worrying example. Since 2011, Ethiopia has been constructing its Grand Renaissance Dam in a bid to become a regional electricity exporter. However, the dam will slash downstream flow to Egypt by 25 percent. Cairo alleges that the dam will interrupt water supplies to its nearly 100 million people. While Ethiopia and Egypt are currently in negotiations, Egyptian officials have been caught considering military action over the dispute as recently as 2013. The current Egyptian president Abdel Fattah el-Sisi has openly declared the dam “a matter of life and death,” highlighting its continued importance. Climate change, which threatens to disrupt the Nile’s flows, stands to make an already tense situation worse.
Admittedly, direct conflict between Middle Eastern countries has become rarer, but proxy wars are common, featuring in nearly all the region’s civil wars. Water has already featured in at least one of them: Historically, Damascus has leveraged support for the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), a group loathed by Istanbul, to force Turkey to share Euphrates waters to Syria. Nearly every country in the Middle East from Morocco to Iran share water resources with a neighbor, and some have little freshwater of their own. What has played out between Egypt and Sudan and between Turkey and Syria could become a frequent feature of Middle Eastern politics as water becomes even more scarce.
2AC/1AR – Middle East War Inevitable
Israeli-Iranian war inevitable---Iranian nukes, American retrenchment, and increased Iranian deterrence capability.
Efraim Inbar 21, Professor Efraim Inbar is the President of the Jerusalem Institute for Strategy and Security, he has been a visiting professor at Georgetown, Johns Hopkins and Boston universities; a visiting scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars; a Manfred Warner NATO Fellow; and a visiting fellow at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, 06/01/2021, Jerusalem Institute for Strategy and Security, “Iran and Israel: The Inevitable War?” https://jiss.org.il/en/inbar-iran-and-israel-the-inevitable-war/, RMazhankou
Israel has had military confrontations with Iran’s proxies, Hizballah, the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and Hamas. Jerusalem has been determined not to allow the emergence of a Lebanese situation in Syria, where missiles threaten the Jewish state. Therefore, starting as early as 2013, Israel began to attack Iranian-linked targets in Syria to prevent the entrenchment of Iran and its proxy militias in Syria.  These attacks also serve to destroy Iranian-made missiles shipped to Hezbollah in Lebanon, as well as components aimed at improving their accuracy.
The IDF has mostly kept a low-profile approach, choosing not to publicize its operations. By January 2019, thousands of targets were hit, according to then Chief of Staff Gadi Eisenkot.[20] Israel was successful in partly removing the Iranian supported militias from its immediate border, although Iran continues to deploy its forces and weapons in Syria as well as at the Iraqi-Syrian border crossings. It also retaliates from time to time, even in small measure, just to make a point. Despite relentless Israeli attacks, Iran has shown determination to continue with its projects, even though it faces domestic problems as a result of US sanctions, dwindling oil revenues, street protests a harsh economic reality and recently a Covid-19 crisis.
Yet, Iran is determined to create its Shiite corridor, weaken Saudi Arabia and eventually evict the US from the Middle East. While Iran initially hoped to outlast President Trump, when it felt the pinch of the economic sanctions, Teheran decided to change gear by making use of its nuisance value. Attacks on oil shipping in the Persian and Oman Gulf took place without Iran taking responsibility. Similarly, Iran attacked the Khurais oil field and the Abqaiq oil processing plants with drones and cruise missiles, rendering them temporarily out of commission (Saudi Arabia’s oil output was subsequently cut by more than 50%). In June 2019, Iran’s IRGC’s shot down a United States surveillance drone over the Strait of Hormuz and starting in January 2020 Tehran has launched missiles at American targets in Iraq.  Its militias continue to harass the American military presence in that country.
Despite the change in Washington’s policy toward Iran, Trump preferred a diplomatic avenue. The US relied on maximum economic pressure in order to get “a better deal,” but so far, Iran seems undeterred and continues its brinkmanship. The US is also distracted by its efforts to meet the Covid-19 challenge. It is highly unlikely that the Trump administration will attack Iran’s nuclear installations before a change of guard in Washington. In contrast, Biden is determined to try restoring an upgraded JCPOA, which will leave Teheran with the nuclear option. 
Such a reading of these developments causes growing concern in Jerusalem. As Iran gains growing influence in the Middle East and challenges Israel’s monopoly over nuclear weapons in the region, and the new American administration simultaneously seems unlikely to take determined action against the Iranian nuclear program, a larger conflagration between Tehran and Jerusalem looks more likely.
The threat perception in Israel is great. Israel takes very seriously the Iranian threats to eradicate the Jewish state — a people that has a long history of persecutions, pogroms and a Holocaust will not ignore threats of extinction. Iran’s nuclear aspirations are seen in Israel as an existential threat, lending domestic legitimacy for military action against Iran. 
Prime Minister Netanyahu consistently and emphatically reiterates that Israel will not allow Iran to become a nuclear power. An indication of the Israeli mood is the resolute speech given by the IDF Chief of Staff, Lt. Gen. Aviv Kochavi, on December 25, 2019. He singled out Iran and its proxies as the main threat against Israel and made clear that an Israel-Iran collision is almost inevitable. He added that the military has been preparing for such a scenario. Kochavi also hinted at the inaction of the Gulf states and the United States in the face of Iranian strikes on oil installations and ships. “It would be better if we weren’t alone,” he remarked.[21] Kochavi also established a new directorate to be headed by a Maj.-General to contend with the Iranian threat, recently renamed the “Strategy and Third-Circle Directorate.” The IDF expects the Iranian threat to be a top priority in the coming years.[22]
During the past decade, Israel has made preparations to attack Iranian nuclear infrastructure.[23] Despite the many obstacles to a successful mission, the IDF seems capable of executing it. While the signing of the JCPOA undermined international legitimacy for Israeli action, nowadays, for all intents and purposes, the original JCPOA is a dead document.
Israel’s policy on nuclear proliferation in the Middle East has thus far been consistent. Obstruction and delaying stratagems have been used to deal with emerging nuclear threats. The June 2020 explosion at Natanz and the November 2020 assassination of Iran’s most senior nuclear scientist Mohsen Fakhrizadeh seem to be recent examples of such obstruction. When these tools are no longer effective, surgical air strikes are employed to destroy the nuclear installations in neighboring countries. In 1981, the Iraqi Osiraq reactor was demolished due to its potential to produce plutonium. A similar fate awaited the Syrian reactor in 2007. Preemption of an emerging threat is part of the menu of policy choices in Israeli strategic thinking.
The rationale for destroying the potential military nuclear capability is simple. Israel does not believe that it can achieve stable deterrence with a hostile nuclear armed Middle Eastern state. Being a state with a small territory and only a short distance away from its regional rivals, Israel feels very vulnerable to a nuclear attack. The likelihood of accidents, unauthorized launchings, miscalculations, or regime collapse in Middle Eastern states is much higher than in other parts of the world. The period before the establishment of credible second-strike capabilities and safeguards, resembling those implemented throughout US-Soviet Union relations, is particularly dangerous. Also significant is securing a second-strike posture is an ongoing process fraught with uncertainties.[24] Furthermore, deterrence is dependent upon sensitivity to cost. Religious fanaticism, widespread in the Middle East, is reducing sensitivity to cost. Indeed, Iranian leaders have expressed a willingness to lose millions of people in order to eradicate the Jewish state.[25] They boast about their culture of Jihad and martyrdom.
There is a growing urgency to destroy Iran’s burgeoning nuclear capability because of consistent Iranian advances in their nuclear and missile projects.
