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** COIN Advantage**

Coin Advantage 1AC
Contractors prevent U.S. troops from defeating terrorists through COIN- contractors lead to Iraqi disapproval, a lack of regulation, and increased costs 
Singer 7 [ Peter, director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at the Brookings Institution, “Security for a New Century: Study Group Report” http://www.stimson.org/newcentury/pdf/111907PeterSinger.pdf /hnasser]

Security for a New Century was honored to host Peter Singer, director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at the Brookings Institution and author of Corporate Warriors, for a discussion of private military contractors and their role in Iraq and future conflicts. Private military contractors (PMCs) are private firms (and their employees) that meet all of the following characteristics: they carry out a traditionally military task, using military techniques and technology, in the context of a war, against a combatant. A bodyguard for a celebrity, even in a war zone, is not technically a PMC. Many PMCs are military support firms, in a role parallel to supply chain logistics. Other roles often undertaken by contractors include military consulting or training and, most recently in the headlines, armed security. These socalled “private security” companies perform tactical functions such as guarding facilities and bases, guarding key individuals, and convoy escort. In Iraq, the size and scope of the PMC contingent is unprecedented. There are at least 160,000 PMCs, although that number only includes those associated with the Department of Defense, not those contracted by other agencies such as the Department of State. Camp Doha in Kuwait, the launching pad of the invasion of Iraq, was built, is operated, and continues to be guarded by PMCs. This presence has largely been shielded from public view, however. While troop casualties are reported widely in the media, contractor casualties rarely receive the same level of attention. Just over 1,000 PMCs have been killed, 13,000 wounded, and approximately 20 missing in action. One of the reasons more scrutiny of the rules governing PMCs is necessary is to protect the rights of PMC employees themselves. In Iraq, PMCs have been achieving critical mission goals, but their effect on the overall mission has been negative, for several reasons. Like a steroid, a ready supply of PMCs has allowed the U.S. military to lift weights it wouldn’t have been able to lift otherwise, enabling military commitments that might not receive the same level of support if soldiers were used instead. In effect, policymakers can avoid politically unpopular troop deployments by supplementing the force with PMCs much less visible to the American public. The ability to avoid difficult choices and political costs makes for bad policy decisions. Further, the “bigger is better,” Green Zone mentality with which PMCs approach their supply chain contacts can run contrary to the best approach for the overall mission. Contractors make more money when they provide more services, but more supply convoys serving larger stations with more people leave a bigger footprint in the occupied area, disconnecting troops from the local population. Turning these functions into for-profit endeavors has also cost taxpayers billions of dollars. A lack of oversight, mechanisms to drive down costs, and competition, aided by an outdated acquisitions system and a dearth of contract officers, has made the outsourcing process extremely inefficient. The Department of State, for its part, has lost the ability to see itself as a client and manager with regard to PMCs, as its effort to grant Blackwater employees immunity from prosecution demonstrates. Winning hearts and minds, moreover, is not part of the contract. PMCs are judged by their ability to get people or supplies from point A to point B, not how many people they steer away from the insurgency on the way. And although PMCs are not U.S. government personnel, their involvement in episodes such as the Abu Ghraib prisoner abuse and the Blackwater shootings that killed Iraqi civilians in the fall of 2007 has soured the perception of U.S. efforts in Iraq because many Iraqis do not distinguish between soldiers and armed contractors. Within a broader context, where Iraq is one theater in a global war on terrorism, the perception of contractors as extensions of the U.S. government is an impediment to U.S. efforts to win the “war of ideas” against potential terrorists and insurgents. That PMCs seem to exist outside any legal jurisdiction compounds the problem further and contributes to a perception of a U.S. double standard with regard to Iraqis. At an individual level, PMCs might fall under the jurisdiction of local laws, extra-territorial application of civilian law (the Military Extra-territorial Jurisdiction Act or MEJA), or the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ). None of these have been systematically applied. MEJA is generally not useful for prosecuting battlefield conduct because of the need to produce the political will, evidence, and witnesses for a trial in the U.S., as well as convince a jury to favor a foreigner over a U.S. soldier. (It does work well in cases with American victims and a clear parallel to civilian cases.) UCMJ applies military law to civilians during times of declared war as well as, since Fall 2006, contingency operations, but the Department of Defense has yet to provide implementation guidance. Additionally, two days before it dissolved itself, the Coalition Provisional Authority issued Order 17, which can be interpreted as giving foreign contractors immunity from Iraqi law. And while Iraqi licenses are required of firms contracted by DoD, the State Department does not have the same rule, meaning State allowed Blackwater to guard its staff even though the firm had no license in Iraq. Blackwater and similar firms appear to be above the law even as the State Department tries to promote the rule of law in Iraq.
Coin Advantage 1AC

Gaining Iraqi support is crucial for COIN efforts and reducing insurgency- reducing popular support for terrorists groups, and reducing the amount of U.S. security 

Kilcullen 8[David, infantry officer with a background in counterinsurgency and irregular warfare “COUNTERING GLOBAL INSURGENCY” http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/kilcullen.pdf /hnasser]

Based on the above analysis of the Iraqi insurgency, specific practical recommendations emerge. These are ranked in priority order based on the importance of the feedback loops they attack, and their relationship to pressure points in the overall insurgency. Practical measures (in priority order) are as follows: 
 Limit the insurgents’ ability to offer financial inducements to the population by interdicting cross-border flows of cash smuggled into Iraq from external sources, currency reforms to render existing insurgent cash supplies illegal tender, police and intelligence activity to control cash supplies, and the adoption of payment-inkind systems. 
 Reduce the population’s vulnerability to financial inducement from insurgents by providing an injection of funds into the local population through revenue disbursements, aid and employment programs (noting that actual cash supplies are essential to counteract insurgent inducements). 
 Reduce economic dislocation by raising local irregular forces for law and order, targeting criminal gangs as a major focus of the insurgency, and (once these measures create a secure environment) conducting an aggressive program of economic aid and development in the poorest areas. 
 Manage Shi’a expectations in regard to the electoral process and constitutional reform, provide a non-violent outlet for Shi’a grievances if disillusionment with the political process sets in, and capitalise on the current situation to build rapport and credit with, and disrupt the military potential of, the Shi’a community. 
 Counter insurgent activity without increasing US counterinsurgency responses by increasing the deployment of irregular Iraqi counterinsurgency forces, Iraqi police and security services, and non-US counterinsurgency troops. 
 Reduce the negative consequences of US counterinsurgent action by employing a smaller number of US troops with specialist training in counterinsurgency, reducing the employment of large-calibre weapons and air ordnance, providing heavier pro-occupation media coverage in Arabic and coopting community leaders. 
 Reduce popular support for insurgents through targeted information operations to throw the blame and responsibility for the population’s hardships onto the insurgents, winning hearts (convincing the population that its interests are best served by cooperating with the occupation) and minds (convincing people that the coalition forces will win the conflict). 
 Prevent popular support and Sunni perceptions of dispossession from translating into increased insurgent effectiveness through isolating insurgents from the population through physical security, patrolling, police and intelligence activity. 
 Counter the Sunni perception of ‘no future’ through coopting Sunni leaders into the political process, creating credible safeguards for the Sunni population in post-occupation Iraq, and adopting the lightest possible collective control measures within Sunni districts. 
 Target the belief that ‘life was better under Saddam’ through aid, development and security measures to improve conditions for potential Ba’ath supporters, coopting moderate former Ba’athist leaders to draw community support and coordinated information operations to ‘sell’ the benefits of post-Saddam Iraq and discredit the former régime and its remnants; 
 Prevent support for Saddam from translating into increased insurgent activity by targeted elimination operations to remove remaining former régime figures who might become the nucleus for insurgent action, providing an outlet for proBa’athist sympathies via inclusion of a sanitised Ba’ath element in the democratic political process. 
 Limit the grievances generated by de-Ba’athification through restricting deBa’athification to the absolute minimum, providing livelihoods and rehabilitation procedures for Ba’ath elements, targeting de-Ba’athification tightly on the basis of proven high-level activity, and making a harsh example of recidivist Ba’ath elements. Many of these measures are already in place, and thinking of these actions requires no unusual insight. What this analysis provides is an indication of the relative importance of each measure, in terms of the leverage it is likely to generate in countering the insurgency.

