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1AC- Plan Text (Generic)

The United States Federal government should terminate its contractual outsourcing of Private Security Forces in Iraq. 

I –Law 1AC

Private contractors are undefined under international law—they are not prosecuted for human rights crimes committed in Iraq

Avant 4[ Deborah,Director of International Studies and the Center for Research on International and Global Studies (RIGS), Political Science School of Social Sciences “Think Again: Mercenaries” July 1, Foreign Policy /hnasser] http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2004/07/01/think_again_mercenaries?page=0,1
The legal status of contractors varies considerably. Sometimes they are subject to the laws of the territory in which they operate and other times to those of their home territory, but too often the distinction is unclear. Last March, Zimbabwe arrested some 70 employees associated with British private security firm Logo Logistics, who were accused of plotting to depose President Téodoro Obiang Nguema of Equatorial Guinea. Their legal status remains a matter of dispute. The Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), the U.S.-led entity charged with governing Iraq through June 2004, stipulated that contractors are subject to the laws of their parent country, not Iraqi law. Even U.S. legislation created to address this issue (the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act of 2000) lacks specifics and entrusts the U.S. secretary of defense with initiating prosecutions. Countries that opposed the war may have a particularly hard time prosecuting contractors for crimes committed in Iraq. That is especially true of countries such as South Africa that claim contractors from their country are exporting services without the government's permission. The status of contractors is even more contentious under international law. Most security company activity falls outside the purview of the 1989 U.N. Convention on Mercenaries, which governs only such egregious soldier-of-fortune activities as overthrowing a government. Human rights law generally binds only states, reducing the formal legal responsibilities of contractors. For example, when personnel from the U.S. outsourcing firm DynCorp (hired by the United States to train police officers in the Balkans) were implicated in sex-trade schemes, neither the contractors nor the U.S. government was subject to international legal action. These legal muddles can also restrict the rights of private security personnel. Long concerned about the status of contractors on the battlefield, the U.S. military worries that even as contractors become more involved in the use of lethal force, they are also less likely to receive prisoner-of-war (POW) status if captured by enemy forces. Yet, when the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) guerrilla group took three U.S. military contractors hostage in 2003 and granted them POW status, the U.S. government still officially designated the contractors as kidnapees

I –Law 1AC

PMC criminal activity inevitable-- environments and motivations are intrinsically violent

Rothe and Ross (08/01/2010).[ Dawn L. Rothe , Old Dominion University. College of Arts And Letters. Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice. Jeffery Ian Ross, Ph.D. a professor, writer, and consultant specializing in policing, political crime, "Private Military Contractors, Crime, and the Terrain of Unaccountability.".  Justice quarterly  (0741-8825), 27  (4), p.  593. /hnasser]

While much attention has been paid to organizational context and decisionmaking processes by scholars of state-corporate crime, there is a similarly rich criminological tradition which examines how social forces work within communities that are disorganized to produce criminal actions and actors (Rothe & Mullins, 2009). This also seems pertinent to understanding the criminogenic conditions associated with PMCs. After all, the influence of social disorder within immediate environments has powerful criminogenic effects (Rothe & Mullins, 2009). European and American criminologists have established that these disorganized environments have a pronounced tendency to produce criminal enterprises of varying levels of organizations (Mullins & Rothe, 2008a; Rothe & Mullins, 2006, 2008). Social disorganization theory (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Shaw & McKay, 1942) suggests that when communities possess a diminished capacity to create and enact informal mechanisms of social control, crime rates increase. Rothe and Mullins have noted that widespread social disorganization is most readily apparent in producing militias. Abject poverty, a lack of functioning infrastructure, and social institutions severely undercut by decolonization creates a profound vacuum of social order. These illicit organizations arise in such contexts to structure life and provide opportunities for community members to realize meaningful social identities. We see social disorganization as directly related to the lack of regulation or anomic conditions. In the absence of legitimate forms of social regulation, disorganization proliferates. Military organizations, or in the case at hand PMCs, are generally operating in such an environment. Their immediate goal accomplishment mechanisms are innately violent and thus prone toward producing additional atrocity when unchecked and constrained. Even corporate social disorganization can undermine or hinder the extant informal social controls within a corporation, thus allowing high rates of criminal activity to occur. In addition, as most PMCs operate in areas of conflict or under tumultuous conditions they are even more prone to experiencing the chaos that is a result of the disorganization and indirectly a result of the larger anomic conditions guiding their actions. For our purposes here, we consider the environment from which PMCs operate in as an example of criminal groups which arise out of or in response to social disorder anomic conditions, lack of regulation. We suggest that these factors (i.e., anomie and social disorganization) are central to understanding PMC’s criminal propensity. Additionally, due to the environment within which they operate they are uniquely situated, making generalizations difficult to translate to other corporate organizations. Thus, attention must be paid theoretically to the dynamicsand processes that are at work within and surrounding these organizations.

Contractors operate within the military framework and represent the US; their human rights violations are federal government violations of international law

Wolf 6 [Wolf, Antenor Hallo de. Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies, Volume 13, Issue 2, Summer

2006, pp. 315-356 (Article)”Modern Condottieri in Iraq: Privatizing War from the Perspective

of International and Human Rights Law” /hnasser] http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/gls/summary/v013/13.2wolf.html
On the basis of the Taguba and Fay reports it can be argued that a number of CACI and Titan contractors, through commission or omission, directly contributed to violations of common article 3 to Geneva Conventions (III) and (IV) and article 76 of Geneva Convention (IV) as well as violations of articles 7 and 10 of the ICCPR and article 1 of the CAT. This leads to the following question: Is the United States responsible for violations of international humanitarian law and human rights committed by private parties in Iraq? According to international customary law, the state is responsible for acts of commission or omission, that entail a breach of an international obligation of the state and which are attributable to it under international law.104 Are the abuses possibly perpetrated by PMSC contractors attributable to the United States? The responsibility of the United States for the conduct of its own soldiers and officers is clear. States are always responsible for their own breaches of international obligations and for those breaches committed by an organ of the state or its agents.105 The responsibility of the United States for the acts of CACI and Titan contractors is not so evident, however, because here we are dealing with acts committed by private entities. The state, in principle, is not responsible for the acts of private actors. Notwithstanding this general rule, breaches of international obligations committed by private actors while exercising governmental authority or other public tasks which have been delegated to them by law, or carried out under the state’s supervision or orders, are also attributable to the state.106 The International Court of Justice (ICJ) has concluded that this is especially the case when a state has “effective control” over the activities of these actors.107 The ICTY has also ruled that: [P]rivate individuals acting within the framework of, or in connection with, armed forces, or in collusion with State authorities may be regarded as de facto State organs. [note omitted] In these cases it follows that the acts of such individuals are attributed to the State, as far as State responsibility is concerned, and may also generate individual criminal responsibility.108 In addition, a state is also responsible if it has not taken the necessary measures to prevent breaches of its international obligations committed by private actors. This due diligence obligation requires that the state act diligently and promptly to prevent, investigate, and punish the harmful conduct of private actors.109
I –Law 1AC

U.S. stance on international law modeled globally- U.S. opposition spills over 

Nolte and Byers 3 [Michael Byers, professor of political science at University of British Columbia ; Georg Nolte, is professor of public international law at the Humboldt University of Berlin “United States hegemony and the foundations of international law” /hnasser] http://books.google.com/books?id=9j9VMEzwAgoC&dq=united+states+hegemony+international+law&printsec=frontcover&source=bn&hl=en&ei=DstETPOWGcP-nAfbhuW8Cw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=4&ved=0CCkQ6AEwAw#v=onepage&q&f=false
In the first chapter, Edward Kwakwa argues that the United States, when behaving in a unilateralist or isolationist manner, “acts according to its perceived interests, as does any other State,” and that its lack of support for community interests is thus the norm rather than the exception.7 The difference, Kwakwa explains, is that “the sheer might and superpower status of theUnited States are such that its actions are bound to have a greater impact on the international community and on the foundations of international law.”8 The United States does often cooperate with States sharing the same interests and values. Kwakwa draws on some fascinating examples from the World Intellectual Property Organization to demonstrate that United States law-making efforts usually require “the active cooperation of key segments of the rest of the international community; the incredible power of the United States will not be enough to enable it to ‘go it alone’ . . .”9 But does the fact that the United States relies on other States support the concept of international community? Or are these instances of cooperation instead only ad hoc and temporary coalitions of convenience on the part of a purely self-interested superpower? The true power of the United States, and the limits of the concept of international community, are most readily apparent when it decides not to participate in lawmaking. As Kwakwa explains, “the global reach of the United States often makes it an indispensable party in multilateral treaty making.”10 Thus, “while US refusal to join a legal regime does not equate with US rejection of international law, it is arguable that in those instances in which the United States is an indispensable party for the formulation of international law, any unilateralist stance by the United States could be tantamount to the single superpower impeding or opposing the development of that law.”11 In issue areas such as global warming, arms control and international crime, disinterest or active opposition on the part of the United States causes major problems for efforts atmultilateral cooperation. Indeed, it is arguable that, under the administration of President George W. Bush, the United States increasingly sees itself as an absolute sovereign whose favored position could be compromised by the concept of international community – and thus by many aspects of international law. Kwakwa suggests that the “special position of the United States” implies “a distinctive and, by definition, a greater responsibility in the international community . . . a responsibility arising from the undisputed facts of American dominance in almost all aspects of human endeavour.”12 But would such a position be consistent with the concept of an international community that included theUnited States?Oneof the arguments advanced by the United States in opposition to the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court is that the United States has special responsibilities with regard to international security.13 In this particular instance, at least, the “special position” of the United States is used to justify its opposition to a quintessentially community-oriented lawmaking exercise: the creation of mechanisms for the prosecution of individuals for crimes under international law. Community has revolved around the tension between the apparent need for international institutions, on the one hand, and the potential problems arising from new forms of governance or government on the other. Faced with this tension, “US perspectives have exerted a decisive influence on the concept of international community, gearing it away from governmental analogies towards the propagation of liberal values in an inter-State setting.”14 Paulus concludes that “it is unlikely that the international community will be able to develop without regard to these basic US views on what the international community is about and, especially, on what it is not about: the building of truly global governance, let alone government.”15 But if this conclusion is accurate, how does one explain the adoption and coming into force of the Rome Statute, the adoption and coming into force of the Ottawa Landmines Convention, or current lawmaking efforts directed at curbing climate change? The United States initially sought to negotiate exceptions for itself in all three regimes – along the lines of the special treatment accorded the five permanent members of the Security Council in the UN Charter – but these efforts were rebuffed by other States. The influence of the United States on the concept of international community clearly does matter, but perhaps not as much as it may at first seem.

I –Law 1AC

International law compliance solves genocide and war- a U.S. model is key to sustain global peace

Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, 2 (and the Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy, 2002 (Rule of Power or Rule of Law? An Assessment of U.S. Policies and Actions Regarding Security-Related Treaties, May, http://www.ieer.org/reports/treaties/execsumm.pdf)

The evolution of international law since World War II is largely a response to the demands of states and individuals living within a global society with a deeply integrated world economy. In this global society, the repercussions of the actions of states, non-state actors, and individuals are not confined within borders, whether we look to greenhouse gas accumulations, nuclear testing, the danger of accidental nuclear war, or the vast massacres of civilians that have taken place over the course of the last hundred years and still continue. Multilateral agreements increasingly have been a primary instrument employed by states to meet extremely serious challenges of this kind, for several reasons. They clearly and publicly embody a set of universally applicable expectations, including prohibited and required practices and policies. In other words, they articulate global norms, such as the protection of human rights and the prohibitions of genocide and use of weapons of mass destruction. They establish predictability and accountability in addressing a given issue. States are able to accumulate expertise and confidence by participating in the structured system offered by a treaty. However, influential U.S. policymakers are resistant to the idea of a treaty-based international legal system because they fear infringement on U.S. sovereignty and they claim to lack confidence in compliance and enforcement mechanisms. This approach has dangerous practical 27 implications for international cooperation and compliance with norms. U.S. treaty partners do not enter into treaties expecting that they are only political commitments by the United States that can be overridden based on U.S. interests. When a powerful and influential state like the United States is seen to treat its legal obligations as a matter of convenience or of national interest alone, other states will see this as a justification to relax or withdraw from their own commitments. If the United States wants to require another state to live up to its treaty obligations, it may find that the state has followed the U.S. example and opted out of compliance.

I –Law 1AC

International law credibility is key to U.S. leadership – stabilizes hegemony, reduces backlash against unilateralism, and boosts overall credibility

Krisch, 03

[Nico. Senior Fellow @ the Center for International Studies @ NYU Law. “Unilateralism and US Foreign Policy”  Pp. 62-63]/galperin

However, when international instruments reflect U.S. policy preferences vis-à-vis other states – as they often do (eg., in the area of arms control) – careful analysis is needed on whether unilateral action can render similar results or whatever even the short-term interests of the United States demand adherence to the treaty. Even the United States itself recognizes the value of legal regulation of international relations, as the description of its attempts to create and enforce law by unilateral means has shown. It is not ready to renounce law as an instrument, because law stabilizes expectations and reduces the costs of later negotiation and of the enforcement of certain policies. Thus, the question is whether it is in the U.S. interest to accept the more egalitarian process of international law instead of using unilateral, hierarchal legal instruments. Although it is impossible to enter into a comprehensive discussion of the general value of international law in this chapter, I shall outline at least some arguments in favor of such an acceptance. First, a stronger use of international law could help stabilize the current predominant positions of the United States. If the United States now concludes that treaties with other states that reflect its superior negotiating power (even if not to the degree the United States would wish), U.S. preferences can shape international relations in a longer perspective, as change in international law is slower and more difficult than political change. It is worthwhile noting that past great powers similarly influenced the international legal order to such a degree that it is possible to divide the history of international law into epochs dominated by these powers – epochs that have left many traces in contemporary law. Second, even if the U.S. power continues to increase and this argument therefore appears to be less appealing, the United States can gain from stronger reliance on international law because the law can help legitimize its current exercise of power. Unilateralism in international politics is always regarded suspiciously by other states, and it is quite probable that perceptions of “imperialism” or “bully hegemony” will lead to stronger reactions by other states in the long run. Already now, some states show greater unity. Although it remains to be seen whether in the Case of Russia and China this greater unity is only symbolic, other instances, such as the strong stance of the like-minded states in the ICC, indicate a more substantive regrouping in the face of U.S. predominance. Similarly, the accelerated integration of the EU can be regarded as caused in part by the desire to counterbalance the United States. IF the United States were able to channel its power into the more egalitarian process of international law, it could gain much more legitimacy for its exercise of power and significantly reduce the short and long term costs of its policies. This has been recognized in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks against the United States in September 2001, and the U.S. president not only sought to build an international ad hoc coalition but also taken steps to bolster the international legal regime against terrorism, in particular by transmitting conventions against terrorism to the Senate in order to proceed with ratification. Multilateralism is certainly valued more highly by U.S. administration since the attacks, but reluctance still prevails in many areas, as enduring U.S. opposition to the ICC and to the additional protocol to the BWC shows. Third, it is highly questionable whether the United States will in fact be able to pursue its strategy of subjecting international law in the future. In the past, it might have been possible to exert significant influence on the content of international agreements and then not subscribe to them. Repeating this in the future is likely to be more difficult – as the United States discovered in the case of the ICC statute after a certain point. As one observer to the ICC negotiations notes: Increasingly, the other delegations felt that it would be better to stop giving in to the Untied States; they believed that the United States would never be satisfied with the concessions it got and ultimately would never sign the treaty for completely unrelated domestic political reasons. Similarly, the use of reservations in order to secure a privileged position has become increasingly difficult as other states become wary of this strategy and seek to foreclose the possibility of reservations to new treaties entirely, as in the ICC statute and the Ottawa Convention. And discontent with U.S. behavior might backfire in unexpected circumstances – as with the loss of the seat in the Commission for Human Rights, or the suit brought and vigorously defended by Germany in the LaGrand case. In general, these effects are likely to undermine the U.S. capacity for leadership which to a large degree is based on reputation, credibility, and persuasiveness – not only on brute power. Moreover, as the United States discovered in its failure to achieve desired goals in the climate change and the landmine negotiations, leadership can be barred by too great a difference in opinion between the leader and those to be led. Compromise may thus be necessary to maintain the momentum to lead. The United States may be forced to choose between engagement, leadership, and control, on the one hand, and free-riding, isolation, and a loss of influence on the other. 

I-Law—1AC 
Absent international law compliance and education, extinction is inevitable

Beres, 3

[Louis Rene, Professor of ILaw @ Pittsburgh, Journal and Courier, 6/5, lexis]/galperin

The truth is often disturbing. Our impressive American victories against terrorism and rogue states, although proper and indispensable, are inevitably limited. The words of the great Irish poet Yeats reveal, prophetically, where our entire planet is now clearly heading. Watching violence escalate and expand in parts of Europe and Russia, in Northern Ireland, in Africa, in Southwest Asia, in Latin America, and of course in the Middle East, we discover with certainty that "... the centre cannot hold/Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world/The blood-dimmed tide is loosed/and everywhere The Ceremony of innocence is drowned." Our response, even after Operation Iraqi Freedom, lacks conviction. Still pretending that "things will get better," we Americans proceed diligently with our day-to-day affairs, content that, somehow, the worst can never really happen. Although it is true that we must go on with our normal lives, it is also true that "normal" has now become a quaint and delusionary state. We want to be sure that a "new" normal falls within the boundaries of human tolerance, but we can't nurture such a response without an informed appreciation of what is still possible. For us, other rude awakenings are unavoidable, some of which could easily overshadow the horrors of Sept. 11. There can be little doubt that, within a few short years, expanding tribalism will produce several new genocides and proliferating nuclear weapons will generate one or more regional nuclear wars. Paralyzed by fear and restrained by impotence, various governments will try, desperately, to deflect our attention, but it will be a vain effort. Caught up in a vast chaos from which no real escape is possible, we will learn too late that there is no durable safety in arms, no ultimate rescue by authority, no genuine remedy in science or technology.What shall we do? For a start, we must all begin to look carefully behind the news. Rejecting superficial analyses of day-to-day events in favor of penetrating assessments of world affairs, we must learn quickly to distinguish what is truly important from what is merely entertainment. With such learning, we Americans could prepare for growing worldwide anarchy not as immobilized objects of false contentment, but as authentic citizens of an endangered planet. Nowhere is it written that we people of Earth are forever, that humankind must thwart the long-prevailing trend among all planetary life-forms (more than 99 percent) of ending in extinction. Aware of this, we may yet survive, at least for a while, but only if our collective suppression of purposeful fear is augmented by a complementary wisdom; that is, that our personal mortality is undeniable and that the harms done by one tribal state or terror group against "others" will never confer immortality. This is, admittedly, a difficult concept to understand, but the longer we humans are shielded from such difficult concepts the shorter will be our time remaining. We must also look closely at higher education in the United States, not from the shortsighted stance of improving test scores, but from the urgent perspective of confronting extraordinary threats to human survival. For the moment, some college students are exposed to an occasional course in what is fashionably described as "global awareness," but such exposure usually sidesteps the overriding issues: We now face a deteriorating world system that cannot be mended through sensitivity alone; our leaders are dangerously unprepared to deal with catastrophic deterioration; our schools are altogether incapable of transmitting the indispensable visions of planetary restructuring. To institute productive student confrontations with survival imperatives, colleges and universities must soon take great risks, detaching themselves from a time-dishonored preoccupation with "facts" in favor of grappling with true life-or-death questions. In raising these questions, it will not be enough to send some students to study in Paris or Madrid or Amsterdam ("study abroad" is not what is meant by serious global awareness). Rather, all students must be made aware - as a primary objective of the curriculum - of where we are heading, as a species, and where our limited survival alternatives may yet be discovered. There are, of course, many particular ways in which colleges and universities could operationalize real global awareness, but one way, long-neglected, would be best. I refer to the study of international law. For a country that celebrates the rule of law at all levels, and which explicitly makes international law part of the law of the United States - the "supreme law of the land" according to the Constitution and certain Supreme Court decisions - this should be easy enough to understand. Anarchy, after all, is the absence of law, and knowledge of international law is necessarily prior to adequate measures of world order reform. Before international law can be taken seriously, and before "the blood-dimmed tide" can be halted, America's future leaders must at least have some informed acquaintance with pertinent rules and procedures. Otherwise we shall surely witness the birth of a fully ungovernable world order, an unheralded and sinister arrival in which only a shadowy legion of gravediggers would wield the forceps. 