Israel might strike to preempt the return of Iran to the negotiating table. Under additional pressure, Iran may revert to a strategy of “talk and build” to buy time. Such a strategy capitalizes on European and American reluctance to escalate. Deciding that negotiations are useless requires alternative action, which is not an enticing option for many governments. Essentially, inconclusive talks preserve a status quo, a tense standoff in which Iran can go on uninhibited with its nuclear program. Indeed, bargaining, at which Iranians excel, and temporary concessions postpone diplomatic and economic pressures and, most importantly, preventive military strikes.
Israel might strike earlier rather than later in order to prevent additional improvements in Iran’s defensive measures around its nuclear installations. The embargo imposed by the UN Security Council on the sale of weapons to Iran expired in October 2020. As a result, Iran can now purchase the weapon systems that it sought unsuccessfully to obtain in the past. Iran is likely to buy weapons mainly from Russia, which has been its principal arms supplier since the 1990s, and its shopping list will probably include the Sukhoi S-30 aircraft and the S-400 advanced air defense systems.

After the elimination of Soleimani, the IDF saw a chance to step up attacks against Iran and its allies to further limit Iranian presence in Syria.[26] Such escalation in Syria could be capitalized upon to hit the Iranian nuclear project. Preemptive actions in Iraq and Syria ended the nuclear projects in these states. Moreover, these precedents show that great regional repercussions are not inevitable.
Israel may also escalate its military responses to prevent a bandwagoning effect in the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia. These states are aligned with Israel, particularly since the signing of the Abraham Accords. But, as Iran becomes more powerful in the region and the US security umbrella becomes less reliable, reorienting their foreign policy towards Tehran might become more attractive. Their apprehensions about the Iran policy of the new Biden Administration could be a contributing factor in such rapprochement of Sunni states with Iran. Such a drastic change in the foreign policy of the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia might then affect Jordan and Egypt (which both have peace treaties with Israel), further isolating Israel in the region. An Israeli show of force will therefore keep the Sunni states aligned with Israel.
History teaches us that when a rising power challenges the balance of power, in most cases war ensues. This phenomenon has been termed “hegemonic war.”[27] Hegemonic wars are caused by the differential growth of power among the dominant and aspiring states. A hegemonic war cannot arise during a period of relative stability; rather, the uneven growth and decline of power is a necessary factor which eventually leads to bipolarization of the international system, creating an inevitable crisis in the form of a hegemonic war. Such a competition in the Greek city system ended in the Peloponnesian wars. Prussia’s quest for the unification of the German principalities under its helm caused several European wars.
In the Middle East, we see an ascendant Iran that is no longer balanced by the declining Arab states, and that their security provider, the US, is seemingly leaving the region. While not predetermined, Israel may go to war to prevent a Middle East dominated by a nuclear Islamist Iran. As a matter of fact, it already takes military action to stop its encirclement by an Iranian inspired ring of fire.
Conclusion
A nuclear arsenal is Iran’s best insurance for regime survival and for achieving regional hegemony. Thus, it is inconceivable that the mullahs will give up the quest for the bomb. Diplomacy and/or economic sanctions are unlikely to stop Iran from going nuclear. Whatever efforts at “regime change” were made they were unsuccessful. The international community, including the US, has no appetite for military confrontation with Iran. At present, Iran’s imperial and nuclear aspirations remain unchecked.
Israel cannot tolerate a nuclear Iran. Iran-Israel relations are essentially a zero-sum game, leaving Israel little choice but to act upon its existential instincts. Therefore, escalation in the use of force to reverse the Iranian ascendance in Middle East politics, prevent its nuclearization, as well as the encirclement of Israel by Iranian proxies, is probable, adding a new dimension to the Iran-Israel war already underway. Assuming that Israel has the capability to destroy the key elements of the Iranian program, such option makes eminent strategic sense. Unfortunately, only military action can prevent the descent of the Middle East into an even more brutish and dangerous region.

Middle East war is inevitable---Israeli posturing, Iranian buildup, and hawkish cabinet.
Ethan Bronner & Henry Meyer 06/13,  Ethan Bronner is Israel bureau chief and a senior editor for the Middle East at Bloomberg News which he joined in 2015 following 17 years at The New York Times, Henry Meyer is a Bloomberg reporter based in Dubai, 06/13/2023, Time, “Will Israel Attack Iran? What to Know About Netanyahu’s Military Posturing”, https://time.com/6286783/israel-iran-military-preparations/, RMazhankou
Early this month, Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu held a mock wartime meeting of his security cabinet in a bunker. Communities in northern Israel are preparing shelters for a long-term conflict. And the military is working overtime on a new laser system to intercept rockets.
Their focus is Iran and its nuclear ambitions.
For years, Israel has considered a nuclear-armed Iran to be an existential threat, and directed its energies to confronting it and its regional proxies in Syria, Lebanon and the Palestinian areas.
But much is new in the past few months. Iran has emerged from diplomatic isolation, forging a key military alliance with Russia from which it’s seeking air defenses, restoring diplomatic ties with Saudi Arabia and pushing its allies to fire missiles at Israel. It is also enriching more and more uranium, including a small amount almost to weapons grade — while denying any plans for making a bomb.
All of these developments, along with a political crisis in Israel triggered by Netanyahu’s attempt to overhaul the judiciary, have pushed the government in Jerusalem into a position from which it’s issuing daily warnings and letting everyone know that it would not hesitate to act, even alone, if it felt enough of a threat from Iran.
More from TIME
Don’t Wait
Those who know the country say that while there is an element of public posturing, there is also serious intent.
“Iran is hardening its defenses, meaning Israel could lose the option to attack,” said Dennis Ross, a former White House Middle East envoy. “As someone who has worked on this issue and talked to the Israelis for a long time, the one thing I am personally convinced of is they will never allow themselves to lose the option. You don’t wait until it is one minute to midnight.”
Israeli officials cite the topic wherever they go. Nir Barkat, Israel’s economy minister, told Bloomberg TV in New York recently, “Iran threatens the world. They want to create a bomb in order to use it. We’re maybe first in line, but we’re not the only one.”
But Israel’s ability to deliver a decisive blow is questionable, especially if it acted alone and not alongside the US, which says it wants a diplomatic solution to Iran’s nuclear program. Washington and Tehran denied recent reports that they’ve been quietly exploring a new nuclear deal, though Iran said this week the two are close to an agreement on prisoner swaps.
Netanyahu rejects the US stance toward Iran, telling Sky News that “diplomacy can only work if it’s coupled with a credible military threat.”
Internal Mess
Among experienced Israel watchers, there is skepticism that Netanyahu would strike Iran. Dina Esfandiary, a senior adviser for the Middle East at the International Crisis Group, believes he’s diverting attention from his difficulties at home, especially the widespread outrage over plans to weaken the judiciary.
“When everything is a mess internally, the best thing is to reiterate that you have an enemy outside,” she says.
But even opponents of Netanyahu say that, on Iran, they back him. “On this, there is no coalition or opposition in Israel,” said Yair Lapid, opposition leader, when he was in New York recently. “Everybody’s on the same note.”
In private, Israeli officials worry whether they can get the job done without their main ally. And they are concerned that deep divisions within Israeli society — exemplified by this year’s mass protests over the judicial plan — could hinder preparations and give their enemies the impression that they’re more vulnerable.
“The Saudi-Iranian deal is helping Iranians feel stronger,” said Jacob Nagel, a former Israeli national security adviser. “The Iranians are giving the money, training, instructions and weapons to push Israel into a multi-front confrontation.”
Israel warplanes took out an Iraqi nuclear reactor in 1981 and a Syrian one in 2007 — and there’s talk about doing the same with Iran. Israel came close to doing so twice before under Netanyahu. In 2010 his inner security cabinet, backed by the defense establishment, pulled him back, and in 2012 the US talked it down. Today’s security cabinet is more hawkish.