Coin Advantage 1AC

Iraqi civilians are the key internal link to solving for terrorism- Winning hearts and minds is the greatest tool for countering insurgency in Iraq
Miles 6[ Donna, writer for the American Forces Press Service “Combat Leaders Cite Relationship Building as Key to Victory” Department of Defense http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=1549 /hnasser]
“Winning hearts and minds” is more than a cliche; it’s the critical factor that ultimately will determine victory or defeat in the global war on terror, Army leaders said yesterday at the Association of the U.S. Army’s annual convention here. Commanders returned from combat in Iraq and Afghanistan reinforced the importance of building relationships with and support from the local population. “The center of gravity is the support of the people,” said Army Lt. Col. Chris Cavoli, who commanded the 10th Mountain Division’s 1st Battalion, 32nd Infantry, in northeastern Afghanistan. Cavoli cited the major difference between traditional warfare and the current operations under way in the Middle East. “In a regular, conventional war, military forces are committed to annihilating each other,” he said. But as U.S. forces work alongside their coalition and host-nation counterparts in Iraq and Afghanistan, “everything we do is an arrangement designed to make people closer to the government … (and) to connect the people to the government.” Accomplishing that requires that the local people believe the coalition is acting in their best interest and cares about them and their future, the officers agreed. That begins with creating a secure environment, they said. Army Lt. Col. Chris Hickey, who commanded 2nd Squadron, 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment, in Tal Afar, Iraq, called security critical, not just to building support for the new national government, but for helping the coalition. “Security has cascading effects,” he said. “When people feel safe, they give you information.” When it comes to identifying and capturing or killing insurgents who hide among the local people, “Knowledge is often more important than firepower,” Cavoli said. Fighting insurgents and helping a new government get off the ground is a bit like walking a tightrope, the officers said. It requires force, but not too much force. “It’s critical to avoid overreacting,” Cavoli said. “You have to know to use one bullet when one bullet is needed.” Similarly, the officers said, it takes a balance between fighting the insurgency and taking on missions that build the country and its government. Army Lt. Col. Willard Burleson, who commanded the 10th Mountain Division’s 1st Battalion, 87th Infantry, in western Baghdad, cited the importance of infrastructure improvements that demonstrate the coalition’s concern for the people’s well-being. These projects can be as major as long-term electricity and sewage projects or as simple as sending U.S. troops to work alongside Iraqi soldiers to pick up trash in off the streets, he said. “These are important parts of what we do,” Burleson said. As troops conduct these missions, they come to recognize that victory “is not just about the attack,” he said. “It’s the effects.” Cavoli emphasized the importance of cultural sensitivity as troops build relationships with local people. “The way we do what we do is as important as what we do,” he said. Defeating the insurgency requires “persistent contact with the population” and behavior that projects strength and inspires trust in the locals, he said. “Relationships matter,” agreed Hickey. “You have to build trust. Mutual respect is a combat multiplier.” Ultimately, success in the war on terror will boil down to how well U.S. and coalition forces build the relationships needed to weed out terrorists and build Iraq’s and Afghanistan’s new democracies, the officers said. “Being able to treat a populous with dignity and respect is critical to getting things done,” Burleson said. 

 Coin Advantage 1AC
Successful defeat of insurgents in Iraq is crucial to overall global reduction in terrorism- Jihadists have used Iraq as the primary avenue for cultivating supporters 

Brooks , Phillips 6[ Peter Brooks, senior fellow in national security affairs and the Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies in the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation, research fellow in Middle Eastern Studies in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies “NIE Confirms That Outcome of Iraq War Critical to War on Terror” /hnasser http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=17274]
After critics of the Bush Administration’s Iraq policy seized upon selective leaks from an April 2006 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), “Trends in Global Terrorism: Implications for the United States,” President Bush ordered the declassification of key judgments from that report to refute the misleading portrayal of it. The excerpts released by Director of National Intelligence John Negroponte make clear that, while the war in Iraq is one of many sources of inspiration for terrorists seeking to kill Americans, the outcome of that war is critical to the struggle against terrorism. The administration’s critics focused on one sentence in the report, which was leaked conveniently in the run-up to the fall elections, six months after the report’s release: “The Iraq conflict has become the cause celebre for jihadists, breeding a deep resentment of US involvement in the Muslim world and cultivating supporters for the global jihadist movement.” This conclusion should not surprise anyone. Of course, the jihadists are going to use any excuse to promote their evil agenda. They also have invoked the Israel-Palestinian conflict, the deployment of U.S. troops to protect Saudi Arabia, the Crusades, Islam’s eviction from southern Spain in the Middle Ages, Danish cartoons, and the Pope’s recent comments to advance their deadly cause. But even more striking were the sentences that preceded and followed the now celebrated “cause celebre” sentence: We assess that the Iraq jihad is shaping a new generation of terrorist leaders and operatives; perceived jihadist success there would inspire more fighters to continue the struggle elsewhere. • The Iraq conflict has become the cause celebre for jihadists, breeding a deep resentment of US involvement in the Muslim world and cultivating supporters for the global jihadist movement. Should jihadists leaving Iraq perceive themselves, and be perceived, to have failed, we judge fewer fighters will be inspired to carry on the fight. In other words, the NIE concludes that a victory against jihadists in Iraq would reduce the number of future terrorists while a defeat in Iraq would inspire more terrorists to take action. This is a very important judgment that has crucial implications for U.S. policy in Iraq. No one leaked this key judgment to the mainstream media. The leaker, of course, didn’t reveal that conclusion because it undermines the case against the administration’s Iraq policy and would have diluted the political impact of the leak. After all, if the outcome of the war in Iraq will help to determine the number of terrorists who threaten the United States and its interests in the future, then the Administration is correct in arguing that Iraq is a crucial front in the war against terrorism.
Coin Advantage 1AC
Global terrorism increases the risk of nuclear war- nuclear weapons are more readily available
Pugwash 1[Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs co-recipient of the 1995 Nobel Peace Prize the aim of reducing and abolishing nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction “The Dangers of Nuclear Terrorism” /hnasser  http://www.pugwash.org/september11/pcstatement.htm] 
The horrific nature of the September 11 attacks has demonstrated the ability of international terrorist networks to carry out well-planned and complex operations that can kill thousands of innocent civilians. The potential for biological, chemical, and/or nuclear terrorism has greatly increased. While there has long been concern about nuclear material being acquired by non-state groups, reports in the past few days indicate that nuclear weapons may now, or soon will be, available to terrorist groups. The challenges facing the international community from terrorism have been greatly compounded by the world's failure to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons. Most immediately, the members of the United Nations must adopt and effectively implement the proposed international conventions on international terrorism and on nuclear terrorism. More generally, the large quantities of highly-enriched uranium (HEU) that are poorly controlled and otherwise unaccounted for in the former Soviet Union and dozens of other countries demand immediate attention and action by the world community. HEU poses the danger that it is far easier to manufacture into a nuclear weapon than is plutonium, so much so that even sub-national terrorist groups could accomplish the challenge. European and Asian governments especially need to join the United States in providing aid to the Russian government in controlling and destroying this fissile material (enough to build 20,000 nuclear bombs) through greatly accelerated funding and commitment to such programs as the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program (Nunn-Lugar). In addition, the international convention on the physical protection of nuclear materials must be strengthened and expanded, and greater efforts made to safeguard fissile materials in civilian use. HEU can, however, be readily diluted with natural uranium to a low-enriched level where it has high commercial value as a proliferation-proof fuel for civil nuclear reactors. Here again, an important opportunity exists for Europe and Japan to work with the United States in purchasing such fuel from Russia and greatly reducing available supplies of weapons-grade uranium. Much work will be needed on a broad range of fronts, from recognizing and addressing the root causes that facilitate the growth of terrorist networks, to bringing to justice those who commit mass murder and crimes against humanity. In order to safeguard global peace and security, it is essential that national governments and the world community recognize that the twin dangers of international terrorism and nuclear proliferation pose entirely new threats that demand immediate and sustained attention.
**Democracy Advantage**

Democracy 1AC
Contractors undermine governmental structure- PMCs create security outside of democratic checks

Salzman 8 [Zoe,New York University School of Law 2008 “Private Military Contractors And The

Taint Of A Mercenary Reputation” International Law And Politics [Vol. 40:853 /hnasser] http://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv2/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_international_law_and_politics/documents/documents/ecm_pro_058877.pdf
In addition to challenging the state’s monopoly on the use of force, the privatization of military force also threatens the democratic state because it allows governments to make war while avoiding democratic accountability.82 Democratic governments are entrusted with a monopoly on the use of force because their power to exercise that force is limited by the rule of law and by accountability to their citizens.83 Private contractors, however, greatly undermine democratic accountability, and in so doing circumvent the democratic reluctance for war. By undermining the public’s control over the warmaking powers of the state, private contractors threaten the popular sovereignty of the state.84 Thus, the problem with private military force may not be simply a lack of state control, as discussed above, but also too much government control, particularly executive control, at the expense of popular, democratic control.85 At an extreme, a government, even a democratic government, might use private violence as a brutal police force to ensure its control over the people.86 In reality, however, a democratic government’s outsourcing of military functions undermines the democratic process much more subtly than this far-fetched scenario. Because the executive branch is generally in charge of hiring contractors, private contractors allow the executive to evade parliamentary or congressional checks on foreign policy.87 Indeed, [t]o the extent privatization permits the Executive to carry out military policy unilaterally . . . it circumvents primary avenues through which the People are informed and blocks off primary channels (namely Congress) through which the People can register their approval or voice their misgivings.88 Privatizing military force results in a lack of transparency and puts the military effort outside of the scope of the democratic dialogue, “obscuring choices about military needs and human implications.”89 Notably, in the United States, private contractors are not subject to the scrutiny of the Freedom of Information Act,90 which greatly restricts the public’s ability to be well-informed about the government’s reliance on the private military industry. Thus, the privatization of military force allows the executive “to operate in the shadows of public attention” 91 and to subvert democratic political restraints.92
Democracy 1AC

Constitutionalism—PMCs allow the executive branch to cripple current congressional checks on military action

Avant and Sigelman, Director of International Studies and the Center for Research on International and Global Studies (RIGS), Professor of Political Science at the University of California Irvine, and Columbian College Distinguished Professor of Political Science and former department chair @ The George Washington University, Washington, D.C., January 2K8 (Deborah and Lee, “What Does Private Security in Iraq Mean for Democracy at Home?”  http://www.international.ucla.edu/cms/files/ PrivateSecurityandDemocracy.pdf)