I-Law Adv—Ext: PMCs Key 

PMC’s are the biggest impediment to global ILaw compliance – legal ambiguity and explicit violations

Maogoto and Sheehy, 09

[Jackson, senior lecturer @ University of Manchester School of Law, and Benedict, senior lecturer in Law, RMIT University, Melbourne, “PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANIES & INTERNATIONAL LAW: BUILDING NEW LADDERS OF LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY & RESPONSIBILITY”, Cardozo Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 11:99, http://cojcr.org/vol11no1/99-132.pdf]/galperin
Many examples of contemporary PMC involvement in traditional military activities abound around the globe and highlight the significance and extent of these battlefield contractors. While some involvements may be less controversial, others are highly contentious, particularly where PMCs are used as a substitute for political processes or engage in activities that breach international law and violate human rights. For example, PMCs in Colombia provided a whole range of services, from flying Blackhawk helicopters in “drug eradication missions”8 on behalf of the U.S. government to manning surveillance aircraft in the Colombian government’s military campaign against guerrilla rebels. Executive Outcomes, a South Africa-based PMC, used fuel air explosives in Angola, which is a highly effective but particularly torturous weapon.9 Turning to the Middle East, it was the use of PMC personnel by California Analysis Center Incorporated (“CACI”) in interrogations that resulted in the most widely publicized incident of misconduct of the many reported PMC misdeeds—the Abu Ghraib prisoner scandal.10 In western countries the use of PMCs in the ongoing global “War on Terror” manifests in the practice labeled “extraordinary rendition,” involving the transfer of individuals to countries that harbor no qualms about using all manner of process and procedure, including torture and extra-judicial detention and incarceration to “extract information.”11 Each of the foregoing cases/incidents violate various international norms including the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”)12 and the 1949 Geneva Conventions13 prohibiting governments and their militaries from taking such actions. However, the ambiguous legal status and amorphous character of PMCs under existing international law offers leeway for countries to not only bend but breach their international legal obligations, thus tearing at the very fabric of the international legal order.14 These examples of PMC personnel presence and activity in conflicts and the government trend of increasing reliance on civilian contractors to perform military operations means that this anomaly will become more and more typical, and performance to date presents critical problems for the implementation of international human rights laws and humanitarian norms. 

I-Law Adv—Ext: PMCs Key—Humanitarian Law 
PMC use explicitly violates international humanitarian law – offshoring restrictions prove

Camacho, 8

[Paul, Consultant @ The William Joiner Center @ U of Mass. Boston, “Danger Across the Arc of Instability,” 4/10, http://www.smcm.edu/democracy/_assets/_documents/Camacho%20-%20ARTICLE%20Private%20Contractors.pdf]
If prior incidents were of insufficient magnitude, the allegations of private entities being involved in the incidents at Abu Ghraib, which were neatly sidestepped by the administration by way of the focus on and prosecution of lowly enlisted functionaries, then certainly the incidents involving Blackwater employees brought the issue to the systemic agenda of the legal profession. PMCs in Iraq have basically operated within their contractual brackets issued by the Department of Defense resulting in a condition where contractors are viewed as coalition allies, but exempt from the same rules (e.g. Geneva Conventions) which the formal military is subject to.11 It has been noted across the literature that international and or national law bounding the activities of the military corporate organizations is vague, weak, insufficient, and relatively unenforceable.12 Topics in the literature that engage the legal aspects of PMCs include but are not limited to • Discussion of the UCMJ and Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act (MEJA) • Geneva Conventions of 1949, their Additional Protocols of 1977 and customary international law 13 12 • Procedural rules and processes such as the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) which was supplemented with Defense Department involvement (DFARS) • Discussion of issues of accountability have noted that PMCs are international entities and as such they utilize the same principles of "off-shoring" to circumvent taxes and regulations that are available to other multi-national corporations14 • Issues of international and humanitarian law 15 including questions about • The extent of state responsibility for PMC operations / behavior • Reparations for violations of International Humanitarian Law (IHL and International Human Rights Law (HRL) • Issues concerning the legal status of civilian workers and “Status of Forces Agreements” (SOFAs) as well as The Hague (1907) and Geneva Conventions (1949) and their applications to US in Iraq16 At the domestic level, the conclusions of those on the continuum of those concerned to those opposed to the present extent and expansion of the PMC industry ask if the use and expansion of PMCs has gone too far and virtually all studies call for comprehensive regulation. The National Defense University study notes five reasons for regulation: challenge political-military control; rules regulating PMCs are unclear; lack of transparency; insufficient accountability; public interest stakes.17 At the international level the concern is not simply governmental control, but rather an issue of good global governance. Global governance both acknowledges the state and limits of the United Nations as well as the rise of the market sector international entities that have been established in response to a functional need accelerated by the continued 5globalization of the state and society.18 The public sector or space is shrinking in all areas of sociopolitical and economic life; including the security and defense sector – PMCs as a factor in the security market is accepted. The matter at hand is the degree of oversight and establishment of new “rule sets” appropriate to this change in the global condition.19 

PMC’s undermine IHL – profit motive, competition, and humanitarian norm erosion

Perrin, 6

[Benjamin, Max Stern Fellow and Wainwright Scholar at the Institute of Comparative Law, Faculty of Law, McGill University, Montreal, “Promoting compliance of private security and military companies with international humanitarian law”, September, http://www.icrc.org/Web/eng/siteeng0.nsf/htmlall/review-863-p613/$File/irrc_863_Perrin.pdf]/galperin

Certain interests are not conducive to observance of international humanitarian law. One of the main ‘‘competitive advantages’’ of private security and military companies vis-a`-vis national armed forces is the ability of the former to deploy quickly and project force rapidly. Claude Voillat of the ICRC has warned that this ‘‘pressure for profitability [is] not conducive to the solid integration of international humanitarian law into their business practices’’.71 These concerns are consistent with the risk identified in the sociology literature that ‘‘[e]conomic success, competition for scarce resources, and norm erosion’’72 may generate unlawful behaviour by organizations on a systematic basis. Blanket denials of international humanitarian law violations. The private military and security company industry’s interest in being perceived as legitimate can increase the risk of international humanitarian law violations occurring if it leads the industry to issue blanket denials that any such violations have taken place. For its part, the IPOA denies that violations of human rights or international humanitarian law are widespread, arguing that ‘‘the majority of fears articulated by critics exist only as academic theory’’.73 Sandline International, while it was operating, chalked up claims of violations that it was alleged to have committed to propaganda by its clients’ military opponents.74 Similarly, despite reports implicating its personnel in potential violations of international humanitarian law at Abu Ghraib, CACI continues to deny any impropriety.75 An inability of the private military and security company industry to recognize the problem of violations is in itself a serious cause for concern. Issuing denials that violations are occurring is one thing – but making public the findings of investigations and prosecuting known offenders is another. 

I-Law Adv—Ext: PMCs Key—Aggression 
PMC’s kill IHL adherence – emphasis on aggressive action
Perrin, 6

[Benjamin, Max Stern Fellow and Wainwright Scholar at the Institute of Comparative Law, Faculty of Law, McGill University, Montreal, “Promoting compliance of private security and military companies with international humanitarian law”, September, http://www.icrc.org/Web/eng/siteeng0.nsf/htmlall/review-863-p613/$File/irrc_863_Perrin.pdf]/

One of the most significant risks to international humanitarian law is posed by private military and security companies that profit from their ‘‘bad’’ reputations in a segmented market. Certain clients may seek out firms that are willing to be more ‘‘aggressive’’ in their interpretation of international humanitarian law or even to violate it for a price.85 Certain members of the private military and security company industry have recognized that some firms are attractive, in part, precisely because they are outside formal state armed forces, ‘‘far less trained, far less accountable, and already tainted, albeit slightly, with a whiff of dirty tricks’’.86 By hiring these ‘‘bad’’ firms, clients may perceive a benefit in signalling that their posture is more aggressive in a given armed conflict or post-conflict environment, as the United States has done in private military and security company procurement in Iraq, prompted by the growing insurgency. This phenomenon is reflected in the decision to hire Aegis Defence Services, founded by Tim Spicer (founder of the now defunct Sandline International), to conduct ‘‘mobile vehicle warfare’’ as well as ‘‘counter-snipping’’. Commentators have speculated that Spicer’s ‘‘history and record of taking on dicey tasks may have led him to be more attractive than the companies that play more strictly by the rules’’.87 Indeed, given the prospect of private military and security companies rebranding or reincorporating, it appears that the main way in which brand differentiation and market segmentation is taking place in this industry is through the identity of the officers or directors of these firms (such as Col. Spicer). 

I-Law Adv—Spillover to Military

PMC disregard for International Humanitarian Law spills over and shifts military values the same way

Dickinson, 10 (Last modified)

[Laura, Foundation Professor of Law, Sandra Day O’Connor College of Law at Arizona State University, “MILITARY LAWYERS, PRIVATE CONTRACTORS, AND THE PROBLEM OF INTERNATIONAL LAW COMPLIANCE”, May 10, http://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv2/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_international_law_and_politics/documents/documents/ecm_pro_065794.pdf]//galperin

Accordingly, instead of focusing solely on reforming formal international legal norms to make them better apply to contractors, we need to understand how international legal norms are currently inculcated within the uniformed military, and then see whether those institutional structures are less military context. This article draws on qualitative empirical data to begin addressing these issues. I summarize conclusions drawn from a series of interviews I conducted with U.S. military lawyers in the Judge Advocate General (JAG) Corps.7 These lawyers, embedded with troops in combat and consulting daily with commanders, have, to a large degree, internalized the core values inscribed in international law—respect for human rights8 and the imposition of limits on the use of force9—and seek to operationalize those values. Of course, the lawyers are not always successful, and it would be simplistic to assume that their accounts prove that the U.S. military always obeys international law. But their stories strongly indicate that the presence of lawyers on the battlefield can help produce military decisions that are more likely to comply with international legal norms. Drawing on this study, I suggest that differences in organizational structure and institutional culture (and not just differences in the applicable legal regime) may be principal reasons that the rise of private military firms threatens core rule of law values. In particular, the use of contractors may jeopardize certain aspects of military culture, both because the intermingling of contractors and uniformed troops on the battlefield may weaken public values within the military, and because contractors operating outside the military chain of command may themselves develop a different organizational culture and set of values that come to predominate in conflict and postconflict situations as contractors assume ever-greater responsibilities. Thus, if we are to address how to maintain public law values in an era of privatization, we must take seriously the question of organizational structure and culture, its importance, and the ways it might be shaped. 

I-Law Adv—Ext: PMCs Key
PMCs violate international law - they’re mercenaries who complicate military objectives and create regional tension

Kidwell, 05 (Last modified)

[Deborah,  M.A. in history and M.S. in edu at OSU, asst. prof of military history @ U.S. Army command,  9/13, “Public War, Private Fight? The United States and Private Military Companies”, http://www.cgsc.edu/carl/download/csipubs/kidwell.pdf]/galperin

In a larger sense, however, using military providers can be a volatile solution that raises ideological, legal, moral, and ethical concerns. As profit-driven entities whose mission may derive from any conceivable source with funding, the services PMCs offer their clients do not necessarily derive from any compelling national or humanitarian interest. Only the written provisions of the contract define contractor responsibilities. These organizations are largely extralegal and are not bound or protected by the International Laws of War or typical rules of engagement. In fact, outspoken critics consider them to be simple mercenaries—warriors for hire outlawed by the Charter of the United Nations. Many PMCs frequently conduct operations in unstable, lawless situations and the old adage that power corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely can apply. In an unstable environment, PMCs are capable of becoming the law themselves. The extralegal status of these entities and other sovereignty questions have the potential to create international friction among allies and enemies alike, making joint and multinational operations more difficult for regular forces. Moreover, PMCs may complicate civil conflicts by becoming just another belligerent party in an already complex security environment.

I-Law Adv—Iraq Key 

PMC use in Iraq is in explicit violation of international law

Urey, 05

[Ronda, U.S. Army Colonel, “CIVILIAN CONTRACTORS ON THE BATTLEFIELD”, March 18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA431808]/galperin

LEGAL CHALLENGES WITH MILITARY CONTRACTORS The second major challenge with contingency contractors deals with various legal issues. The legal status of the civilians accompanying the force in contingency operations, the limited control over the contractors to adhere to military general orders, rules of engagement, as well as disciplinary actions the military can take against contractors, continue to challenge military commanders. Legal Status of Contractors Certain types of contractor support in a combat environment can raise questions regarding the noncombatant status of contractor personnel under international law. The default position under international law, including the Geneva Convention and the Laws of The Hague, is that contractor personnel are considered noncombatants who may legitimately accompany combatants into hostilities, but may not take up arms.34 These noncombatant status distinctions are tremendously significant because they affect whether contractor personnel may be legitimately targeted by hostile forces and how contractor personnel may be treated by hostile forces in the event that contractors are captured or detained.35 Additionally, noncombatants are not considered legitimate military targets, and if captured, they are entitled to “prisoner of war” status under the Geneva Convention. Noncombatants, just like authorized combatants, are not permitted to be treated as war criminals under international law. To assist with the distinction of noncombatant contractors accompanying the force, identification cards are issued to all civilians authorized to accompany the armed forces into battle, to include contracted personnel.36 This legal status challenge, found on our modern battlefield with soldiers and contractors working side-by-side, quickly finds the noncombatant status of the contractors morphing towards a quasi-combatants status and raises great uncertainties and questions to the ethical possibilities found on our modern battlefield with soldiers and contractors working next to one another. In Michael E. Guillory’s article, “Civilianizing the Force: Is the United States crossing the Rubicon?” he notes that the Geneva Conventions are applicable only during international conflicts or during partial or total occupation of territory by one state or another. He further explains that the United States has taken the position that it will “comply with the law of war during all armed conflicts; however, such conflicts are characterized and, unless otherwise directed by competent authorities, will comply with the principles and spirit of the law of war during all other operations.”37 The inevitable conclusion that contractors will accompany the 12 military into war zones, now places civilian contractors at risk of crossing the line between lawful noncombatants and unlawful direct participation in hostilities under the Law of Armed Conflict.38 The military’s increased reliance on contractors in deployment operations illustrates this quasicombatant status as being one of greatest concern, yet far from being resolved by the military and political powers of this country. 

I-Law Adv—AT: PMCs aren’t Mercenaries

Even if they’re not official mercenaries, PMC’s still pose a major threat to ILaw – lawlessness and war crimes

Gaston, 08

[E.L., J.D., Harvard Law School, 2007. This note is winner of the 2007 Harvard International Law Journal Student Note Competition, “Mercenarism 2.0? The Rise of the Modern Private Security Industry and Its Implications for International Humanitarian Law Enforcement”, Harvard International Law Journal, winter, v. 49 #1, http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/HARVARDILJ_mercenarism.pdf]/galperin
In addition to these legal enforcement issues, the differences between mercenaries and modern private security actors, as well as the unique threats posed by the latter, justify different treatment. While the ban on mercenarism was driven mostly by the historical experience of a few states, it is possible to extrapolate some doctrinal rationales for its criminalization. Cherif Bassiouni, a prominent scholar in the origins and classification of international criminal law, justifies the crime of mercenarism as an extension of the crime of aggression and a threat to international peace and security.68 The crime of aggression usually refers to any use of force by states not justified by self-defense or authorized by the United Nations.69 Since mercenaries are by definition those individuals who are not citizens of a party to the conflict, their participation may be construed as the participation of a neutral in an armed conflict, which may constitute a crime of aggression. The availability of mercenary actors for state action may also be considered a threat to the overall enforcement of international humanitarian law because many of the constraints on the use of force and on the conduct of hostilities are based on state-centered restrictions; to the extent that states can evade these restrictions by outsourcing to individuals who are at best ambiguously liable under the laws of war, the overall framework of enforcement may be weakened. The high incidence of human rights abuses and war crimes among mercenary armies historically may also make the practice of mercenarism a sufficiently significant threat to the international system.70 

I-Law Adv—Extn: USFG Responsible

Abuses committed by PMCs in Iraq can be viewed as committed by the state

Wolf 6 [Wolf, Antenor Hallo de. Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies, Volume 13, Issue 2, Summer

2006, pp. 315-356 (Article)”Modern Condottieri in Iraq: Privatizing War from the Perspective

of International and Human Rights Law” /hnasser]

With regard to responsibility for the conduct of CACI and Titan contractors, I submit that delegating the interrogation of prisoners and prisoners of war to these contractors has been made possible through official U.S. military guidelines and policy. This privatization has also been endorsed and affected through the signing of official contracts with these companies. Additionally, the interrogation of prisoners and prisoners of war can be regarded as an intrinsic and inherent task of the state, due to the fact that these tasks or functions require military knowledge and skills that are essential for attaining their goals (namely, seeking accurate and reliable information from individuals in military detention) and that these tasks also require extensive familiarity with international legal standards in the field of international humanitarian law and human rights. These functions can be regarded as core activities of the U.S. armed forces. As we have seen, Army Regulation 715-9 clearly regards these types of activities as inherently governmental activities, which in principle should not be delegated. This leads to the conclusion that the abuses committed by contractors performing these officially delegated tasks can be considered breaches committed in the exercise of public powers, namely, those that belong to the core activities of the U.S. armed forces.

The USFG participated through neglecting to regulate contractors, and encouraging interrogations.

Wolf 6 [Wolf, Antenor Hallo de. Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies, Volume 13, Issue 2, Summer

2006, pp. 315-356 (Article)”Modern Condottieri in Iraq: Privatizing War from the Perspective

of International and Human Rights Law” /hnasser]

 It can also be argued that the United States incurs responsibility for these abuses indirectly because it did not take the necessary measures to prevent them. From the Taguba and Fay reports, one can infer that the U.S. military apparatus was aware that these contractors were being used for translation and interrogation purposes (in fact, it would appear to have been policy).110 The United States, however, appears to have neglected to adopt sufficient precautions and supervisory mechanisms to monitor and restrain the activities of these private actors. Moreover, the Taguba report observed that several U.S. military personnel purposely strove to create a suitable environment for extracting information from the detainees and that the contractors of CACI and Titan actively contributed to this goal with the approval of the military personnel responsible for the interrogations. This has been confirmed by the Fay report. Although these contractors did not belong to the military hierarchical structure, the United States exercised “effective control” over the conduct of the CACI and Titan contractors through the contracts that regulated the relations between the Department of Defense and these companies. At the first sign of trouble, the United States should have ended the contracts with CACI or Titan, or at the very least have removed the contractors from the premises. By allowing PMSC personnel to carry out prisoner interrogations with the purpose of extracting military intelligence, the United States created a situation in which these personnel together, or in complicity with official U.S. Army personnel, were in a position to commit abuses.

PMC’s are perceived as operatives of the U.S. and gut our credibility

Camacho, 8

[Paul, Consultant @ The William Joiner Center @ U of Mass. Boston, “Danger Across the Arc of Instability,” 4/10, http://www.smcm.edu/democracy/_assets/_documents/Camacho%20-%20ARTICLE%20Private%20Contractors.pdf]/galperin
The political drawbacks actually cover a rather wide scope. In international terms PMCs are seen as an arm of the corporate first world or first world / Western governments. This is particularly the case in Iraq. Thus when the PMC fails to perform professionally or worse, when their behavior results in international furor, the nation – 11 state / employer is severely compromised. Whether perception or reality, contractors were at the center of the international incident at Abu Ghraib and DynCorp employees were linked to organized prostitution in Bosnia and Blackwater and Triple Canopy employees to the shooting of civilians in Iraq.
Counter-Insurgency 1AC

Current private security activities undermine COIN objectives- contractor activity reflects upon the military 

Singer 7 [Peter W. Singer , the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings., “Sure, He’s got guns . But they’re Just not worth it”/ hnasser] 

http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/1007militarycontractors.aspx
The more we hear about the deadly Sept. 16 shootout in Baghdad involving contractors from the private military firm Blackwater USA, the worse it sounds. Despite investigations by the Iraqi government, the FBI and your department and last week's House hearings, we may never fully know what happened in the chaos that hospital records show left at least 14 Iraqis dead and 18 wounded. (The contractors claim that they were fired on first, while Iraqi witnesses and officials say that the Blackwater guards opened fire on a small car, carrying a couple and their child, that wouldn't get out of the way in a busy traffic circle.) But by now, we do know a great deal about the business of relying on hired guns -- more than enough to convince you that the Pentagon and State Department urgently need to change their ways. By your own department's count, more than 160,000 for-hire personnel are working in Iraq today, which, amazingly, is greater than the number of uniformed military personnel there. These private forces perform all sorts of key functions, such as moving fuel, ammunition and food, as well as protecting top U.S. officials and guarding bases and convoys. Handing those tasks over to U.S. troops would further overstretch a military that you've warned is already dangerously overstretched. Hence the allure of outsourcing the jobs to private firms. But while we can't go to war without 'em, we also can't win with 'em. Our military outsourcing has become an addiction, and we're headed straight for a crash. We've done poorly at a cold cost-benefit analysis here. It's far from clear that contractors save us money; when pressed on this score by the House last week, Blackwater Chairman Erik Prince went from claiming cost savings to pleading ignorance of his own firm's profits. (He did, however, let slip that he makes at least $800,000 per year more than you do, for overseeing a force that's a tiny fraction of the size.) Oversight has been miserably lacking, as has the will to use civilian or military law to hold contractors accountable for bloody messes such as the Baghdad shootings. On balance, for all the important jobs that contractors are doing, Blackwater and its kin have harmed, rather than helped, our troops' counterinsurgency efforts. * * * In Iraq, the clear pattern shows that military outsourcing: Lets policymakers dodge tough, politically costly decisions, which makes for bad operational choices. Since the end of the Vietnam War, the United States has sought to ensure that there's a link between the public and the costs of war, so that good decisions would be made and an ethos of responsibility fostered. With about half our operation in Iraq in private hands, that link has been jeopardized. Encourages a "bigger is better" approach to operations, contrary to the best lessons of U.S. military strategy. Turning logistics and operations into a for-profit endeavor helped feed the "Green Zone mentality" of having Americans huddle inside sprawling bases in Iraq. Bigger bases may yield bigger profits for the private firms, but they also entail an isolation that runs counter to everything your field commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, told us we need to win a counterinsurgency campaign in the new Army-Marine Corps manual he helped write. Inflames popular opinion about the U.S. mission. Even when no one gets hurt, the standard tactics used by Blackwater and other private military firms ignore the fundamental lessons of counterinsurgency warfare. Of course, not all contractors are "cowboys" or "mercenaries," as they are often described; many are talented ex-soldiers (for whose training we are now being doubled-billed, but that's another memo). But their "job," as Prince put it at the hearings, is quite different from the broader mission. Focused only on their contract, the private firms' standard practices include driving their convoys up the wrong side of the road, ramming civilian vehicles, tossing smoke bombs and opening fire with machine guns as warnings. As one contractor hired to guard U.S. officials put it, "Our mission is to protect the principal at all costs. If that means pissing off the Iraqis, too bad." Produces a series of abuses that undermine efforts to win Iraqi hearts and minds. The pattern of contractors hurting or killing civilians extends back to 2003, involving everything from prisoner abuse and "joyride" shootings to an alleged incident in which a drunken Blackwater contractor shot dead the bodyguard of Iraq's vice president after the two got into an argument inside the Green Zone on Christmas Eve 2006. Hurts American efforts in the "war of ideas," in Iraq and beyond. As one Iraqi official explained, even before the recent shootings: "They are part of the reason for all the hatred that is directed at Americans because people don't know them as Blackwater, they know them only as Americans. They are planting hatred because of these irresponsible acts." The recent shootings were covered extensively across the wider Muslim world, yet again hammering U.S. attempts at public diplomacy. Undermines efforts to build up Iraqi civilian institutions, the very things we need to get our troops out. Iraqi officials say that recent incidents have "embarrassed the government," making it seem as if the contractors were above the law. As one Iraqi soldier said of Blackwater: "They are more powerful than the government. No one can try them. Where is the government in this?" Creates huge vulnerabilities that undermine the overall mission. When the insurgency flared dramatically in 2004, contractor convoys suspended operations, leading one retired U.S. Army general to describe our military supply system as a "house of cards." When the Iraqis recently banned Blackwater, it wasn't just the firm that stopped operations for five days; so, in effect, did all U.S. diplomatic and intelligence efforts in Iraq, because they were completely reliant on Blackwater guards to leave the Green Zone. Forces policymakers to jettison promising counterinsurgency strategies before they even have a chance to succeed. The success or failure of the troop "surge" hinges on senior U.S. officials' ability to pressure the Iraqi government to share power more effectively and reach other political benchmarks. Instead of doing so, you and President Bush are now having to ask for Iraqi help and understanding to clean up the aftermath of the Blackwater fiasco. 

