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***Topicality***

T – Visible Presence
1. The military defines presence as visible

Jorgenson 2

JASON T. JORGENSEN, LCDR, USN B.S., US Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, 1991 THE UNITED STATES NAVY’S ABILITY TO COUNTER THE DIESEL AND NUCLEAR SUBMARINE THREAT WITH LONG-RANGE ANTISUBMARINE WARFARE AIRCRAFT A thesis presented to the Faculty of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE General Studies 

http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA406874.

The 1997 National Military Strategy addressed four strategic concepts. One of these concepts was  overseas presence. The National Military Strategy describes overseas presence as “the  visible posture of US forces and infrastructure strategically positioned forward, in and  near key regions” (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 1997, 6). This concept illustrates the  US’ requirement to have military forces forward deployed throughout the world to  protect its interests, which include geographic transit points (see Table 1). The  deployment of sailors and soldiers throughout the world demonstrates the US’s resolve to  protect her interests and allows the US the capability to defend those interests. Given  “the global nature of our interests and obligations, the US must maintain its overseas  presence forces and the ability to rapidly project power world-wide to achieve full  spectrum dominance” (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 2000b, 6) 

2. Violation – the affirmative withdraws forces that are currently not seen and overtly delcared

3. Vote negative 

1. Ground – visibility and perception’s crucial to disad links and a two-sided lit base.  We can’t debate covert ops well because the best advocates aren’t allowed to talk and there’s no politics link

2. Limits – defining the function of presence is crucial; just defining it as force presence opens the topic up to the whole military.

4. T is a voter for fairness and education

T – Noncombat
1. Military presence consists of non-combat troops.  This is the only way to give meaning to “presence” and it’s acceptably broad 

Thomason et al 2

http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf
IDA Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report”

This paper has been prepared by the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) in partial fulfillment of a task being performed for the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness). The task, entitled “Effects-Based Assessments of US Presence and Deployment Patterns,” is being conducted to help the DoD identify evidence of the effects that actual and potential alternative US overseas military presence postures and activities have or may have in promoting key US defense and national security strategy goals. 

James S. Thomason, Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses  EDUCATION   Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University (1978)  B.A., Government, Harvard College (1969)  PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE – HIGHLIGHTS  Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses  Director of consulting team to the CORM  Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses  Consultant, State Department  Member, Intergovernmental Cooperation Commission, State of Illinois  Assistant Professor of Political Science, University of Hawaii   HONORS AND AFFILIATIONS  Division Nominee, Outstanding Research Analyst, Institute for Defense Analyses  Dissertation Fellowship Award, Northwestern University  National Institute of Health Research Fellowship  Magna cum Laude, Honors thesis, Harvard College 

WHAT IS OVERSEAS MILITARY PRESENCE? Our working definition of US overseas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regular, non-combat activities or functions.1 By this definition, forces that are located overseas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in combat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging crisis situation), then they are not engaging in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) overseas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.” We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing? Overseas military presence activities are generally viewed as a subset of the overall class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to promote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recurrent, overseas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts overseas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peacefully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to conduct peacekeeping activities; and to position relevant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them.2 

2. Violation PMCs conduct combat operations  

a. Vote negative for predictability and limits.  Only our interpretation distinguishes between everything military and unique presence activities. Unpredictable definitions of presence expand to every weapons system or patrol route, destroying quality of debate by forcing the neg to generic Ks and process counterplans.

T – Its
1. PMCs operate outside chain of command, governed by terms of their contracts 

Weiner, lawyer and specialist in corporate law on military policy, International Security Program fellow, 05
Rebecca Ulam Weiner "Private Military Contractors Come with Strings Attached"

Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School, Winter 2005-06 [http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19402/private_military_contractors_come_with_strings_attached.html]

Because security contractors operate outside the military chain of command as well as most legal jurisdictions, they have been widely characterized as rogue mercenaries with deep pockets. After all, soldiers are subject to rules of engagement; contractors are governed only by the terms of their contracts. Soldiers serve their country; contractors serve their managers and shareholders. When soldiers break the law, they can be court-martialed. When contractors break the law, they can be fired.

Vote Neg for limits and predictability

Limits-They underlimit the topic. Under their interpretation, military presence not under the chain of commands is allowed. 

Unpredictable because under their interpretation, any military presence somewhat related to the USFG troops is considered topical

This explodes neg research burden because we have to research every USFG related military operation, killing fairness. 

T is a voter for fairness and education
***Case Frontlines***
Human Rights Frontline

1. Obama is increasing U.S. human rights credibility now. 

The Stanford Progressive. June 2009. (“The Obama Administration Under a Human Rights Lens” http://progressive.stanford.edu/cgi-bin/article.php?article_id=371)

In the same news release, HRW reports that on his second day in office, Obama issued a set of executive orders, which “set a single, government-wide standard of humane interrogation and put an end to secret CIA detention facilities.” The decision–​ which also comprised of a comprehensive Review and Disposition of Individuals detained at the facility, in addition to an end to practices of prolonged incommunicado detention by or on behalf of the US authorities anywhere – is very much aligned with Amnesty’s recommendations for countering terror with justice. Currently, the U.S. intention to join the UN Human Rights Council is seen by many human rights groups as a significant step in the right direction. During the previous administration, the U.S. was one of only four countries that voted against the establishment of the council—the council was created with overwhelming support from 170 countries. Because of this, many have called the Obama administration’s decision to join this council the return of the U.S. “as a nation which leads by example.”
2. No international human rights modeling.