Constitutionalism refers to established processes for ensuring that a range of institutional actors have input into policy. Known and accessible political processes that disperse power in established ways help make outcomes more predictable and reduce the potential for capricious action. 40 Privatization could affect constitutionalism by evading established processes for making and implementing policy. If the process of contracting avoids key veto points in the policymaking process, power may become centralized in ways that side step normal constitutional limits. For example, the use of contractors rather than military personnel could enable members of the executive branch to pursue policy without going through normal channels – evading checks from Congress or even from other portions of the executive branch; or leaders in the executive branch could encourage contracts between private security companies and foreign governments or other entities and thereby avoid formal government involvement altogether – what has been called “foreign policy by proxy.”41 Either way, privatization opens the door to bypassing veto points and thus eroding constitutionalism. To assess the impact of privatization on constitutionalism, we consider how contracting with PSCs or allowing PSCs to contract directly with foreign governments or other entities has affected the relative power of the legislative and executive branches and the associated number of veto points in the policyprocess. Even without contracting, the executive branch enjoys numerous advantages in military policy decision making. 42 Contracting enhances these advantages. The executive branch, not Congress, hires contractors. Although Congress approves the military budget, it does not approve – or often even know about – individual decisions for contracts. Information about contracts is held, and oversight of contracts is conducted, almost exclusively by the executive branch. Although the executive branch dominates military information and oversight, Congress has several avenues of influence – over military personnel, over funds for the military, over the structure of the service branches and the processes by which the military does its business, and over the deployment of US troops.43 Congressional authority over personnel ranges from limiting the size of the military to regulating and restricting how soldiers can be deployed and structuring chains of command and approving promotions.44 Congressional appropriations also frequently carry restrictions on the use of the money that regulates the use of military forces. Among the most important tools at Congress’ disposal is its ability to structure incentives within the services – requirements for entry, criteria for promotion, and so on.45 Finally, as a consequence of the War Powers Resolution, the President must consult Congress and seek its approval to deploy US military forces in conflict zones.46 This set of tools provides Congress with numerous means of swaying military policy.47 These avenues for influence are enhanced by congressional access to information about military units. Congress has the information to keep track of how many military units there are, and how, where, and when they are deployed. It has devised many procedures for receiving information about the military and it continuously uses these to direct the military on a short term as well as long-term basis. These tools, however, are of little avail for controlling contractors. Congress retains its power of the purse in the use of contractors, but it is more difficult to use this authority to direct the internal workings of PSCs– such as decisions about whom to hire for particular tasks. As the recent experience in Iraq has demonstrated, copies of contracts are hard for Congress to obtain and contracts for security services can be even routed through the federal bureaucracy (via the Interior or Commerce Department, for instance) in ways that mask their military impact.48 All of this makes it difficult for the legislative branch to affect either the internal processes of private firms or the terms on which the executive branch contracts with them.49 Congress’ access to information about contractors is also highly circumscribed. In instances of contracted foreign military training, for example, the annual consolidated report on military assistance and sales does not identify the contractor or even whether the job is done by troops or PSCs. Thus, members of Congress who are interested in overseeing individual firms may not even know which PSCs should be overseen or when.50 The executive can use this advantage to evade congressional restrictions on US actions. For instance, Congress often limits US involvement in a conflict by stipulating a ceiling on the number of US troops. By employing contractors, the executive can increase de facto US involvement. Sometimes Congress innovates by stipulating an upper limit on the number of contractors, but PSCs can evade this restriction by hiring more locals or third-party nationals.51 More generally, there are many ways to circumvent even the limited oversight and control mechanisms that Congress possesses. The availability of private contractors concentrates power in the hands of those in charge of hiring, dispersing funds, and overseeing contractors – generally activities undertaken in the executive branch.

Democracy 1AC

Transparency—PMCs bypass public disclosure policies and have virtual media immunity 

Avant and Sigelman, Director of International Studies and the Center for Research on International and Global Studies (RIGS), Professor of Political Science at the University of California Irvine, and Columbian College Distinguished Professor of Political Science and former department chair @ The George Washington University, Washington, D.C., January 2K8 (Deborah and Lee, “What Does Private Security in Iraq Mean for Democracy at Home?”  http://www.international.ucla.edu/cms/files/ PrivateSecurityandDemocracy.pdf)

Deploying PSCs should be expected to be less transparent than using troops. In the first place, there should be fewer public demands for transparency. Perhaps more importantly, private security mobilization can avoid the institutional mechanisms that have been developed over time to ensure transparency. These mechanisms range from triggers adopted to alert the media to pathways through which to access information. For example, reporters covering the Pentagon are accustomed to covering troops but may not be attuned to deployments of contractors. Also, casualty figures routinely collected and released by the military exclude contract personnel. Differences between the information available for tracking public agencies and private firms are also substantial. Even in highly sensitive policy arenas like security policy, the US has procedures such as the Freedom of Information Act that guarantee public access to information deemed relevant to the public interest. However, because private firms are assumed to operate in a market environment, the rules governing their information-sharing recognize the necessity for proprietary secrecy. Another way that transparency is reduced (somewhat paradoxically) is that even when information on private security firms is potentially available, it is more diffuse and harder to collect, aggregate, and analyze than parallel military information. For instance, in 2004 even as analysts were decrying the lack of information about CACI’s provision of interrogators at Abu Ghraib prison, CACI itself was advertising on its website for interrogators to serve in Iraq. The information was not so much secret as it was hard to amass. When information is hard to gather, transparency is reduced. To assess the impact of private security options on transparency more systematically, we first compare the processes by which Congress, interested citizens, and foreign governments can obtain information about the activities of troops versus private security companies. We then 21 contrast media coverage of US troops and private security companies in two similar incidents of captivity and over time in a single conflict. Avoiding the mobilization of military machinery sidesteps many institutionalized mechanisms that foster public awareness of foreign policy decisions and their implementation. Compared to the fanfare that accompanies deployments of military forces abroad, deployments of private security teams may pass virtually unnoticed. Television networks and major newspapers assign correspondents to the Pentagon and local television stations and newspapers routinely cover military bases within their circulation area and the families that are attached to them. Thus, coverage of military deployments is virtually automatic. PSCs, however, attract none of this coverage on a regular basis. Although the irresistible attraction of bad news may draw media coverage if something goes wrong, it may be harder for the media even to discover that something has gone wrong if they are not covering these deployments in the first place. As noted above, even casualty figures focus on troops and typically do not include contractors, thereby reducing the transparency of the human costs of war. 61 Taken together, these considerations imply that PSCs working for the government abroad should be less likely to generate the same degree of media coverage as troops would. Citizens also have less access to details about the use of PSCs and the policies that surround such use. Because PSCs are private, their assertions of control over proprietary information about the terms of their contracts, their operations, and their policies can reduce the access of journalists, NGOs, and other interested parties. In some cases, this proprietary privilege can be abused. For instance, in the recent furor over the contract of a Halliburton subsidiary, Kellogg, Brown and Root, to repair oil fields in Iraq, significant portions of a Pentagon audit sent to the international monitoring board were blacked out. By law, commercially sensitive information must be concealed when government documents are released. Thus, the Pentagon sent the report to the firm before sending it out, and the firm claimed that it was permissible to black out not only proprietary information but also statements “that we believe are factually incorrect or misleading and could be used by a competitor to damage KBR’s ability to win and negotiate new work.”62 Even when they are not abused, proprietary limits on information can reduce the transparency of government policy. Because of these concerns, FOIA requests for contracts between the government and PSCs are often denied.63