Counter-Insurgency 1AC

The USFG has become dependent upon contractors- this cycle of dependency turns public opinion against the military 

Singer 7 [Peter W. Singer , the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings., “Can't Win with 'Em, Can't Go To War without 'Em: Private Military Contractors and Counterinsurgency”/ hnasser] http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2007/0927militarycontractors.aspx?p=1
The recent incident involving Blackwater contractors in Iraq has brought to light a series of questions surrounding the legal status, oversight, management, and accountability of the private military force in Iraq. This for-hire force numbers more than 160,000, more than the number of uniformed military personnel in Iraq, and it is a good thing that attention is finally being paid to the consequences of our outsourcing critical tasks to private firms. An underlying question, though, is largely being ignored: whether it made sense to have civilians in this role in the first place. Regardless of whether the Blackwater contractors were right or wrong in the recent shootings, or even whether there is proper jurisdiction to ensure their accountability or not, there is a crucial problem. The use of private military contractors appears to have harmed, rather than helped the counterinsurgency efforts of the U.S. mission in Iraq. Even worse, it has created a dependency syndrome on the private marketplace that not merely creates critical vulnerabilities, but shows all the signs of the last downward spirals of an addiction. If we judge by what has happened in Iraq, when it comes to private military contractors and counterinsurgency, the U.S. has locked itself into a vicious cycle. It can't win with them, but can't go to war without them. The study explores how the current use of private military contractors: Allows policymakers to dodge key decisions that carry political costs, thus leading to operational choices that might not reflect public interest. The Abrams Doctrine, which has stood since the start of the all-volunteer force in the wake of Vietnam, has been outsourced. Enables a "bigger is better" approach to operations that runs contrary to the best lessons of U.S. military strategy. Turning logistics and operations into a for-profit endeavor helped feed the "Green Zone" mentality problem of sprawling bases, which runs counter everything General Petraeus pointed to as necessary to winning a counterinsurgency in the new Army/USMC manual he helped write. Inflames popular opinion against, rather than for, the American mission through operational practices that ignore the fundamental lessons of counterinsurgency. As one set of contractors described. "Our mission is to protect the principal at all costs. If that means pissing off the Iraqis, too bad." Participated in a series of abuses that have undermined efforts at winning "hearts and minds" of the Iraqi people. The pattern of contractor misconduct extends back to 2003 and has involved everything from prisoner abuse and "joyride" shootings of civilians to a reported incident in which a drunken Blackwater contractor shot dead the security guard of the Iraqi Vice President, after the two got into an argument on Christmas Eve, 2006. Weakened American efforts in the "war of ideas" both inside Iraq and beyond. As one Iraqi government official explained even before the recent shootings. "They are part of the reason for all the hatred that is directed at Americans, because people don't know them as Blackwater, they know them only as Americans. They are planting hatred, because of these irresponsible acts." Reveals a double standard towards Iraqi civilian institutions that undermines efforts to build up these very same institutions, another key lesson of counterinsurgency. As one Iraqi soldier said of Blackwater. "They are more powerful than the government. No one can try them. Where is the government in this?" Forced policymakers to jettison strategies designed to win the counterinsurgency on multiple occasions, before they even had a chance to succeed. The U.S. Marine plan for counterinsurgency in the Sunni Triangle was never implemented, because of uncoordinated contractor decisions in 2004 that helped turn Fallujah into a rallying point of the insurgency. More recently, while U.S. government leaders had planned to press the Iraqi government on needed action on post-"surge" political benchmarks, instead they are now having to request Iraqi help in cleaning up the aftermath of the Blackwater incident. The U.S. government needs to go back to the drawing board and re-evaluate its use of private military contractors, especially armed roles within counterinsurgency and contingency operations. It needs to determine what roles are appropriate or not for private firms, and what roles must be kept in the control of those in public service. As part of this determination, it is becoming clear that many roles now outsourced, including the armed escort of U.S. government officials, assets, and convoys in a warzone, not only are inherently government functions, but that the outsourcing has created both huge vulnerabilities and negative consequences for the overall mission. A process must immediately begin to roll such public functions back into public responsibility. Our military outsourcing has become an addiction that is quickly spiraling to a breakdown. Many of those vested in the system, both public and private leaders, will try to convince us to ignore this cycle. They will describe such evident pattern of incidents as "mere anomalies," portray private firms outside the chain of command as somehow "part of the total force," or claim that "We have no other choice." These are the denials of pushers, enablers, and addicts. Only an open and honest intervention, a step back from the precipice of over-outsourcing, can break us out of the vicious cycle into which we have locked our national security.
Counter-Insurgency 1AC

CMR relations are key to strengthen national security and stop terrorism 

US D.O.S. ‘7 [US Department of State; “Teaching Civil-Military Relations Enhances Democracy”; 25 May 2007; http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/May/200705251109161EJrehsiF0.5813562.htm /hnasser] 

A central tenet of American democracy is civilian control of the U.S. armed forces, which is embodied in the U.S. Constitution. Helping other nations develop the critical relationship between the civilian leadership and its armed forces not only enhances a country's democratic institutions, but also strengthens its national security, Hoffman said. The center’s faculty of 15 professors, all of whom hold graduate degrees in area studies and foreign affairs, travels abroad as part of mobile education teams (METs) at the invitation of host governments. Hoffman said that within the past year, 100 METS have given short courses to more than 3,500 foreign officials and military officers in 100 countries. CCMR offers courses on such topics as establishing democratic civil-military relations and the rule of law, intelligence and democracy, defense restructuring, civil-military cooperation and combating terrorism, building linkages between the legislature and the military and preparing for peacekeeping deployments. Teaching is done through presentations by the MET faculty and through simulations "where we propose various civil-military scenarios, which are then acted out, discussed and analyzed,” Hoffman explained. “We’re teaching courses in Jordan, Ukraine, Mongolia and Indonesia. And questions we’re raising ask: ‘How do you organize a force to conduct peacekeeping operations in support of the United Nations, respond to disasters and combat terrorism?” Hoffman said. Peacekeeping is very important, he said, because “it can’t be done efficiently by a military that does not have a democratic relationship with its own civilian authorities.” In October 2006, Hoffman joined a MET that traveled to Guatemala for a course with 40 military officers and government officials. The Guatemalan military has worked hard to reform itself and now is interested in peacekeeping, he said, in part because its leaders believe that peacekeeping demonstrates to the world that the military "can be a force for good and not a repressive force within their own country,” he said. “The fact is a military going on a peacekeeping operation needs to adhere to human rights, rule of law -- and they need to be disciplined about it, or they’re going to get into trouble," Hoffman said. So by helping militaries prepare themselves for peacekeeping, "we’re actually helping them become more professional and a force for good within the international community, which hopefully will lead to them being more democratic at home,” he said.

Counter-Insurgency 1AC

The threat of ‘loose nukes’ allows terrorists to find nuclear weapons

Nesera ‘6 [Andre. Staff Writer: VOA. “Combating Nuclear Terrorism” Voice of America News, 16 Aug 06. Lexis]

The threat of ‘loose nukes’ allows terrorists to find nuclear weapons Nesera ‘6 [Andre. Staff Writer: VOA. “Combating Nuclear Terrorism” Voice of America News, 16 Aug 06. Lexis]

"Loose nukes" is a colloquial term referring to nuclear bomb material -- or actual nuclear weapons -- that are not adequately secured or accounted for. Experts say the danger is that these materials could be stolen or sold to a criminal or terrorist organization that would then manufacture a crude nuclear weapon. Matthew Bunn, a nuclear threat and terrorism expert at Harvard University's Belfer Center, says there are four major factors in assessing how urgent the nuclear threat is in a particular country or at a particular facility. "First, the quantity of material -- that is, is there enough material there to make a nuclear bomb or is it much less than what you need for a bomb? Second, the quality of the material -- would it be very difficult to process to make it into a bomb? Third, the security level at the facility; and fourth, the level of threat at the facility," says Bunn. Based on those criteria, Bunn and other experts -- such as Daryl Kimball, head of the Arms Control Association -- say the greatest concern for the last 15 years has been Russia. "During the communist era, Russia had a relatively good security system enforced by the K.G.B. [secret police] to make sure that Russia's rather extensive network of research facilities and military facilities with these materials and weapons were secure. But with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the breakup, the ability of the Russian government -- and especially the governments in some of the other former Soviet states -- to secure these materials has degraded," says Kimball.

Counter-Insurgency 1AC

Nuclear terrorism is an existential threat—it escalates to nuclear war with Russia and China. 

Ayson 10 [Robert Ayson, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010 (“After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld) /hnasser]
A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible thatsome sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weaponsbetween two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might alsoraise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier)Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. 

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine—Iraq 
PMC presence in Iraq directly counteracts counterinsurgency – 6 reasons

Singer, 07 [Peter, Director of 21st century defense initiative, September, “Can't Win with 'Em, Can't Go To War without 'Em: Private Military Contractors and Counterinsurgency”, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2007/0927militarycontractors.aspx]

The use of private military contractors appears to have harmed, rather than helped the counterinsurgency efforts of the U.S. mission in Iraq. Even worse, it has created a dependency syndrome on the private marketplace that not merely creates critical vulnerabilities, but shows all the signs of the last downward spirals of an addiction. If we judge by what has happened in Iraq, when it comes to private military contractors and counterinsurgency, the U.S. has locked itself into a vicious cycle. It can't win with them, but can't go to war without them. The study explores how the current use of private military contractors: * Allows policymakers to dodge key decisions that carry political costs, thus leading to operational choices that might not reflect public interest. The Abrams Doctrine, which has stood since the start of the all-volunteer force in the wake of Vietnam, has been outsourced. * Enables a "bigger is better" approach to operations that runs contrary to the best lessons of U.S. military strategy. Turning logistics and operations into a for-profit endeavor helped feed the "Green Zone" mentality problem of sprawling bases, which runs counter everything General Petraeus pointed to as necessary to winning a counterinsurgency in the new Army/USMC manual he helped write. * Inflames popular opinion against, rather than for, the American mission through operational practices that ignore the fundamental lessons of counterinsurgency. As one set of contractors described. "Our mission is to protect the principal at all costs. If that means pissing off the Iraqis, too bad." * Participated in a series of abuses that have undermined efforts at winning "hearts and minds" of the Iraqi people. The pattern of contractor misconduct extends back to 2003 and has involved everything from prisoner abuse and "joyride" shootings of civilians to a reported incident in which a drunken Blackwater contractor shot dead the security guard of the Iraqi Vice President, after the two got into an argument on Christmas Eve, 2006. * Weakened American efforts in the "war of ideas" both inside Iraq and beyond. As one Iraqi government official explained even before the recent shootings. "They are part of the reason for all the hatred that is directed at Americans, because people don't know them as Blackwater, they know them only as Americans. They are planting hatred, because of these irresponsible acts." * Reveals a double standard towards Iraqi civilian institutions that undermines efforts to build up these very same institutions, another key lesson of counterinsurgency. As one Iraqi soldier said of Blackwater. "They are more powerful than the government. No one can try them. Where is the government in this?" * Forced policymakers to jettison strategies designed to win the counterinsurgency on multiple occasions, before they even had a chance to succeed. The U.S. Marine plan for counterinsurgency in the Sunni Triangle was never implemented, because of uncoordinated contractor decisions in 2004 that helped turn Fallujah into a rallying point of the insurgency. More recently, while U.S. government leaders had planned to press the Iraqi government on needed action on post-"surge" political benchmarks, instead they are now having to request Iraqi help in cleaning up the aftermath of the Blackwater incident. The U.S. government needs to go back to the drawing board and re-evaluate its use of private military contractors, especially armed roles within counterinsurgency and contingency operations. It needs to determine what roles are appropriate or not for private firms, and what roles must be kept in the control of those in public service. As part of this determination, it is becoming clear that many roles now outsourced, including the armed escort of U.S. government officials, assets, and convoys in a warzone, not only are inherently government functions, but that the outsourcing has created both huge vulnerabilities and negative consequences for the overall mission. A process must immediately begin to roll such public functions back into public responsibility.
COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine—Iraq 
PMC’s make U.S. military efforts in Iraq impossible – cost-plus contracts, lawlessness, and lack of competition

Singer, 08 [P.W., National Security Fellow at Brookings, Ph.D. in Security Studies from Harvard, “Outsourcing the Fight,” Brookings, June 5, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0605_military_contractors_singer.aspx]/galperin
Handing over control to contractors has also led to allegations of war-profiteering . Almost all of today's logistics firms are operating under "cost-plus" contracts--a structure that is ripe for abuse. Examples in Iraq range from billing for soldiers' meals that were never cooked or served to convoys shipping "sailboat fuel" (as Halliburton-KBR truck drivers laughingly termed charging the government for moving empty pallets from site to site). According to testimony before the House Committee on Oversight and Government and Reform, the Defense Contract Audit Agency has identified more than $10 billion in unsupported or questionable costs from battlefield contractors--and it has barely scratched the surface. Such losses don't just represent misspent funds; they represent lost opportunities to actually support our diplomatic and military goals. The situation has gotten so bad that the special inspector general for Iraq reconstruction dubbed corruption as the "second insurgency" in Iraq. Many worry that the lack of control due to outsourcing could weigh even heavier and even put an entire military operation at risk. Consider what happened during the 2004 Sadr uprising, where a spike in attacks on convoys caused many companies to either withdraw or suspend operations, causing fuel and ammunition stocks to dwindle. It is important to remember that private contractors are not bound by the same codes, structures and obligations as those in public service. As Tom Crum, then the chief operating officer for KBR's logistics operations, wrote in an internal memo, "We cannot allow the Army to push us to put our people in harm's way. ... If we in management believe the Army is asking us to put our KBR employees in danger that we are not willing to accept, then we will refuse to go." As civilians, this choice is their right to make. But as retired Army Major Gen. Barry McCaffery testified to Congress in 2007, the consequence of turning over so much of the supply system to private civilian firms, which have this right to decide when and where they deploy, makes our logistics system "a house of cards." In the same way that companies such as Cisco were forced to reconsider their outsourcing policies in the late 1990s, after they lost the ability to deliver on core functions, the military (with a push from Congress) needs to reevaluate what is appropriate to outsource and what is not. If a task is critical to the mission's ultimate success or failure, then perhaps it should be kept in-house. In other words: Feel free to outsource the Burger Kings, laundries and base construction, but maybe we ought to keep roles like military interrogators, armed troops and movement of critical supplies (all now outsourced) inside the system. The Pentagon also has to do a much better job of being a smart client. Far too few contracts get any true competition to drive down prices. Instead, they tend to be bundled together into massive structures, where a few prime contractors (just three in the new version of LOGCAP) are the ones that dole out sub-contracts. Add in the largely cost-plus contract structure, and savings tend not to accrue. There also aren't enough eyes and ears working on behalf of the government client to monitor contractor performance. In 1998, there was one financial auditor for every $642 million in Pentagon contracts. Today, there is one auditor for every $2.03 billion in contracts. These auditors aren't just required to catch false billings and cost overruns, but also to ensure quality. That soldier's electrocution didn't happen because of malice; it happened, as an internal Pentagon e-mail revealed, because KBR's inspections were never reviewed by a "qualified government employee," and the Army wasn't aware of "the extent of the severity of the electrical problems."
COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine—Civilians

PMCs aren’t subject to authority- as a result they undermine the military effort to win over the Iraqi people

Krepinevich, 8, [President of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, frmr member of the personal staff of three defense secretaries, the Office of Net Assessment, the National Defense Panel, the Defense Science Board, and the Joint Forces Command’s Transformation Advisory Board, “An Army at the Crossroads,” CSBA / hnasser] 

Although the precise number of private contractors deployed in these operations is unknown, the number in Iraq alone is reportedly approximately 160,000.132 These contractors are used in a wide variety of roles and come from at least 30 different countries, ranging from local Iraqis to American and British workers to Guatemalans and Ugandans.133 Private contractors play a major role in providing in-country logistical support for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, with some 20,000 American contractors as well as large numbers of host-country or third-country nationals employed in these roles.134 More controversial has been the use of private contractors as security guards. According to one estimate, in 2006 there were some 181 private security companies working in Iraq alone, with some 48,000 employees.135 Military commanders have substantially less control over private contractors than they do over military personnel. As CBO has noted, “A military commander can influence the contractor employee’s behavior through the contracting officer and the contractor’s desire to satisfy the customer, but the commander has limited direct control over any one employee.”136 Moreover, unlike military personnel, civilians and contractors participating in undeclared wars and contingency operations are not generally subject to the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ), further reducing their accountability to military commanders.137 Another problem is that private contractors tend to have a narrower perspective concerning their roles. For example, private security guards may well focus solely on protecting their clients, and discount the negative impact their actions might have on the broader military aim of wining the “hearts and minds” of the local population. By contrast, military personnel are much more likely to see the necessity of performing their duties in a way that does not, if at all possible, alienate or offend the local population. The result is that, even if private security contractors are well trained and well intentioned, they may operate in a way that undermines the US military’s efforts. In addition to these potentially critical operational and strategic shortcomings related to the use of private contractors, there are also concerns that the reliance on private contractors to support deployed combat forces may have proven inefficient in budgetary terms. As noted earlier, studies have generally shown that civilian government employees and, especially, private contractors can perform infrastructure type functions more cheaply than can military personnel. However, as CBO has noted, that evidence “pertains to peacetime functions performed in the United States and may not necessarily extend to combat operations overseas.”138 Certainly, serious questions have been raised about the efficiency of private contractors used in a variety of roles in Iraq and Afghanistan, including allegations of widespread corruption.

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine—Communciation 
Military effectiveness is jeopardized from separate communication systems and PMC behavior with civilians 

Hedahl 9 [ Marcus Hedahl , served as a Program Manager in both the United States National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) and the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO). He was also an Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Ethics at the U.S. Air Force Academy . “Blood and Blackwaters: A Call to Arms for the Profession of Arms.” Journal of Military Ethics; 2009, Vol. 8 Issue 1, p19-33, 15p/ hnasser]
However, as noted earlier, the ultimate goal of our military is not merely to be as cost effective as possible. The use of military security contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan also has negative impacts on military effectiveness. There are the tactical concerns: for example, there are potential negative consequences of the breakdown in a cohesive battle plan when two groups are using separate communications systems. There are also strategic concerns: the use of these contractors brings with it negative consequences in a counterinsurgency campaign _ ‘Iraqi citizens do not distinguish between employees of Blackwater and the US Military. All they see is Americans with guns’ (Ricks 2007). Therefore, there also seem to be good reasons based on military effectiveness against outsourcing security functions in Iraq and Afghanistan.

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine—Dependence 
PMCs are unreliable and have become too dependable- this can risk military operations

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  

http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
The loss of direct control as a result of privatization carries risks even for strong states. For U.S. military commanders, an added worry of terrorist targeting or the potential use of weapons of mass destruction is that their forces are more reliant than ever on the surge capacity of type 3 support ªrms. The employees of these ªrms, however, cannot be forced to stay at their posts in the face of these or other dangers.47 Because entire functions such as weapons maintenance and supply have become completely privatized, the entire military machine would break down if even a modest number of PMF employees chose to leave. 