Anthony Pagden, Apr. 2003 (Professor at UCLA and Oxford,  “Human Rights, Natural Rights and Europe’s Imperial Legacy”, Sage Publications Inc.)
In 1947, the Saudi Arabian delegation to the committee drafting the Universal Declaration of Human Rights protested that the committee had "for the most part taken into consideration only the standards recognized by Western civilization," and that it was not its task "to proclaim the superiority of one civilization over all others or to establish uniform standards for all the coun- tries of the world." Since then similar complaints have become commonplace. The widespread Islamic objection to the concept of "human rights" has been joined by appeals on the part of Asian despots, and in particular  Singapore's Lee Kuan Yew, for the recognition of the existence of a specific set of "Asian Values" which supposedly places the good of the community over those of individuals. The concept of "human rights" has also been denounced from within the Western, predominantly liberal, academic establishment as overly dependent upon a narrow, largely French, British, and American, rights tradition. Until very recently, and still in some Utramontane quarters, the Catholic Church has also been a source of fierce opposition to what it saw as the triumph of lay individualism over the values of the Christian community. What all of these criticisms have in common is their clear recognition of—and objection to—the fact that "rights" are cultural artefacts masquerading as universal, immutable values. For whatever else they may be, rights are the creation of a specific legal tradition-that of ancient Rome, and in particular that of the great Roman jurists from the second to the sixth centuries, although both the concept and the culture from which it emerged were already well established by the early Republic. There is no autonomous conception of rights outside this culture. This may be obvious. But whereas those who are critical of the idea take it to be the self-evident refutation of the possibility of any kind of universal or natural human entitlement, champions of rights, in particular of "human rights," tend to pass over the history of the concept in silence. In his famous article on natural rights H. A. L. Hart argued that there may be codes of conduct termed moral codes... which do not employ the notion of a right, and there is nothing contradictory or otherwise absurd in a code or morality consisting wholly of prescriptions or in a code which prescribed only what should be done for the realization of happiness or some ideal of personal perfection. As Hart pointed out, neither Plato nor Aristotle, nor indeed any other Greek author uses a term which could be rendered as "right," as distinct from "justice," and most Greek law, and jurisprudence belonged to the category of prescriptive codes about how to achieve the highest good. When Hart wrote his article in 1955 he added that such codes would be properly described as "imperfect."5 Many modem commentators, in the wake of decades of discussions of cultural and moral pluralism, might shy away from even that. Yet the attempt to avoid the evident culturally-specific nature of the entire enterprise of defining rights has all too often resulted in surrender to the notion that the creation of one specific culture-particularly as that is also a powerful Western one-must necessarily be invalid for all other cultures, something which, if taken seriously, would deprive us of any means of establishing agreed modes of conduct between differing peoples. It is undeniable that, at present, the "international community" derives its values from a version of a liberal consensus which is, in essence, a secularized transvaluation of the Christian ethic, at least as it applies to the concept of rights. 
3. Countries with good human rights and hegemony don’t affect countries with poor human rights. 
Eric Neumayer, Dec., 2005 (Professor of Environment and Development  at the London School of Economics and Political Science International Peace Research Institute Oslo, Norway, “Do International Human Rights Treaties Improve Respect for Human Rights?, Sage Publications, Inc.)
A (neo)realist international relations perspective regards countries as unitary actors with given preferences maximizing their own utility without regard to the welfare of other actors. Things happen if powerful countries want them to happen (Krasner 1993). In principle, this perspective should bode well for human rights. The United States, as arguably the most powerful country in the world, has a relatively good domestic human rights record despite emerging problems in the wake of 9/11, together with some commitment to pursue human rights improvements in its foreign policy. For example, its Foreign Assistance Act promises that no financial assistance will be given to states engaging "in a consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally rec-ognized human rights" (U.S. Code Title 21, § 2151n). The same is true to a larger or smaller extent for practically all developed countries and for the European Community (European Commission 2001). However, powerful countries are rarely consistent in their application of human rights standards to their foreign policy, and they are rarely willing to grant human rights questions priority (Krasner 1993; Donnelly 1998; Goldsmith and Posner 2005). Powerful countries rarely employ sanctions-political, economic, military, or otherwise-to coerce other countries into improving their human rights record. Indeed, for the most part, countries take relatively little interest in the extent of human rights violations in other countries, unless one of their own citizens is affected. This is because contrary to, say, the extent of trade openness, a country and its citizens are hardly affected if the human rights of citizens from other countries are violated in other countries. Human rights violating countries often avoid subjecting foreign citizens, particularly from powerful Western countries, to the same extent of human rights violation as their own domestic citizens, exactly in order to keep the foreign country disinterested.

4. International human rights institutions only help countries that have established strong human rights already. 

Eric Neumayer, Dec., 2005 (Professor of Environment and Development  at the London School of Economics and Political Science International Peace Research Institute Oslo, Norway, “Do International Human Rights Treaties Improve Respect for Human Rights?, Sage Publications, Inc.)
This is because, as mentioned already, it is somewhat questionable whether there are substantial mutual benefits from greater respect for human rights across countries (Krasner 1993). Given that a country's citizens often reside in many foreign countries, a country with high human rights standards might be concerned about the fate of its own citizens abroad and therefore benefit from an effective international human rights regime. The same is true for people from the same ethnic or religious group residing in foreign countries (Goldsmitha ndP osner2 005). However, countries with low standards are not likely to share such benefits. Given they do not respect the human rights of their citizens living in their own country, why would they benefit from knowing that the human rights of their citizens are respected abroad? As Moravcsik (2000, 217) has put it, "Unlike international institutions governing trade, monetary, environmental or security policy, international human rights institutions are not designed primarily to regulate policy externalities arising from societal interactions across borders, but to hold governments accountable for purely internal activities."Furthermore, even if international human rights treaties could be interpreted as cooperation mechanisms to overcome the prisoner's dilemma to the mutual benefit of all parties, it is questionable whether deep cooperation is likely to be achieved. Economists have argued that enforcement mechanisms such as sanctions to deter noncompliance have to be self-enforcing in the sense that recourse to an external enforcement agency is not feasible and has to be renegotiation-proof. A sanction will only be credible if the threatening group of countries is better off actually executing the sanction than refraining from execution and renegotiating a new agreement with the freeriding country. Treaties that are not renegotiation proof cannot deter free riding because potential free riders will anticipate that they could strike another deal after free riding and could therefore get away without being punished.

2NC – Human Rights Ext #1 – Human Right ↑

1. The U.S. has supported nongovernmental organizations and has funded for human rights defenders. 

Eisenbraun, Stephen 06 (Editor, “Supporting Human Rights And Democracy: The U.S. Record 2006” http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/80699.pdf)


Also in 2006, Secretary of State Rice announced two important initiatives in support of human rights and democracy defenders: a Human Rights Defenders Fund; and ten guiding NGO Principles regarding the treatment by governments of nongovernmental organizations. The Human Rights Defenders Fund will enable the State Department to quickly disburse small grants to human rights defenders facing extraordinary needs as a result of government repression. This funding, which will begin at $1.5 million and will be replenished each year as needed, could go to cover legal defense or medical costs, or short-term support to meet the pressing needs of activists’ families.

2. The U.S. actively supports and engages in protecting human rights. 

Eisenbraun, Stephen 06 (Editor, “Supporting Human Rights And Democracy: The U.S. Record 2006” http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/80699.pdf)

The [U.S.] United States continues to actively support and engage in efforts to build democratic institutions and protect human rights, as demonstrated in Supporting Human Rights and Democracy: The U.S. Record 2006. Capable and democratic governance that exercises rule of human and supports a vibrant civil society are integral to ensuring respect for human rights and basic freedoms. The annual Human Rights and Democracy Achievement Award recognizes the exceptional achievement of officers of foreign affairs agencies posted abroad. It pays tribute to outstanding reporting on human rights and democratic developments, and to the active advancement of strategies and institutions to deepen respect for human rights and democracy.