**International Law**

A2: Hege DA
International law stance increases U.S. hegemony- defining and complying international law allows an increase of global influence over opponents 
Koskenniemi 4[ Martti, international lawyer and a former Finnish diplomat. Currently he is professor of International Law in the University of Helsinki, “INTERNATIONAL LAW AND HEGEMONY: A Reconfiguration” (For Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 2004) /hnasser] http://www.helsinki.fi/eci/Publications/MHegemony.pdf
There is a tradition of disagreement about whether the international world can be treated as a community, with views emphasising the heterogeneity of the interests represented therein clashing against theories of functional interdependence from the perspective of which the world indeed seems united. The pragmatic compromise to treat the international world as an "anarchic society" finds its parallel in contemporary legal theories that juxtapose old diplomatic laws of coexistence and co-operation with incipient “vertical” regulation about the protection of universal values.3 The appearance is of the world always at the same time as an aggregate of self-regarding units and a functional whole. In political terms, this is visible in the fact that there is no representative of the whole that would not be simultaneously a representative of some particular. “Universal values” or “the international community” can only make themselves known through mediation by a State, an organisation, or a political movement. Likewise, behind every notion of universal international law there is always some particular view, expressed by a particular actor in some particular situation. This is why it is pointless to ask about the contribution of international law to the global community without clarifying first what or whose view of international law is meant. However universal the terms in which international law is invoked, it never appears as an autonomous and stable set of demands over a political reality. Instead, it always appears through the positions of political actors, as a way of dressing political claims in a specialised technical idiom in the conditions of hegemonic contestation. By hegemonic contestation I mean the process by which international actors routinely challenge each other by invoking legal rules and principles on which they have projected meanings that support their preferences and counteract those of their opponents. In law, political struggle is waged on what legal words such as “aggression”, “self-determination”, “self-defence”, “terrorist”, or “jus cogens” mean, whose policy will they include, whose will they oppose? To think of this struggle as hegemonic is to understand that the objective of the contestants is to make their partial view of that meaning appear as the total view, their preference seem like the universal preference.4 There are many examples of this contestation. The process that led into the definition of aggression by the UN General Assembly in 1974 was about drawing a line between acceptable and unacceptable forms of coercion in a situation where different solutions put States in unequal position. Every suggested definition seemed either underinclusive or overinclusive from some participant perspective, that is, covering cases one did not wish to cover (i.e. the behaviour of oneself or one's ally) or not covering cases that should have been covered (i.e. forms of behaviour of foreseeable enemies). Everyone participated in the nearly 20-year process with two (understandable) objectives: to encompass so much as possible of the behaviour of one’s enemies while making sure that nothing would limit the freedom of action of one's own country. Now when all participants acted on such premises, the result could only be both completely binding (“Aggression is…”, Article 1) and completely open ended (a non-exhaustive list of nine examples with the proviso that the “Security Council may determine that other acts constitute Aggression under the provisions of the Charter”, Article 4) simultaneously – a definition on which everyone could agree because it accommodated every conceivable meaning.5 The fact that the inability to define “terrorism” broke up the negotiations for a comprehensive convention on terrorism in the UN in 2002 reflects an identical (hegemonic) logic: whose friends were to be branded as “terrorists” and whose violence was to escape that denomination? Of course, there was no agreement on this. The world’s uniform opposition to “terrorism” is dependent on its open-endedness, the degree to which it allows everyone to fill the category of “terrorist” with one’s preferred adversary. Likewise, for every understanding of a rule, there is a counter-understanding or an exception, for every principle, a counter-principle and for every institutional policy a counter-policy. Law is a surface over which political opponents engage in hegemonic practices, trying to enlist its rules, principles and institutions on their side, making sure they would not support the adversary. In order to bring that perspective into focus, analysis must be shifted from rules to broad themes of legal argument within which hegemonic contestation takes place.
A2: Democracy DA
Democracy promotion and development is meaningless without international law compliance- democratic norms are developed within i-law 
Roland 2001 [Rich, director of the Centre for Democratic Institutions at the Australian National University (ANU), Australia’s government-funded democracy-promotion institution “Bringing Democracy into International Law” Journal of Democracy, Volume 12, Number 3, July 2001, pp. 20-34 (Article) /hnasser] http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/jod/summary/v012/12.3rich.html
The word “democracy” does not appear in the Charter of the United Nations, nor was it mentioned in the Covenant of the League of Nations. None of the standard textbooks on international law includes chapters on democracy. The International Court of Justice has not based any of its decisions on the legal application of democratic principles. If one were to look no further than these pillars of international law, one might conclude that democracy is not relevant. Yet the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action adopted by the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights asserted in paragraph 8 of Section I, “Democracy, development and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms are interdependent and mutually reinforcing. . . . The international community should support the strengthening and promoting of democracy, development and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms in the entire world.” Though a nonbinding instrument, this Declaration represents a clear indication of the direction of international opinion and the development of international law. Twice in the twentieth century the international community toyed with the notion of making democracy a norm of international law. The first time was when Woodrow Wilson described America’s entry into World War I as a crusade to make the world “safe for democracy.” Victors, however, earn the right to redraft the rules. The vindictive Treaty of Versailles divided the spoils and hobbled the vanquished, but it stopped well short of enshrining democracy as the required means of domestic political organization. The furthest it ventured in this direction was to put forward the concept of self-determination as a means of dismantling moribund empires. At the conclusion of World War II, the defeat of fascism again created an opportunity for the international community to make democracy a norm of international law. As will be elaborated below, some tentative steps in this direction were taken in the process of defining certain civil and political rights and in drafting the constitutive instruments of several international organizations. It may be argued that this formative period of modern international law did indeed plant the idea that democracy is an essential element of human rights, but the Cold War intruded far too quickly for the notion to take root in international law. The conclusion of the Cold War has afforded the international community its third chance. There is strong evidence over the past decade pointing to the incorporation of democracy in international law, which develops through a process of international consensus, or at least widespread agreement. The expression of this incorporation varies from “the right to democracy” to “democratic entitlement” to “the right to democratic governance.” This norm is both articulated in various regional and global instruments and increasingly demonstrated in international practice by such policies as promoting democracy abroad, making democracy a qualification for membership in certain regional organizations, establishing democratic conditionality for development cooperation, and, in a limited number of cases, defending democracy through collective security mechanisms. This post–Cold War trend was first described by Thomas Franck and James Crawford in their seminal papers on the subject in the early 1990s, and useful definitional work was carried out by Jack Donnelly.1 This essay attempts to build on that body of work.
**Regulation Counterplan**
Regulation CP- Turn

Turn: Regulations will only institutionalize ties between corrupt governmental bureaucracies, further undermining democracy
Olsson 5 –  (Christian, Writer for ‘Liberty and Security’. “Military Companies in Iraq : a Force for Good?" February 7, http://www.libertysecurity.org/article127.html)
But the intervention of PMCs in Iraq also raises three more fundamental political issues concerning the use of commercialised means of coercion. The first issue is regulation. Many analysts seem to agree on the fact that PMCs have to be tightly regulated by governments in order to limit their potential for waywardness. But they frequently overlook the fact that this potential, and even the very existence of PMCs, is often inseparable from the interests and the professional networks of governmental bureacracies (security agencies, military services...). These companies, far from being the rivals of state forces, are an important asset for state-policies (and vice versa). PMCs are often tightly linked to political interests as shown for example by the relations between Kellog, Brown & Root, recently involved in a financial scandal in Iraq, and the US Republican Administration. This means that subordinating PMCs to governments through regulations will not suffice: it will only institutionalise ties that existed prior to regulation. For example, whereas the US is often cited as an example of tight control of PMCs though its licensing system, it is this precise system that allows for the Department of State and the Pentagon to circumvent Congress for contracts less than 50 million dollars, thus giving themselves substantial autonomy from democratic control in military affairs. Hence, the issue is far more how to maintain democratic control on governments resorting to PMCs, than how to create mechanism allowing for the discretionary control of PMCs by the governments themselves. As shown by the intervention in Iraq, such democratic control is very difficult to achieve...
Regulation CP- I-Law Turn

State regulations only legitimatize PMCs- this decreases State control of force, and the legitimacy of international law 

Krahman 9 [Erik, Peace Research Institute Frankfurt (PRIF) 2009 “Private Security Companies and the State Monopoly on Violence: A Case of Norm Change?” http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/PRIF_Prvt_Security_and_The%20State_Monopoly_on_Violence.pdf /hnasser] 

In international relations, the state monopoly on the legitimate use of force has sought to outlaw the private use of armed force between the citizens of different countries. While its implementation was never as successful as at the national level, it became a guiding norm in the twentieth century, shaping the UN Charter, the international laws of conflict and the UN and African Union conventions against mercenarism. The potential consequences of the transformation of this norm for international security may be even more profound than at the domestic level because fewer attempts have been made to control the private use of armed force. The Montreux Document provides an illustration of the failure of states to respond to the transformation in the norms and practices regarding the international use of collective force by private security contractors. By reasserting existing international law, the document neglects the fact that these laws are based on the premise of the state monopoly on the legitimate use of violence and the primacy of interstate wars. Both no longer describe many contemporary conflicts with the result that large sections of the global private security industry and their operations are exempt from legislative controls at the international level. Since Western states have tightened the regulation of private security firms working within their domestic boundaries, the consequences of the proliferation of PSCs at the international level are likely to primarily concern so-called “areas of limited statehood”, where such legislation is missing or not effectively enforced. Countries split by internal conflicts such as Iraq and Afghanistan, but also weak states such as Sierra Leone fall into this category. The consequences of the increased availability and acceptance of private armed force in international affairs may be positive or negative. On the positive side, PSCs operating internationally can help to re-establish peace in countries with weak indigenous military or police forces, protect NGOs which seek to help people in conflict regions, and permit transnational corporations to invest and operate in areas of limited statehood. In addition, PSCs are playing a growing role in security sector reform programmes, i.e. in training national military and police forces in order to create the foundations for a functioning state monopoly on the legitimate use of violence in these countries in the first place (Krahmann 2007). Nevertheless, the benefits of using PSCs can be dubious. A clearer picture of the effects of legitimizing private armed forces in international affairs appears to be emerging in the light of the interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan. One danger regards the proliferation of small arms and light weapons. Although scholars agree that PSCs are only one factor, the legitimization of private armed contractors can contribute to the small arms trade and related transfers (Makki et al. 2001; COST 2006). In most cases PSCs bring their own weapons with them to fulfil their contracts, in others they obtain them locally. In Afghanistan, only the government, foreign militaries and embassies are permitted to import weapons, but the lack of public security has created a huge demand for armed guards. According to Swisspeace (Joras/Schuster 2008: 14), this has created a major dilemma with the result that PSCs have variously hired local staff and “turn a blind eye to the source of their weapons”, or buy arms on the black market. The organization estimates that a private security guard in Afghanistan owns on average 3.5 weapons, suggesting that there could be about 43,750 small arms in the possession of PSCs in the country (Joras/Schuster 2008: 15). However, there have also been instances such as in Sierra Leone and Papua New Guinea where PSCs have acted as arms brokers. In Sierra Leone, this caused a major scandal because the exports circumvented a UN arms embargo and took place with the knowledge of the UK government. The consequences of the changing conception of legitimacy with regard to the private use of collective force can also be more severe at the international than at the domestic level. The most important consequence appears to be the challenge to the laws of war which have largely been based on the presumption of the state monopoly on the legitimate use of violence and attempts to outlaw mercenarism (Chesterman/Lehnardt 2007). Although international humanitarian law includes detailed stipulations for contractors accompanying state militaries as well as for non-state combatants, these are often inapplicable for three reasons. First, PSCs typically operate in areas where there is no declared war, such as in Afghanistan and Iraq today. Second, many PSCs work for private organizations, businesses or individuals and not for national armed forces. Third, PSCs do not engage, or at least claim not to engage, in offensive military action and it is therefore not clear whether they are “combatants” who “take part in hostilities”. In the absence of applicable international laws, the regulation of PSCs by their home states, i.e. the states where a PSC is registered, or the states where a PSC is operating, is particularly important. However, only the USA and South Africa have laws which control the export of private security services abroad, and the countries where PSCs are deployed often lack the capabilities to enforce local laws on private security contractors.