PMCs are unreliable and have few incentives to stick to contracts- leaving the military helpless- Sierra Leon proves

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
As PMFs become increasingly popular, so too does the danger of their clients becoming overly dependent on their services. Reliance on a private ªrm means that an integral part of one’s strategic success is vulnerable to changes in market costs and incentives. This dependence can result in two potential risks to the security of the client: (1) the agent (the ªrm) might leave its principal (the client) in the lurch, or (2) the agent might gain dominance over the principal. A PMF may have no compunction about suspending its contract if a situation becomes too risky in either ªnancial or physical terms. Because they are typically based elsewhere, and in the absence of applicable international laws to enforce compliance, PMFs face no real risk of punishment if they or their employees defect from their contractual obligations. Industry advocates dismiss these claims by noting that ªrms failing to fulªll the terms of their con- tracts would sully their reputation, thus hurting their chances of obtaining future contracts. Nevertheless, there are a number of situations in which shortterm considerations could prevail over long-term market punishment. In game-theoretic terms, each interaction with a private actor is sui generis. Exchanges in the international security market may take the form of one-shot games rather than guaranteed repeated plays.45 Sierra Leone faced such a situation in 1994, when the type 1 ªrm that it had hired (the Gurkha Security Guards, made up primarily of Nepalese soldiers) lost its commander in a rebel ambush. Reports suggest that the commander was later cannibalized. The ªrm decided to break its contract, and its employees ºed the country, leaving its client without an effective military option until it was able to hire another ªrm.4

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine—Militarism 
PMCs makes military power easier to obtain and lowers the costs of war- assets are easily converted to military threats 

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
The military privatization phenomenon means that military resources are available on the open market. Where once the creation of a military force required huge investments in both time and resources, today the entire spectrum of conventional forces can be obtained in a matter of weeks, if not days. The barriers to acquiring military strength are thus lowered, making power more fungible than ever. For example, economically rich but population-poor states such as those in the Persian Gulf now hire PMFs to achieve levels of power well beyond what they otherwise could. The same holds for new states and even nonstate groups that lack the institutional support or expertise to build capable military forces. With the help of PMFs, not only can clients add to their existing military forces and obtain highly specialized capacities (e.g., expertise in information warfare), but they may even be able to skip a whole generation of war skills. The result, however, may be a return to the dynamics of sixteenth-century Europe, where wealth and military capability went hand in hand: Pecunia nervus belli (Money nourishes war).55 This ability to transform money into force also means a renewal of Kantian fears over the dangers of lowering the costs of war. Economic assets can now be rapidly transformed into military threats, making economic power more threatening, which runs contrary to liberalist assumptions Likewise, modern liberalism tends to assume only what is positive about the proªt motive. It views the spread of capitalism and globalism as diminishing the incentives for violent conºict and the rise of global civil society as an immutable good thing.56 The emergence of a new type of private transnational ªrm that relies instead on the existence of conºict for its proªts counters the assumption that nonstate actors are generally peace orientated.

PMCs create a complicated balance of power – makes it harder for states to maintain relations

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
The privatized military industry lies beyond any one state’s control. Further, the layering of market uncertainties atop the already-thorny issue of net assessment creates a variety of complications for determining the balance of power, particularly in regional conºicts. Calculating a rival’s capabilities or force posture has always been difªcult. In an open market, where the range of options is even more variable, likely outcomes become increasingly hard to discern. As the Serbs, Eritreans, Rwandans, and Ugandans (whose opponents hired PMFs prior to successful offensives) all learned, not only can once-predictable deterrence relationships rapidly collapse, but the involvement of PMFs can quickly and perhaps unexpectedly tilt local balances of power.

COIN Adv—CMR I/L

Privatizing warfare weakens Civilian- Miilitary relations- privatized forces corrupt the view of soldiers

Schreier and Caparini, 05

[Fred, consultant with the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces and Swiss Ministry of Defense and Marina, Senior Fellow at the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces and Ph.D., King’s College, University of London, “Privatising Security: Law, Practice and Governance of Private Military and Security Companies,” p. 46, March, Geneva Centre For The Democratic Control Of Armed Forces, GScholar, http://se2.dcaf.ch/serviceengine/Files/DCAF/18346/ipublicationdocument_singledocument/BA695123-3145-4CAA-B29A-A60711724C96/en/op06_privatising-security.pdf]

A real dilemma in civil-military relations traditionally has been finding a way to cultivate and sustain a body of people with the ability to do things considered abnormal by civilians – to transcend physical discomfort, master fear, and kill and coerce enemies – without undercutting the day-to-day comity that undergirds society. Stable civil-military relations have kept warfighters separate from the rest of society without allowing them to become so isolated that they might turn against society. Though this risk is rather limited in Western democracies, the privatization of warfare is likely to widen the gap between soldiers and civilians and to weaken the link between the armed forces and society – a process that started with the abolition of mandatory conscription in most Western countries. Since PMCs generate military power that does not reside in the nation-state, the balance in Clausewitz’ trinity between the people and passion, the commander, his army, and creativity, and the government and rationality will be disrupted.186 Adding the private military industry as a third and outside party will not only reshape civil-military relations, but will complicate control and good governance, and may even destabilize the delicate balance. In stable democracies, where the risk of mutiny or coups is remote, the addition of that industry will raise concerns about relations between public authorities and the PMCs. But in weak or developing states, where power often comes from the barrel of a gun, the hiring of PMC services may undermine the regime’s control over the military. Civil-military theory and practice require a clear separation of the military institution from the domains of politics and economics: … the military profession is monopolized by the state. …The skill of the officer is the management of violence; his responsibility is the military security of his client, society. The discharge of the responsibility requires mastery of the skill; mastery of the skill entails acceptance of the responsibility. Both responsibility and skill distinguish the officer from other social types. All members of society have an interest in its security; the state has a direct concern for the achievement of this along with other social values; but the officer corps alone is responsible for military security to the exclusion of all other ends”. … Does the officer have a professional motivation? Clearly he does not act primarily from economic incentives. In western society the vocation of officership is not well rewarded monetarily. Nor is his behaviour within his profession governed by economic rewards and punishments. The officer is not a mercenary who transfers his services wherever they are best rewarded, nor is he the temporary citizen-soldier inspired by intense momentary patriotism and duty but with no steadying and permanent desire to perfect himself in the management of violence. The motivations of the officer are a technical love for his craft and the sense of social obligation to utilize this craft for the benefit of society. The combination of these drives constitutes professional motivation. Society, on the other hand, can only assure this motivation if it offers its officers continuing and sufficient pay both while on active duty and when retired”.187 And the military professional’s “relation to society is guided by an awareness that the skill can only be utilized for purposes approved by society through its political agent, the state.188 Today, the fact is that the values of the professional soldier within society and the spirit of selfless service embodied in their duty on behalf of the country have begun to erode, even in such states as the US and the UK where the military remains one of the most respected government institutions. More than other things, it is military contracting with the PMC industry and the overwhelming presence of ex-soldiers in its employment rolls that threaten these military virtues. PMCs alter the former exclusivity of the military by marketing the unique expertise their employees acquired from serving in the publicly funded military. PMCs are hired by the civilian leadership in government because they possess skills and capabilities that provide them greater effectiveness than would reliance on the traditional military. But by seeing officers, NCOs, and specialists leaving public service while still remaining in the military sphere, and cashing in on the expertise and training that taxpayers paid for, the public’s respect for the institution and its faith in the good motives of the military leadership may fade. Since these privately recruited individuals see themselves as no longer bound by the codes, rules, and regulations that once made military service unique, and sell their skills on the international market for profit, the privatization of military services under contract is perceived as corrupting the armed forces both in the eyes of society and of those who remain in the ranks. Moreover, those in the service also fear that the military pension system might be called into question since profit is being incurred from the very same service for which the public is paying retired personnel back. All these elements reinforce the danger even in stable democracies that the introduction of an external, corporate party into civil-military relations ultimately can have a serious impact on the domestic distribution of status, roles, and also the resources of the state’s professional armed forces. In more dire circumstances, where PMCs and PSCs are called in because of real risks of, or of already existing, internal violence and tensions between the local government and the military, the potential impact of outside actors on civil-military relations can be much greater: either PMCs and PSCs may become a counterweight to the local military and reinforce the regime, or they may become a real threat to civil-military relations and to regime survival where these relations are already troubled.
COIN Adv—Readiness I/L

PMC’s kill U.S. Military readiness – profit motive causes inefficiency and errors

Schreier and Caparini, 05

[Fred, consultant with the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces and Swiss Ministry of Defense and Marina, Senior Fellow at the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces and Ph.D., King’s College, University of London, “Privatising Security: Law, Practice and Governance of Private Military and Security Companies,” p. 46, March, Geneva Centre For The Democratic Control Of Armed Forces, GScholar, http://se2.dcaf.ch/serviceengine/Files/DCAF/18346/ipublicationdocument_singledocument/BA695123-3145-4CAA-B29A-A60711724C96/en/op06_privatising-security.pdf]/galperin
The military focuses on life and death, whereas business seeks profit.129 It is clear that contractors providing combat service support to deployed missions are in business primarily to make money. Often, they will not do any more than that which is agreed in their contract, and they will do everything they can to save money and thereby increase their profits. This makes their employment problematic from the outset. Typically, military operations employ a certain degree of redundancy to ensure that if there are any failures in equipment or support, these can be rectified with minimal impact and delay. Additional stores, equipment, and spares are usually kept close at hand. When required, military supervisors can pitch in to ensure that tasks are completed correctly and on time. This also provides a boost to the morale of the more junior personnel and promotes unit cohesion. However, a civilian contractor supervisor may not follow the same work ethic. In keeping with the new “just in time” business practices, he may not have more than the minimum stock on hand, and he may not wish to get his hands dirty when the objective in his mind is only to meet the minimum requirement or standard.130 Conversely, once the fighting starts, the objective of the commander and the force can no longer be to cut costs or save money but to accomplish the mission. The profit motive and the inflexibility of contractor personnel also contribute to their lack of commitment to the overall objectives of the military mission. While acceptable levels of service are provided when the tempo of operations is relatively moderate, there is little doubt that the quality of service and overall readiness of the unit will go down as the situation deteriorates and the contractor starts to experience difficulty. Additionally, the increase in operational tempo will likely bring with it an exponential increase in cost when additional requirements are placed on the contractor.131 

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine
PMCs threaten the military profession- their crimes destroy the military function

Andrew F. Krepinevich, 8, [President of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, frmr member of the personal staff of three defense secretaries, the Office of Net Assessment, the National Defense Panel, the Defense Science Board, and the Joint Forces Command’s Transformation Advisory Board, “An Army at the Crossroads,” CSBA / hnasser]

In the early post-Vietnam era, the military profession went through what some considered a crisis. The justification for the war was questionable and victory denied, but it was the lack of military professionalism of a handful of servicemen and women more than any other factor that caused the American military to rededicate itself to the profession of arms. Today, the profession faces another crisis, for it and its nobility are in danger of being sold to the lowest bidder. This problem, however, is not merely a concern of soldiers, and it is not only a concern of honor. The moral argument for professional soldiers not being responsible for the crimes of jus ad bellum (if such an argument is possible at all) is based on the role soldiers play in the profession of arms, and mercenaries operating in a separate chain of command undermine the very possibility of such a profession. I do not believe that the crisis has yet reached the point where talk of the military profession is meaningless, but I know that military professionals cannot fight alongside and independently of large numbers of mercenaries for extended periods of time without becoming mercenaries themselves. This claim is not intended as hyperbole, and it is not a reflection of the character of those serving in PMFs. I am not claiming that professional soldiers become mercenaries because they are corrupted by those in PMFs. Rather, the continued existence of PMFs performing a military function destroys 32 M. Hedahl the ability for the profession to exist at all. If the performance of military functions in contingency operations by PMFs becomes a commonplace occurrence (and, if something is not done very soon, we will reach this point in the very near future), then our military uniforms, medals, and even codes of honor will become nothing more than anachronistic window dressing.
COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine
Private contractors aren’t under any control and can put entire military operations at risk

Singer 10 [Peter W. Singer , the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings., “Outsourcing the Fight” July 12 /hnasser] http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0605_military_contractors_singer.aspx?p=1
In 1992 a relatively little-known, Texas-based oil services firm called Halliburton was awarded a $3.9 million Pentagon contract. Its task was to write a classified report on how private companies, like itself, could support the logistics of U.S. military deployments into countries with poor infrastructure. Conspiracy theories aside, it is hard to imagine that either the company or the client realized that 15 years later this contract (now called the Logistics Civilian Augmentation Program or LOGCAP) would be worth as much as $150 billion. The use of private contractors in U.S wars dates back to the sutlers, merchants who followed behind Revolutionary and Civil War armies selling incidentals to the troops like jam or whiskey. But the size and scope of the private military industry today is unprecedented. In Iraq alone, there are some 180,000 private military contractors performing functions that once would have been handled by soldiers in uniform. The vast bulk of these contractors handle military support functions: building and operating military bases, maintaining and repairing military equipment and vehicles, and moving massive convoys of supplies that are both vital to the operation's survival (like gas and ammunition) and not so vital (like Pizza Hut Personal Pan Pizza). Getting those jobs done has incurred a great cost, both financial and human; according to Department of Labor insurance claims, 1,292 contractors have been killed and 9,610 wounded as of April 2008. Contracting out logistics has brought the skills and resources of hundreds of companies from around the world to support the war effort. But, much like when a business outsources too much of its supply chain, this process has caused a loss of control. While companies only perform the jobs specified in their contract, war is an environment in which flexibility is needed most. Take for example the recent news that at least 12 U.S. soldiers have been accidentally electrocuted inside their bases in Iraq. Staff Sgt. Ryan Maseth, a highly decorated Green Beret, was killed while taking a shower 11 months after KBR (nyse: KBR) contractors had first found potentially serious electrical problems in the facility's construction. But KBR's contract didn't cover "fixing potential hazards." It only required them to repair items that were already broken. Handing over control to contractors has also led to allegations of war-profiteering . Almost all of today's logistics firms are operating under "cost-plus" contracts--a structure that is ripe for abuse. Examples in Iraq range from billing for soldiers' meals that were never cooked or served to convoys shipping "sailboat fuel" (as Halliburton-KBR truck drivers laughingly termed charging the government for moving empty pallets from site to site). According to testimony before the House Committee on Oversight and Government and Reform, the Defense Contract Audit Agency has identified more than $10 billion in unsupported or questionable costs from battlefield contractors--and it has barely scratched the surface. Such losses don't just represent misspent funds; they represent lost opportunities to actually support our diplomatic and military goals. The situation has gotten so bad that the special inspector general for Iraq reconstruction dubbed corruption as the "second insurgency" in Iraq. Many worry that the lack of control due to outsourcing could weigh even heavier and even put an entire military operation at risk. Consider what happened during the 2004 Sadr uprising, where a spike in attacks on convoys caused many companies to either withdraw or suspend operations, causing fuel and ammunition stocks to dwindle. It is important to remember that private contractors are not bound by the same codes, structures and obligations as those in public service. As Tom Crum, then the chief operating officer for KBR's logistics operations, wrote in an internal memo, "We cannot allow the Army to push us to put our people in harm's way. ... If we in management believe the Army is asking us to put our KBR employees in danger that we are not willing to accept, then we will refuse to go." As civilians, this choice is their right to make. But as retired Army Major Gen. Barry McCaffery testified to Congress in 2007, the consequence of turning over so much of the supply system to private civilian firms, which have this right to decide when and where they deploy, makes our logistics system "a house of cards." In the same way that companies such as Cisco were forced to reconsider their outsourcing policies in the late 1990s, after they lost the ability to deliver on core functions, the military (with a push from Congress) needs to reevaluate what is appropriate to outsource and what is not. If a task is critical to the mission's ultimate success or failure, then perhaps it should be kept in-house. In other words: Feel free to outsource the Burger Kings, laundries and base construction, but maybe we ought to keep roles like military interrogators, armed troops and movement of critical supplies (all now outsourced) inside the system. The Pentagon also has to do a much better job of being a smart client. Far too few contracts get any true competition to drive down prices. Instead, they tend to be bundled together into massive structures, where a few prime contractors (just three in the new version of LOGCAP) are the ones that dole out sub-contracts. Add in the largely cost-plus contract structure, and savings tend not to accrue. There also aren't enough eyes and ears working on behalf of the government client to monitor contractor performance. In 1998, there was one financial auditor for every $642 million in Pentagon contracts. Today, there is one auditor for every $2.03 billion in contracts. These auditors aren't just required to catch false billings and cost overruns, but also to ensure quality. That soldier's electrocution didn't happen because of malice; it happened, as an internal Pentagon e-mail revealed, because KBR's inspections were never reviewed by a "qualified government employee," and the Army wasn't aware of "the extent of the severity of the electrical problems." Finally, the Pentagon needs to use its massive buying power to shape and sanction the market, much like Wal-Mart does to wring out efficiencies and send warnings to any vendors that think to cross it. For example, the new LOGCAP contract, potentially worth up to $150 billion, went to KBR, DynCorp and Fluor. Yet, as the Project on Government Oversight found, these same three companies have been cited for 29 cases of serious misconduct in the last decade--a category of allegations that includes false claims against the government, violations of the Anti-Kickback Act, fraud and conspiracy to launder money. There's no doubt that demand for outsourced logistics has grown, and that private military contractors are bigger than ever. But we've yet to see whether the government will advance equally in its efforts to become a smart regulator and customer of this marketplace.

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine
As the government becomes more reliant on private contractors, the value of the military lessens

Singer 7 [Peter W. Singer , the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings., “Black Water the Roger Clemens of War”/ hnasser] http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/1214_military_contractors_singer.aspx?p=1
It seems that 2007 will go down in history as the year of artificial performance enhancers. In the world of sports, you've got guys like Roger Clemens and Barry Bonds. In the military realm, you've got Blackwater. That's right, just when it seemed the questions that surround private military contracting couldn't get more simultaneously odd and disturbing, Blackwater (the company involved in the September shootings in Baghdad, which left 17 Iraqi civilians dead) has been sued by the victims' families for, among other things, sending heavily-armed "shooters" into the streets of Baghdad with the knowledge that some of these "shooters" are chemically influenced by steroids and other "judgment-altering substances." The lawsuit, aided by the non-profit Center for Constitutional Rights based in Washington, claims not just that the civilians were killed by Blackwater employees, but that the company was responsible as it "created and fostered a culture of lawlessness amongst its employees, encouraging them to act in the company's financial interests at the expense of innocent human life." Most recently, the plaintiffs asserted that "Blackwater knew that 25% or more of its "shooters were injecting steroids or other judgment altering substances, yet failed to take effective steps to stop the drug use." Blackwater has, of course, vehemently denied many of the claims in the lawsuit; its spokesperson, channeling Major League Baseball's denials, told the media that the use of steroids is "absolutely in violation of our policy." The company also sought to defuse its recent spate of negative press with a public relations blitz that included changing the corporate logo to look less threatening, having the firm's CEO, Erik Prince, take questions on that hard-hitting venue The Today Show (other topics covered on that episode included "tips for improving your sex life" and "eco-friendly Halloween costumes"). The latest step: arranging for its private military parachute team to serve as the halftime show at the upcoming Armed Forces Bowl (how's that for irony?) football game in Fort Worth. It will remain for a jury to figure out whether the lawsuit has merit or not. (The claims of steroid use are not without precedent, however. In 2005, U.S. Marines busted a steroid-dealing network in the U.S. embassy complex that provided hypodermic needles and large amounts of anabolic steroids to contractors. Nine Americans working for KBR and Blackwater were reported by the Washington Post as being kicked out of Iraq for their role in it.) For the public, however, we should be thinking about this issue of contractors and steroids in another way. Our military's use of the private military industry has become an addiction that parallels athletes' increasing turn to artificial substances to get ahead. Just as a dose of steroids give athletes the ability to hit the ball further than ever before, so too has injecting more than 160,000 private military contractors into Iraq allowed the operation to perform tasks that would otherwise be difficult. It is for this reason that many see no problem with seeking that "competitive advantage," on either the playing field or the battlefield. And, yet, short-term performance enhancement comes at a cost. Just as steroid use leads to side-effects that range from acne and heart damage to even death, the turn to more and more contractors has led to such results as billions of dollars missing in taxpayer funds, soldiers poached away from a stretched thin military, and contractors "Getting Away with Murder," as one recent report on the industry was entitled. As 2007 comes to a close, both sports and the military must figure out a larger question, however. Many of these addictions' side effects may prove to be manageable, or at least pushed back under the table, be it through new designer drugs or various new laws and policies. And yet, we cannot get around the fact that even if we were able to solve the side effects that come with our new addictions, something about just accepting them doesn't settle right. The reason figures like Bonds and Clemens and now the dozens of other baseball stars are treated with more contempt than celebration by both fans and fellow athletes is not merely because our concern about their shrunken testicles or bloated heads. Nor is it about them breaking the rules, per se. Even if using steroids were made legal, it would still trouble our notion of the game's ideals. It would still run afoul of the sense that baseball is supposed to be a game won on smarts, skill, strategy, and dedication - not out of a syringe. Achievement that comes only from a lab is not really athletic accomplishment to be honored at all. The same sort of concern of ideals versus reality plays out when governments become more and more reliant on private companies in the public realm of the military. The addiction to private contractors in public military operations is troubling not only because of side effects like lost taxpayer money or incidents as what happened with Blackwater's shooters in Baghdad (whether they used steroids or not). Rather, it is because the military is a unique sort of profession. It is responsible for the safety of all of society. It is for this reason that the military is the only profession to have its own system of law and we speak of its role in society as one of duty, honor, and sacrifice. Insert "private" in front of military and we must, in turn, substitute such honored concepts as "service" and "mission" with profit-oriented words like "job" and "contract." This doesn’t make the people in these roles evil or bad, much like many of the players who used steroids are ones we will still cheer for come spring. But, just the same, our ideals begin to fall by the wayside. The long-term health and respect of the military profession and, most importantly, its role in a democratic society is jeopardized. Much as sports like baseball must now figure out what to do about steroids, and whether to let such figures as Bonds into the Hall of Fame, the American military must figure out just how far it is willing to hand over its professional identity to profit seeking actors outside the force. To put it another way, do we just accept Bonds and Blackwater as the future? Or, are we going to put an "asterisk" besides the recent era and reign back in our addictions?