The intense preparation, then and now, serves as a messaging tool, to persuade the US and Iran that Israel means business and to slow or stop Iranian uranium enrichment and missile production.
Regional Spillover
A strike on Iran could roil oil markets and turn into a regional conflagration, affecting states such as Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates as well as shipping routes through the Gulf.
US support Israeli strike, ensuring draw-in.
Ken Klippenstein 05/24, Ken Klippenstein is a D.C.-based investigative reporter who focuses on national security. He is also an avid Freedom of Information Act requester, 05/24/2023, The Intercept, “LEAKED REPORT: “CIA DOES NOT KNOW” IF ISRAEL PLANS TO BOMB IRAN”, https://theintercept.com/2023/05/24/cia-israel-iran-strike-leaked-documents/, RMazhankou
“CIA does not know Israel’s near term plans and intentions,” the report adds, speculating that “Netanyahu probably calculates Israel will need to strike Iran to deter its nuclear program and faces a declining military capability to set back Iran’s enrichment program.”
That the U.S.’s premier intelligence service indicated it had no idea how seriously to take Israel’s increasingly bombastic threats to Tehran means that, in all likelihood, neither does the White House. But despite this lack of clarity, Biden has not opposed a unilateral Israeli attack on Iran — and his national security adviser recently hinted at blessing it. 
“We have made clear to Iran that it can never be permitted to obtain a nuclear weapon,” Jake Sullivan said in a speech earlier this month, reiterating the administration’s oft-repeated line. The rhetoric reflects what military planners call “strategic ambiguity,” a policy of intentional uncertainty in order to deter an adversary — in this case, around how far the U.S. might go to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. But Sullivan went a step further, adding, “As President Biden has repeatedly reaffirmed, he will take the actions that are necessary to stand by this statement, including by recognizing Israel’s freedom of action.” 
Sullivan’s statement represents the strongest signal yet that the administration would not oppose unilateral action by Israel. The rhetoric has also been echoed by other administration officials. In February, the U.S. ambassador to Israel, Tom Nides, said that “Israel can and should do whatever they need to deal with [Iran] and we’ve got their back.”
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No Middle East war---tensions have peaked and rapprochement has begun.
Dalia Dassa Kaye & Frederic Wehrey 23, Dalia Dassa Kaye is an adjunct political scientist at the RAND Corporation. She is also a senior fellow at UCLA's Burkle Center for International Relation, Frederic Wehrey is a senior fellow in the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 05/03/2023, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Arab De-escalations and Realignments Amid Multipolarity,” https://carnegieendowment.org/2023/05/03/arab-de-escalations-and-realignments-amid-multipolarity-pub-89527, RMazhankou
The Middle East is in once again in a state of dramatic flux. The turbulent, post-2011 era of civil wars, adventurism, and proxy rivalries appears to have peaked. Regional insurgent and terrorist groups, namely the Islamic State, have been severely degraded. The strength of transnational political Islam has faded as well and, with the consolidation of power by President Kais Saied in Tunisia, so too has the prospect of democracy taking root and spreading. Meanwhile, the region’s long-standing external hegemon, the United States, has ended its “forever wars,” abandoning its predilection for ambitious, transformative projects in favor of an approach that largely accepts the status quo as it shifts its attention to Asia and, more recently, the war in Ukraine. Previously interventionist Arab states have largely forsaken military means for backroom dealmaking, economic ties, and soft power diplomacy.
A conventional view of this dynamism, especially the trends in de-escalation, posits that developments in Washington, DC, are the underlying catalysts behind it all. The United States is disengaging from the Middle East, the argument goes, and is seen as an unreliable guarantor with a long list of deficiencies. With its unpredictable electoral cycle and its general domestic disarray, Arab partners have long viewed the United States as a fickle and demanding ally. It has imposed irritating conditions on arms sales, courted troublesome nonstate groups such as the Houthis and the Muslim Brotherhood, and naively negotiated with Iran while being slow to defend its Arab partners against Iranian proxy and missile attacks. It is seen as making unreasonable, with-us-or-against-us demands in the face of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, while ignoring the hypocrisy of its own interventions in the Middle East.
So, unsurprisingly, Arab partners of the United States in the region are taking matters into their own hands, pursuing their own de-escalation and peace initiatives while also diversifying their partnerships as a hedge against American unreliability. In many respects, this trend is not new: postcolonial regional powers throughout the Cold War were adept at playing great powers against one another, and the trend received new momentum with the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq. Over the last decade, it was accelerated by the dramatic rise of China, which has surpassed the United States and Europe as the Gulf’s biggest trading partner. For its part, Russia has also been a major player in the region. While it lacks Beijing’s economic clout and has taken a battering from its ill-fated Ukraine invasion, Moscow is still seen as a major vendor of conventional arms for the region with few strings attached and, in the case of Syria and Libya, an active intervener on behalf of wobbly dictators and aspiring warlords.
And yet, this U.S.-centric explanation of change in the Middle East is only part of the story. To begin with, Washington is not really “exiting” the region: it still retains a sizeable diplomatic and military footprint, though policymakers are revising that presence and are consumed with other priorities, not least domestic ones. More importantly, though, there is another factor at work: Arab governments’ perceptions of security, legitimacy, and stability at home. With the demise of the Arab Spring and the tumult that followed, the existential ideational, security, and political threats to Arab regime identity and survival have also diminished. Oppositionists and especially Islamists have been weakened or eliminated through Arab regimes’ brute-force suppression, sophisticated surveillance, and co-option, or due to internal fissues with these dissidents’ ranks. As a result, Arab autocrats are no longer compelled to gravitate into defensive blocs and feel more confident engaging with rivals in the region. Relatedly, Arab regimes’ growing ties with countries like China and Russia have as much to do with their similar outlooks for world order—a vision that is authoritarian, antidemocratic, and antipluralistic—as with their desires to balance their relationships with the United States.
As the essays in this collection demonstrate, this notion of an authoritarian-led consolidation in the region and a durable period of stasis is belied by continuing dynamism and deepening socioeconomic problems within Arab states. Whether and how these afflictions lead to future instability will depend on how regional governments navigate current and looming challenges, especially the transition to the post-oil era, through comprehensive and inclusive reforms. Absent such a governance overhaul, the region could face renewed unrest, especially within weaker and poorer Arab states, potentially causing embattled Arab regimes to once again project their insecurities onto their rivals and neighbors, unraveling the current trend of interstate rapprochement.
ARAB REALIGNMENTS AND DE-ESCALATION—AND THEIR LIMITS
Regardless of their drivers, recent shifts in the regional landscape are certainly significant. At the broadest level, the post-2011 ideological, intra-Sunni, interdynastic cold war between an anti-Islamist bloc of states led by Saudi Arabia, the UAE, and Egypt against Türkiye and Qatar has ended. This played out in a number of arenas. By mid-2020, a battlefield stalemate in Libya, effected by the intervention of Türkiye and Russia in support of warring local forces, led the UAE and Egypt to dial back and abandon their militarized meddling in favor of dialogue and backroom dealmaking. In tandem, rulers in the UAE, apparently concerned about post-pandemic development challenges and competition with Saudi Arabia, sought to engage Türkiye while recognizing that Islamists across the region were circumscribed by national boundaries and, therefore, less of a threat to the Gulf. This was accompanied by a simultaneous nationalization of the Islamist parties and their internal dissolution and weakening. For its part, by late 2020 and early 2021, Türkiye, a backer of Islamists and the Muslim Brotherhood, embarked on new shift in bridge-building, marked by rounds of diplomatic talks and high-level visits with Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and the UAE.