Regulation CP- I-Law Turn

Accountability only legitimizes PSC use of force- this undermines international law further 
Krahman 9 [Erik, Peace Research Institute Frankfurt (PRIF) 2009 “Private Security Companies and the State Monopoly on Violence: A Case of Norm Change?” http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/PRIF_Prvt_Security_and_The%20State_Monopoly_on_Violence.pdf /hnasser] 

In addition to their weak legal legitimacy, the international use of private armed force can also inhibit the political accountability of PSCs. As at the domestic level, the main cause of this problem is the primary accountability of PSCs to their clients and shareholders and not to the people who are otherwise affected by their actions. In international affairs, the difficulties of holding private security guards politically accountable can be exacerbated if the contracting parties are not based or living in the country of operation. Foreign intervention forces often have status of armed forces agreements which exempt their soldiers and private contractors from local political and legal accountability. This creates the impression with local populations that criminals are being “whisked away”.26 As a Kabul-based journalist reports, this “rankles an Afghan population with no means of pursuing justice”.27 In short, while PSCs have at least legal legitimacy in Europe and North America, in international affairs their perceived legitimacy is neither legal nor political. It is rather practical considerations that legitimize the private use of violence. The main arguments put forward for the legitimacy of the use of armed force by  PSCs in zones of conflict or limited statehood are the failure of local governments or the international community of states to ensure public security, forcing individuals to resort to self-defence with the assistance of armed security guards. Finally, the private use of armed force can affect the contexts and purposes for which violence is deployed in international affairs. In contrast to states which are only permitted to deploy military force either against or in other states in exceptional circumstances such as self-defence, the protection of international peace and to prevent genocide, private actors can hire and use international PSCs across national borders without any other restrictions than the ability of the host states to regulate and control their operations. As a consequence, NGOs and transnational corporations have become less dependent upon local governments or Western militaries for protection in zones of conflict or areas of limited statehood. Within these regions, NGOs and transnational corporations can use private protection to implement their own agendas or interests. In the NGO community, this has facilitated a merging of the development and security agendas (Duffield 2001). With the support of PSCs, NGOs are able to take more “proactive” stances towards providing aid in conflict regions. Instead of relying exclusively on local acceptance and support for their role in areas where violence is commonplace, NGOs have moved towards deterrence and protection by means of private security guards (Spearin 2006: 235). Nearly one third of NGOs use armed security guards today (Buchanan/Muggah 2005: 9). The hiring of PSCs has been even more widely accepted among transnational corporations. Extractive companies in the oil and mining sectors, in particular, rely extensively on private security to protect their installations in countries such as Nigeria, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Angola, Sierra Leone and Iraq. Despite the emergence of the concept of corporate social responsibility, the contexts and purposes for which private guards are employed in these countries have not (yet) evolved to significantly benefit the larger community (Feil et al. 2008: 29). In some cases, PSCs and transnational corporations collaborate with and support corrupt national police forces, as in Nigeria. In other countries, they install themselves as an independent police force competing with local agencies, like in Afghanistan where citizens feel harassed by private security guards who set up road blocks, search pedestrians and “interfere with the lives of everybody” (Joras/Schuster 2008: 27). In sum, even where the clients of PSCs seek to benefit their host country, the interests and security of the customer remain the primary goal of private security guards. 
Regulation CP- No Solvency

Calls for regulation are inadequate- the issue of linking profits to war is only solved through withdrawal
The Nation 7[ “End of the Shadow War” October 15 /hnasser ] http://web.ebscohost.com.go.libproxy.wfubmc.edu/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=1&hid=6&sid=978fa706-c457-4de6-ab67-1218b8756479%40sessionmgr14
Some members of Congress have proposed steps to rein in the cowboy contractors roaming Iraq. Senator Barack Obama introduced legislation earlier this year that would require clear rules of en gagement for armed contractors, expand the military code of justice to govern their actions and provide for the Defense Department to “arrest and detain” contractors suspected of crimes and turn them over to civilian authorities for prosecution. Such changes are essential if private contractors are to continue to play a role in US military operations overseas. But calls for greater regulation and oversight miss the larger issue. As The Nation’s Scahill said in his testimony before the Senate Democratic Policy Committee on September 21, “In the bigger picture, this body should seriously question whether the linking of corporate profits to war- making is in the best interest of this nation and the world.” Some in Congress are finally beginning to ask that question. Democratic Senators Jim Webb and Claire McCaskill have proposed legislation creating a Commission on Wartime Contracting modeled after the Truman committee, which investigated waste and fraud during World War II. “We now have more contractors on the ground in Iraq than we do American troops. This situation is unprecedented in our history and is fraught with legal challenge,” said Webb. “Hundreds of billions of dollars have been appropriated and spent in Iraq alone, resulting in billions of dollars in waste, fraud and abuse.” Blackwater should answer for the crimes of its soldiers in Iraq. But it shouldn’t have soldiers in Iraq. Calls for withdrawal must include troops like those who fired on the fleeing crowds in Nisour Square.
A2: Afghanistan DA- Turn: Afghanistan Troops= Drug War
High troop levels kill counter insurgency efforts- creates cycle of dependency
NYT 9 (ARTHUR KELLER, 3/9, "In Afghanistan, Less Can Be More", http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/10/opinion/10keller.html) 
Albuquerque AS President Obama moves to ramp up the United States’ presence in Afghanistan, he might benefit from the lessons learned by one of the C.I.A.’s legends of covert operations, Bill Lair. Mr. Lair ran the C.I.A.’s covert action in the 1960s in Laos, which at its height included 30,000 Hmong tribesmen battling Communist insurgents. I met Bill Lair when he came to the C.I.A.’s training center in Virginia in 2000 to speak at the graduation ceremony for my class of trainees. His agency career had started in the 1950s in Thailand, where he trained an elite force called the Police Aerial Reinforcement Unit. By the early ’60s, Mr. Lair was in neighboring Laos, trying to build an anti-Communist resistance. Corruption was endemic, poppy cultivation was widespread and the poorly educated Hmong tribesmen of northern Laos were barely out of the Stone Age. Yet Mr. Lair and his unit quickly taught the Hmong to resist the Communist tide using guerrilla tactics suited to their terrain and temperament. By 1966, his C.I.A. bosses looked to tap into this momentum and started throwing more men and money at Mr. Lair — personnel and funds he felt only bloated the operation. He knew his initial successes with the Hmong came because his Thai troops were the perfect people to train the Hmong: they looked like the Hmong, spoke their language and understood their culture. Mr. Lair didn’t want or need more white guys from headquarters who couldn’t speak Laotian and lorded it over the locals. When he resisted, his superiors overruled him. As the 1960s progressed, the fighting in Laos intensified. Unfortunately, as United States involvement escalated, the Hmong came to rely more and more on American air power to support their missions. Over time, this dependence on foreign aid eroded the will of the Hmong to fight their own battles. Along the way, tiny Laos became the most heavily bombed country in the world, and the overuse of American airpower led to untold civilian deaths and tremendous resentment of the United States. Eventually it became clear that no amount of bombing would be sufficient to stem the Communist tide. America cut and ran from Laos, and the Communists swallowed up the little kingdom, just as they did neighboring Vietnam. Flash forward 40 years. United States forces scramble to train Afghan Army and police units to take on the Taliban forces crossing the border from Pakistan. Many of these raw Afghan recruits come from poorly educated Pashtun tribes. Corruption is endemic. Drug trafficking is flourishing. Complaints that indiscriminate use of American airpower is killing civilians are routine. As they say, déjà vu all over again. The counterinsurgency lessons that Bill Lair tried to impart to us young spies are relevant today: Keep your footprint small. Don’t use trainers who don’t know the language or culture. Don’t let the locals become dependant on American airpower. Train them in tactics suited to their circumstances. Don’t ever let the locals think mighty America will fight their battles or solve all their problems for them; focus on getting them ready to fix their own problems. Keep the folks in Washington out of the way of the people doing the work in the field. This is why President Obama’s plans to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan should be seen as a mixed blessing. In fact, it may be equally significant that the Pentagon has announced it is sending 900 new special operations people to Afghanistan over the spring and summer, including Green Berets, Navy Seals and Marine special operations forces. Ideally, these troops will be well trained in Afghan languages and culture, and prepared to fight in the dry, mountainous terrain the Taliban occupy. The goal, one hopes, is that these forces will work alongside and train the fledgling Afghan Army commando battalions. Since early 2007, some 3,600 Afghan Army troops have been put through Army Ranger-type training at a former Taliban base six miles south of Kabul. With American help, they have proved adept at such tasks as capturing Taliban leaders, rescuing hostages and destroying drug-smuggling rings. This is not a war we can win ourselves; the Afghans are going to have to win it by fighting to retake their own country from both Taliban thugs and corrupt government officials. While additional American troops may be an unavoidable necessity to provide security in the short and medium term, we should never forget that doing too much for a weak ally can be just as bad as doing too little. 