COIN Adv—Extn: PMCs Undermine

Outsourcing leads to cutting corners to gain profit- PMFs don’t have incentives to take necessary risks

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
Problems of incomplete information and monitoring generally accompany any type of outsourcing. These difªculties are intensiªed in the military realm, however, because few clients have experience in contracting with security agents. In most cases, there is either little oversight or a lack of clearly deªned requirements, or both. Add in the fog of war, and proper monitoring becomes extremely difªcult. Moreover, PMFs are usually autonomous and thus require extraterritorial monitoring, which is always problematic. And at times, the actual con- sumer may not be the contracting party: Some states, for example, pay PMFs to supply personnel on their behalf to international organizations. Another difªculty is the ªrms’ focus on the bottom line: PMFs may be tempted to cut corners to increase their proªts. No matter how powerful the client, this risk cannot be completely eliminated. During the Balkans conºict, for example, Brown & Root is alleged to have failed to deliver or severely overcharged the U.S. Army on four out of seven of its contractual obligations.43 A further manifestation of this monitoring difªculty is the danger that PMFs may not perform their missions to the fullest. PMFs have incentives not only to prolong their contracts but also to avoid taking undue risks that might endanger their own corporate assets. The result may be a protracted conºict that perhaps could have been avoided if the client had built up its own military forces or more closely monitored its private agent. This was certainly true of mercenaries in the Biafra conºict in the 1970s, and many suspect that this was also the case with PMFs in the Ethiopia-Eritrea conºict in 1997–99. In the latter instance, the Ethiopians essentially leased a small but complete air force from the Russian aeronautics ªrm Sukhoi—including Su-27 jet ªghter planes, pilots, and ground staff. Some contend, though, that this private Russian force failed to prosecute the war fully—for example, by rarely engaging Eritrea’s air force, which itself was rumored to have hired Russian and Ukrainian pilots.

COIN Adv—AT: PMCs k Security
U.S. troops are subject to regulations – PMCs aren’t subject to these, and should be removed from areas of combat

Hedahl 9 [ Marcus Hedahl , an Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Ethics at the U.S. Air Force Academy . “Blood and Blackwaters: A Call to Arms for the Profession of Arms.” Journal of Military Ethics; 2009, Vol. 8 Issue 1, p19-33, 15p/ hnasser]

Even given all these facts, there are some who continue to contend that such contractors do not infringe upon the core military function because they are merely providing security. Their function is not inherently different from the function provided by private security officers throughout the world. Private security personnel protect business in dangerous countries and government buildings within the United States. These security personnel do not infringe upon the central function of the military because they are not infantrymen; security is not combat. In order to respond to this argument, perhaps the most important task is to discuss briefly what exactly the central function of the military profession is. Putting oneself in danger for the betterment of the nation-state may be a necessary condition, but it cannot be a sufficient one. For, in today’s society, numerous members of the government and private employees put themselves in some degree of danger for the betterment of the nation-state. The function of the military has to be based on a difference in kind and not degree. Sir Hackett famously argued that the core function was the management of violence in the service of the state (Hacket 1986: 194). This is certainly true, but, to be more precise, it is not just any violence, but rather combat for which the soldier is the expert (for otherwise we could include police and others). It is the possibility to engage in combat, or, more precisely, the capability to become a lawful combatant that sets the soldier apart. Security personnel within the U.S. and elsewhere are subject to and subordinate to the local police. If the use of force becomes more than an extremely unlikely exception to the rule, then responsibility for security of the area reverts back to the local police force. And, such domestic security personnel have no more chance than any other citizen of engaging in combat or becoming a lawful combatant. However, none of these features holds when security functions are outsourced in areas caught in the penumbra of war and peace, places like Iraq and Afghanistan. So, we may not require the U.S. Department of Transportation in Washington, D.C. to be protected by soldiers. We may not even require the security of every private company in places like Iraq and Afghanistan to be guarded by soldiers. It seems reasonable, however, to claim that any persons involved in security operations for the U.S. Government in an area in which it is reasonable to believe they may become combatants need to be U.S. servicemen and women. It is the potential to become lawful combatants and the reasonable normative expectation to be treated as such that separates the profession of arms. Therefore, the military profession needs to insist on the elimination of any private security contractors within contingency operations. In areas like Iraq and Afghanistan, any private contractors that continue to work directly for the U.S. Government (i.e., not private security for businesses) should be unarmed. Furthermore, this change ought to be as grave a concern for the military profession as the outsourcing of treatment determination is for the medical profession.

PMCs have to prioritize profit making over security which complicates a military environment 

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
The pull between economic incentives and political exigency has created a variety of intriguing dilemmas for the privatized military industry. At issue are divided loyalties and different goals. Clear tensions exist between a PMF client’s security objectives and a ªrm’s desire to maximize proªt. Put another way, the public good and a private company’s good often conºict. A ªrm may claim that it will act only in its client’s best interests, but this may not always be true. Because in these arrangements the locus of judgment shifts from the client to the PMF, the PMF becomes the agent enacting decisions critical to the security of the principal. Thus, in many cases a distinctive twist on conventional principal-agent concerns emerges. In addition, concerns that arise in any normal contracting environment—for example, incomplete information and monitoring, loss of control, and the difªculties of aligning incentives— are further complicated when the business takes place within the military environment.

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

PMCs allow the true nature of war to be kept from the public- this under mines the democratic process

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
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 areinformed 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

Circumvention of the public sphere makes war inevitable 

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
This impediment to public debate is important because, as Immanuel Kant famously reasoned, the chances for peace are greatly increased when the people control the decision on whether or not to go to war, since it is the people themselves who will suffer “the miseries of war.”99 If, on the other hand, the decision rests with the head of state, he has little incentive to refrain from war because he bears none of its costs.100 At a fundamental level, therefore, the use of private contractors subverts Kant’s reliance on the democratic reluctance to go to war by circumventing the public’s reluctance to sustain casualties. 101 In Iraq, for example, contractor deaths are not counted towards the official death toll,102 allowing the government to present a far lower number of American casualties. Recent estimates suggest that the total number of contractors killed in Iraq is 1,000, with over 10,000 wounded or injured on the job.103 But, as the daughter of one contractor killed in Iraq put it: “If anything happens to the military people, you hear about it right away . . . . Flags get lowered, they get their respect. You don’t hear anything about the contractors.”104

Extinction

Diamond 95, senior research fellow at the Hoover Institution (Larry, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990’s, http://www.carnegie.org/sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html)
OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
Democracy Adv—Extn: PMCs Link
PMCs allow for less public debate and political backlash- this threatens democracy

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
The privatization of combat duties is potentially much more problematic than the privatization of other government functions because the privatization of the use of force inherently removes many of the burdens of war from the citizenry, thereby reducing public debate about national involvement in the conflict.93 Indeed, governments may turn to private military forces not because they are cheaper, but because they are less accountable and less likely to attract political backlash.94 For example, by outsourcing military functions, the executive branch is able to evade certain forms of democratic accountability by circumventing congressional caps on the number of troops approved for deployment.95 Employing private contractors also allows the executive to avoid instituting a draft, keep official casualty counts and public criticism down, and even to avoid arms embargoes.96 The government is also able to distance itself from mistakes by blaming them on the contractors. 97 By subverting public debate and by undermining the separation of powers, the privatization of military force poses a direct threat to the democratic system.98

PMCs allow for less public debate and political backlash- this threatens democracy

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
The privatization of combat duties is potentially much more problematic than the privatization of other government functions because the privatization of the use of force inherently removes many of the burdens of war from the citizenry, thereby reducing public debate about national involvement in the conflict.93 Indeed, governments may turn to private military forces not because they are cheaper, but because they are less accountable and less likely to attract political backlash.94 For example, by outsourcing military functions, the executive branch is able to evade certain forms of democratic accountability by circumventing congressional caps on the number of troops approved for deployment.95 Employing private contractors also allows the executive to avoid instituting a draft, keep official casualty counts and public criticism down, and even to avoid arms embargoes.96 The government is also able to distance itself from mistakes by blaming them on the contractors. 97 By subverting public debate and by undermining the separation of powers, the privatization of military force poses a direct threat to the democratic system.98

Democracy Adv—Extn: PMCs Link
PMCs have no accountability- inherent aspects of democracy are lost

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, while contractors are technically regulated to some extent by their contracts,109 there is in fact a notable lack of means to ensure contractual compliance.110 Importantly, most militaries have no developed system with which to monitor contractual compliance.111 In Iraq, for example, a contractor allegedly involved in the Abu Ghraib abuse “posed a ‘different dilemma’” than the uniformed soldiers involved.112 Since the contractor could not be prosecuted under the UCMJ, the Army was confined to reporting him to the off-site Army officer responsible for the contract under which he had been hired.113 In fact, no contractor has ever been prosecuted for his or her involvement in the Abu Ghraib abuse scandal, although a private contractor was convicted for his role in the death of a detainee in Afghanistan.114 As this Section has demonstrated, when the state privatizes its military functions, a great deal of the accountability inherent in democratic government is lost, as “[t]here is, in the final analysis, no direct chain of command from the government to units of [private contractors].”115 Fundamentally, corporations are not subject to the same kind of electoral accountability as governments, because while “public accountability is shared . . . market accountability is sold.”116 While a PMC may be accountable in the sense that it must generate a profit in order to remain a viable corporation, a democratic government is held accountable in more complex and effective ways.

Democracy Adv—Extn: PMCs Link
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 Adv—Extn: PMCs Link
PMC’s destroy IHL adherence and democracy – they’re too powerful and evade democratic review

Sheehy, 10

[Benedict Sheehy, School of Law University of Newcastle, Jackson N. Maogoto, Dr. of  Philosophy , March 7TH 2010, “THE PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANY—UNRAVELLING THE THEORETICAL, LEGAL & REGULATORY MOSAIC”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1044&context=jackson_maogoto]/galperin
The PMC is an institution established to facilitate and conduct war on solely and exclusively economic grounds. This issue has been dealt with historically in discussions on mercenarism and legal instruments designed to deal with that phenomenon, and need not be dealt with here. However, as the PMC industry has taken root and boomed, and significant, dramatic military involvements have occurred, the discussion has morphed from mercenarism into a discussion of State and international legal and policy response to the PMC. Predictably, the issues, parties, and position have changed over time. It is within this emerging dynamic that the authors’ contextualize the Article’s central themes and hypotheses. In this regard, delineating the distinction between mercenary and PMC coupled with the elucidation in the above section, offers further traction for the subsequent discussions. One of the many significant distinctions between the PMC and the traditional Soldier of Fortune is that unlike the odd or casual mercenary whose participation may be seen as a form of slippage in the regulation of the battlefield, but unlikely to significantly alter the outcome of the battle, the PMC is a different type of actor. It has the potential to drastically alter outcomes on the battlefield. This is mainly because the corporate form and organization of the PMC allows the massing of resources for conducting warfare well beyond that of individual mercenaries, thus placing it in a position to significantly impact outcomes on the battlefield. A further significant distinction involves the PMC shielding. Unlike the private mercenary, the corporate form allows the PMC to completely escape legal censure unlike the mercenary who was subject to censure by both local and international law. PMC involvement in war is shielded as it is deemed the action of private actors, unaccountable to the public at large, and in many instances, at arm’s length from governmental supervision via private contract.25 Traditionally the right to amass for use of such extensive resources for war required the scrutiny, approval of and accountability of government and indirectly the populace, the corporate form of the PMC allows the amassing and deployment of extensive violent or potentially violent resources to be expended outside of such an accountability framework. As a secondary consequence, the PMC is inherently anti-democratic on a scale that individual mercenaries were never able to attain. The anti-democratic nature and scale of the PMC, as opposed to mercenaries armed with light weapons, can further be seen where the PMC is called in by a government unable to muster sufficient support among the populace for causes, or where it and/or a government wishes to evade public scrutiny.26 The undermining of democracy can be seen whether the PMC is aiding an unpopular dictatorship to maintain control over a restive populace in a banana republic, or the PMC is the agent of a first-world government assisting the achievement of its geo-political aims, or aiding multinational corporations in the suppression of opposition to their operations. A related concern and distinction between PMCs and mercenaries is that whereas wars are lost on many issues beyond economic power, the PMC allows raw economic power to occasionally tip the balance in armed conflicts, exclusive of all other concerns including rights, justice, equity, and self-determination. While the principle of “economic might is right” has a long history in warfare, it has not been determinative, and indeed has on occasion failed. Despite this poignant factual landscape, the PMC stands to, among other things, potentially raise the cost in human lives of combatants by causing a poorly armed but popularly supported uprising or army to continue a struggle that it may well otherwise have already won based on its wide, “democratic” support. Coupled with this operationally asymmetry is another pivotal policy issue—the question of the loss of statal control and oversight since even when contractors do military jobs, they remain private businesses and thus fall outside the military chain of command and justice systems.27 

Democracy Adv—Extn: PMCs Link
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

Democracy Adv—Extn: PMCs Link

Public consent—PMC deployment disconnects the public to its democratic role in consenting to state action on warfare 

Avant and Sigelman 8, 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)

Contracting could also erode processes by which public consent is offered by producing less public interest in or concern with the use of force by their leaders. Kant argued that citizens of a republic are less war-prone because those with influence over decisions to use force must also bear its costs. Although many have pointed out that this cost does not preclude the use of force, in democracies the standards for using force are said to be higher than elsewhere; war must be of great importance to warrant spilling the blood of citizens fighting for their country and to subject democratic leaders to political consequences when casualties mount.68 Relatedly, the anticipated public response plays an important role in generating audience costs. If leaders who invoke the national honor and promise to use force but then back down face political costs at home, they are likely to follow through on their threats.69 How might the use of PSCs affect public consent? Using PSCs to bolster national deployments lowers the troop levels required to carry out an operation. This could be perceived as lowering costs and making it easier to appeal for support – for reporting about missions frequently focuses on the number of Troops needed or involved.70 Using PSCs, whose employees are simply working rather than “serving,” could also lower sensitivity to costs and thereby allow leaders to use force for less important missions.71 Lower costs, however, may also feed back into the audience costs that leaders face for vacillating. The use of PSCs may be seen as less reflective of national commitment and honor than the use of troops. A key cost that leaders pay for war-prone behavior is casualties – the human costs of war.72 A potential effect of relying on private security forces is to reduce this cost. One way for this to happen is via lack of information about the human cost when PSCs are used. As noted earlier, whereas military casualties are closely tracked and extensively covered in the media, private casualties are not. This does not mean that PSCs suffer no casualties. In the summer of 2007 estimates of the number of private security deaths topped 1,000 – as compared with the 3,724 military personnel who have died in Iraq.73 It does mean, though, that PSC casualties go largely unnoticed. There is no running count of private security deaths posted on the network news or the DoD website. Photos of private security personnel who have died in Iraq are not part of the “honor roll” flashed across the screen at the end of the “News Hour with Jim Lehrer”. The pertinent differences may extend well beyond the gap in information about military versus private security casualties. The general public may care more about the deaths of soldiers, who are serving out a sense of patriotic duty, than of private security operatives, who are motivated by profit. This possibility is widely recognized in policy analyses of private security and is reflected in the expectations of policymakers. In addition to the assumption that using PSCs lowers the political costs of conflict, it can also be argued that increasing reliance on PSCs lessens the importance of maintaining the national honor by following through on involvement in a conflict situation. In that case, the audience costs of vacillation may be lower with private soldiers than would be the case with regular troops. 

Democracy Adv—Extn: PMCs Link

These combined features are under direct attack by the use of PMCs—crumbles democracy 

Salzman 2K8 (Zoe, 2008, New York University School of Law, “Private Military Contracters  and the Taint of a Mercenary Reputation”, 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 The privatization of combat duties is potentially much more problematic than the privatization of other government functions because the privatization of the use of force inherently removes many of the burdens of war from the citizenry, thereby reducing public debate about national involvement in the conflict.93 Indeed, governments may turn to private military forces not because they are cheaper, but because they are less accountable and less likely to attract political backlash.94 For example, by outsourcing military functions, the executive branch is able to evade certain forms of democratic accountability by circumventing congressional caps on the number of troops approved for deployment.95 Employing private contractors also allows the executive to avoid instituting a draft, keep official casualty counts and public criticism down, and even to avoid arms embargoes.96 The government is also able to distance itself from mistakes by blaming them on the contractors. 97 By subverting public debate and by undermining the separation of powers, the privatization of military force poses a direct threat to the democratic system.98 

Solvency—PMCs—1AC 

In order for the Iraqi government to take control, all private security forces have to be removed. This is the only way to ensure sovereignty 

Towry 6 [ Bobby A., United States army colonel, “PHASING OUT PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTORS IN IRAQ”/ hnasser] http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil520.pdf
The solution is clear; in order for the new Iraqi government to be recognized as a sovereign country, it must be responsible for every aspect of security in Iraq. With the recent 9 increase in Iraqi security capabilities, the overall ability of the new Iraqi government to provide all aspects of security – to include that of providing security for contractors operating as part of the reconstruction efforts in Iraq – is much improved. The increasing security capability shows Iraqi citizens’ resolve for ensuring the security of their country, and also indicates the availability a large pool of potential labor from which to draw and form this new security force. While in 2003/2004 the strategy was not feasible due to a lack of qualified labor, today, this labor potential exists, and is expanding. The strategy to support this solution is the elimination of all private security personnel. This includes private security personnel operating on Iraq’s roadways for convoy security, private bodyguards, and static security operations conducted outside of United States government or coalition member controlled bases and camps. In short, all security requirements will become the responsibility of the new Iraqi government, with the only exception being security for companies that are in direct support of U.S. military or coalition member combat operations. The U.S. military or coalition members will maintain responsibility to provide security for companies involved in supporting combat operations, such as is presently provided by U.S. troops for Kellogg, Brown, and Root (KRB). Three pillars provide the basis of the strategy; they are organization, command structure, and recruiting and equipping the force. First, the new Iraqi government must recognize, and agree to form and organize a new Iraqi security organization that is responsible for the specific mission of providing security for contractors involved in reconstruction efforts. This acceptance of security responsibilities is crucial to ensuring that present and future companies feel safe to invest their resources in Iraq. The second pillar of the strategy is the command structure for the new Iraqi special security police force. Security forces must be subordinate and accountable to the Iraqi Minister of Interior. This type of command structure will limit or eliminate the possible use of these special security police as an unauthorized paramilitary organization for offensive engagements for personal or local political gains. Another benefit of having them answer to the Minister of Interior will be the increased ability to integrate the Iraqi special security police horizontally and vertically with all other security efforts of the new Iraqi government. The third pillar of the strategy is recruiting and equipping the force. In order for the new security organization to be relevant, the special security police must be recruited, trained, and regulated by the new Iraqi government. The ranks of the special security force must be comprised of only legally born or naturalized Iraqi civilians. They must not include foreign-hired contractors. This will ensure that the Iraqis, who have a national interest in security of their country, provide security, vice the mercenaries who do it today. As the new Iraqi security forces are trained and equipped, they will replace private security contractors currently operating in Iraq. This phased approach is viable until all foreign private security contractors can be replaced. In the interim period, between the initial conception and full implementation of an Iraqi special security police, private security contractors will continue to operate under the direct supervision of the new Iraqi special security police for the term of their contract. This term must include a predetermined number of years to ensure a finite end date of the security contract.

Solvency—PMCs—1AC

Phasing out security companies is key to Iraqi stability- long term gain of contractor elimination outweighs the short term inability of Iraqi forces to take control

Towry 6 [ Bobby A., United States army colonel, “PHASING OUT PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTORS IN IRAQ”/ hnasser] http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil520.pdf
The primary reason the United States and our coalition partners are still in Iraq is to provide a secure and stable environment that allows Iraq to establish their version democracy. The United States and our coalition partners recognize Iraq as a sovereign country, and we respect Iraq’s authority and ability to provide security within its borders. In order for this respect to have relevance, the United States and our coalition partners cannot continue to allow, and in some cases hire, private security companies to operate as independent paramilitary organizations. Third country nationals waving and firing weapons indiscriminately are of little value in providing long-term stability and security for Iraq. The United States does not allow private security companies to roam our countryside, point weapons in the faces of our citizens, and discharge their weapons indiscriminately - therefore we cannot allow these practices to continue in Iraq. If we do, we will continue to undermine the sovereignty of Iraq. While there are tactical risks in phasing out private security contractors, the risks in doing nothing are much greater. Currently, there are no controls on how many private security companies or contractors operate in Iraq – today, tomorrow, or two years down the road. A solid strategy to phase out private security contractors and replace them with an Iraqi special security force, manned by Iraqis, expertly trained, well equipped, and answering only to the sovereign government of Iraq, will result in a much safer, more secure, and stable Iraq.