Most significantly, though, Saudi Arabia in 2021 lifted its blockade against Qatar, which had been in place since 2017. Very quickly thereafter, Egypt began talks with the Muslim Brotherhood, reportedly brokered by Qatar, while Türkiye and Egypt began intelligence exchanges on the extradition of Islamists and the closure of Turkish pro-Brotherhood media outlets. By the fall and winter of 2022, signs of the warming had become even more pronounced. Egypt’s onetime archrival Qatar deposited $1 billion in the Egyptian central bank, and the sidelines of the 2022 FIFA World Cup in Qatar offered further glimpses of remarkable, personalized fence-mending among previously hostile rulers. For example, Egyptian President Abdel Fattah el-Sisi shook hands with Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, and Qatar’s emir cheered the Saudi football team’s victory over Argentina. Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman even donned a maroon Qatari national scarf at the opening ceremony. And the famously anti-Islamist ruler of the UAE, Mohamed bin Zayed, engaged in a similarly high-level gesture of rapprochement by visiting Doha during the World Cup—his first visit to Qatar since the imposition of the blockade.
Beyond the Sunni Muslim world, the historic Abraham Accords normalized ties between Israel, the UAE, and Bahrain, followed shortly thereafter by Morocco and Sudan. The accords led to an expansion of ties in a wide range of sectors, including trade, transportation, energy, technology, and military cooperation, particularly between the UAE and Israel.
Longtime Arab foes of Iran also began softening their antagonism, beginning with a growing inclination by smaller Gulf states to keep lines of communication open with Tehran and desist from a strictly confrontational approach. As early as 2019—following Iran’s targeting of oil facilities in the Gulf in the aftermath of the U.S. withdrawl from the nuclear agreement the previous year—Emirati and Iranian officials began talks on maritime security. By the summer of 2022, the UAE had reinstated its ambassador to Tehran. Similarly, in 2019, Saudi Arabia reached out to Iran via interlocutors in the Iraqi government, and by April 2021, Saudi Arabia and Iran had begun direct talks (hosted in Baghdad with later facilitation by Oman). That paved the way for an announcement in March 2023 that Riyadh and Tehran were formally restoring diplomatic relations and reopening their embassies after a seven-year freeze—a move that surprised the world, especially since it had been secretly brokered by China, a great power that had hitherto refrained from active involvement in the region’s disputes.

No Israeli-Iranian war---threats are bluffs---US opposition and lack of military readiness prevents first strike.
Sajjad Safaei 21, Sajjad Safaei is a postdoc fellow at Germany’s Max Planck Institute for Social Anthropology, 09/17/2021, Foreign Policy, “Israel Isn’t Strong Enough to Attack Iran”, https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/09/17/israel-isnt-strong-enough-to-attack-iran/, RMazhankou
To be sure, Israel has in the past carried out relatively limited operations against Iran—such as raids on Iranian allies in Syria and nuclear sabotage—and may continue to do so in the future. But to what extent should we believe Tel Aviv is truly ready and willing to launch a strike on Iran because of advances in the Iranian nuclear program, knowing full well that this is likely to push the two countries and their allies into war? The political and military constraints on Israeli decision-makers suggests such a military showdown is highly unlikely.
To speak of an imminent and undisguised IDF strike deep inside Iranian territory is to overlook a long-established norm that has for decades governed U.S.-Israel relations: Israel cannot simply ignore the wishes and concerns of its chief patron, especially when core U.S. foreign policy priorities are at stake.
This norm was expressed in clear terms by no less a figure than Israel’s former premier and Defense Minister Ehud Barak in his autobiography My Country, My Life. Here, Barak spelled out the paradigm that has shaped—and will likely continue to shape—the contours of Israeli action against Iran. “There were only two ways,” he explained, that Israel could stop the Iranians from getting a nuclear weapon (read: “nuclear program,” for Barak willfully ignores U.S. intelligence assessments that Iran had halted pursuits for nuclear weapons in 2003). One way was “for the Americans to act.” The only other option was “for [the United States] not to hinder Israel from doing so.”
But according to Barak, “hinder” is precisely what consecutive U.S. administrations have done—and are still likely to do.
Even during the military interventionism of the George W. Bush presidency, Israel did not have a blank check to do as it pleased. As Barak notes in his memoirs, when Bush learned in 2008 of Israeli efforts to purchase heavy munitions from the United States, he confronted Barak and then-premier Ehud Olmert. “I want to tell both of you now, as president,” Bush warned, “We are totally against any action by you to mount an attack on the [Iranian] nuclear plants.”
“I repeat,” Bush further clarified, “in order to avoid any misunderstanding. We expect you not to do it. And we’re not going to do it, either, as long as I am president. I wanted it to be clear.” It deserves mention that according to Barak, Bush issued this warning despite knowing that Israel did not even possess the military capacity to assault Iran at the time.
According to Barak, this staunch opposition to a strike on Iran had a “dramatic” effect on him and Olmert since the Bush administration had supported Israel’s 2007 bombing of Syria’s nascent nuclear program just a year before. In both cases, Washington’s approval, or lack thereof, was demonstrably consequential.
Barak’s memoirs show that the same dynamic continued to govern U.S.-Israel relations during Obama’s presidency. He recalls how then-U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta “made no secret of the fact he didn’t want us to launch a military strike” at a time when the Obama administration was focused on putting international political and economic pressure on Iran. Panetta “urged me to ‘think twice, three times,’ before going down that road,” Barak wrote, and saw it as a given that Tel Aviv would keep Washington abreast of its decisions. “If you do decide to attack the Iranian facilities, when will we know?” he allegedly asked Barak.
According to Barak’s account, Israel was dissuaded from going forward with a supposed strike on Iran’s nuclear installations in summer 2012 “because of the damage it would do to our ties with the United States.” Washington’s demands continued to limit Tel Aviv after the finalization of the nuclear deal in 2015. Even then, Barak recalls, the Israelis could not simply act against Iran without a green light from the Obama administration: “We needed to reach agreement with the Americans about what kind of military strike we, or they, might have to take if the Iranians again moved to get nuclear weapons.”
As evinced by Barak’s autobiography, U.S. presidents are not taciturn about making their views and wishes known to Israeli officials, especially when primary U.S. foreign policy objectives are involved. Nor can Tel Aviv afford to ignore Washington’s express demands and concerns on such matters. And today, any flagrant Israeli violation of Iranian sovereignty will instantly clash with two mutually reinforcing goals that have come to define the Biden administration’s foreign policy: curbing Iran’s nuclear program through non-military means (efforts currently focused on reviving the 2015 Iranian nuclear deal) and winding down U.S. military presence in the Middle East.
These political realities make it unlikely Israel will pursue an overt strike on Iran. Just as important, however, are the military constraints that Israel faces.
To be sure, even without its ready-to-launch nuclear warheads, Israel is more than capable of delivering swift and devastating blows to Iran’s armed forces, both in the skies and seas. Its fleet of American fighter jets and bombers alone can irreparably trounce Iran’s air defenses as well as its dilapidated air force. Even Iran’s increasingly powerful, accurate, and far-reaching missile and drone systems don’t radically alter the balance of power in the skies. In short, in terms of military hardware, the IDF’s superiority over Iran’s armed forces is indisputable, not to mention otherworldly.
But this prodigious superiority will be rendered far less consequential in the event of an all-out war that lures the IDF ground forces into the battlefield. Why? Ever since the IDF’s embarrassing defeat during the 2006 war with Hezbollah, Israel’s top military brass have become acutely aware that the country’s land forces are ill-prepared for a full-scale war with a fighting force even moderately capable of packing a punch.
As shown by Israel’s own scathing inquiry into the 2006 war, as well as reports by the Washington Institute for Near East Policy and the U.S. Army, the 33-day war with Hezbollah demonstrated that the IDF ground forces had been woefully ill-prepared to fight a real war with a formidable foe.