Patriarchy Frontline

1. The case isn’t large enough to solve all the impacts of the impacts of patriarchy

2. Patriarchy cannot be explained through a single causality.

Steven Goldberg (Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York), “The Logic of Patriarchy,” Gender Issues.  Summer 1999.

“Patriarchy is a result of the requirement of a hunting culture, or Christianity, or capitalism, etc.”  If it is to be at all persuasive, an explanation of universality must be parsimonious; the explanation must invoke a causal factor common to the varying societies that exhibit the universal institution.  Just as the explanation in terms of capitalism fails to explain patriarchy in the many non-capitalist societies, so do explanations in terms of any single factor other than the physiological fail to explain the host of societies for which that factor does not apply.  Non-hunting, non-Christian, non-capitalist, etc. societies are all patriarchal.  A single-cause theory of the limits constraining every society need not, of course, be the neuroendocrinological one I suggest.  But the few alternative parsimonious explanations fail on empirical grounds.

3. Patriarchy isn’t the cause of every single impact

Cat Maguire of EVE Online, an online feminist news source June 9 2005 http://eve.enviroweb.org/what_is/main.html
It assumes patriarchy is the root cause of all our problems. While the patriarchal mindset is certainly accountable for much of humankind's dysfunctionality, patriarchy is only 5,000 years old. Emerging theories from thinkers like Chellis Glendinning contend that our dislocation from nature (and hence from ourselves) goes back at least 20,000 years ago when humans moved from the gatherer/hunter stage to that of domesticating plants and animals.  As such, we have come to believe that anthropocentrism and speciesism—the impulse to conquer and control nature—are conceivably a more accurate source of today’s problems than is patriarchy per se.  
4. Patriarchy is inevitable – feminists concede

Allan C. Carlson 04/22/08 “The Natural Family Dimly Seen through Feminist Eyes” (MA 49:4, Fall 2007) http://www.firstprinciplesjournal.com/print.aspx?article=597&loc=b&type=cbtp

Patriarchy is inevitable, as the more gloomy of the feminist theorists have admitted. Sylvia Walby summarizes: “Women are no longer restricted to the domestic hearth, but have the whole society in which to roam and be exploited.” [36] She errors only in failing to recognize the real source of patriarchy and to appreciate her real choice.  Paleoanthropologists now know that even before the first hominids on the African savanna had gone bi-pedal, these promising creatures were conjugal; that is, they were pairing off in long term bonds, where the females traded sexual exclusivity for the provisioning and protection provided by individual males. According to C. Owen Lovejoy, these social inventions of marriage and fatherhood—not expansion of the brain case—were the decisive steps in human evolution, and they occurred well over three million years ago. [37]  Nothing important has changed since. Women cannot successfully raise children on their own. When they try to do so in large numbers, the results are poverty, violence, and misery (for proof, simply visit the average American urban ghetto). Women need some entity that will help them gain food, clothing, and shelter and that will control the boys. There are only two practical options: either the private patriarch (who is, in the end, simply the conventional husband), a figure who is adept at breadwinning and taming the lads; or the public patriarch (i.e., the welfare state), which provides food stamps, public housing, and day care subsidies and eventually jails a large share of the boys. The first choice is compatible with health, happiness, wealth creation, and political liberty. The second choice is a sure path to the servile state. 

5. Military discrimination reinforces patriarchy

Brian Martin, Uprooting War (London: Freedom Press, 1984); this is the revised 1990 version. http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw09.html

Military elites also strongly oppose participation of women and gays, especially in key roles such as officers or combat soldiers. This opposition stems from the links between masculinity and violence and, more deeply, between patriarchy and the military.
6. Patriarchy has been around for 4,000 years, no reason it would just magically disappear now.

Glenn Collins – NYT, 1986 “Patriarchy: Is it invention or inevitable” Lexis **Gerda Lerner, P.h.d, founders of the field of women's history**

Gerda Lerner, the historian, was talking about patriarchy, the form of social organization. ''As a system, patriarchy is as outdated as feudalism,'' she said on a recent morning after a meeting of historians at a Manhattan hotel. ''But it is a 4,000-year-old system of ideas that won't just go away overnight.'' 

Terror Frontline

No risk of terrorism.

Harwood 9 [Matthew, assistant editor at Security Management, “9-11 Creates "Misleading View of Terrorism," Expert Says,” 5/28, Security Management is the award-winning publication of ASIS International, the preeminent international organization for security professional, http://www.securitymanagement.com/news/9-11-creates-misleading-view-terrorism-expert-says-005702]

The events of 9-11 are the quintessential example of the high-cost, low probability event. But the images from that day have clouded the ability of Americans to calmly weigh the risks of terrorism, according to a study reported by The Washington Times [1].  The study from the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START) [2], based at the University of Maryland and primarily funded by the Department of Homeland Security, analyzed over 80,000 attacks from 1970 to 2007. Of those attacks, only 1,350 attacks, or 1.6 percent, hit American targets—mostly overseas.  That small percentage plummets to 0.08 percent when attacks on domestic targets are calculated. The Times has more:  Regardless of public perceptions, the START researchers deal only with hard numbers, and they found that there have been 25 terrorist attacks against American religious figures or institutions and 38 terrorist attacks against military targets in the United States since 1970.  The analysis also found that of 53 foreign terrorist groups judged to be "the most dangerous to the U.S.," 97 percent of their attacks were not on American soil.  "Unlike 9/11, most terrorist attacks in the U.S. and elsewhere are from domestic groups, not international ones," Mr. LaFree said. "Unlike 9/11, most terrorist attacks include few if any fatalities. Unlike 9/11, most attacks do not involve in-depth planning or sophisticated weaponry. Unlike al Qaeda, most terrorist groups are not long-lasting."  Gary LaFree, director of START, told the Times that 9-11 created a conceptual problem for the United States because one very big, audacious, and deadly terrorist attack has become synonymous with all terrorist attacks.  "[I]f we consider [9-11] to be typical of terrorist attacks, we will have a very misleading view of terrorism," he said. 