Solvency—AT: Iraqi Security Bad  

The U.S. and Iraqi government can form sustainable security in a year- phasing out contractors and training Iraqi security forces solves

Towry 6 [ Bobby A., United States army colonel, “PHASING OUT PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTORS IN IRAQ”/ hnasser] http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil520.pdf
Phasing out private security contractors in Iraq has significant tactical risks that need to be mitigated for the strategy to be successful. The tactical risks can best be described as the difference between the ability of the new Iraqi special security force to protect companies involved in the Iraqi reconstruction, and the level of protection those same companies are currently receiving from their private security contractors. As mentioned above, the Iraqi government must fully commit to forming a new Iraqi special security police that will provide the same level of security that the contractors are getting from their own private security contractors. It will take time to organize, train, and equip this new Iraqi special security force– most likely a year or more before the Iraqi government can start the recruiting effort with any success. This is due to the need to ensure only quality citizens are recruited for the special security force. Strict admission standards are required to ensure this quality. Recruits for this special program must meet, at a minimum, all of the following requirements: be a natural born or naturalized Iraqi citizen; have a minimum of one-year experience, in addition to basic training, in the new Iraqi military, Iraqi border security, or Iraqi law enforcement; and be honorably discharged from the organization. These requirements are similar to those required by reputable private security organizations operating in the United States and helps ensure that only the best recruits enter into this specialized program.36 The U.S. military and coalition members must also agree to design a training program, and certify the Iraqi special security force as trained before they assume any security responsibilities. This certification provides assurance to the contractors involved in the reconstruction efforts that the new Iraqi special security forces are prepared for their role in providing security. With a single standard established by the coalition, actual training of the force could be accomplished via contracts, with a maximum of three security firms currently operating in Iraq. A competitive bidding process, with strict screening criteria, is the best way to ensure a quality companies are selected at a competitive price. A minimum number of contracts allow the U.S. and coalition military forces to focus on a small number of primary trainers to ensure standardized training across the force. This type of standardization in training eliminates the variations in training standards as described below by Peter Almond of The New York Times. Since 2003, the demand for private security guards in Iraq has been so great — from guarding oil pipelines to VIP protection — that many companies have started from scratch, and there are huge variations in the standards of recruitment and training. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed or injured in what are usually described as defensive actions by private security guards as the specter of unaccountable mercenaries hangs over the country. 37 Based on the Blackwater training model, the training facilities will be able to produce approximately 150 Iraqi special security police officers, trained for a variety of private security missions, every eight weeks by each training contracting firm. If contracts are given to three training contracting firms, it will take over 133 training sessions, almost seven years, to match the almost 20,000 private security contractors operating in Iraq now. While this is not an overly aggressive replacement rate, it will allow the new Iraqi government ample time to phase out private security contractors in an orderly manner. If the Iraqi government wants to move this process at an accelerated rate, then the contractors responsible for training could use a model similar to that of the police-training program that DynCorp, a subsidiary of California-based Computer Sciences Corp., used to land the initial police-training contract in Iraq. In 2004, DynCorp contracted with the State Department to operate a training camp capable of handling 3,000 recruits, and 1,000 trainers and support staff, at any given time. The contract called for the camp to turn out 35,000 Iraqi police officers in just two years.38 By all accounts, DynCorp was successful with this training program, making this a possible model to use if necessary. 39 The new Iraqi special security police will be equipped with standard Iraqi military issued equipment. While some special modifications to this equipment may be required in order to support specific mission requirements, the basic weapon will be that used by the Iraqi military and police forces. Since all recruits would have received extensive training on these weapons in their previous government service, this will reduce the need for weapons training and any “special logistics” requirements of the security force. To ensure that the new Iraqi special security police force is properly equipped and sustained, the U.S., as the largest financial contributor to the reconstruction efforts, should accept the responsibility for contracting, purchasing, and fielding the equipment for the first 20,000 graduates. By taking on this responsibility, the United States will ensure equipping standardization across the security force thus making long-term sustainment of the equipment easier.

PMCs Bad—Soliders 

PMCs are not a good substitute for soldiers- there is no authority over them and they cause more damage than are beneficial 

Andrew F. Krepinevich, 8, [President of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, frmr member of the personal staff of three defense secretaries, the Office of Net Assessment, the National Defense Panel, the Defense Science Board, and the Joint Forces Command’s Transformation Advisory Board, “An Army at the Crossroads,” CSBA / hnasser] 

The US Government also has sought to make up for the shortage of soldiers by relying increasingly on private security contractors. Some 30,000 are currently deployed performing duties once performed by soldiers. (Nearly 200,000 private contractors in all were supporting the war effort in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2007.) It is far from clear that this approach has merit. Retired Army General David M. Maddox, who reviewed the impact of contractors as part of an Army review commission, cautions that the Army “has not fully recognized the impact of a large number of contractors” in a war zone, or “their potential impact to mission success.”77 Another Army general officer who observed private security contractors in Iraq was more direct: These guys run loose in this country and do stupid stuff. There’s no authority over them, so you can’t come down on them hard when they escalate force. They shoot people, and someone else has to deal with the aftermath. It happens all over the place Simply stated, it is far from clear that private security contractors are a good substitute for Army soldiers. They may not even constitute a net benefit when one realizes that, by engaging private security firms, the US Government (i.e., the armed forces) is bidding against itself for the services of young Americans.

PMCs Bad—Profit/Neoliberalism 

PMCs often engage in the illegal trade and purchase of valuable national resources in countries- PMCs have motives at odds with the military

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
Another risk of outsourcing is that a ªrm’s motivations for ªghting may differ from those of its client. This is particularly a problem for clients that contract type 1 ªrms. These clients are often those most in need yet least able to pay and thus at the highest risk of default. In a number of cases, this imbalance has led to the creation of curious structures that attempt to align client and ªrm incentives. In a sort of Faustian bargain, a client locks in a ªrm’s loyalties by mortgaging valuable public assets, usually to business associates of the PMF. This often takes place through veiled privatization programs.49 To be paid, a ªrm must protect its new, at-risk assets, effectively tying its fortunes to those of its client. This was how cash-poor regimes in Angola, Papua New Guinea, and Sierra Leone allegedly compensated their PMFs—speciªcally, by selling off mineral and oil rights to related companies. Rebel groups in Sierra Leone and Angola are also rumored to have reached similar arrangements with rival corporations. In the long term, however, potentially valuable resources for the nation as a whole are lost forever to meet short-term exigencies. “Strategic privatization,” in which the asset being traded as payment is located within an opponent’s territory (e.g., a lucrative mine), provides an added variation. Even if during an intrastate conºict the regime is not in military control of certain public assets, as the internationally recognized sovereign, it can still legally privatize and sell them to a PMF or its associates in return for the PMF’s services. In this case, the PMF must then seek out and attack the government’s opponent in order to secure payment. This represents a modern parallel to Michael Doyle’s notion of “imperialism by invitation,” whereby parties that control ties to the international market acquire more power than their local rivals. 50 The Angolan government has been most effective in using this strategy, selling concessions that have placed mining companies and their type 1 protectors astride its opponent’s lines of communication, thus adding to the government’s recent strategic gains.

PMCs only serve financial interests- contractors exacerbate conflict for profit

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
Similarly, there is often a vast difference between the public good that the state’s use of force is meant to achieve and the private good that is the desired result for a PMC.118 A PMC is a corporation and, like any other corporation, it “work[s] for the shareholder . . . [and its] job is to go out and make the most money for those people.”119 Unlike a state, which is under pressure to resolve conflicts, there is little incentive for private contractors to encourage the resolution of the conflicts120 that motivated their hire in the first place. Thus, when military force is sold as a commodity on the market, there is a risk that private contractors, who “directly benefit from the existence of war and suffering,”121 will aggravate a conflict situation in order to keep their profits high.122 For example, “[t]here have. . .been allegations that Halliburton has run additional but unnecessary supply convoys through Iraq because it gets paid by the trip”—a clear case of a company’s incentive to turn a higher profit leading it to risk aggravating the conflict.123 In sum, “[s]oldiers serve their country; contractors serve their managers and shareholders.”124 Nevertheless, a PMC does have reputational concerns that generally encourage it to perform its contract successfully, which in many cases may help resolve the conflict.125 Even if their participation can sometimes assist in the immediate, short-term resolution of a given conflict, however, on a broader level contractors can “worsen the conditions for long-term stability.”126 Private contractors can be used to “help prop up rogue regimes, resist struggles for self-determination, and contribute to the proliferation and diffusion of weaponry and soldiers around the world—axiomatically a destabilizing and thus undesirable phenomenon.”127 In addition, private contractors sometimes remain in a country after the conflict (and their contract) has ended. This happened in Sierra Leone, where the government paid for the contractors’ services in mining subsidiaries, leading the PMC Executive Outcomes to retain a militarized presence in Sierra Leone long after its contract had ended in order to protect these mining assets.128 This militarized presence destabilized the already vulnerable country by creating a parallel force that ultimately became a challenge to the national army.129

PMC’s bad – Neolib/violence 

PMC use creates a state in which conflict is the only goal—causes systemic class warfare via the private armies of the rich

Walker, 04

[Clive, prof. of law @ U of Leeds, “WAR FOR HIRE? ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANIES”, August, http://www.isrcl.org/Papers/2004/Walker.pdf]

With experiences of conflict in Iraq fresh in our minds, public inquiry has initially focused on the causes of war, sufficient or otherwise. Added to the doubts as to justification or propriety, there are serious concerns about aspects of the conduct of the conflict – the abuse of prisoners, the selection of targets and so on. The states concerned may claim that many problems have been unforeseeable, unforeseen or at least unintended. However, another facet of the conflict highlights a development which is without doubt an intended consequence – the privatisation of conflict. Here, we seem to be witnesses a move towards what Robert Nozick termed the ‘ultraminimal state’ in which the task of the state is confined to the monopolisation of violence rather than the actual provision of security (unless paid for by citizens by choice). On the face of it, it seems that western governments are increasingly keen to move towards the ultraminimal and to allow even the monopolisation of violence to be assumed by private enterprise on a contractual model in which the rich or the desperate may choose to avail themselves of fortifications at the going rate while the rest take their chances in life. In short, it appears that nothing is sacrosanct in the onward march of the principles of neo-liberalism. Even the ultimate bastions of establishment – Her Majesty’s armed forces – are not immune from processes of commodification and marketisation that have previously been applied to core functions such as policing and imprisonment. 

PMC use creates an ultraminimal state in which violence becomes the only objective

Isenberg, 09

[David, researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute, January, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf]

ALTHOUGH THERE HAVE ALWAYS been partisans and guerrilla forces, most military conflicts over the past several centuries has been conducted using professional militaries. In fact, it was the cost of war that caused the formation of states. As academics such as Charles Tilly explained, because of military innovation in premodern Europe (especially gunpowder and mass armies) only states with a sufficient amount of capital and a large population could afford to pay for their security and ultimately survive in the hostile environment. Institutions of the modern state (such as taxes) were created to allow war-making, which became the core feature of the state.20 Contemporary views toward private security firms are shaped by this history. The German political economist and sociologist Max Weber framed the issue. The ultimate symbol of the sovereignty of a nation is its ability to monopolize the means of violence—in other words, raising, maintaining, and using military force.21 Anything that erodes this relationship between the citizen and the state could weaken the central rationale for modern government. 

PMCs Bad – Neolib/violence 

Creating violence for profit undermines the stability of human life- violence is a natural expression which should not be channeled for monetary purposes

Sheehy, 10

[Benedict Sheehy, School of Law University of Newcastle, Jackson N. Maogoto, Dr. of Philosophy , March 7TH 2010, “THE PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANY—UNRAVELLING THE THEORETICAL, LEGAL & REGULATORY MOSAIC”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1044&context=jackson_maogoto] 

A safe peaceful environment and fair and effective political process are the driving and ultimate objectives in developing/maintaining paradigms of ordering human affairs; meaning achieving this is and ought to be the priority of all policy decisions. The issue of whether the ordering involves public or private means, and the related issues of economic efficiency and market liberties are secondary, as the dominant values supporting human wellbeing are at stake. Accordingly, the matter of raw economic motivation for violence is problematic, and its related sub-issue of violence for profit is highly problematic. Humanity’s history has demonstrated time and time again that mankind is not driven by a single over-riding concern, whether capitalism’s economic dominance, communism’s brutal equality, or Nietzsche’s will to power. Humans are complex creatures working from a variety of different motivations, at times congruent and at times conflicting, all needed to make human life sustainable, worthwhile, and decent. This drive for a sustainable, worthwhile, decent life embodied in the political processes of the Nation-State should not be adumbrated by the will of a few with economic power who are prepared to pay others committed to the delivery of efficient violence to assist the wealthy who achieve their own narrow goals without due regard for the rest of the population and its interests. While Clausewitz feared that “political, social, economic, and religious motives” had become “hopelessly entangled” in modern warfare,8 it may well be that it is and has always been that way. Nevertheless, his comment alerts us to an important reality—the resort to violence is too important an action to be left to the boardroom. Violence is the expression of a number of important complex human motivators and should not simply be a cheaper or easier means for the greedy or intransigent to gain power and/or monopolize resources. As these corporations become larger—both economically and politically—corporate managers increasingly engage in decision-making traditionally exercised by politicians.9 While the political process has its own worries and politicians have their own agendas, it provides at least some level of transparency and accountability above that offered by the private corporate actor. It is thus unsettling that PMCs dedicated to profiting by violence or potential violence have amassed power such that they can affect conflict resolution, world economic stability, and geo-strategic negotiations, more so that their power stands unchecked.10 A further alarm needs to be raised as the PMC, classified as a non-State actor, enjoys the rights and privileges of a private actor, including the privileges of free movement, relatively minor scrutiny of action, the privacy accorded to citizens, and lack of accountability to the general public, yet carries out the functions of violence traditionally accorded to the State and subject to the correlated scrutiny and accountability. 
PMCs Bad—War Impact

PMC’s cause war – profit motive undermines foreign democracy and increases aggression

Orts, 02

[Eric Orts, Professor of Legal Studies and Management, Wharton School @ UPenn, “Corporate Governance, Stakeholder Accountability, And Sustainable Peace,” http://www.wdi.umich.edu/files/Publications/WorkingPapers/wp427.pdf]/galperin

On the purely economic dimension, private corporations may seek to make profits and enhance shareholder value by engaging in the business of war, that is, manufacturing and selling weapons, munitions, and military services. Recent activities in this industry give a sense of the scale of this business. On October 27, 2001, the U.S. Defense Department awarded the largest military contract in American history to Lockheed Martin Corporation in the amount of $200 billion for the building of a new Joint Strike Fighter supersonic stealth jet.76 Also in October 2001, the U.S. Justice Department blocked a proposed friendly acquisition of Newport News Shipbuilding by General Dynamics valued at $2.6 billion on the grounds that the deal would create a monopoly in the construction and sale of nuclear-powered submarines and aircraft carriers.77 The government prefers a merger between Newport News and Northrup Grumman.78 News of the September 11 bombing of the World Trade Center and the Pentagon sent military stocks upwards.79 Similar, though perhaps smaller, connections between business corporations and national military budgets apply to both companies and countries outside the United States.80 Clearly, there is much money still to be made in war, and today business corporations act as the primary vehicle for the purpose. Special issues of law and ethics arise in military contracting. Billion-dollar contracts must create great temptations for corporate executives or other employees to fudge the rules on political lobbying and fair economic competition. The regulation of government procurement contracts has therefore been traditionally very detailed.81 In the United States, a large Defense Contract Auditing Agency oversees defense procurement.82 Companies themselves recognize the special nature of the legal and ethical problems they face, and the defense industry in the United States has organized a voluntary Defense Industry Initiative on Business Ethics and Conduct.83 Another important issue involves the regulation of financial contributions to political campaigns.84 Although it is not illegal for business corporations to contribute to the political process, the question arises whether a military contractor should, as a matter of policy, have significant influence in choosing political leaders. At least arguably, the economic objective should not allow corporations in the business of war to support candidates with particularly aggressive foreign policy agendas. But these issues slide into the topic of legal and ethical constraints on the economic objective. Before considering these important areas, however, I would like to mention one troubling trend that raises the issue of whether business corporations should sometimes be banned from engaging in at least some kinds of military profit-making. This trend relates to the recent increase in what have been called “private military companies” (PMCs).85 In June 1997, the Pentagon held a conference on the “privatization of security” in sub- Saharan Africa.86 Members of a new growth industry of PMCs were on display, as well as the private security representatives of some large oil companies, such as Texaco and Exxon.87 For example, Military Professional Resources, Incorporated (MPRI) claims “the greatest corporate assemblage of military expertise in the world,” including seventeen retired U.S. generals as well as hundreds of former U.S. Special Forces personnel.88 Vinnell Corporation is another example. It employs approximately 1,000 former U.S. military personnel in training 65,000 members of the Saudi National Guard, the personal security contingent protecting the Saudi Royal family.89 Executive Outcomes (EO) is a South African company that fields thousands of combat soldiers in sub-Saharan Africa. EO’s air capabilities include a fleet of helicopters and MIG fighter jets.90 The existence and use of PMCs raises a central question with respect to the economic objective of corporate law. Unlike informal or ad hoc networks of mercenary armies in the past, PMCs today have developed a “distinct corporate nature,” including “a desire for good public relations.”91 But are corporate “soldiers of fortune” to be accepted as just another way of doing business? At least, the issue of the intrinsic legitimacy of these kinds of businesses arises. A primary aspect of the claim to legitimacy by political states involves the assumed monopoly on military force that they exercise. Private military companies threaten to erode this monopoly of coercive force. The economic objective of maximizing shareholder value does not compare favorably with theories of political democracy as a legitimate basis for the use of military force. A good argument can made, therefore, for an international agreement to ban PMCs, though the social forces of globalization may make such an agreement difficult to achieve. At the same time, it is accurate to observe that the rise of PMCs responds to “the pullback of western nations and the United Nations from peacekeeping and peace enforcing” missions, especially in poor or developing countries.92 At least, the international community should seek to regulate the actions and behavior of PMCs, probably through an international treaty – in other words, through the development of morally informed legal constraints.93 Already in the United States, for example, some regulation is provided under the Arms Export Control Act and the Export Administration Act.94 The Arms Export Control Act provides conditions for the foreign sale of U.S. goods and services, and the Export Administration Act regulates the export and sale of so-called “dual-use” material that has both civilian and military applications.95 Similar controls are imposed in other countries.96 International regulation of private companies engaged in the actual provision of military services as “modern mercenaries,” however, is lacking, if not entirely absent. 

PMCs Bad—War Impact

PMCs are intimately connected to the final move by globalization to subsume the sovereign right to war

Hoogvelt, Senior Lecturer in the Department of Sociological Studies at the University of Sheffield, 2K6 (Ankie, “Globalization and Post-modern Imperialism” http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a747997525)

A key feature of globalization is concentration and oligopoly on a global scale. Again, the trend statistics are illuminating. UNCTAD has estimated that in the 1990s cross-border mergers and acquisitions accounted for between one-half and two-thirds of world FDI flows and that, with the exception of China, the 1990s boom in FDI flows to developing economies consisted predominantly of M&A (mergers and acquisitions, 95% being acquisitions rather than mergers), largely in the services sector (UNCTAD, 1999, p. 118). Today, M&A are the preferred mode of entry rather than so-called Greenfield investments for all TNCs, but particularly those in the services sector, which now account for two-thirds of all cross-border M&As (UNCTAD, 2005, p. 111). The problem with oligopolies is that once you dominate a market there is little you can do to increase profitability still further, except move into other markets of services previously not commodified. This is the reason behind the ever more frantic drive toward privatization, i.e., the commodification (or marketization) of ever larger segments of the public and social domain. In developed and less developed countries alike, everything from public utilities like water and electricity to social services like education, to health, and even to prisons and welfare is being contracted out to private enterprise in an effort to channel tax revenue into the service of private capital accumulation. Even that last bastion of national sovereign dispensation, the monopoly of power vested in the military, is now being press-ganged into private corporate takeovers. In his new book, P. W. Singer (2003) offers insights into the unprecedented levels of privatization of military planning, training, construction, and services that were already pursued under Clinton. These trends have been accelerated under the Bush Administration, the ‘war on terror’ being used as a convenient excuse for this latest marriage between profits and patriotism. Looking at the extraordinary symbiosis between the military and industrial complex, in which private US defence industries and corporations were spearheading US campaigns in Iraq and reaping the financial rewards of warfare both during this campaign and in the aftermath of reconstruction (Donnelley and Hartung, 2003), a cynic might well conclude that the permanent war economy is the last-chance saloon of an imploding global capitalism.