Since then, there have been some signs of remedial measures undertaken by the IDF to address its shortcomings. Still, there is little reason to believe its ground forces have undergone a drastic improvement since the 2006 war. Unsurprisingly, when Gadi Eizenkot began his tenure as Chief of General Staff of the IDF a few months after Protective Edge (the 2014 Gaza War), he reportedly “found the ground forces in rather bad shape” and “an army that had gotten fat in … all the wrong places in the decade after the Second Lebanon War.” The picture looked more or less the same in late 2018 when the outgoing ombudsman of the Israeli Defense Ministry Maj. Gen. (res.) Yitzhak Brick warned lawmakers in a “contentious” meeting that the country’s ground forces were unprepared for a future war.
Mindful of the gaping chink in the IDF’s armor, Israel’s highest military and political echelons are unlikely to order an overt military operation inside Iranian territory, knowing full well that such an assault will most likely lock Israel and Iran in an irreversible spiral of escalation that promises to pit ill-prepared IDF ground troops against Iranian forces and their regional allies such as Hezbollah.
But if Washington’s red light and Tel Aviv’s own military calculus render a flagrant violation of Iranian sovereignty by the IDF unlikely, then what is to account for the public, at times even garish, saber-rattling emanating from Israeli statesmen? Such threats are partly tailored for domestic consumption. In a highly militarized social context that has in recent decades steadily drifted toward the far-right, talk of bombing Iran may be an effort to not appear weak before one’s political rivals.
It may also be read, however, as a bargaining posture to strengthen Israel’s position vis-à-vis the Biden administration on issues far closer to home than the Iranian nuclear program. By continuously breathing life into the specter of striking Iran—a source of great unease in Western capitals due its catastrophic ramifications—Israeli leaders can offer to forgo their non-existent plans to enter an all-out war with Iran in return for other gains: Biden dropping his opposition to illegal settlement expansion in the occupied territories (a secondary issue for the United States) as well as more military and financial aid.
No first strike---complexity and internal divisions.
Sami Peretz 23, Sami Peretz covers Breaking News, Features and Analyses From Israel, the Middle East and the Jewish World, 03/17/2023, Haaretz, “Netanyahu Won’t Attack Iran”, https://www.haaretz.com/opinion/2023-03-17/ty-article-opinion/.premium/netanyahu-wont-attack-iran/00000186-f0c3-df90-a19e-f9ff638a0000, RMazhankou
If you were only familiar with the main story over the past few weeks and didn't know the operational plans or intelligence reports, you could unequivocally conclude that Benjamin Netanyahu has no intention of knocking out Iran’s nuclear facilities. The prime minister has based a long career around this issue; he is identified with it more than any other leader and declared it one of his four major goals when his current term began. But these are empty words.
The head of the National Security Council, Tzachi Hanegbi, predicted just before he took office that Netanyahu's main task this term would be to destroy Iran’s nuclear installations. In an interview with Channel 12’s Friday night news program, he said: “If there's anything that could become acute and critical in the coming months, it’s Iran’s nuclear program. If the negotiations don’t end with an agreement and the United States doesn't take independent action, Prime Minister Netanyahu – and I believe this fire has been burning in him for 25 years – will take action to destroy Iran’s nuclear facilities.”
An attack on Iran is unlike anything the air force and the wider military have ever done. This isn't a single site, as was the case with the nuclear reactor in Iraq in 1981 and Syria in 2007. It's multiple sites posing huge risks, both direct and indirect.
The destruction of Iraq’s nuclear facilities wasn't preceded by any buildup. One morning we woke up to find that the Iraqis were building a nuclear reactor, and then it was gone. Now, for 15 years, we've been waking up every morning to warnings, threats, pressure and lots of noise. All this has subsided in the past two and a half months as another threat takes over our lives – Netanyahu's attack on the judiciary.
Operational capabilities are just part of the decision on whether to attack Iran. For this to happen, complete coordination with the United States is required, as is the general consent of the public and great trust between the political and military leaders. Social cohesion and steadfastness are needed if a war with Hezbollah ensues, as is a total focus by the air force and Military Intelligence.
But all this has deteriorated since the Netanyahu government took over in late December as it rushes to overhaul the judiciary. This ruins the credibility of the threat to destroy Iran’s nuclear facilities.
Anyone placing the Iranian issue at the top of the agenda wouldn't erode Israel’s social fabric in weeks, pressure the Israel Defense Forces chief of staff, the air force chief and the police commissioner, make them commit errors (and then apologize), make the military reservists declare they won't serve a dictatorial regime, drive away high-tech entrepreneurs (critical people for Israel’s economy) and create a toxic and gloomy environment.
You can't blather about unity and “brotherhood” while half the country feels it's being trampled by a rapacious government that doesn't stop with the power the voters awarded it. Instead it demands more powers as it destroys the judiciary.
MK Gadi Eisenkot, a former IDF chief of staff, said at the protest in Herzliya on Saturday night that “Israel is in its most gave security situation since the Yom Kippur War” – he cited Iran’s progress in its nuclear project, its strategic alliance with Russia and the arming of Hezbollah in Lebanon. Eisenkot has spent many hours discussing defense issues with Netanyahu, and until recently he only praised the prime minister’s prudence, analytical skills and clear-headed thinking.
No more. Under these circumstances, promoting a change to Israel's constitutional structure is “illogical and irrational behavior,” Eisenkot said.
If Israel truly had a military option of wiping out Iran’s nuclear facilities, Netanyahu’s performance shows that it has dissipated. The Iran danger remains, but a new one has been added: the constitutional changes being pushed through.
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2AC/1AR – Won’t pass
McCarthy’s bill relies on support from a group that rarely votes for spending bills – and inevitable compromise with the Senate makes that support impossible
Edmondson et al. 7-2 (Catie Edmondson, Carl Hulse and Alicia Parlapiano, 7-2-2023, "House Republicans Demand Deep Cuts to Spending Bills They Rarely Support," New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2023/07/02/us/house-republicans-spending.html, accessed 7-15-2023)//Prozes
House Republican leaders working to write and pass the spending bills that fund the government face a major hurdle: Their own party — especially their most powerful, arch-conservative faction — has spent the last decade assailing federal spending and, with growing frequency, casting vote after vote against it.
G.O.P. members of the House have supported spending bills less than half the time over the last dozen years, according to a New York Times analysis of such votes since 2011. Hard-right lawmakers associated with the Freedom Caucus, which has been the most outspoken about slashing spending, have voted in favor of government funding bills less than 20 percent of the time. And a smaller bloc of ultraconservative members who have threatened to blockade the House floor if their priorities are not met has almost always voted against appropriations bills — in an average of 93 percent of cases.
Despite all of that, Speaker Kevin McCarthy, working to manage a right-wing revolt, has agreed to tailor the spending bills to the demands of a group of lawmakers who have rarely, if ever, supported such measures during their time in Congress. At their insistence, he has embraced funding levels far below what he agreed to in May as part of a deal with President Biden to suspend the debt limit and avoid a federal default.
The approach could make it difficult to move the bills through the House and place the chamber on a collision course with the Democrat-controlled Senate that could lead to a government shutdown this fall. It promises to further complicate a process that was already going to be extraordinarily difficult, as top members of Congress try for the first time in years to enact individual spending bills to fund all parts of the government in an orderly fashion and avoid the usual year-end pileup.
Mr. McCarthy settled on the strategy after members of the Freedom Caucus last month shut down the House floor to protest the debt-limit deal and made a number of demands, including deeper spending cuts.
“Nobody in America thinks, ‘Oh my God, look at those paragons of virtue and efficiency. Aren’t they just doing a fantastic job with that $600 billion,’” Representative Chip Roy of Texas, an influential member of the Freedom Caucus, said of the federal government.
Mr. Roy, who has said he wants to force cuts to return government spending to pre-Covid levels, is one of 13 House Republicans who have never voted for any kind of spending bill since 2011.