A2: Afghanistan DA- Turn: Afghanistan Troops= Drug War

COIN efforts and elimination of dependency are key to end drug trafficking in Afghanistan
McCoy 10 [Alfred, J.R.W. Smail Professor of History at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, “ Tomgram: Alfred McCoy, Afghanistan as a Drug War “/hnasser] http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175225/tomgram:_alfred_mccoy,_afghanistan_as_a_drug_war__/print
In ways that have escaped most observers, the Obama administration is now trapped in an endless cycle of drugs and death in Afghanistan from which there is neither an easy end nor an obvious exit.   After a year of cautious debate and costly deployments, President Obama finally launched his new Afghan war strategy at 2:40 am on February 13, 2010, in a remote market town called Marja in southern Afghanistan's Helmand Province. As a wave of helicopters descended on Marja's outskirts spitting up clouds of dust, hundreds of U.S. Marines dashed through fields sprouting opium poppies toward the town's mud-walled compounds.   After a week of fighting, U.S. war commander General Stanley A. McChrystal choppered into town with Afghanistan's vice-president and Helmand's provincial governor. Their mission: a media roll-out for the general's new-look counterinsurgency strategy based on bringing government to remote villages just like Marja.   At a carefully staged meet-and-greet with some 200 villagers, however, the vice-president and provincial governor faced some unexpected, unscripted anger. "If they come with tractors," one Afghani widow announced to a chorus of supportive shouts from her fellow farmers, "they will have to roll over me and kill me before they can kill my poppy."   For these poppy growers and thousands more like them, the return of government control, however contested, brought with it a perilous threat: opium eradication.   Throughout all the shooting and shouting, American commanders seemed strangely unaware that Marja might qualify as the world's heroin capital -- with hundreds of laboratories, reputedly hidden inside the area's mud-brick houses, regularly processing the local poppy crop into high-grade heroin. After all, the surrounding fields of Helmand Province produce a remarkable 40% of the world's illicit opium supply, and much of this harvest has been traded in Marja. Rushing through those opium fields to attack the Taliban on day one of this offensive, the Marines missed their real enemy, the ultimate force behind the Taliban insurgency, as they pursued just the latest crop of peasant guerrillas whose guns and wages are funded by those poppy plants. "You can't win this war," said one U.S. Embassy official just back from inspecting these opium districts, "without taking on drug production in Helmand Province."   Indeed, as Air Force One headed for Kabul Sunday, National Security Adviser James L. Jones assured reporters that President Obama would try to persuade Afghan President Hamid Karzai to prioritize "battling corruption, taking the fight to the narco-traffickers." The drug trade, he added, "provides a lot of the economic engine for the insurgents."   Just as these Marja farmers spoiled General McChrystal's media event, so their crop has subverted every regime that has tried to rule Afghanistan for the past 30 years. During the CIA's covert war in the 1980s, opium financed the mujahedeen or "freedom fighters" (as President Ronald Reagan called them) who finally forced the Soviets to abandon the country and then defeated its Marxist client state.   In the late 1990s, the Taliban, which had taken power in most of the country, lost any chance for international legitimacy by protecting and profiting from opium -- and then, ironically, fell from power only months after reversing course and banning the crop. Since the US military intervened in 2001, a rising tide of opium has corrupted the government in Kabul while empowering a resurgent Taliban whose guerrillas have taken control of ever larger parts of the Afghan countryside.   These three eras of almost constant warfare fueled a relentless rise in Afghanistan's opium harvest -- from just 250 tons in 1979 to 8,200 tons in 2007. For the past five years, the Afghan opium harvest has accounted for as much as 50% of the country's gross domestic product (GDP) and provided the prime ingredient for over 90% of the world's heroin supply.   The ecological devastation and societal dislocation from these three war-torn decades has woven opium so deeply into the Afghan grain that it defies solution by Washington's best and brightest (as well as its most inept and least competent). Caroming between ignoring the opium crop and demanding its total eradication, the Bush administration dithered for seven years while heroin boomed, and in doing so helped create a drug economy that corrupted and crippled the government of its ally, President Karzai. In recent years, opium farming has supported 500,000 Afghan families, nearly 20% of the country's estimated population, and funds a Taliban insurgency that has, since 2006, spread across the countryside.   To understand the Afghan War, one basic point must be grasped: in poor nations with weak state services, agriculture is the foundation for all politics, binding villagers to the government or warlords or rebels. The ultimate aim of counterinsurgency strategy is always to establish the state's authority. When the economy is illicit and by definition beyond government control, this task becomes monumental. If the insurgents capture that illicit economy, as the Taliban have done, then the task becomes little short of insurmountable.   Opium is an illegal drug, but Afghanistan's poppy crop is still grounded in networks of social trust that tie people together at each step in the chain of production. Crop loans are necessary for planting, labor exchange for harvesting, stability for marketing, and security for shipment. So dominant and problematic is the opium economy in Afghanistan today that a question Washington has avoided for the past nine years must be asked: Can anyone pacify a full-blown narco-state?   The answer to this critical question lies in the history of the three Afghan wars in which Washington has been involved over the past 30 years -- the CIA covert warfare of the 1980s, the civil war of the 1990s (fueled at its start by $900 million in CIA funding), and since 2001, the U.S. invasion, occupation, and counterinsurgency campaigns. In each of these conflicts, Washington has tolerated drug trafficking by its Afghan allies as the price of military success -- a policy of benign neglect that has helped make Afghanistan today the world's number one narco-state. 
A2: Afghanistan DA- Turn: Afghanistan Troops= Drug War
The Opium Trade causes an endless cycle of Afghanistan instability. 
NSN ’09 (National Security Network Report. “Afghanistan's Opium Crisis Undermines Its Long-term Stability” 13 May 2008. http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/858) 
In plain view of the United States and the international community, the opium trade is overwhelming Afghanistan’s legitimate government. The facts are stunning: in 2001, after a Taliban ban on poppy cultivation, Afghanistan only produced 11 percent of the world’s opium. Today it produces 93 percent of the global crop; the drug trade accounts for half of its GDP; and nearly one in seven Afghans is involved in the opium trade. In Afghanistan, more land is being used for poppy cultivation than for coca cultivation in all of Latin America. The trade strengthens the government’s enemies and – unless its large place in the Afghan economy is permanently curtailed by crop replacements and anti-poverty efforts – poses a potentially fatal obstacle to keeping the country stable and peaceful. Afghanistan is caught in a vicious cycle. The fall of the Taliban brought the end of their highly coercive crop reduction program. A combination of U.S. inattention and widespread insecurity and poverty allowed poppy cultivation to explode. As the opium economy expanded, it spread corruption and empowered anti-government forces, undermining the Afghan state, leading to more poverty and instability, which in turn only served to further entrench the drug trade. Meanwhile the illicit activity has been a boon to the Taliban insurgency, which has traditionally used poppy cultivation as a lever to improve its own position. Today, the Taliban relies on opium revenues to purchase weapons, train its members, and buy support. Combating the drug trade will require a long-term commitment, not just to counter-narcotics, but to strengthening Afghanistan’s government and improving the lives of its people. The Bush Administration’s efforts, which have focused primarily on eradication, have been ineffective. Only a comprehensive, long-term approach designed to improve the lives of Afghans and empower the Afghan state can be successful. The Opium Problem Facing Afghanistan is Unprecedented in Both Size and Scope Afghanistan now produces 93% of the world’s opium. The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) reported in its 2008 winter assessment that an “area of 193,000 ha [hectares] was under opium poppy cultivation in 2007, which represents an increase of 17 percent as compared to 2006.” [UNODC Winter Assessment, 2/08, UNODC Annual Report on Narcotics, 2008] Narcotics generate revenues of more than $4 billion a year – half of Afghanistan’s GDP. Additionally, an alarming number of Afghans, over 3.3 million, participate in the opium trade. [UNODC Annual Report on Narcotics, 2008, UNODC Afghanistan Opium Survey, 2007] Today’s Afghan opium crisis is without modern or historical precedent. The UNODC determined that Afghanistan’s 2007 opium harvest was of “unprecedented size in modern times and unseen since the opium boom in China during the nineteenth century.” UNODC investigations also concluded that “the amount of Afghan land used for growing opium is now larger than the combined total under coca cultivation in Latin America.” [UNODC, Afghan Opium Survey, 2007, UNODC Annual Report on Narcotics, 2008] Opium Creates a Vicious Cycle that Undercuts Coalition Efforts, Weakens the Afghan State and Empowers the Taliban The drug trade is funding the Taliban insurgency. According to UNODC Director Antonio Maria Costa, profits from the poppy harvest help anti-government forces. His Winter Assessment found that “taxes on the crop have become a major source of revenue for the Taliban insurgency,” and Costa himself declared that “this is a windfall for anti-government forces, further evidence of the dangerous link between opium and insurgency.” ISAF Commander, General Dan McNeill lamented that “poppy cultivation undermines everything we are trying to do here,” and estimated that 20% to 40% of opium profits funded insurgents. [UNODC Winter Assessment, 2/08, Der Spiegel, 9/24/07] Lawlessness and insecurity allow both the drug trade and the insurgency to flourish, spawning greater instability and further undermining coalition efforts to strengthen the Afghan state. A recent World Bank report argued that “the opium economy and the insurgency both thrive in an environment where there is insecurity, lack of rule of law, and a weak and corruptible state. Thus even though their interests are by no means always intertwined, there are synergies between the Taliban and drug interests (including notably in Helmand Province) that damage Afghanistan’s state-building agenda.” [World Bank, 03/08] Drug trafficking and corruption are mutually reinforcing, plaguing high levels of the Afghan Government. “Drug traffickers in Afghanistan have close relationships with Afghan government officials or serve in government themselves. According to the U.S. State Department’s 2007 International Narcotics Control Strategy Report on Afghanistan, ‘drug-related corruption remains a problem, being particularly pervasive at provincial and district government levels.’” [Center for American Progress, 11/07, US State Department, 3/01/07] Opium cultivation inhibits the development of the Afghan economy. The World Bank found that dependence on opium prevents Afghanistan’s economy from developing. “Labor in opium harvesting as well as (at relatively high levels of risk) opium trading earns such high returns that shifting to other, licit activities is discouraged.” [World Bank, 03/08] 