AT: Regulation CP—PMCs Bad—Accountability 
PMCs have the freedom to choose their wars- this enables them to commit unjust murders

Hedahl 9 [ Marcus Hedahl , served as a Program Manager in both the United States National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) and the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO). He was also an Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Ethics at the U.S. Air Force Academy . “Blood and Blackwaters: A Call to Arms for the Profession of Arms.” Journal of Military Ethics; 2009, Vol. 8 Issue 1, p19-33, 15p/ hnasser]
This is why the possible degradation of the military profession is so problematic. The line between noble calling and immoral occupation is not a fine one, but it is one that can be supported only by the existence of the profession of arms. I realize that this is a bold claim, so some examples may be useful. Consider a fictional country, the United States of Contractia (USC). Now, in the USC, they have a military that is made up of professional soldiers who work directly for the state and employees who work for one of a handful of private companies. USC reluctantly, and after much deliberation, starts a just war to end the genocide in a neighboring country, the United Commonwealth of Lower Alecdonia (UCLA). Two friends, Tom and Tamika, go to a local military recruiter’s office to enlist. Tamika is allowed to enlist, but Tom is rejected because of his flat feet. Tom heads down the street to MuddyWaters, a private military company, and applies for a position providing security in UCLA (which assuredly means he will frequently be under fire and fire back). Both Tom and Tamika go to UCLA and uphold themselves honorably, placing the good of the country and innocents above their own concerns, putting themselves at significant risk of injury and death, and USC is able to end the genocide in UCLA. In this case, there seem to be few moral issues (at least in assessing the responsibilities of Tamika and Tom). If there is a parade in town for local heroes, both should be invited. The case becomes more complicated if USC fights another war, an unjust war, perhaps with North Danbury (ND). Perhaps, USC is starting a war of aggression, perhaps this war does not meet the jus ad bellum criterion of last resort, or perhaps USC is fighting a preventative war, claiming it is a preemptive one. In any case, let us stipulate that this new war is unjust. In this case, we would want to condemn Tom for fighting with MuddyWaters in ND. Even if he was already an employee with MuddyWaters, he should quit rather than fight in an unjust war 
 it might hurt his career, but the company cannot compel service as his country can. He seems obligated to refuse to serve. And, the normal arguments for the distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello do not appear to apply to the employee. The soldier who says to his country, ‘I am here to serve my country even if it means killing or dying, just tell me where to go’ is performing a radically different act than the employee who says ‘I am here to serve my company even if it means killing or dying, just tell me where to go’. If the state ever hires contractors to fight its wars the way they do to build their tanks (and the United States is precipitously close to doing so), then those individual contractors will have the freedom to pick and choose their wars. They would, therefore, become much like a soldier who joins a revolution, morally culpable for not merely the crimes of jus in bello but jus ad bellum as well. The service of military contractors may not be Blood and Blackwaters: A Call to Arms for the Profession of Arms 29 different in just wars, but it is radically different in unjust wars. This is the moral stain of the mercenary: he can choose his wars; therefore, normative facts about those wars have the ability to lower him to a mere thug, they have the ability to make him a murderer.

PMCs Bad—Accountability 

Black water covers up the details of operations from the government and press- their failures in Iraq cost the tax payers millions
Neff 8 [ Joseph Neff, reporter for “The News and Observer in North Carolina” Jun 1, 2008 “Prívate Military Contractors: Determining Accountability”/ hnasser] http://web.ebscohost.com.go.libproxy.wfubmc.edu/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=9&sid=a66e647a-274f-47f7-933d-36233c60b682%40sessionmgr111
In weaving this story together, we had some extraordinary luck for a mediumsized paper, circulation 170,000. We had a young stringer in Iraq, Charles Crain, who was in Fallujah that day talking vwth local police. He vñtnessed the mob beating the men's bodies hanging from the bridge, and he kept his head low. Crain later got his hands on a video of the ambush made by the attackers. Families of the four men were the most helpful, sharing stories, photos and e-mails from Iraq. With what we learned in Iraq combining with what we'd reported in North Carolina, we were able to publish a seven-part series in which we profiled the contractors and Blackwater and unraveled events as best we could. As our initial series ran, we started to receive calls from people who would become our reliable and invaluable sources. A big breakthrough occurred when we obtained copies of contracts between Blackwater and its guards and Blackwater and the companies it worked for. The contracts explained a lot. Why was it so hard to get Blackwater workers to speak wdth us? The contract forbade it and, if someone did talk, Blackwater could demand $250,000 in damages, payable in five business days. The contract also revealed the 70 2008 Iraq and Afghanistan flaws of the mission. The contract mentioned Fallujah by name in discussing the dangers of Iraq. Each Blackwater vehicle must have three men so that 360-degree field of fire could be watched. There were only two in Fallujah. There must be reconnaissance, a heavy weapon, and armored vehicles—the Fallujah mission had none of those, and the men killed in Fallujah had none of those. We later obtained reports from another Blackwater team that skirted Fallujah that same day and returned safely. Blackwater threatened legal action if we published the reports, which were extremely pointed about where blame should be placed. These reports conveyed the men's anger: They had vigorously protested about being sent out short-staffed, without maps, and into a part of the country they didn't know. "Why did we all want to kill [the Baghdad office manager]?" one member wrote the day after the massacre. "He had sent us on this fucking mission and over our protest. We weren't sighted in, we had no maps, we had not enough sleep, he was taking 2 of our guys cutting off [our] field of fire. As we went over these things, we knew the other team had the same complaints. They too had their people cut." Had the Marines sent a lightly armed, short-staffed squad into Fallujah, without maps or reconnaissance or planning, there would have been a court martial. The contracts also revealed a little-reported part of the war. The reliance on private contractors and a web of subcontractors can come with a staggering price. Four layers of private companies existed between the taxpayer and the guards killed in Fallujah. Blackwater paid the guards killed in Fallujah $600 aday Blackwater was contracted to Regency Hotel, a Kuwaiti company. Blackwater billed Regency $815 a day. Blackwater also billed Regency separately for all its overhead and costs in Iraq: insurance, room and board, travel, weapons, ammunition, vehicles, office space and equipment, administrative support, taxes and duties. Regency then added its OVVTI profit and costs and billed it all to a European food company, ESS. The food company added its costs and profit and sent its bill to Kellogg Brown & Root, a division of Halliburton, which added overhead and profit and presented the final bill to the Pentagon. What was the final tab to taxpayers? Was it double, triple or quadruple the $600 paid to the slain guard? We knew it was far higher, but the exact added cost was impossible to figure. We also found that Army auditors could not answer that question. The Defense Contract Audit Agency could examine the books of Kellogg Brovm & Root, but they have no authority to audit the legion of subcontractors working indirectly for the United States. After our story ran in October 2004, U.S. Rep. Henry Waxman requested billing information and invoices from the Pentagon. He didn't begin to get a response for almost two years. The House Oversight and Government Reform Committee that Waxman chairs has been aggressively investigating Blackwater and other private military contractors. Blackwater has produced tens of thousands of pages of documents to the committee under subpoena, and Waxman has released several investigative reports corroborating our work. Ironically, Congressional staffers say that Blackwater has been much more forthcoming than the State Department.

PMCs Bad—Accountability 

As a result of immunity, PMCs use criminal behavior. This is used by the pentagon to bypass jurisdiction 

Rothe and Ross (08/01/2010).[ Dawn L. Rothe , Old Dominion University. College of Arts And Letters. Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice. Jeffery Ian Ross, Ph.D. a professor, writer, and consultant specializing in policing, political crime, "Private Military Contractors, Crime, and the Terrain of Unaccountability.".  Justice quarterly  (0741-8825), 27  (4), p.  593. /hnasser]

At the forefront of anomie then is the lack of regulation. These controls are both internal and external (Ross, 1995/2000a, 2000; Ross & Rothe, 2008; Rothe & Mullins, 2006, 2008, 2009). Internal constraints are associated with the larger mission or goal of the organization and its capacity to carry out proper operating procedures. External regulations are meant to monitor the organizations activities and to ensure rules and laws are being adhered to. We see this as a key component of the crimogenic atmosphere that PMCs operate within. Further, we suggest that this lack of regulation encourages criminal behavior at the individual decisionmaking level as there is little to no individual accountability. As Tombs and Whyte (2003, p. 220) state, accountability is stymied through the use of private contractors by absorbing the “‘corporate veil,’ ‘commercial confidentiality’ and the inapplicability of Freedom of Information legislation10 into their security activities.” Conversely, PMCs operate in an ambiguous legal status in theaters of conflict (Jamieson & McEvoy, 2005). After all, PMCs and their employees are not subject to the same rules of engagement as the military, if they operate under any rules at all (Rothe, 2006a). Further, PMCs can “become very nomadic in order to evade nationally applied legislation which they regard as inappropriate or excessive” (Sandline, 1998, p. 1). As Rothe (2006a) noted, the Pentagon used PMCs to interrogate prisoners in Afghanistan and Iraq to obscure its aggressive practices from congressional oversight and without any consistent or systematic guidelines for conduct: high ranking officials in JAG “believed that there was a conscious effort to create an atmosphere of ambiguity, of having people involved who couldn’t be held to account” (Chaffin, 2004, p. 1). As lack of regulation is core to anomic conditions, it seems appropriate to define the problematic nature of controls for PMCs.

PMFs are only subject to the laws of the market- no international law is able to prosecute them 

Rothe and Ross (08/01/2010).[ Dawn L. Rothe , Old Dominion University. College of Arts And Letters. Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice. Jeffery Ian Ross, Ph.D. a professor, writer, and consultant specializing in policing, political crime, "Private Military Contractors, Crime, and the Terrain of Unaccountability.".  Justice quarterly  (0741-8825), 27  (4), p.  593. /hnasser]

Without accountability, PMCs have been able to commit crimes and reinforce conflicts as has been the case in the Balkans, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo. They have been provided impunity as was the case in Iraq by Order 17 issued by the Administrator of the Coalition Provisional Authority on 27 June 2004, and in Colombia where abuses committed by US military personnel and private contractors working under Plan Colombia can neither be investigated nor judged. Beyond traditional corporate activities, it is said that the privatization of the military force makes them “only subject to the laws of the market” (Singer, 2003, p. 220). Private military forces (PMFs) and private logistical support teams amplify the concept of “loopholes” because they involve minimal oversight, no transparency, and no standing international criminal laws to regulate them (Michalowski & Kramer, 1987). Without some form of control, they are relatively free to behave as they see fit in the environments within which they operate. It is often unclear how, when, where, and which authorities are responsible for investigating, prosecuting, and punishing such crimes (Ross, 1995/2000a, 2000b). Unlike soldiers, who are accountable under their country’s military code of justice wherever they are located, contractors have a murky legal status; undefined by international law. While there are two documents that restrict mercenary activities, the Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 (Protocol I and II) and the International Convention against the Recruitment, Use, Financing, and Training of Mercenaries (UN Mercenary Convention) these generally do not apply to PMCs or their employees. 11 Especially given the case of restrictions included in the definition of who is a mercenary and the requirement of motivation.

PMCs Bad—Accountability 

Only 20% of Black water killings in Iraq have been done defensively- the State Department does not hold contractors accountable

Scahill 7 [Jeffrey, a Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, is the author of Blackwater: The Rise of the World’s Most Powerful Mercenary Army, “Blackwatergate” The Nation /hnasser] http://web.ebscohost.com.go.libproxy.wfubmc.edu/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=112&sid=a66e647a-274f-47f7-933d-36233c60b682%40sessionmgr111
Erik Prince, the secretive 38-year-old owner of the leading US mercenary firm, Blackwater USA, has seldom appeared in public. He has never held a press conference and is only known to have given one television interview—to Fox News shortly after 9/11. When Congress called him to testify in February, he dispatched his lawyer. But on October 2, Prince found himself under oath in front of Henry Waxman’s Congressional committee, TV cameras trained on his boyish face. Prince was in the hot seat because of the infamous Nisour Square shootings in Baghdad on September 16, in which at least seventeen Iraqi civilians were killed. But Prince would face no questions about the shootings. Waxman said the Justice Department asked him not to take testimony on the incident because it was the subject of an FBI investigation. In Prince’s prepared testimony, he said that people should wait for the results of the State Department investigation “for a complete understanding of that event.” But the investigative process so far has hardly been impartial. The very morning of Prince’s testimony, CNN reported that the State Department’s initial report on the shooting was drafted by a Blackwater contractor, Darren Hanner. The next day came the surreal news that the FBI team assigned to investigate the incident in Baghdad would itself be guarded by Blackwater. At the hearing Prince boldly declared that in Iraq his men have acted “appropriately at all times,” and he appeared to deny the company had ever killed civilians, only acknowledging that some may have died as a result of “ricochets” and “traffic accidents.” Prince’s assertion is simply unbelievable. According to a report prepared by Waxman’s staff, drawn largely from internal State Department and Blackwater documents, since 2005 Blackwater operatives in Iraq have opened fire on at least 195 occasions. In more than 80 percent of these instances, Blackwater fired first. And those are just the ones the company reported. The report also reveals an incident in which “Blackwater forces shot a civilian bystander in the head. In another, State Department officials report that Blackwater sought to cover up a shooting that killed an apparently innocent bystander.” Not surprisingly, Prince said he supported the continuation of Order 17 in Iraq, the Bremer-era decree immunizing forces like Blackwater from prosecution in Iraqi courts. Prince said that Blackwater operatives who “don’t hold to the standard, they have one decision to make: window or aisle” on their return flight home. In all, Blackwater has fired more than 120 of its operatives in Iraq. Given that being terminated and sent home have been the only disciplinary consequences faced by Blackwater employees in Iraq, the Justice Department should investigate the circumstances of these firings. Waxman’s committee scrutinized one incident: the alleged killing of a bodyguard for the Iraqi vice president by a drunken Blackwater contractor last Christmas Eve inside the Green Zone. Prince confirmed that Blackwater had whisked the man out of Iraq and fired him, and said the company fined him and billed him for his return plane ticket. “If he lived in America, he would have been arrested, and he would be facing criminal charges,” Democrat Carolyn Maloney said to Prince, “but it appears to me that Blackwater has special rules.” Prince replied, “We can’t do any more. We can’t flog him, we can’t incarcerate him.” When asked directly whether this was a murder, which Iraqi officials have alleged, Prince consulted with his advisers, made a joke about only knowing about such things from crime dramas on TV and described the incident as “a guy that put himself in a bad situation” where “something very tragic happened.” According to the committee report, after the killing, the State Department chargé d’affaires recommended that Blackwater make a “sizable payment” to the guard’s family. The offi cial suggested $250,000, but the department’s diplomatic security service said this was too much and could cause Iraqis to “try to get killed.” In the end, the State Department and Blackwater reportedly agreed on a $15,000 payment. A pattern is emerging from the Congressional investigation into Blackwater: the State Department’s urging the company to pay what amounts to hush money to victims’ families while facilitating the return home of contractors involved in deadly incidents for which not a single one has faced prosecution. According to the committee’s investigation, “There is no evidence” that “the State Department sought to restrain Blackwater’s actions, raised concerns about the number of shooting incidents involving Blackwater or the company’s high rate of shooting first, or detained Blackwater contractors for investigation.” If Congress is serious about investigating Blackwater and holding the firm accountable, Erik Prince and his State Department “enablers” should appear on the Hill as frequently as his industry’s lobbyists have over the past several years. But their visits should begin with their right hands raised.
AT: Regulation CP—Fails
Turn—regulations on PMCs treat them as agents, reinforcing the independent nature of PMC impunity

Leander, professor with special responsibilities, PhD, Department of Intercultural Communication and Management @ the Copenhagen Business School, September 2K7 (Anna, “The Impunity of Private Authority: Understanding PSC Accountability” http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Leander-Leander_SGIR07.pdf)

This rather frantic regulatory activity clearly shows that there is a strongly felt need among virtually all actors concerned to have more effective accountability tools working in the sector. This is obviously at odds with the idea that the PSC are covered by existing regulation since they are in fact mere agents of other principals. It is puzzling indeed that many observers and PSC exponents firm believe both that PSCs are mere agents and that more regulation is needed if for them to be effectively accountable. The puzzle is all the greater if one considers the extent to which any likening between PSCs and weapon systems goes against the other key elements of central to the self-understanding of participants in the sector discussed above. Unlike weapon systems, PSCs can and do act on their own initiative. As experts on risk they are charged with informing would be principals. As entrepreneurs in security market they are (by definition) enterprising. One way of explaining this, may be to point out that the contradiction is not really there. The kind of regulation sought takes its point of departure in the view of PSC role as an agent. This is indeed very often the case and it is part of the problem discussed here. If initiatives only address situations PSCs as agents they are bound to leave the trend of PSC impunity largely intact. More importantly they are likely to reinforce the existing difficulty of even voicing the need to address the PSCs as independent actors. In this sense rather than diminishing PSC impunity the regulatory innovation may reinforce it.
Regulation fails—the only possible method of PMC reform would be from within

Gibson, PhD student in the Resilience Centre, Department of Defence Management and Security Analysis at the UK Defence Academy and Cranfield University, May 2K7 (Stevyn, “Regulated Private Security Companies versus a Professional Security Sector: A Cautionary Tale” http://www.ssronline.org/jofssm/issues/jofssm_0501_gibson.pdf?CFID=2443631& CFTOKEN=87953176

Regulation cannot pick the bad from the good in any sophisticated manner where uncertainty prevails. It is a broad-brush approach, as likely to lead to mediocrity, bureaucracy and risk aversion as it is to the eradication of genuine hazard. More likely, it is risk-taking, the pursuit of excellence, and a ‘light touch’ that may add meaningful value. Indeed, there is no silver bullet to guarantee the legitimate conduct of any set of practitioners. Individual behaviour is as varied and unpredictable as there are individuals. A doctor, lawyer or accountant is broadly legitimised to practice anywhere, having conformed to the intellectual, practical and ethical standards set by the relevant profession. These standards and requirements reside with, and are conferred upon, the individual not the employer. Thus, it is the broad church of the security ‘industry’ which should be looking to a professional project centred on the individual, rather than the apparent self-flagellation of a few organisations hell-bent on regulation. PSCs should spend more time tending their reputation than their regulation, and be careful what they wish for. They may get it!

AT: Regulation CP—Crime Turn

As a result of immunity, PMCs use criminal behavior. This is used by the pentagon to bypass jurisdiction 

Rothe and Ross (08/01/2010).[ Dawn L. Rothe , Old Dominion University. College of Arts And Letters. Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice. Jeffery Ian Ross, Ph.D. a professor, writer, and consultant specializing in policing, political crime, "Private Military Contractors, Crime, and the Terrain of Unaccountability.".  Justice quarterly  (0741-8825), 27  (4), p.  593. /hnasser]
At the forefront of anomie then is the lack of regulation. These controls are both internal and external (Ross, 1995/2000a, 2000; Ross & Rothe, 2008; Rothe & Mullins, 2006, 2008, 2009). Internal constraints are associated with the larger mission or goal of the organization and its capacity to carry out proper operating procedures. External regulations are meant to monitor the organizations activities and to ensure rules and laws are being adhered to. We see this as a key component of the crimogenic atmosphere that PMCs operate within. Further, we suggest that this lack of regulation encourages criminal behavior at the individual decisionmaking level as there is little to no individual accountability. As Tombs and Whyte (2003, p. 220) state, accountability is stymied through the use of private contractors by absorbing the “‘corporate veil,’ ‘commercial confidentiality’ and the inapplicability of Freedom of Information legislation10 into their security activities.” Conversely, PMCs operate in an ambiguous legal status in theaters of conflict (Jamieson & McEvoy, 2005). After all, PMCs and their employees are not subject to the same rules of engagement as the military, if they operate under any rules at all (Rothe, 2006a). Further, PMCs can “become very nomadic in order to evade nationally applied legislation which they regard as inappropriate or excessive” (Sandline, 1998, p. 1). As Rothe (2006a) noted, the Pentagon used PMCs to interrogate prisoners in Afghanistan and Iraq to obscure its aggressive practices from congressional oversight and without any consistent or systematic guidelines for conduct: high ranking officials in JAG “believed that there was a conscious effort to create an atmosphere of ambiguity, of having people involved who couldn’t be held to account” (Chaffin, 2004, p. 1). As lack of regulation is core to anomic conditions, it seems appropriate to define the problematic nature of controls for PMCs.

AT: Regulation CP—Crime Turn
PMFs are only subject to the laws of the market- no international law is able to prosecute them 

Rothe and Ross (08/01/2010).[ Dawn L. Rothe , Old Dominion University. College of Arts And Letters. Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice. Jeffery Ian Ross, Ph.D. a professor, writer, and consultant specializing in policing, political crime, "Private Military Contractors, Crime, and the Terrain of Unaccountability.".  Justice quarterly  (0741-8825), 27  (4), p.  593. /hnasser]

Without accountability, PMCs have been able to commit crimes and reinforce conflicts as has been the case in the Balkans, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo. They have been provided impunity as was the case in Iraq by Order 17 issued by the Administrator of the Coalition Provisional Authority on 27 June 2004, and in Colombia where abuses committed by US military personnel and private contractors working under Plan Colombia can neither be investigated nor judged. Beyond traditional corporate activities, it is said that the privatization of the military force makes them “only subject to the laws of the market” (Singer, 2003, p. 220). Private military forces (PMFs) and private logistical support teams amplify the concept of “loopholes” because they involve minimal oversight, no transparency, and no standing international criminal laws to regulate them (Michalowski & Kramer, 1987). Without some form of control, they are relatively free to behave as they see fit in the environments within which they operate. It is often unclear how, when, where, and which authorities are responsible for investigating, prosecuting, and punishing such crimes (Ross, 1995/2000a, 2000b). Unlike soldiers, who are accountable under their country’s military code of justice wherever they are located, contractors have a murky legal status; undefined by international law. While there are two documents that restrict mercenary activities, the Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 (Protocol I and II) and the International Convention against the Recruitment, Use, Financing, and Training of Mercenaries (UN Mercenary Convention) these generally do not apply to PMCs or their employees. 11 Especially given the case of restrictions included in the definition of who is a mercenary and the requirement of motivation.