With only four votes to spare and Democrats uniformly opposed, the resistance by the most conservative Republicans will make it extremely difficult for Mr. McCarthy to win approval of any spending bill. Even if he can do so, the resulting bills would likely have no chance of passing the Senate, increasing the prospects of a government shutdown in the fall and automatic across-the-board cuts in 2025.
Some of House Republicans’ perennial objections to spending bills are procedural. Many have protested being forced to vote on one huge, take-it-or-leave-it bill that lumps all federal funding together. But the opposition is also ideological, with hard-liners refusing to vote to fund a federal government they charge has grown bloated and has arrayed its power against conservatives.
And they have railed against what some far-right lawmakers refer to derisively as the “uniparty,” the group of mainstream Republicans and Democrats, including party leaders, who have routinely banded together to do the necessary business of funding the government.
It was not always this way. More than a decade ago, congressional Republicans frequently voted for the bills that funded the government even as they embraced fiscally conservative policies, in part because they were willing to set aside ideology in order to shovel federal money back to their constituents.
*graph omitted*
But that trend began to shift in 2010, as the anti-tax and -spending Tea Party wave swept through the Republican Party and federal spending became anathema to the G.O.P. base. Instead of championing their efforts to steer as much money as they could to their districts and states, conservative lawmakers became incentivized to rail against federal funding measures and to try to derail as many of them as possible. Support for government funding continued to fall under former President Donald J. Trump, who often threatened to veto spending legislation and presided over the longest government shutdown in American history, and has declined precipitously since Mr. Biden took office.
The picture in the Senate, where the hard right has a smaller foothold, is much different. In that chamber, leaders of the Appropriations Committee in both parties have banded together to advance spending bills they hope can win bipartisan Senate approval on an individual basis for the first time in years. Senate Republicans are also pressing to add money for the Pentagon, which many of them argue was underfunded in the debt-limit deal, a stance that has alarmed conservatives in the House.
Representative Ken Buck, Republican of Colorado, said he would be inclined to oppose the emerging House bills unless he saw some substantial action by Republican leaders reflecting a deep commitment to cutting spending.
“I think it is going to take some structural change to convince people that they are serious about what we should be doing,” said Mr. Buck, suggesting that each committee should have a new oversight panel to pursue government waste.
“The No. 1 priority in this place should be the power of the purse, and we just don’t take that seriously,” he said.
Representative Ralph Norman of South Carolina, who has voted for just 10 percent of spending bills since arriving in Congress in 2017, said his votes would depend on whether the 12 appropriations bills returned federal spending to 2022 levels, without using any accounting gimmicks. “We’ll see the numbers,” he said. “It’s all about the numbers.”
[chart omitted]
House Democrats warn that the Republican approach has put Congress on a course to a government shutdown after Sept. 30, the end of the fiscal year and the deadline for enacting legislation to keep federal funding flowing.
“We are on a trajectory to shut the government down,” said Representative Rosa DeLauro of Connecticut, the senior Democrat on the Appropriations Committee. She said Mr. McCarthy had thrown the spending process into chaos in order to prevent a challenge to his speakership from the far right, catering to a group of ultraconservatives who will ultimately reject the bills anyway.
“It is never going to be good enough for them,” she said. “They are playing a very dangerous game. You need bicameral, bipartisan support to get this done.”
The partisan clash in the House is strikingly different from the dynamic in the Senate. Though Republicans opposed the agency-by-agency allocations set by Democrats, the first measures were approved without objection late in June when the panel held its first session in years to review its bills and even live-streamed the event — a first for a panel that previously shielded much of its work from public scrutiny.
The leaders of the Senate appropriations panel — Senator Patty Murray, Democrat of Washington, and Senator Susan Collins, Republican of Maine — have said they are committed to delivering the spending bills and avoiding an end-of-the year mash-up known as an omnibus.
“Keeping the appropriations process moving full-steam ahead and in a bipartisan way is critical,” they said in a joint statement. “Our nation absolutely must be able to count on a dependable appropriations process as we grapple with urgent challenges at home and abroad.”
But conservative firebrands in the House are not inclined to accept measures that Democrats could back.
“I don’t believe for a second, nor do I think most people — at least the real conservatives in the House — believe that we’re going to pass 12 appropriations bills,” said Representative Eli Crane of Arizona, one of the most outspoken members of the Freedom Caucus. “The bottom line is, I don’t think this conference is serious about changing the way this works.”
If Mr. McCarthy resorted to using Democratic votes to pass one big spending bill, Mr. Crane said, he and other members of the hard-right would use “every tool necessary” to take it down, just as they paralyzed the House floor in protest of the debt limit deal.
“You will see the same pressure, the same tactics, and the same effort to use any means necessary to change the way this town works,” Mr. Crane said.
Appeasing Conservatives dooms the bill in the Senate --- NDAA proves
Nazzaro 7-16 (Miranda Nazzaro is a breaking news reporter for The Hill. She graduated from The George Washington University with a degree in journalism. "Biden national security adviser: Defense bill ‘is never getting to the president’s desk’," Hill, 7-16-23. https://thehill.com/policy/defense/4100088-biden-national-security-adviser-defense-bill-is-never-getting-to-the-presidents-desk/, accessed 7-16-2023)//Prozes
National security adviser Jake Sullivan said Sunday the House-passed version of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) is “never getting to the president’s desk.”  
“What you’ve seen from an extreme group of Republicans is to put forward a set of amendments that try to mix domestic social debates with … the security needs of our nation,” Sullivan told CNN’s Jake Tapper on “State of The Union.”  
The House on Friday approved the annual defense policy, which included several conservative amendments, in a largely party-line 219-210 vote with four Republicans opposing the measure and four Democrats supporting it. This was a change from the usual bipartisan support this bill receives.  
“This Defense Authorization Act, Jake, from my perspective is really about a bipartisan exercise in defending America, defending Americans’ national security,” Sullivan said on Sunday.  
Questions were raised last week whether the House would approve the must-pass legislation after conservative lawmakers stuffed the bill with culture war amendments centered around transgender care and diversity and inclusion initiatives.  
The House Armed Services Committee passed the measure in a 58-1 vote in June, but support from Democrats dropped after the GOP-sponsored amendments were put in the bill.   Sullivan told Tapper that a “huge number,” of House Republicans, in his view, aren’t “interested in having politics come in the middle” of the legislation.  “So it was a small group of Republicans who essentially created a trap,” Sullivan said.  “And historically, year after year, you have seen the Defense Authorization Act pass with overwhelming bipartisan majorities. We should not walk away from that, this should be an area where politics stops and national security starts,” Sullivan added.  
The bill now heads to the Democratic-led Senate, where Majority Leader Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) and members of his party are likely to strike down the controversial amendments.   “We believe at the end of the day, after the Senate has done its work, after the Senate has come back together with the House, we will end up in a place where there is a broad bipartisan bill that can go to the president’s desk that he can sign; that is what is necessary for our men and women in uniform,” Sullivan said.
Bill fails now – House and Senate are on a collision course
Gorman 7-23 (Reese Gorman, Congressional Reporter, "House and Senate set for a collision course on government funding," Washington Examiner, 7-23-23. https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/house/house-senate-set-collision-course-government-funding, accessed 7-23-2023)//Prozes
The House and Senate are set for a collision course when it comes to appropriations this year, and Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-CA) is in the middle of it, having to please the far-right fringe of his conference while also ensuring the government is funded before the Sept. 30 deadline. Senate appropriators appeared at-odds over the spending caps set in the debt ceiling deal, but now the House is marking their appropriations bills below those caps—prompting more concerns. But, there is not much else McCarthy is able to do, as he attempts to meet the demands of some of the most conservative members of his caucus who want to see the government significantly slash spending.