Casualty aversion is a myth

Laquemont, 2004 (Richard, Lt. Col, Naval War College Review, “The Casualty Aversion Myth”, http://www.army.mil/professionalwriting/volumes/volume2/march_2004/3_04_2.html)
There is no intrinsic, uncritical casualty aversion among the American public that limits the use of U.S. armed forces. There is a wide range of policy objectives on behalf of which the public is prepared to accept American casualties as a cost of success. Squeamishness about even a few casualties for all but the most important national causes is a myth. Nonetheless, it is a myth that persists as widely accepted conventional wisdom.
Most PMCs don’t ever use weapons and are key to the military readiness 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiatives,  JUNE 05, 2008,” Outsourcing the Fight

Private Military Contractors, Defense, U.S. Military, U.S. Department of Defense, Revolution in Military Affairs“, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0605_military_contractors_singer.aspx
The use of private contractors in U.S wars dates back to the sutlers, merchants who followed behind Revolutionary and Civil War armies selling incidentals to the troops like jam or whiskey. But the size and scope of the private military industry today is unprecedented. In Iraq alone, there are some 180,000 private military contractors performing functions that once would have been handled by soldiers in uniform. The vast bulk of these contractors handle military support functions: building and operating military bases, maintaining and repairing military equipment and vehicles, and moving massive convoys of supplies that are both vital to the operation's survival (like gas and ammunition) and not so vital (like Pizza Hut Personal Pan Pizza). Getting those jobs done has incurred a great cost, both financial and human; according to Department of Labor insurance claims, 1,292 contractors have been killed and 9,610 wounded as of April 2008. 
Hegemony Frontline

Hegemony’s structurally unsustainable---decline’s inevitable 

Layne 9 – Christopher Layne, Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, at Texas A&M University’s George H.W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, Summer 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality?,” International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1

According to the NIC, in addition to relative decline, the United States will confront other constraints on its international role. U.S. military supremacy will no longer be as dominant as it has been since the Cold War’s end (p. 93). The United States’ soft power may diminish as its liberal model of political and economic development is challenged by authoritarian/statist alternatives (pp. 3, 8–9, 13–14). At home, economic and political constraints may undermine U.S. hegemony.

Global Trends 2025 was published just before the full scope of the global ªnancial and economic crisis became apparent. Nevertheless, the NIC did have an inkling of the meltdown’s potential long-term implications for U.S. power. In particular, Global Trends predicts that over the next two decades, the dollar’s role as the international economy’s preeminent reserve currency will erode. Although at the time this issue went to press, the dollar remained strong and will continue to be the reserve currency for some time to come, China’s spring 2009 call to replace the dollar with a new reserve currency signals that the NIC’s long-term worries may be justiªed.19 

Heg is unsustainable in the short-term – proponents of empire underestimate the timeframe and impact of rising new powers

Layne 7 – Christopher Layne, associate professor of International Affairs at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, 2007, American Empire: A Debate, p. 64-65

Can the United States Be Caught? Up to a point, the primacists are correct. In terms of hard power, there is a yawning gap between the United States and the next-ranking powers. It will take some time before any other state emerges as a true “peer competitor” of the United States. Nevertheless, at some point within the next decade or two, new great power rivals to the United States will emerge. To put it slightly differently, American primacy cannot be sustained indefinitely. The relative power position of great powers is dynamic, not static, which means that at any point in time some states are gaining in relative power while others are losing it. Thus, as Paul Kennedy has observed, no great power ever has been able “to remain permanently ahead of all others, because that would imply a freezing of the differentiated pattern of growth rates, technological advance, and military developments which has existed since time immemorial.”36 Even the most ardent primacists know this to be true, which is why they concede that American primacy won’t last forever. Indeed, the leading primacists acknowledge, that—at best—the United States will not be able to hold onto its primacy much beyond 2030. There are indications, however, that American primacy could end much sooner than that. Already there is evidence suggesting that new great powers are in the process of emerging. This is what the current debate in the United States about the implications of China’s rise is all about. But China isn’t the only factor in play, and transition from U.S. primacy to multipolarity may be much closer than primacists want to admit. For example, in its survey of likely international developments up until 2020, the CIA’S National Intelligence Council’s report Mapping the Global Future notes: The likely emergence of China and India as new major global players—similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century—will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of the previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own.

In a similar vein, a recent study by the CIA’s Strategic Assessment Group projects that by 2020 both China (which Mapping the Global Future pegs as “by any measure a first-rate military power” around 2020) and the European Union will come close to matching the United States in terms of their respec​tive shares of world power.38 For sure, there are always potential pitfalls in pro​jecting current trends several decades into the future (not least is that it is not easy to convert economic power into effective military power). But if the ongo​ing shift in the distribution of relative power continues, new poles of power in the international system are likely to emerge during the next decade or two. The real issue is not if American primacy will end, but how soon it will end.

Hegemonic decline is inevitable---multiple global trends 

Bromley 9 – Simon Bromley, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies in the Faculty of Social Sciences at the Open University, August 2009, “Obama and the prospects for international order,” Economy and Society, Vol. 38, No. 3, p. 525-529 

As well as confronting a serious financial and economic crisis and the unfinished business of two wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, the administration of Barack Obama also inherits all the concerns that animated the Bush turn in American foreign policy. For if we consider the four key concerns of the neo-conservatives, none of these have gone away and it is far from clear how President Obama will address them.

The first such challenge relates to the ability of the most powerful states in the system to maintain more or less exclusive control over the means of mass destruction. On the one hand, proliferation threatens to undermine the nuclear oligopoly, thereby creating a more competitive environment in which less stable and potentially revisionist powers gain access to nuclear (and other) weapons and ballistic missile systems. On the other hand, a rising level of general technological competence and capacity means that technologies of mass destruction might become more widely accessible, including to non-state actors. These worries were the origins of the notion of preventive action, since both kinds of proliferation were seen as a threat not just to the United States, but to stable inter-state relations more generally. But preventive action presupposes strategic superiority more or less unilaterally exercised.

The central front in this respect is now twofold: first, there is the future of Iran's nuclear programme and the prospects for stability in the Middle East if and when Iran crosses the threshold of being a nuclear military power; and, second, the current and likely future instability of the state in Pakistan, which is already a nuclear power. The options for the United States in relation to both of these challenges are further complicated by the fact that Iran and Pakistan are central to any future stabilization of Afghanistan. It is already clear that the Obama administration is seeking to open some kind of dialogue with Tehran and bringing greater political - as opposed to purely military - thinking to the Afghanistan-Pakistan question. But there are no easy solutions here since neither Afghanistan nor Pakistan is confident that the United States will do the right thing by their lights and Iran may well have concluded that America's moment of dominance in the Middle East is passing.

The second concern is that the rise of new regional powers under the impetus of 'reactive modernization' is likely to be a source of instability and potential conflict in the international system. While the neo-conservatives were somewhat confident of the ability of the United States to maintain its role as the sole global military power, the fall of Russia and the rise of China (and, to a lesser extent, India) were seen as profoundly unsettling for the Eurasian theatre. In this context, while Fukuyama might in principle trump Huntington in the longer term, nationalism was the wild card in the game of democratic (or capitalist) peace. The future alignments of such powers as Turkey, Ukraine, Iran and the like were also of concern, states that were themselves not of the first rank but whose strategic choices and alignments were crucial for the system as a whole. The fear was that there were several countries that might upset the prevailing regional balances of power. The - perhaps temporary - resurgence of Russia on the back of oil and gas income has further added to concerns about rivalries.