AT: Topicality—USFG Presence 

States have sole ownership of PMCs

Maogoto and Sheehy, 09

[Jackson, senior lecturer @ University of Manchester School of Law, and Benedict, senior lecturer in Law, RMIT University, Melbourne, “PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANIES & INTERNATIONAL LAW: BUILDING NEW LADDERS OF LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY & RESPONSIBILITY”, Cardozo Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 11:99, http://cojcr.org/vol11no1/99-132.pdf]/galperin

It is a customary and “well-established rule of international law”44 that breaches of international law committed by institutions or individuals classified as state organs will trigger state responsibility. 45 A relevant example is state responsibility for all the conduct by its armed forces. State responsibility is the norm regardless of whether the forces stay within or exceed their authority.46 Further, States hold responsibility for acts performed privately;47 this is a lex specialis—a special law—that creates an exception to the usual legal rule of responsibility.48 This exception is based on the universally accepted principle that States owe non-derogable obligations to other States and often to the world at large, especially in the area of international criminal and human rights law.49 The doctrine of state responsibility thus creates responsibility by the state for international wrongs, such as breaches of international customary or treaty law (primary rules) and allows for legal consequences (secondary rules).50 

PMCs are defacto agents of the USFG

Maogoto and Sheehy, 09

[Jackson, senior lecturer @ University of Manchester School of Law, and Benedict, senior lecturer in Law, RMIT University, Melbourne, “PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANIES & INTERNATIONAL LAW: BUILDING NEW LADDERS OF LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY & RESPONSIBILITY”, Cardozo Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 11:99, http://cojcr.org/vol11no1/99-132.pdf]/galperin

Generally, the conduct of non-state actors such as private persons or corporations is not attributable to the State. States are not responsible for the actions of its private citizens unless some form of connection exists to serve as a basis for imputation of liability for those parties to the state. In other words, although typically private actors are not part of the international law regime, in a variety of situations international decision makers have connected private entities’ action to those of state agents to result in attribution to the State. The state responsibility doctrine recognizes that a State may breach its international obligations through a range of actors, not necessarily limited to those who are the State’s obvious agents. The doctrine of state responsibility arising from de facto agents depends primarily on the link that exists between the State and the person or persons who actually commit unlawful acts. State responsibility requires some form of relationship between the persons and the government of the state purportedly responsible. International Humanitarian Law holds individuals with recognized position of authority and those with de facto power accountable. A State is responsible for its de facto agents and may be responsible for violations of international law perpetrated by private actors where those private actors are considered its de facto agents. 

PMCs are governmental entities- they carry out USFG services

Maogoto and Sheehy, 09

[Jackson, senior lecturer @ University of Manchester School of Law, and Benedict, senior lecturer in Law, RMIT University, Melbourne, “PRIVATE MILITARY COMPANIES & INTERNATIONAL LAW: BUILDING NEW LADDERS OF LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY & RESPONSIBILITY”, Cardozo Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 11:99, http://cojcr.org/vol11no1/99-132.pdf]/galperin
A second approach to state liability is found in the International Law Commission’s Articles on State Responsibility.52 State responsibility in this view comes from a state’s decision to delegate “governmental authority.” The test here is not on the nature of the party—whether public or private—carrying out the particular task; rather, the test focuses on the nature of the task being carried out. Private actors can be regarded as special types of state actors because they are carrying out tasks or functions that are arguably of a public and thus governmental nature.53 Because some PMCs activities are very closely linked to the public interest—the information to be extracted by interrogators is supposed to save soldiers and counter an insurgency—it stands to reason that the actors carrying them out should be considered state actors for the purpose of applying human rights norms.54 Of particular note in this regard is specific state liability under Article 5 of the 2001 Convention on the Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts for “persons or entities exercising elements of government’s authority.” 55 It seems incontrovertible that private persons or private entities engaged in government sponsored military activities or services are anything other than de facto government agents. Indeed, the 2001 International Law Commission commentaries suggest such a result.56 Although they are ostensibly private actors, PMC employees may in certain circumstances be sufficiently connected to a State such that their actions can be deemed de facto actions of the State. 

AT: Spending/Funding D/A 

Market economics prove outsourcing is less cost efficient- lack of competition proves

Hedahl 9 [ Marcus Hedahl , served as a Program Manager in both the United States National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) and the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO). He was also an Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Ethics at the U.S. Air Force Academy . “Blood and Blackwaters: A Call to Arms for the Profession of Arms.” Journal of Military Ethics; 2009, Vol. 8 Issue 1, p19-33, 15p/ hnasser]
It will be helpful to consider the economic arguments first. Economic arguments are the most frequently discussed, perhaps because money is often the determining factor in many of these decisions. Proponents of any particular act of outsourcing will often combine the particular benefits of a given act of outsourcing with a generic endorsement of free-market systems. In specific cases, even while outsourced employees make five to twenty times more than the salary of their uniformed brethren, proponents will sometimes claim the cost favors outsourcing because of all of the other costs associated with members of the armed forces (medical, retirement, etc.). These specific claims are then combined with the general claim that free markets are believed to create superior goods at a cheaper cost. So, private companies can universally provide services for the government cheaper and more efficiently than governments could themselves. The market is supposed to create the most cost effective solution to the problem at hand. Given the potential positive benefits of outsourcing, a faith in the free market, as well as some paradigmatic cases of beneficial outsourcing, some proponents even claim that there is a strong prima facie case in favor of any act of outsourcing, including the outsourcing of security functions in places like Iraq and Afghanistan. Now, there will certainly be several instances (e.g., food services) where outsourcing not only saves money, but provides a better product as well. However, there are limitations to the economic arguments generally provided. In regards to the specific arguments that a particular effort will be cheaper, it is important to take into account the large uncertainty of a final price in the cost-plus-fee contracts used in such Defense Department arrangements, as well as the rich history of such contracts overrunning their initial cost estimates by significant percentages (often by factors of 200 or 300%). In response to the general claim that free markets are believed to create superior goods at a cheaper cost, it is important to keep in mind that many of the cases in question (e.g., providing security in places like Iraq and Afghanistan) possess all the telltale signs of market failure. First, free-market capitalism requires a competitive environment, yet over the last 5 years over 40% of Department of Defense contracts have been no-bid, sole-source contracts (Waxman 2007: 2). Second, free markets require a wide customer base, yet the military in particular, or the government (in this case only one government) in general, is often the only customer. Finally, free-market capitalism rests on the assumption that consumers cannot pass on economic inefficiencies, but the military can pass these losses on to the federal government and eventually the taxpayers (Mullen 2004). In other words, there is not the same market incentive to require utmost efficiency. Because of these factors, it seems reasonable to assume that outsourcing will most likely provide a cheaper and better solution when these differences are minimized (e.g., food service, computer support, security support for continental U.S. forces where the computer support, security support for continental U.S. forces where the probability that the use violence would be required is removed), and less likely to do so when these differences are maximized (e.g., as a replacement or augmentation for one of the army’s heavy-infantry divisions, or as security personnel in areas like Iraq and Afghanistan where the probability that the use violence will be required is high if not certain). Therefore, contrary to the unreflective intuitions of many, there are actually strong economic reasons against outsourcing security functions in Iraq and Afghanistan.

AT: Spending/Funding D/A 

Black water covers up the details of operations from the government and press- their failures in Iraq cost the tax payers millions

Neff 8 [ Joseph Neff, reporter for “The News and Observer in North Carolina” Jun 1, 2008 “Prívate Military Contractors: Determining Accountability”/ hnasser] http://web.ebscohost.com.go.libproxy.wfubmc.edu/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=9&sid=a66e647a-274f-47f7-933d-36233c60b682%40sessionmgr111
In weaving this story together, we had some extraordinary luck for a mediumsized paper, circulation 170,000. We had a young stringer in Iraq, Charles Crain, who was in Fallujah that day talking vwth local police. He vñtnessed the mob beating the men's bodies hanging from the bridge, and he kept his head low. Crain later got his hands on a video of the ambush made by the attackers. Families of the four men were the most helpful, sharing stories, photos and e-mails from Iraq. With what we learned in Iraq combining with what we'd reported in North Carolina, we were able to publish a seven-part series in which we profiled the contractors and Blackwater and unraveled events as best we could. As our initial series ran, we started to receive calls from people who would become our reliable and invaluable sources. A big breakthrough occurred when we obtained copies of contracts between Blackwater and its guards and Blackwater and the companies it worked for. The contracts explained a lot. Why was it so hard to get Blackwater workers to speak wdth us? The contract forbade it and, if someone did talk, Blackwater could demand $250,000 in damages, payable in five business days. The contract also revealed the 70 2008 Iraq and Afghanistan flaws of the mission. The contract mentioned Fallujah by name in discussing the dangers of Iraq. Each Blackwater vehicle must have three men so that 360-degree field of fire could be watched. There were only two in Fallujah. There must be reconnaissance, a heavy weapon, and armored vehicles—the Fallujah mission had none of those, and the men killed in Fallujah had none of those. We later obtained reports from another Blackwater team that skirted Fallujah that same day and returned safely. Blackwater threatened legal action if we published the reports, which were extremely pointed about where blame should be placed. These reports conveyed the men's anger: They had vigorously protested about being sent out short-staffed, without maps, and into a part of the country they didn't know. "Why did we all want to kill [the Baghdad office manager]?" one member wrote the day after the massacre. "He had sent us on this fucking mission and over our protest. We weren't sighted in, we had no maps, we had not enough sleep, he was taking 2 of our guys cutting off [our] field of fire. As we went over these things, we knew the other team had the same complaints. They too had their people cut." Had the Marines sent a lightly armed, short-staffed squad into Fallujah, without maps or reconnaissance or planning, there would have been a court martial. The contracts also revealed a little-reported part of the war. The reliance on private contractors and a web of subcontractors can come with a staggering price. Four layers of private companies existed between the taxpayer and the guards killed in Fallujah. Blackwater paid the guards killed in Fallujah $600 aday Blackwater was contracted to Regency Hotel, a Kuwaiti company. Blackwater billed Regency $815 a day. Blackwater also billed Regency separately for all its overhead and costs in Iraq: insurance, room and board, travel, weapons, ammunition, vehicles, office space and equipment, administrative support, taxes and duties. Regency then added its OVVTI profit and costs and billed it all to a European food company, ESS. The food company added its costs and profit and sent its bill to Kellogg Brown & Root, a division of Halliburton, which added overhead and profit and presented the final bill to the Pentagon. What was the final tab to taxpayers? Was it double, triple or quadruple the $600 paid to the slain guard? We knew it was far higher, but the exact added cost was impossible to figure. We also found that Army auditors could not answer that question. The Defense Contract Audit Agency could examine the books of Kellogg Brovm & Root, but they have no authority to audit the legion of subcontractors working indirectly for the United States. After our story ran in October 2004, U.S. Rep. Henry Waxman requested billing information and invoices from the Pentagon. He didn't begin to get a response for almost two years. The House Oversight and Government Reform Committee that Waxman chairs has been aggressively investigating Blackwater and other private military contractors. Blackwater has produced tens of thousands of pages of documents to the committee under subpoena, and Waxman has released several investigative reports corroborating our work. Ironically, Congressional staffers say that Blackwater has been much more forthcoming than the State Department.

AT: Spending/Funding D/A 

PMCs are not cost effective- salaries and lack of competition

Avant 4[ Deborah,Director of International Studies and the Center for Research on International and Global Studies (RIGS), Political Science School of Social Sciences “Think Again: Mercenaries” July 1, Foreign Policy /hnasser] http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2004/07/01/think_again_mercenaries?page=0,1
Numerous studies on privatization and outsourcing suggest that two conditions must be present for the private sector to deliver services more efficiently than the government: a competitive market and contractor flexibility in fulfilling their obligations. But governments frequently curtail competition to preserve reliability and continuity. For instance, military contractor Kellogg, Brown & Root (a subsidiary of Halliburton) won a no-bid contract to rebuild Iraqi oil fields in 2003 because the Pentagon determined it was the only company with the size and security clearances to do the job. Moreover, governments often impose conditions that reduce contractors' flexibility. For example, when the U.S. Army outsourced ROTC training in 1997, a long list of requirements for trainers resulted in a higher estimated cost than that of the previous program. A 2000 report on logistics support in the Balkans by the U.S. government's investigative arm, the General Accounting Office (GAO), faulted the military for poor budgetary oversight. Perhaps most telling, cost-effectiveness is not one of the three reasons for outsourcing listed in a 2003 GAO report on military contracting. (The reasons: to gain specialized technical skills, bypass limits on military personnel that can be deployed to certain regions, and ensure that scarce resources are available for other assignments.) News reports on the war in Iraq have noted the relatively high salaries of contractors -- some $20,000 per month, triple or more what active-duty soldiers earn -- but such figures fail to explain whether contractors are indeed cost-effective. Some analysts argue that contractors are ultimately cheaper because they allow the military to avoid the expense of recruiting, training, and deploying personnel. However, most contractors are recruited and trained by governments at some point in their careers. In addition, U.S. military leaders have voiced concern that the lure of corporate contractors undermines Army personnel retention -- a worry shared by military leaders from Britain to Chile.

AT: Hegemony D/A 

PMCs create a complicated balance of power – makes it harder for states to maintain relations

Singer 1  [the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings. “Corporate Warriors Corporate Warriors: The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry and Its Ramifications for International Security” Singer, P. W. International Security, Volume 26, Number 3, Winter 2001/02, pp. 186-220 (Article) / hnasser]  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ins/summary/v026/26.3singer.html
The privatized military industry lies beyond any one state’s control. Further, the layering of market uncertainties atop the already-thorny issue of net assessment creates a variety of complications for determining the balance of power, particularly in regional conºicts. Calculating a rival’s capabilities or force posture has always been difªcult. In an open market, where the range of options is even more variable, likely outcomes become increasingly hard to discern. As the Serbs, Eritreans, Rwandans, and Ugandans (whose opponents hired PMFs prior to successful offensives) all learned, not only can once-predictable deterrence relationships rapidly collapse, but the involvement of PMFs can quickly and perhaps unexpectedly tilt local balances of power.

AT: Hegemony D/A 

PMCs undermine international relations and weaken state use of force 

Wodarg 8[ Wolfgang, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly of Council of Europe (PACE) and a Board Member of Transparency International Germany “Private military and security firms and the erosion of the state monopoly on the use of force” Report Political Affairs Committee 12/22 / hnasser] 

In recent years, the traditional state monopoly on the use of force has been diluted, or even undermined, in a growing number of states. This phenomenon, which has become noticeable since the end of the cold war, grew stronger after the 11 September terrorist attack on the World Trade Centre in New York. 2. Many former military professionals and a lot of military hardware lost their raison d’être and function after the breakdown of the Iron Curtain. This was the ground on which the new private military and security businesses were rapidly growing. 3. The erosion of the state monopoly on the use of force is today taking place by way of an increasing recourse by states to services offered by private organisations providing military and policing services, hereafter referred to as private military and security companies (PMSCs). 4. This phenomenon is not limited to sovereign states and their governments. Other actors, such as major international organisations (like the United Nations), private businesses, humanitarian agencies, the media and non-governmental organisations (NGOs), avail themselves of such services in pursuit of security-related goals. 5. The shift in public security obligations to the private sector has already contributed to transforming the balance of power inside societies affected by this trend, and to a gradual destabilisation of international relations. 6. In all the countries where PMSCs are active, it is becoming more and more perceptible that the relationship between citizens and state power institutions (military and police) is changing and is becoming increasingly disturbed. 7. The recourse to services of PMSCs – especially in “weak” and “fragile” states – entails disempowerment of the state, the weakening of public governance and a decreasing capability to resolve conflicts by civilian means. It often leads to erosion of public order and may ultimately result in the collapse of the state itself. 8. The growing activities of PMSCs in various conflict zones throughout the world, often beyond any government or public control, also weaken and undermine the role of the international community of nations in maintaining international peace. 9. One of the consequences of this latter trend is the shift in priorities in political choices from prevention to rapid action, and from the civilian handling of crises to the solution of conflicts by the use of force. 10. The European democratic model, with its way of dealing with internal, common, external and international problems in accordance with its values, has become more and more attractive worldwide. 11. The uncontrolled activities of European private military and security companies, whose practices often run counter to the principles to which the European states are committed, may undermine the moral standing and international reputation of these states. 12. Therefore, Europe has particular responsibilities in addressing the issue of the regulation of activities of PMSCs on the basis of common principles. The Council of Europe, with its experience in defining, promoting and protecting common standards in the field of human rights, democracy and the rule of law, offers the appropriate framework for this and should take the lead.
AT: Politics—No Link 

No link – PMC operations evade congressional scrutiny

Singer, 07

[Peter, Director @ 21st century defense initiative, interviewed by Scott Horton, columnist for Harper’s Magazine, “‘Can’t Win With ‘Em, Can’t Go to War Without ‘Em’: Six Questions for P.W. Singer”, 9/30, http://harpers.org/archive/2007/09/hbc-90001311]/galperin
One of your first conclusions is that by using military contractors, policymakers “dodge key decisions that carry political costs, thus leading to operational choices that might not reflect the public interest.” Moving away from the operations in Iraq which are more immediately topical, security contractors have been pushed as surrogates for uniformed military as peacekeepers in Darfur, Liberia, Sierra Leone, and a variety of other circumstances. A Marine general recently told me that he was concerned that the heavy reliance on contractors might allow policymakers to ease into a foreign conflict in a way that avoided Congressional scrutiny and oversight. Do you agree that this is a realistic concern? Yes, and I wouldn’t use the word “might,” as if it were a future scenario. Contractors have already been used in all sorts of operations, in both an overt (Iraq, Balkans) and covert (Colombia, Sudan), manner to get around certain political consequences or congressional restrictions. When the U.S. military shifted to an all-volunteer, professional force in the wake of the Vietnam War, military leaders set up a series of organization “tripwires” to preserve the tie between the nation’s foreign policy decisions and local communities. Led by then-Army Chief of Staff General Creighton Abrams (1972-74), they wanted to ensure that the military would not go to war without the sufficient backing and involvement of the nation. Much like a call center moved to India, this “Abrams Doctrine” has been outsourced. Instead, contractors offer the means for choices to be dodged at the onset of deployment, and for scrutiny and public concern to be lessened after deployment. Your home-front does not get as involved when its contractors are being called up and deployed, nor do the people there ask key questions when contractors are lost. Over 1,000 have been killed in Iraq and 13,000 wounded, but they are not counted on official Department of Defense reports. In turn, if you want to go to a non-Iraq example, where is the concern over the three American contractors still held captive by the FARC in Colombia today? Imagine if we had three soldiers as POWs instead. In addition, your media also becomes less likely to cover the story when contractors are involved. One quarter of one percent of all news stories out of Iraq mention contractors. This new option is obviously greatly appealing to executive branch policymakers, but the underlying premise of the Abrams Doctrine was that, if a military operation could not garner public support of the level needed to involve the full nation, then maybe it shouldn’t happen in the first place. 

AT: Politics—PMCs Popular 

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

PMCs  are key to avoiding political controversy 

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

PMCs in war are key to maintaining political capital 

Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative, OCTOBER 03, 2007, “Blackwater Hearings Ain't No Superbad Private Military Contractors, Iraq, Afghanistan, Middle East, Defense Strategy”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/1003militarycontractors.aspx

Those exchanges had a bigger problem. The comparisons were often of the apples-and-oranges type, so they were never fully resolvable.  One side would discuss overall pay versus contracted pay -- ignoring the differences between sunk costs of training, who ends up paying benefits, etc., etc.  Second, the use of private military contractors has never really been about financial cost savings.  Rather, it's been about political cost savings. No one was able to point to a single decision to outsource some function to Blackwater that happened because of a cost differential analysis. Instead, each of these choices was made because a policymaker wanted to try to avoid spending political capital on an otherwise difficult decision, and a contractor was now there to enable this political cost avoidance.
AT: Politics—No Link 

Plan is empirically popular – previous attempts at increasing PMC use were struck down by the army

Isenberg, 09

[David, researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute, January, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf]/galperin
In 2002 the U.S. military was planning to dramatically increase its long-term reliance on the private sector. The plan, overseen by then-Army Secretary Thomas E. White, was known as the “Third Wave” within the Pentagon, because there had been two earlier competitive sourcing initiatives. The Third Wave had three purposes: to free up military manpower and resources for the global war on terrorism; to obtain noncore products and services from the private sector to enable Army leaders to focus on the Army’s core competencies; and to support the President’s Management Agenda.29 The initiative came to a temporary standstill in April 2003 when Secretary White resigned after a two-year tenure marked by strains with Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld. White warned the Department of Defense undersecretaries for army contracting, personnel, and finances that the Army lacked the basic information required to effectively manage its burgeoning force of private contractors. This was clearly evident the following year when the Army told Congress that it had between 124,000 and 605,000 service contract workers. Given that the Army’s best guess of the size of its own contractor force was so imprecise, it is not surprising that the Pentagon as a whole was hard pressed to estimate the numbers of its contract employees in Iraq.30