**Politics**

Politics-Link Turn
Congress would love the plan – Stop Outsourcing Act was introduced in congress with overwhelming democratic support. Congress dislikes PMC use, takes control away from government 

House.gov 7 [ “SENATE AND HOUSE MEMBERS INTRODUCE BILL TO PHASE-OUT PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTORS” November 7 /hnasser ] http://www.house.gov/list/press/il09_schakowsky/pr_phaseoutbill_110707.shtml

Washington, D.C.—U.S. Senator Bernie Sanders (I-VT), U.S. Representatives Jan Schakowsky (D-IL), Bob Filner (D-CA), Tom Allen (D-ME), Keith Ellison (D-MN), Steve Cohen (D-TN), Larry Korb (former Assistant Security of Defense), Donna Zovko (mother of deceased Blackwater employee), Jon Soltz (Iraq War veteran and Chairman of VoteVets.org), and Andy Michels (former DynCorp employee) joined together today to introduce the Stop Outsourcing Security (S.O.S.) Act. The bill would phase-out the use of private military contractors wherever Congress has authorized the use of force, including Iraq and Afghanistan. “Our bill would essentially put private security contractors out of business in Iraq, Afghanistan and in war zones around the world,” said U.S. Representative Jan Schakowsky (D-IL). “Private contracting companies have forfeited their right to represent the United States because their reckless actions have jeopardized our mission in Iraq, put our troops in harms way, and resulted in the unnecessary deaths of many innocent Iraqi civilians. We are beyond the point of trying to hold these contractors accountable under the law; it is time to return vital military functions back to the government.” “The Bush administration has made radical and dangerous changes in the structure of our military, and Congress needs to take a very hard look at that,” said Sen. Bernie Sanders (I-VT). “To my mind, it is wrong and unacceptable for companies like Blackwater to operate outside of the chain of command of the United States military and United States government in Iraq. I also find it troubling when personnel employed by a company like Blackwater who are paid far more than soldiers in the U.S. military who are putting their lives on the line every day.” “The use of civilian-defense contractors in Iraq is irresponsible, and should be stopped immediately,” said Veterans Affairs Committee Chairman Bob Filner (D-CA). “Not only are they unaccountable to the Military, the State Department and Congress; they are civilians serving in combat. Many have been wounded or have wounded others, and yet, they are not veterans; there is no safety net when they come home. As Chairman of the House Veterans Affairs Committee, I am concerned about these contractors. It is criminal to ask civilian men and women to perform the role of the military when they lack the support necessary to return to their civilian lives.” “The S.O.S. ends the practice of awarding huge contracts, often without competition or rigorous supervision, to private companies like Blackwater to perform security and intelligence duties best reserved to our highly skilled and fully accountable Armed Forces,” Representative Allen said. “It restores Congressional oversight of how these firms have operated and how they have spent billions of American taxpayers’ funds. It opens a window into the process that will enable Congress to root out waste, fraud and abuse and hold those responsible for mismanagement and corruption accountable for their actions.” “The days of cowboy contractors and unaccountability are rapidly coming to a close for companies like Blackwater. American service people have rules to live by and are subject to a uniform code of military justice, even as they defend and fight for their country. We need to end immunity deals that allow for security contractors to literally get away with murder or the reckless use of unnecessary force. Let us begin the restoration of our national reputation and honor by ending the outsourcing of security to contractors in war zones.” Congressman Keith Ellison (D-MN). “It is crucial that military roles in Iraq be handled by the military. Employees of contractors are largely not bad people, but the lack of accountability, the blurred lines, and operating outside the chain of command and rules has led to an untenable situation. Iraqis don’t distinguish between American troops and contractors. When contractors act wrongly, it affects how our troops are viewed. Bottom line is that, for the well-being of our troops, if you are going to carry a gun in Iraq, you need to be within the chain of command. That means we should focus on transitioning contractors out of these roles, and transitioning the National Guard and Reserves in,” said Jon Soltz, Iraq War Veteran, and Chairman of VoteVets.org “Operating in a legal, moral, and operational twilight zone, armed contractors in conflict zones invariably render the fog of warfare more dense and the foreign policy of the United States more difficult to implement,” said Andy Michels. “This landmark legislation will restore direct government authority over the prosecution of wars and the restoration of order in conflict zones.” The Stop Outsourcing Security Act would take vital military functions out of the hands of contractors, reducing our reliance on unaccountable private security contractors in the theater of battle. The S.O.S. Act would not phase-out the hundreds of thousands of contractors providing non-military support services for the Armed Forces. The S.O.S. Act would phase-out diplomatic security in Iraq within 6 months of enactment. These functions will instead be undertaken by U.S. government personnel, allowing Americans to do their jobs without having to rely on unaccountable security contractors or worrying about them getting in their way. The S.O.S. Act would next phase-out all security contractors by January 1, 2009 everywhere that Congress has authorized the use of force. For Congress to approve a postponement of the phase-out, the President must also certify that: all contract employees have undergone background checks and do not have criminal records; they have not been charged with a crime in past employment; and that all contracts include provisions to protect whistleblowers. Additionally, all contracts in place after January 1, 2009 would be subject to Congressional oversight. Finally, the S.O.S. Act would allow Congress to view any current security contract greater than $5 million and require agencies with military contractors to report the number of contractors employed in Iraq and Afghanistan, the total cost of the contracts, the numbers of contractors wounded or killed in Iraq and Afghanistan, and any disciplinary actions taken against them.
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Defense Budget 2AC- Internal Link Turn
Tighter budget constraints increase defense capabilities- fiscal irresponsibility weakens the nation, overall defense quality increases
CS 10 [Christian Science Monitor 7/22“ Why a tightened defense budget would improve national security http://www.csmonitor.com/Money/Economist-Mom/2010/0622/Why-a-tightened-defense-budget-would-improve-national-security /hnasser]
A month ago I participated in a conference of mostly military officials and national security experts–I was probably the “oddest bird” there–at the Naval War College in Newport, RI. The title and focus of the conference was “Economics and Security: Resourcing National Priorities.” I had planned on writing about some of the things I learned much sooner than this, but then the debates over economic stimulus versus deficit reduction got pretty hot and heavy, so I was otherwise preoccupied. Skip to next paragraph Diane Lim Rogers 'EconomistMom' (Diane Lim Rogers) is Chief Economist of the Concord Coalition, a non-partisan, non-profit organization which advocates for fiscal responsibility, and the mom of four (amazing) kids to whom she dedicates her work. She’s been blogging since Mother’s Day 2008. Recent posts And then a funny thing happened. I began to recognize there were quite a few parallels between the other fiscal policy issues I always write about, and this particular angle that I really have never written about: the role of defense and national security spending in achieving fiscal sustainability. First, I think most Americans (regardless of what they think of our wars and military activity more generally) assume that cuts in the defense/national security budget would weaken our defense capabilities–that a tradeoff exists between deficit reduction and a strong defense. But what surprised me the most at the Naval War College conference was my learning that most of these national security officials and experts, who all advocate for a strong defense, believed that if the defense budget were tightened (and all seemed to recognize that given our fiscal situation, such tightening is inevitable), the quality of defense spending would actually improve. There was a clear message–from even those in uniform(!)at this conference–that more binding budget constraints would force national security policymakers to better prioritize. Instead of just trying everything, they would need to put scarce dollars where they would have the most benefit. They would find it worthwhile to eliminate wasteful spending, and improved strategic planning would become more a necessity rather than just an option. (I realize it is troubling that the human lives at stake are not a good enough reason for better strategic planning–but even there, financial incentives at the margin matter.) Thus, there is not a tradeoff between adequately financing the military and reducing the budget deficit. You don’t have to be either in favor of a strong defense OR in favor of fiscal responsibility–there is no “bright line” that separates those camps. Just like there is no “bright line” between those who are concerned about adequately stimulating the recovering-but-still-weak economy, and those who want to improve the longer-term fiscal outlook. In fact, in both cases, the seemingly opposing goals turn out to be more symbiotic (and even synergistic) than opposing. I’ve made the point many times regarding stimulus versus deficit reduction, but here’s a new video by the Brookings Institution’s Bill Gale that explains this very clearly. And on defense spending, one of the experts I met at the Naval War College conference, Carl Conetta of the Project on Defense Alternatives, served on the “Sustainable Defense Task Force” which recently issued this report–which emphasizes “a set of criteria to identify savings that could be achieved without compromising the essential security of the United States.” Coincidentally, the report opens with these two quotes from two other experts I met at the conference, the Hoover Institution’s Kori Schake and the Center for American Progress’ Michael Ettlinger: “Conservatives need to hearken back to our Eisenhower heritage, and develop a defense leadership that understands military power is fundamentally premised on the solvency of the American government and the vibrancy of the U.S. economy.” –Kori Schake, Hoover Institution Fellow and former McCain-Palin Foreign Policy Advisor “A country that becomes economically weakened because it has shortchanged necessary domestic investments and carries excessive levels of debt will also eventually be a weaker country across the board. An overall defense strategy that is fiscally unsustainable will fail every bit as much as a strategy that shortchanges the military.” –John Podesta and Michael Ettlinger, Center for American Progress The “sustainable defense” report presents a series of options which together would save nearly a trillion dollars from the defense budget over the next ten years. That is a lot of money, why, getting close to half the cost of the deficit-financed extensions of the Bush tax cuts that President Obama has proposed in his budget. (I wink a little here.) And speaking of the Bush tax cuts proposed by President Obama (a very old topic here)… At the Naval War College conference, Carl Conetta educated me on the fact that on defense spending as well, President Obama’s policy stance looks very much like that of the (immediately prior) Bush Administration. (See this report of Carl’s and note Figure 3 on page 3.) Finally, like their fear on speaking up about wildly-costly but politically-popular tax cuts (and being accused of being for “big government” and the “largest tax increase in American history”), politicians are reluctant to touch defense spending as something that needs to be trimmed for the sake of fiscal responsibility, for fear they will be accused of being “soft” on national security. So like the deficit spending we do on tax expenditures that are not successful in achieving their ostensible purposes, the deficit spending we do on wasteful or redundant defense programs tends to get a free pass because of the politics. In theory, the fiscal policy and national security experts say there’s a lot of room to spend less money more wisely–and not just spend less money but actually strengthen the economy and strengthen our national security. In practice, without more binding budget constraints or demands from the American public for policymakers to impose such constraints on themselves, there’s no incentive to actually get it done. 
Defense Budget 2AC- Link Turn
Private contractor operations are more costly- costs for PMCs are pulled away from other defense measures
Post 4[“In Iraq, Contractors' Security Costs Rise” By Mary Pat Flaherty and Jackie Spinner Washington Post Staff Writers 2/18 http://www.sallyportglobal.com/_build/docs/wash_post.tcharron.021804.pdf /hnasser]
Attacks on the private contractors rebuilding Iraq are boosting security expenses, cutting into reconstruction funds and compelling U.S. officials in Baghdad to contend with growing legions of private, armed security teams spread throughout the country. While attacks on military targets and Iraqi citizens have received widespread attention, the assaults on the companies, which have left at least 17 dead and others wounded, are lesser known. Those attacks could jeopardize the success of the coalition efforts in Iraq, according to a Coalition Provisional Authority document reviewed by The Washington Post. A draft of security guidance for contractors prepared by the CPA's Infrastructure Security Planning Group in Baghdad says, "Spiraling costs, excessive work delays, lost materiel and workforce casualties in the current threat environment have the potential to put Coalition success at risk." The CPA's Program Management Office is seeking to hire a central coordinator for the private security teams in anticipation of the thousands of foreign workers and hundreds of new work sites that will flood Iraq starting next month, when nearly $10 billion in U.S.-funded rebuilding contracts are due to be awarded. "The number of soft Coalition targets will grow dramatically," the draft states. U.S. and coalition military forces, which are being trimmed and face continuing attacks, cannot provide contractor protection, and neither can fledgling Iraqi forces, the draft states, leaving private teams as the main protection for contractors. But tighter licensing, registration and identification are needed "to prevent fratricide," the document says. The draft says the threat to coalition forces and contractors is "assumed" to remain at current levels through next year, leaving rebuilding companies vulnerable to attacks both from antioccupation elements and criminal rings. That combination could intensify bidding wars for experienced security personnel and cause more money to be pulled away from rebuilding under government contracts that allow companies to pass on security and other costs, providing little incentive to hold down those expenses. Security costs are consuming about 10 percent of each construction contract, up from 7 percent in October, according to the Baghdad office that manages reconstruction projects for the Coalition Provisional Authority. Costs on high-profile targets, including pipelines, run higher. The added expenses may cause some projects to be delayed or canceled, said Darrell Crawford, chief of staff for the office. The CPA would not publicly release information about attacks and killings of contractors. A review of news reports since last August found accounts of 17 deaths of foreign contractors and five injuries in incidents in five cities or towns. U.S. officials courting companies to take part in the rebuilding insist that security is not an issue for contractors and said accounts have been overblown. "Western contractors are not targets," Tom Foley, the CPA's director of private-sector development, told hundreds of would-be investors at a Commerce Department conference in Washington on Feb. 11. He said the media have exaggerated the issue. 