Earlier in July, 21 Republicans signed onto a letter threatening to vote against appropriations bills if they didn’t meet a list of their demands. Included in that list was all appropriations measures enacted at fiscal 2022 levels “without the use of reallocated rescissions to increase discretionary spending above that top-line.” This places the House up against the Senate, who are displeased with the caps set in the debt ceiling bill, and have started marking-up appropriations bills above those caps. Senate Appropriations Committee Chairwoman Patty Murray (D-WA), announced her and ranking member Susan Collins's (R-ME) deal to add $8 billion for defense, and $5.7 billion for nondefense emergency funds during a committee markup last week. “Let's be clear: Emergency spending does not break the debt limit agreement," Collins said. "The law allows for funding to be designated as an emergency and for other adjustments, for program integrity, wildfires suppression, and disaster relief funding."
But, members of the House Republican Conference are unlikely to see it that way as they are adamant about cutting spending. “I think that it makes sense for us to continue looking at other ideas on how you can further achieve savings,” said Rep. Garret Graves (R-LA), an ally of McCarthy. “You've seen dating back to immediately after the FRA to where Senate was out there talking about more spending, meaning going above the debt ceiling statutory caps, and I think it's really important that we have a solid House position to put this country on a better sustainable financial trajectory.” “The speaker doesn't have a desire to go to a CR, and it's why we've tried to move these appropriations bills through the process,” Graves also said last month.
With just one week before the August recess to pass appropriations bills, there isn’t much time for fighting between the chambers, who must pass appropriations bills before the end of September. The other alternative would be a continuing resolution — a short-term stop-gap measure that extends government funding at the prior year’s rate — to give Congress more time to negotiate.
2AC/1AR - Thumpers
Holdups snag the spending bill
Diaz 7-17 (Daniella Diaz, Diaz is a POLITICO reporter. "A hectic Hill week ahead: What to expect on aviation, spending and defense," POLITICO, 7/17/2023, https://www.politico.com/newsletters/huddle/2023/07/17/a-hectic-hill-week-ahead-what-to-expect-on-aviation-spending-and-defense-00106575, accessed 7-21-2023)//Prozes
With only two weeks before Congress’ August recess and a lot left to accomplish, let’s check in on the three big priorities that the House and Senate want to get done — and who is standing in their way.
Federal Aviation Administration: This agency’s reauthorization is set to hit the House floor this week — but as Huddle first reported Thursday, there are some lingering question marks on the GOP side of the aisle. Chief among those is the debate over whether to allocate more space for long-haul flights at Reagan National Airport.
Who’s in the way? Rep. Chip Roy (R-Texas), whose San Antonio-area district would benefit from more nonstop flights to the D.C. area, is leading the charge on more slots at Reagan. And Roy sits on the powerful House Rules Committee, giving him influence over any amendments taken up to the FAA bill. We’ll be watching for how this plays out during today’s Rules committee hearing.
Spending: House GOP leaders are racing to complete a couple of less-controversial agency spending bills before recess, not to mention the slated expiration of government funding on Sept. 30.
The Rules panel is set to meet next week to tee up floor action on two fiscal 2024 measures: One would fund the FDA and the Agriculture Department, the other going to military construction and the Department of Veterans Affairs. Two sources close to the process said that Republicans hope to put the bills on the House floor during the last week of the month, before recess starts, but that timeline could very much slip.
Some Republicans have said privately they are skeptical, though, that the House GOP can clear these two measures — considered the least controversial out of this year’s spending bills — by August recess.
Over in the Senate, appropriators will be meeting Thursday on three of their less divisive spending bills, touching on transportation, housing, energy and the State Department.
Who’s in the way? The same crew that often is: Speaker Kevin McCarthy’s right flank. The two bills will again test McCarthy’s ability to unify his fractured conference on divisive spending issues. And as Sarah noted in a story earlier this week, House conservatives are creating an abortion-related holdup on the usually less-controversial bill that funds the Department of Veterans Affairs and military personnel.
Don’t forget, also, that House Republicans are taking up spending totals far below the levels set in last month’s bipartisan debt limit deal – and the Senate is going to use those debt-deal numbers. It all points to a bigger fight to come later this fall over how to reconcile those visions.
Defense: We expect the upper chamber to start debate on Tuesday on the must-pass annual defense policy bill, which it’s aiming to finish by August recess. Whatever passes the Senate will include no contentious abortion provision – unlike the House, which used its version to reverse Biden administration policy on reimbursing travel costs for service members seeking abortions.
Who’s in the way? Defense experts Connor O’Brien and Joe Gould are watching which Republicans push for a vote on that abortion policy (though it’s not going to get the 60 votes it would need to pass). The Senate also could see skirmishes on Ukraine aid, a new China competitiveness proposal and a submarine transfer pact between the U.S., UK and Australia.
House-Senate fights make shutdown and sequestration inevitable
Jacobs 7-21 (Emily Jacobs, Jacobs is a Congressional Reporter at the Washington Examiner. "Coons suggests House and Senate appropriations fight may cause government shutdown," Washington Examiner. 7-21-2023, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/senate/chris-coons-appropriations-fight-government-shutdown-aspen, accessed 7-21-2023)//Prozes
Sen. Chris Coons (D-DE) appeared to suggest on Friday that Congress was headed toward a government shutdown this fall amid a contentious appropriations fight that has seen the House and Senate write and pass funding bills at different spending levels.
Coons's comment came at the end of a panel discussion at this year's Aspen Security Forum alongside Sens. John Cornyn (R-TX) and Jim Risch (R-ID) as the trio debated how to address Sen. Tommy Tuberville's (R-AL) hold on military promotions in protest of the Pentagon's abortion policy. The Delaware senator, who serves on the Senate Appropriations Committee, argued that while congressional antics may cause concern, there are bipartisan coalitions in the House and Senate that are capable of solving tough problems.
"I'm just going to close with this thought. We are going to scare the hell out of you. We're really good at that," Coons said. "On the debt ceiling, on default, we came right up to the end. We're going to have a government shutdown because we're going to fight between the House and Senate about appropriations."
"Maybe," Risch, the top Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, quickly remarked.
"Maybe — I sure hope not. We keep coming right up close," Coons, who also serves on the foreign relations committee, then replied. "But in the end, it is exactly these kinds of gentlemen with whom I am able to work and where we are able to continue to deliver sustained, strong, forward-leaning initiatives around strengthening our country or defense, our military, our manufacturing, and our system. And it's really only because of the personal relationships that are at the core of the Senate that we're still able to work."
House and Senate appropriators have marked up government funding bills at different spending levels for months. The federal government runs out of money on Sept. 30, and the House and Senate each have fewer than 30 in-session days between now and then to find a resolution in order to prevent a government shutdown.
On the Senate side, Senate Appropriations Committee Chairwoman Patty Murray (D-WA) and ranking member Susan Collins (R-ME) have been advancing the 12 annual appropriations bills using spending levels agreed upon as part of President Joe Biden and House Speaker Kevin McCarthy's (R-CA) deal to avert a debt default in May.
This is aside from their defense appropriations bill, which Murray announced on Thursday would be marked up above the debt ceiling deal caps. The decision to boost defense numbers marks the first time Senate appropriators have broken with the agreed-upon spending caps.
The House Appropriations Committee, meanwhile, voted last month to adopt discretionary spending levels at $1.47 trillion for fiscal 2024, about $120 billion under the $1.59 trillion mark initially negotiated in the debt limit agreement.
McCarthy's four-vote majority leaves him with little room for defections within his conference, though he already has upward of 20 members demanding appropriators write their 12 bills at fiscal 2022 spending levels.