Solvency Frontline

Use of PMC is inevitable 

David Isenberg, independent, Washington-D.C. based analyst and writer on military, foreign policy, national and international security issues, February 17, 2010, “Military Ethics and Private Military Contractors”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/david-isenberg/military-ethics-and-priva_b_466291.html
Most observers of private military and security contractors acknowledge, whether they like it or not, that military dependence on such contractors is so heavy at this point that the military can't go to war without them. Indeed, at a defense industry conference sponsored by Aviation Week, Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Ashton Carter said there is now one contractor for every deployed troop. In Iraq, the ratio will double to 2-to-1 as US forces withdraw. Yet while military dependence on contractors may be so pervasive as to resemble the scene from the movie Alien where the parasite can't be removed from the face of Nostromus crewmember Kane without killing him, it doesn't mean everyone in the military likes it.
***Counter Plans***

Counter-Insurgency Advantage CP

The United States federal government should call for a multilateral antiterrorism organization open to all willing nations under the auspices of the United Nations. The Department of State should appoint a diplomatically affiliated head of counterterrorism to oversee United States cooperative counterterrorism efforts.
Multilateral cooperation on the issue of terrorism solves leadership, leads to global cooperation, creates high standards of rule of law and human rights, and is the most effective way to prevent terrorism.

Millar and Rosand, 7 [Alistair, director at the Center on Global counterterrorism cooperation, and Eric, Senior Fellow at CGCC; “Building Global Alliances in the Fight Against Terrorism”]

The new Administration should call for the establishment of a global anti-terrorism organization under the auspices of the UN. The new White House “Czar” for International Counterterrorism Cooperation should lead an inter-agency process within the US government to guarantee that this organization receives support from all the relevant departments and agencies, including Homeland Security, State, USAID, Justice, Treasury, and Defense. It should be made abundantly clear, perhaps in a presidential address to the General Assembly in September 2009, that the new global counterterrorism body will serve the interests of not only the United States, but countries in all parts of the world, and that the new Administration intends to work with partners within and outside of the UN in supporting the creation and the work of such an entity. In addition to overcoming the inter-agency turf battles among State, Defense, Treasury, Justice, and Homeland Security that have characterized US multilateral engagement on counterterrorism issues under the Bush Administration, White House leadership will be needed to overcome the inevitable skepticism from career US government counterterrorism officials regarding the contributions that multilateral bodies can make to this global effort. The reasons why the United States would benefit from the creation of an effective global body dedicated to counterterrorism are numerous. It could provide a forum for engaging with traditional and non-traditional allies on a range of counterterrorism issues, including those related to countering the growing radicalization and extremism that fuels Islamist terrorism and for which there is currently no broad-based and effective forum for doing so. To overcome the stigma attached to its bilateral relations with many Muslim countries, the US could take advantage of such a forum for developing broad-based programs with countries such as Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Indonesia, and other leading voices in the Muslim world as part of a multilateral effort to help to overcome the growing skepticism and distrust among Muslim nations and communities around the globe that the US-led counterterrorism effort is targeting Islam. It could help sustain US engagement in the hard and unglamorous work of counterterrorism when the political spotlight fades at home and help sustain international engagement that has already waned because of the perception that this has all been about US interests and even US hegemony. It could improve the coordination, cooperation, and information sharing among individual nations and different multilateral bodies currently engaged in counterterrorism activities and become the focal point for coordinating international counterterrorism technical assistance efforts. This would help the international community make better use of the limited funds and expertise available. It could help spread among many countries the capacity building and training burdens that are currently subsidized by the United States and a handful of other countries. It could focus on the urgent task of identifying and correcting vulnerabilities in countries that are not priority countries for the US but which run the risk of becoming terrorist safe havens or breeding grounds for terrorism. If designed properly, a new global body could not only be able to set international counterterrorism standards in areas where none currently exist, for example, trains, busses and other mass transit systems, but also identify non-compliers. It could also highlight its members’ commitment to upholding the highest standards of human rights and the rule of law while countering terrorism by enunciating a clear set of principles. Such an initiative should be coupled with the closing of the Guantanamo Bay detention facility and a clear statement by the new Administration signaling America’s strong support for these standards. Finally, a new body could provide a forum for the United States to show its commitment to a multilateral, rule-of- law-based approach to combating terrorism and enable it to work more effectively with traditional and nontraditional allies, conferring greater legitimacy to its counterterrorism efforts and reassuring other countries that the days of American unilateralism in addressing the terrorist threat are a thing of the past. 
Regulations and Mercenaries Counterplan

Text: The U.N. should ratify and enforce International Convention against the Recruitment, Use, Financing and Training of Mercenaries

Counterplan solves the human rights- sets clear guidelines on legality that can be enforced

Beyani and Lilly, Lecturer at London school of Economics and Programme manager of security and peacebuilding programme, 2001

(Chaloki and Damian, Regulating Private Military Companies)  
The Convention does not impose a total ban on mercenarism; it only prohibits those activities aimed at overthrowing or undermining the constitutional order and territorial integrity of states.39 The underlying premises of the Convention, stated in its preamble , postulate awareness about the requirements of neutrality and state responsibility. The activity of the recruitment, use, financing and training of mercenaries is seen as a violation of the basic principles of international law, notably: sovereign equality; political independence; the territorial integrity of states; and the right to the self-determination of peoples. The terms of the Convention seek to prohibit and, to that end, establish as punishable offences, the recruitment, use, financing and training of merc e n a r i e s . The Convention re q u i res that the state in which the alleged offender is found must exe rcise universal criminal jurisdiction or extradite the alleged offender to another state. 

Mandate Word PIC

Text:  The United States Supreme Court should rule in favor of a prohibition of Private Military Companies under contract with the United States in Afghanistan by ruling that Private Military Companies violate international law under protocol one of the Geneva Convention by meeting the definition of a mercenary under Article 47.