Defense Budget 2AC- Link Turn

Wasteful defense spending inevitable with PMC usage- contractual priorities create unrestrained funding
CAP 10 [ Center for American Progress, “A Dangerous Reliance on Defense Contractors “http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/defense_contractors.html/print.html /hnasser  ]

The Bush administration spent the better part of a decade refusing to face up to the manpower implications of its open-ended commitment of forces—particularly in Iraq. And because they didn’t have the courage of their convictions to reinstitute the draft, they were forced to take three disastrous steps: active duty forces have been deployed and redeployed to both Iraq and Afghanistan without sufficient dwell time; the National Guard and Reserve have been transformed from a strategic to an operational reserve, alternating deployments with active forces; and private contractors have been tasked with filling in the gaps, often taking on missions traditionally reserved for uniformed forces. The disastrous consequences of this final step—the widespread use of contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan—are already widely known. Indeed, the incidents that were arguably the most detrimental to the U.S. mission in both countries involved contractors, from the torture at Abu Ghraib and Bagram Air Base to the indiscriminate shootings at Nisour Square in Baghdad in 2007. Unfortunately, the Obama administration has not fully learned from its predecessor’s mistakes. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced late last month that the Pentagon will begin an internal investigation into the Defense Department’s broader efforts to fund information operations. The inquiry was prompted by a contract funded by the Defense Department that allegedly set up a network of private contractors in Afghanistan to help track and kill suspected militants. Revelations of similar contracts under the Bush administration have not been uncommon, but these new allegations demonstrate the Obama administration’s disconcerting willingness (or acquiescence) to continue its predecessor’s reliance on private contractors to execute wartime operations traditionally carried out only by U.S. special forces, intelligence agencies, and the State Department. Equally troubling is the clear lack of oversight over the ballooning DOD-wide information operations budget despite numerous instances of flagrant contractor abuse in the recent past. The scale of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan require the United States to employ contractors in logistical and on-base functions such as supply and equipment delivery or food preparation services. But the Obama administration must make a clean break from the Bush administration’s overreliance on private contractors to conduct security and intelligence missions in combat zones. The New York Times broke the story in mid-March that a senior civilian Defense Department employee, Michael Furlong, had inappropriately used $25 million “from the Pentagon's program against roadside bombs to hire private contractors to gather information on suspected insurgents in Afghanistan—activities that Furlong says were authorized by top U.S. military commanders.” Furlong allegedly hired former Special Forces and intelligence personnel to undertake surveillance on potential targets in both countries—an act that is generally considered illegal when carried out by civilian personnel. Perhaps such instances of abuse were inevitable given the dramatic increase in funding for Department of Defense-wide information operations in the past several years, particularly within the Central Command area of operations. Funding for such operations in that theater (which includes Iraq and Afghanistan) increased from $40 million in 2008 to $110 million in 2009 to a requested $244 million in 2010. And overall information operations throughout DOD in fiscal year 2010 amounted to over $528 million. Funds under this broad category have been used to finance news articles, billboards, radio and television programs, and even public opinion polls in several countries. The high-level priority that the Pentagon’s civilian and military leaders have placed on such operations has created an atmosphere of virtually unconstrained funding in which abuses were bound to occur. In fact, when Congress pressed the Pentagon to report the total amount budgeted for information operations—or strategic communications as they are frequently called—across all services and commands late last year, Secretary Gates “found that no one could say because there was no central coordination.” This realization prompted “multiple studies” in late 2009 that were aimed at getting a better understanding of individual services’ plans for strategic communications this year. It is unclear whether the Furlong program was discovered under one of these studies or through other avenues. The current administration is wisely following Obama’s campaign commitment to redeploy out of Iraq, which will ease the enormous strain placed on the men and women of our armed forces over the last seven years. But this latest episode reveals that it has yet to fully reverse the dangerous U.S. dependence on private contractors. 