Tensions over the debt limit agreement ground House business to a halt for a week in June as a group of hard-line conservatives, many of whom held up McCarthy's bid to become speaker, insisted he recommit to a deal he cut in January to pursue deep spending reductions. The speaker acquiesced in order to lift their blockade on floor votes, putting the two chambers fundamentally at odds.

2AC/1AR – AT: Military readiness 
Past Sequestration thumps readiness
Ferdinando 16 (Lisa Ferdinando, News Reporter & Media Professional, MA from Georgetown, 3-15-2016, "Sequestration Poses Biggest Threat to Readiness, Military Leaders Say," U.S. Department of Defense, https://www.defense.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/694480/sequestration-poses-biggest-threat-to-readiness-military-leaders-say/, accessed 7-23-2023)//Prozes
The biggest challenge to the military's readiness is sequestration, military leaders said on Capitol Hill today. Sequestration is a provision of the Budget Control Act of 2011 that imposes across-the-board spending cuts if Congress and the White House cannot agree on more targeted cuts aimed at reducing the budget deficit.
The uncertain and restrictive budget environment is forcing the Army to make tough choices, the vice chief of staff of the Army, Gen. Daniel B. Allyn, told the Senate Armed Services Committee. Allyn and his counterparts from the Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps spoke at a hearing on the current state of readiness of U.S. forces. "We must have … predictable and sustained funding to deliver the readiness that our combatant commanders require to meet the missions that continue to emerge," Allyn said.
The Army is accepting considerable risk by reducing its end strength while deferring modernization programs and infrastructure investments, he said.
"For the United States Army, our No. 1 readiness risk is sequestration," he said. The other service leaders echoed that sentiment about their respective branches. Ripple Effect of Sequestration The vice chief of naval operations, Navy Adm. Michelle Howard, said the Navy can maintain a ready fleet through a stable budget and being able to procure and maintain ships with certainty. Howard said she was in the fleet during a round of sequestration. Deployments were canceled and maintenance periods were shifted, she noted.
"The ripple effect of that goes through the years,” the admiral said. “You not only lose the maintenance time, but you lose qualification time for people, and that experience set can never be bought back."
Howard said the fiscal year 2017 budget request provides the resources for deployed forces and supports continued readiness recovery efforts.
"This submission also contains the hard choices and tradeoffs we made to achieve future warfighting capability," she said.
Marines Ready to Fight
For the Marine Corps, members are ready to fight and are forward deployed around the world for crisis response, the assistant commandant of the Marine Corps told the Senate panel. Maintaining that stance requires carefully allocating limited funds and working around budget limitations, Gen. John M. Paxton Jr. said.
"In our challenging fiscal environment we're struggling to maintain all of those balances," he added.
The Marine Corps is no longer in a healthy position to generate current readiness and simultaneously reset all of its equipment while sustaining its facilities and modernizing to ensure future readiness, Paxton said. "The strains on our personnel and equipment are showing in many areas,” he told the senators, “particularly in aviation, in communications and intelligence."
Investments Needed in Air Force
Sequestration was felt throughout the Air Force, the service’s vice chief of staff, Gen. David L. Goldfein, said.
"We also broke faith with our airmen, especially our civilian airmen," he said. "When they were furloughed, we lost a number of them who decided that if the company was not invested in them, they were not going to stick with the company."
The threat of sequestration must be removed, Goldfein said. Investments are needed in the service, he added, noting that the current Air Force is one of the smallest, oldest and least ready in its history.
"The fiscal year ’17 budget reflects our best effort to balance capability, capacity and readiness under the topline we've received," he said. "We made difficult trades between readiness today and the critical investment required to modernize for the future against potential adversaries who continue to close the technological gap
Leadership failures, aircraft carrier issues thump military readiness
Jeremy Hunt, 22. Hunt is a media fellow at Hudson Institute. In 2015, Hunt graduated from the United States Military Academy at West Point. He was an active-duty military intelligence officer, stationed in South Georgia. He deployed to Ukraine, where he was part of a multinational mission to train the Ukrainian Armed Forces. Hunt rose to the rank of captain and now serves in the US Army Inactive Ready Reserve as he completes his final year at Yale Law School. “Military Readiness Crisis Worsens under Biden’s Watch.” December 6, 2022. https://www.hudson.org/national-security-defense/military-readiness-crisis-worsens-under-bidens-watch

What happens when nearly 20,000 tons of warships nearly collide? Navy investigators are determining precisely that question after a destroyer and amphibious warfare vessel almost “traded paint” in the congested San Diego Bay. A video of what happened, dubbed “warship chicken” by local news, showed a harrowing encounter in which the USS Harpers Ferry and USS Momsen avoided a devastating collision with seconds to spare.
The near-collision is the latest in a string of incidents for the Navy. In 2015, the destroyers USS John McCain and the USS Fitzgerald both experienced deadly and avoidable collisions that cost the lives of a multitude of sailors. Then, in 2020, the $1.2 billion USS Bonhomme Richard was destroyed after fire engulfed the ship for four days in the San Diego Bay. And last year, the USS Connecticut — an indispensable fast-attack submarine — hit a seamount, potentially resulting in the loss of the boat.
Yet these incidents only scratch the surface of the Navy’s woes. Last month, one of our supercarriers, the USS Nimitz, was forced to come home after sailors reported headache, rash, diarrhea and a suspicious smell in the drinking water. Fuel had contaminated the vessel’s water supply, rendering it useless for weeks. And naval maintenance yards, designed to keep our ships in fighting shape, are hopeless. Just this year, the Navy reported nearly $2 billion in shipyard backlogs for their service fleet — an amount that the Government Accountability Office says doesn’t adequately “show the full extent, causes or risks of deferred maintenance.”
While the circumstances surrounding each of these incidents varied, they share a common heritage. Many of our military’s problems, from operations to maintenance to acquisition, are downstream from failed leadership.
Last year, members of Congress led by Sen. Tom Cotton released a report on the “fighting culture of the Navy.” The authors wrote, “In a situation where the surface Navy is losing personnel and ships absent interaction with an armed enemy, Navy leadership ought to be concerned as to how elements of their organization will perform when a capable enemy presents itself.”
Under President Biden’s direction, our senior military leaders are unserious and unfocused, obsessed with bureaucratic trivialities and political hobby horses. Today, military leaders fixate on fripperies like new uniforms and ponytail regulations rather than studying enemy battle tactics.
Even our secretary of defense found it imperative to deliver a public response to the Supreme Court’s overturning of Roe v. Wade, but he had little to say about the military readiness crisis worsening on his watch. It seems that senior leadership is more concerned about whether the next generation of military officers knows all the latest woke vocabulary rather than how to fight and win wars.
Thankfully, we still have time to reverse course. In fact, this isn’t the first time that our military has found itself distracted. When Gen. George C. Marshall took command of the Army in 1939, he found his officer corps lacking. Many of the same problems that plague our military now plagued the pre-World War II military too. There were too many bureaucrats and too few fighting leaders. Marshall responded by launching an Army-wide housecleaning aimed at clearing out the “deadwood” officers to make room for new talent.
While the move elicited howls from Congress, the men who stepped up to take command are today household names like Eisenhower, Patton and Bradley. Had Marshall not appointed these supremely capable officers to command, American casualties and the outcome of the war would have been radically worse.
The next Congress has a sacred duty before them. They must hold the Biden administration accountable for leaving our armed forces unprepared and untrained. The American people deserve leadership who place our military war-fighting mission first. That’s why Congress should demand that our armed services forsake woke policies and get rid of the self-interested administrators and rent-seekers. Identify aggressive leaders who put their military tasks and drills above all else and put those leaders in charge. Knock off the goofy political fads and return to military fundamentals.
In short, either the Pentagon can rid us of the nonsense in peacetime, or the enemy will do it for us in wartime.