The word mandate is bad- encourages bad policy

Women’s Economic Agenda Project, 2007

(weap.org/uploads/Individual%20Mandate%205%20copy.doc) 
The individual mandate is bad policy because it acts as a subsidy to the insurance industry, enriching the profits and CEO salaries of insurance corporations.  It doesn’t help insure more people, and it will likely worsen some of the most inhumane aspects of our current health care system.  A few of the problems include:Escalating Costs: The individual mandate forces families into buying individual health insurance policies, which are the most profitable segment of the health insurance business. In recent years, the health care crisis has worsened, reflected in the increasing numbers of employers dropping private health insurance coverage due to the outrageous, increasing costs.   Individual mandates, without cost controls, greatly intensify this problem.  A 2007 study estimates that the existing Massachusetts individual mandate has boosted already high premiums by more than 20%.   Cherry Picking: Individual health insurance policies allow insurance companies to "cherry pick", that is to insure only healthy people and turn down individuals or families that may cost them money.  Governor Schwarzenegger, in his individual mandate plan, has proposed dealing with this problem by enforcing an 85% medical loss ratio in order to guarantee that insurers will spend 85% of the money they collect in insurance premiums on medical care (in comparison, Medicare and Medi-Cal have a 95% medical loss ratio).  Yet, this proposal, which mirrors many of the presidential candidate's proposals, is full of loopholes and does not create incentives for insurers to reduce costs.  
 "Stripped Down” Plans: Without regulation, insurers will increasingly offer "stripped down" plans that cover so little that people have to pay huge out of pocket expenses.  For example, the Massachusetts individual mandate prides itself on making available plans without deductibles, but this really means huge co-payments and patients who pay 35% of the total cost of hospital care, X-rays, lab tests, and outpatient surgery.  In fact, these so-called "affordable" plans only have 60% of the actual value of a comprehensive plan.  It is these types of plans that leave people with giant medical bills, poverty, and bankruptcy as the dire consequences.  The Uninsured: Instead of helping the uninsured, those who simply cannot pay but do not obtain or qualify for an exemption, will be hit with a financial penalty that could also bar them from getting medical care.  As dehumanizing as our current health care system is, it at least has one safety net People have to be seen if they go to an emergency room.  Under the individual mandate, even this right would be stripped away.  Some individual mandates also do not leave any option for undocumented workers, again demonstrating how far mandates are from universal health care.  On top of this, appeals for the individual mandate have already used propaganda attacks against the poor and immigrants who cannot access health care.   The individual mandate, instead of solving any problems, only exacerbates old ones while creating new ones, leaving us with yet another injustice. 

Definition Word PIC

Counter-Plan: The United States Supreme Court should mandate a prohibition of private military companies under contract with the United States in Afghanistan by ruling that private military companies violate international law under Protocol 1 of the Gevena Convention by meeting the interpretation for a mercenary under Article 47.

Attempts to define fail

 Burgess, director of the Brussels office of the World Security Institute 2003
Mark, research analyst at the Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=1564 
Defining terrorism has become so polemical and subjective an undertaking as to resemble an art rather than a science.  Texts on the subject proliferate and no standard work on terrorism can be considered complete without at least an introductory chapter being devoted to this issue.[1]  Media coverage of terrorist incidents over the years has further confounded the difficulties of defining terrorism, which is variously described as the work of, among others, ‘commandos,’ ‘extremists,’ fundamentalists,’ and ‘guerillas.’  As David Rapport cautioned of this phenomenon almost three decades ago; “In attempting to correct the abuse of language for political purposes our journalists may succeed in making language altogether useless.”[2]  The negative connotations associated with the word ‘terrorism’ have further complicated attempts to arrive at an objective definition of the term.

Some experts on terrorism are skeptical as to whether the seemingly interminable attempts to define terrorism are capable of bearing fruit.  As, one, Walter Laqueur, opines: “Even if there were an objective, value-free definition of terrorism, covering all its important aspects and features, it would still be rejected by some for ideological reasons […]”[3]  This assertion will probably remain true.  However, if such a definition is a destination, the journey towards it can almost be an end in itself.  Arriving at a working definition also has uses other than increasing our understanding of terrorism.  For by defining terrorism one can also define the preferred means of countering it. Defining terrorism also allows terrorists to be defined (or not), justifying (or not) any action that is being taken against them.

Violate PIC

The United States Supreme Court should mandate a prohibition of private military companies under contract with the United States in Afghanistan by ruling that private military companies defy international law under Protocol 1 of the Gevena Convention by meeting the definition for a mercenary under Article 47.

The word, “Violate” does not carry enough weight in law

Copland, Staff writer Washington Examiner, 2009

James R.,  December 9th, 2009 http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Manhattan-Moment/Vague-law-is-bad-law-8641004-78799292.html 
With such a sweeping law, restraint lies solely at the discretion of prosecutors, too many of whom have shown little, even when investigations would more appropriately lie with state or foreign authorities. The federal prosecution of Black reached across international boundaries: Black's obstruction-of-justice conviction concerned the removal of boxes of files from a Toronto office in apparent violation of a Canadian judicial order. In a striking example of federal prosecutorial hubris, the second honest-services case argued before the Supreme Court yesterday -- United States v. Weyhrauch -- involves the federal policing of state political improprieties. Alaska state legislator Bruce Weyhrauch was convicted for voting on legislation affecting a company to which he had applied for a job, even though such conduct did not violate Alaska law. For whatever reason, however, Alaska didn't require such disclosure. Weyhrauch had disclosed all that was required of him under state law, but not, apparently, federal law's requirement that he provide "honest services." Apart from the troublesome notion of allowing federal prosecutors to become the state's and world's policemen, the problem with the honest-services law is a basic question of notice. The law is too vague for anyone to know what constitutes its violation, and it is simply unfair to put people in prisons for "crimes" that were not clearly criminal in advance.    

US PIC

Plan: The Supreme Court of the United States of America should mandate a prohibition of private military companies under contract with the United States in Afghanistan by ruling that private military companies violate international law under Protocol 1 of the Geneva Convention by meeting the definition for a mercenary under Article 47.

“The United States” refers to The United States of Mexico- aff has no solvency or at best is confusing

Word IQ, online dictionary, 2010
 http://www.wordiq.com/definition/Mexico

The United Mexican States or Mexico (Spanish: Estados Unidos Mexicanos or México; regarding the use of the variant spelling Méjico, see section The name below) is a country located in North America, bordered to the north by the United States, to the south-east by Guatemala and Belize, to the west by the Pacific Ocean and to the east by the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean Sea. It is the most northerly and most westerly, and third largest country, in Latin America and is at the same time the most populous Spanish-speaking country.
***Disads***

PMCs Popular

Private military contractors save war popularity. 
Peter W. Singer, 21st Century Defense Initiative, senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings, November 2004 , THE PRIVATE MILITARY INDUSTRY AND IRAQ:  WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED AND WHERE TO NEXT? , PDF
As the stark public division over the Iraq war illustrates, this can be worrisome even for overt, discretionary operations. The use of PMFs in Iraq appears to be driven less by any supposed financial cost savings and more by political cost savings. Indeed, in many situations the government not only didn’t make an attempt to see if contracting would save it money, but instead set up structures that almost ensured it would not. However, the mass use of contractors meant that many tough decisions, which would have caused political costs, particularly in a presidential campaign season, could effectively be outsourced. In lieu of the 20,000 private military contractors sent to Iraq, the U.S. would have had to either expand the regular force deployed, call up even more national guard and reserve troops, or have made tough political compromises with allies or the UN. Instead, it avoided these decisions by using contractors. Such a choice importantly also came with the positive externality of contractor casualties largely staying out of the news. Indeed, the American media made a major news story in the late summer of 2004 that casualties had passed the 1000 killed in action mark, thus putting a great deal of pressure on the Bush Administration. However, they missed the fact that such a figure had long been passed, when one counted the contractor deaths.  

PMCs  are key to avoiding political controversy 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative, SEPTEMBER 30, 2007, Can't Win with 'Em, Can't Go to War Without 'Em: Six Questions for P.W. Singer Private Military Contractors, Iraq, Defense Strategy, U.S. Military http://www.brookings.edu/interviews/2007/0930iraq.aspx
1. One of your first conclusions is that by using military contractors, policymakers “dodge key decisions that carry political costs, thus leading to operational choices that might not reflect the public interest.” Moving away from the operations in Iraq which are more immediately topical, security contractors have been advocated as surrogates for uniformed military as peacekeepers in Darfur, Liberia, Sierra Leone and a variety of other circumstances. A Marine general recently told me that he was concerned that the heavy reliance on contractors might allow policymakers to ease into a foreign conflict in a way that avoided Congressional scrutiny and oversight. Do you agree that this is a realistic concern? Yes, and I wouldn’t use the word “might,” as if it were a future scenario. Contractors have already been used in all sorts of operations, in both an overt (Iraq, Balkans) and covert (Colombia, Sudan), manner to get around certain political consequences or congressional restrictions.

PMCs in war are key to maintaining political capital 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative, OCTOBER 03, 2007, “Blackwater Hearings Ain't No Superbad Private Military Contractors, Iraq, Afghanistan, Middle East, Defense Strategy”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/1003militarycontractors.aspx 
Those exchanges had a bigger problem. The comparisons were often of the apples-and-oranges type, so they were never fully resolvable.  One side would discuss overall pay versus contracted pay -- ignoring the differences between sunk costs of training, who ends up paying benefits, etc., etc.  Second, the use of private military contractors has never really been about financial cost savings.  Rather, it's been about political cost savings. No one was able to point to a single decision to outsource some function to Blackwater that happened because of a cost differential analysis. Instead, each of these choices was made because a policymaker wanted to try to avoid spending political capital on an otherwise difficult decision, and a contractor was now there to enable this political cost avoidance.
Sanders loves the plan 

Schakowsky, Jan, U.S. Representavitv, 2/23/10 “Schakowsky, Sanders Seek to Phase Out Private Security Contractors”,http://schakowsky.house.gov/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2689:schakowsky-sanders-turn-cross-hairs-on-private-security-contractors&catid=2:press-releases&Itemid=16

Rep. Jan Schakowsky (D-Ill.) and Sen. Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.) today introduced legislation that would phase out private security contractors in war zones.The United States last year employed more than 22,000 hired guns in Iraq and Afghanistan.  They protected diplomats, trained military and police officers, repaired and maintained weapons systems. Contractors also were involved with interrogations and intelligence gathering. “The American people have always prided themselves on the strength, conduct, and honor of our United States military.  I therefore find it very disturbing that now, in the midst of two wars and a global struggle against terrorism, we are relying more and more on private security contractors – rather than our own service members – to provide for our national defense,” Sanders said.

Plan popular- disgust at Xe Services proves

Stein, staff writer for Washington post, 6-21
(http://blog.washingtonpost.com/spy-talk/2010/06/blackwater_deal_puts_officials.html)

State Department officials struggled to explain Monday why they have awarded a new $120 million contract to a private security firm that was kicked out of Iraq four months ago amid charges that its personnel gunned down unarmed civilians. Xe Services, formerly known as Blackwater Worldwide, was awarded an 18-month contract to provide security at two new consulates the State Department is building in Afghanistan, it was reported Friday night. On Monday members of the federal Commission on Wartime Contracting hammered a State Department official about the contract, but failed to elicit information about how the firm's conduct in Iraq figured into the decision to give it new work in Afghanistan. Commissioners repeatedly asked Charlene Lamb, assistant director of the State Department’s International Programs, how much weight would be given to federal charges that Blackwater's guards killed unarmed civilians in Iraq. Lamb repeatedly tried to avoid answering the question, at first saying, “It’s an ongoing court case so I don’t want to comment, please.” Later, pressed further on the criteria for evaluating contractors, Lamb contradicted herself. She said the three factors the State Department used to evaluate a firm’s bid -- “their technical plan to move forward, their past performance and price” -- were “weighted equally.” But after conferring with an unidentified official sitting behind her, Lamb retracted the statement. “I apologize…They are not weighted equally….” she said. Panel member Clark Kent Ervin, a former acting inspector general at the Homeland Security Department, then asked Lamb for an informal, “best answer” on “the relative weight” of Xe’s Iraq record. Lamb again conferred with her colleague and demurred. “Let us get back to you,” she finally said. “We were not prepared to answer that today, and this is out of my ballpark.” “So you don’t have an answer?” asked Ervin. “I don’t want to guess,” Lamb said. Frustrated panel members also expressed a mixture of astonishment and disgust with officials of the U.S. Agency for International Development who admitted under questioning that they had left the policing of private security subcontractors in Iraq and Afghanistan in the hands of the primary contractors. “You’d rather wash hands of it?” asked Robert J. Henke. “It ain’t our job?” asked commissioner Grant Green. “That would be correct...” the head of USAID’s Overseas Security Division, David Blackshaw, conceded under pressure. But panel members repeatedly returned to the Xe contract, awarded to the Moyock, N.C.-based firm’s U.S. Training Center unit. Lamb said competitors for the contract, DynCorp and Triple Canopy, weren’t as qualified, prompting the commissioners to refer to the deal as a “sole-source contract.” Panel member Charles Tiefer, in particular, expressed his distress at the award. Tiefer read from a 2009 Defense Department report saying that concerns over private security contractors “arose from earlier incidents. Most controversial incidents concerned Blackwater.”  

Plan popular- shooting case proves

Yost, Staff writer Associated Press, 6-17
(http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iVr2asgiGuQ8gvpPrT7AINv_lBhQD9GCLOGG4)

There was more than enough untainted evidence to justify a trial for five Blackwater Worldwide guards involved in a deadly 2007 shooting in Baghdad, the Justice Department told a federal appeals court. In court papers seeking to reinstate criminal charges, the department asserted that some of the evidence tainted by immunized statements in the case was harmless and did not justify scuttling the manslaughter charges against the guards. In December, a federal judge dismissed the case against the security guards, who had opened fire on a crowded Baghdad street. Seventeen people were killed, including women and children, in a shooting that inflamed anti-American sentiment in Iraq. In the filing released Wednesday by the appeals court, the government said the judge who dismissed the charges lost sight of the key question of whether the defendants' testimony given under a grant of immunity from prosecution was actually used against them. U.S. District Judge Ricardo Urbina "unjustifiably drew the curtain on a meritorious prosecution," Justice Department lawyers wrote. Urbina ruled on Dec. 31 that the Justice Department mishandled evidence and violated the guards' constitutional rights. The Moyock, N.C.-based Blackwater, now called Xe Services, has said the guards were innocent, contending they were ambushed by insurgents. Prosecutors said the shooting was unprovoked. 
PMCs Unpopular

Plan unpopular- new contract proves

Associated Press, 6-20

(http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5g2z6nc2-9vBlAbogU84n-zDdeyugD9GEFTVO0)

Part of the company once known as Blackwater Worldwide has been awarded a more than $120 million contract to protect new U.S. consulates in the Afghan cities of Herat and Mazar-e-Sharif, the U.S. Embassy said Saturday. The United States Training Center, a business unit of the former Blackwater, now called Xe Services, was awarded the contract Friday, embassy spokeswoman Caitlin Hayden said. The company won the contract over two other American firms — Triple Canopy and DynCorps International, she said. The one-year contract can be extended twice for three months each for a maximum of 18 months. Under the name Blackwater, the Moyock, North Carolina-based company provided guards and services to the U.S. government in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere but came under sharp criticism for its heavy-handed tactics in those missions. 
Readiness DA Link

Leaving kills fuel and arms supplies to the army 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiatives,  JUNE 05, 2008,” Outsourcing the Fight Private Military Contractors, Defense, U.S. Military, U.S. Department of Defense, Revolution in Military Affairs“, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0605_military_contractors_singer.aspx
Such losses don't just represent misspent funds; they represent lost opportunities to actually support our diplomatic and military goals. The situation has gotten so bad that the special inspector general for Iraq reconstruction dubbed corruption as the "second insurgency" in Iraq. Many worry that the lack of control due to outsourcing could weigh even heavier and even put an entire military operation at risk. Consider what happened during the 2004 Sadr uprising, where a spike in attacks on convoys caused many companies to either withdraw or suspend operations, causing fuel and ammunition stocks to dwindle.

Spending DA Link

The use of PMCs cost 150 billion dollars 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative, JUNE 05, 2008, “Outsourcing the Fight

Private Military Contractors, Defense, U.S. Military, U.S. Department of Defense, Revolution in Military Affairs”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0605_military_contractors_singer.aspx

In 1992 a relatively little-known, Texas-based oil services firm called Halliburton was awarded a $3.9 million Pentagon contract. Its task was to write a classified report on how private companies, like itself, could support the logistics of U.S. military deployments into countries with poor infrastructure. Conspiracy theories aside, it is hard to imagine that either the company or the client realized that 15 years later this contract (now called the Logistics Civilian Augmentation Program or LOGCAP) would be worth as much as $150 billion. The use of private contractors in U.S wars dates back to the sutlers, merchants who followed behind Revolutionary and Civil War armies selling incidentals to the troops like jam or whiskey. But the size and scope of the private military industry today is unprecedented. In Iraq alone, there are some 180,000 private military contractors performing functions that once would have been handled by soldiers in uniform.

Climate DA Link

Sanders K2 environmental legislation

U .S. Senator Bernie Sanders , 2009, Energy and Environment http://sanders.senate.gov/legislation/issue/?id=4b0bc4ae-4af5-43ea-8cf1-523f386ee5ba
As the only a member of the Senate majority to sit on both the Environment and Public Works and the Energy and Natural Resources Committees, Senator Sanders is uniquely positioned to fight for progressive energy polices and increased environmental protection - issues of great importance to him and to all Vermonters.  Sanders has been a leading voice on the need to address global warming by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The first bill he introduced as a member of the U.S. Senate was a greenhouse gas emissions reduction bill, and he continues to press for action to move our nation toward energy independence. He also believes that by increasing our energy efficiency and use of sustainable energy, our nation can create millions of new, good-paying jobs in America.

Spending DA Link

The use of PMCs cost 150 billion dollars 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative, JUNE 05, 2008, “Outsourcing the Fight

Private Military Contractors, Defense, U.S. Military, U.S. Department of Defense, Revolution in Military Affairs”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0605_military_contractors_singer.aspx
In 1992 a relatively little-known, Texas-based oil services firm called Halliburton was awarded a $3.9 million Pentagon contract. Its task was to write a classified report on how private companies, like itself, could support the logistics of U.S. military deployments into countries with poor infrastructure. Conspiracy theories aside, it is hard to imagine that either the company or the client realized that 15 years later this contract (now called the Logistics Civilian Augmentation Program or LOGCAP) would be worth as much as $150 billion. The use of private contractors in U.S wars dates back to the sutlers, merchants who followed behind Revolutionary and Civil War armies selling incidentals to the troops like jam or whiskey. But the size and scope of the private military industry today is unprecedented. In Iraq alone, there are some 180,000 private military contractors performing functions that once would have been handled by soldiers in uniform.

Resolve DA Link

Obama is maintaining resolve on PMCs 

Kelley B. Vlahos, freelance writer, is a longtime political reporter for FoxNews.com and a contributing editor at The American Conservative. May 14, 2009, “The Private Contracting Surge Into Afghanistan”
http://original.antiwar.com/vlahos/2009/05/13/the-private-contracting-surge/

One thing is becoming clear, though: it will be a larger footprint than we had anticipated a year ago. In fact, it already is. Just like in Iraq, a "shadow army" has been serving alongside American servicemen and women in Afghanistan. So far, it is at least 70,000 strong. Private contractors – now indispensable to the U.S. military as it wages war – are expected to grow and much surpass that number as U.S. troops there double from 35,000 to nearly 70,000 by 2010."In short, we will be bringing as many contractors as we are troops – especially KBR [Kellogg, Brown and Root] – because they now feed and house the military, and the military has no real choice, because they have let that part of their logistics atrophy," pointed out Dina Rasor, director of the Follow the Money Project and co-author of Betraying our Troops: The Destructive Results of Privatizing War.Despite previous calls by President Barack Obama to reform the flawed and ballooning dependence of the military on private contractors, serious problems have hardly been addressed. So while billions of dollars will remain in dispute in Iraq, Obama has no choice but to keep pouring money into American firms such as KBR, DynCorp, and even Xe (formerly Blackwater) if he wants to move forward with the mission in Afghanistan, despite those firms’ notorious reputations for waste, fraud, and abuse in theater.
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