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Obama administration wants to reduce military use of PMCs now 

International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), 1/2009, Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf
After just a few weeks in office, the Obama administration launched a campaign to change government contracting, an issue that President Obama had addressed as a senator. In February 2007, Senator Obama introduced the Transparency and Accountability in Military and Security Contracting Act (S. 674), an amendment to the 2008 Defense Authorization Act, requiring federal agencies to report to Congress on the numbers of security contractors employed, killed, and wounded, and disciplinary actions taken against contractors. The bill was referred to the Senate Armed Services Committee but never passed into law. Continuing on this work, the Obama administration introduced in February 2009 a set of reforms designed to reduce state spending on private-sector providers of military security, intelligence and other critical services and return certain outsourced work back to full-time government employees.
 The Obama administration also pledged to improve the quality of the acquisition workforce — the government employees who are supposed to be supervising and auditing the billions of dollars spent monthly on the contracts.16 Reform of this process is essential. A report from the Center for Public Integrity found that the number of defense-contracting fraud and corruption cases sent by government investigators to prosecutors dropped pre- cipitously under the Bush administration, even as contracting by the Defense Department almost doubled.17 This recent shift shows that the Obama White House is less committed to outsourcing in principle than was its predecessor. For example the introduction to Obama's 2010 budget noted, “The administration also will clarify what is inherently a governmental function and what is a commercial one; critical government functions will not be performed by the private sector for purely ideological reasons.” 18 Collectively, the Obama reforms reflect the administration’s recognition that contractors are fully integrated into national security and other government functions; the United States cannot go to war without them.19 
However US military pullout of Iraq will cause increased use of PMCs by the state department.

WILLIAM MATTHEWS, 7/12/2010, Staff writer at Defence news, US contract use in Iraq expected to rise, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4704826&c=MID&s=TOP 

As the U.S. military pulls troops and equipment out of Iraq, the State Department will have to rely increasingly on contractors to perform such services as flying rescue helicopters and disarming roadside bombs, a congressional commission warned.
That is not an ideal solution but none other seems available, members of the Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan said during a July 12 hearing.

While the Defense Department works to reduce its dependence on contractors, the State Department will have to greatly increase its use of hired help.

"Boy, that really troubles me," said Dov Zakheim, a commission member and former Pentagon budget chief. "You're going to be getting contractors not only doing what they're doing today, but doing things that are inherently governmental."

In a scenario spelled out by commission Co-chairman Michael Thibault, if State Department employees working as trainers for the Iraqi police come under fire from Iraqi insurgents, the injured might well have to be rescued by contractors because U.S. military forces are pulling out of the country.

PMC Iraq 1NC

Use of PMCs undermines Iraqi government stability by fueling insurgency 

Moshe Schwartz, January 19, 2010, Specialist in Defense Acquisition, CRS Report for Congress, The Department of Defense’s Use of Private Security Contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan: Background, Analysis, and Options for Congress,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40835.pdf
According to many analysts, these events have in fact undermined the U.S. mission in Iraq and Afghanistan.48 An Iraqi Interior Ministry official, discussing the behavior of private security contractors, said “Iraqis do not know them as Blackwater or other PSCs but only as Americans.”49 One senior military officer reportedly stated that the actions of armed PSCs “can turn an entire district against us.”50 Some analysts also contend that PSCs can be a direct threat to the legitimacy of the local government. These analysts argue that if counter-insurgency operations are a competition for legitimacy but the government is allowing armed contractors to operate in the country without the contractors being held accountable for their actions, then the government itself can be viewed as not legitimate in the eyes of the local population. These analysts point to the recent court decision dismissing the case against former Blackwater employees as a case in point where the legitimacy of the U.S. and local government is being undermined by the actions of PSCs.51 The perception that DOD and other government agencies are deploying PSCs who abuse and mistreat people can fan anti-American sentiment and strengthen insurgents, even when no abuses are taking place. There have been reports of an anti-American campaign in Pakistan, where stories are circulating of U.S. private security contractors running amok and armed Americans harassing and terrifying residents.52 U.S. efforts can also be undermined when DOD has ties with groups that kill civilians or government officials, even if the perpetrators were not working for DOD when the killings took place. In June 2009, the provincial police chief of Kandahar, Afghanistan, was killed by a group that worked as a private security contractor for DOD.53 Pointing to the example of the killing of the police chief in Kandahar, some analysts have also argued that the large-scale use of armed contractors in certain countries can undermine the stability of fragile governments. In a paper for the U.S. Army War College, Colonel Bobby A. Towery wrote After our departure, the potential exists for us to leave Iraq with paramilitary organizations that are well organized, financed, trained and equipped. These organizations are primarily motivated by profit and only answer to an Iraqi government official with limited to no control over their actions. These factors potentially make private security contractors a destabilizing influence in the future of Iraq.  
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Iraqi destabilization spills over to the rest of the Middle East
Byman and Pollack 6 (David L. and Kenneth M., “What Next?” The Washington Post, 8/20/06, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/18/AR2006081800983_pf.html )

The debate is over: By any definition, Iraq is in a state of civil war. Indeed, the only thing standing between Iraq and a descent into total Bosnia-like devastation is 135,000 U.S. troops -- and even they are merely slowing the fall. The internecine conflict could easily spiral into one that threatens not only Iraq but also its neighbors throughout the oil-rich Persian Gulf region with instability, turmoil and war.  The consequences of an all-out civil war in Iraq could be dire. Considering the experiences of recent such conflicts, hundreds of thousands of people may die. Refugees and displaced people could number in the millions. And with Iraqi insurgents, militias and organized crime rings wreaking havoc on Iraq's oil infrastructure, a full-scale civil war could send global oil prices soaring even higher.  However, the greatest threat that the United States would face from civil war in Iraq is from the spillover -- the burdens, the instability, the copycat secession attempts and even the follow-on wars that could emerge in neighboring countries. Welcome to the new "new Middle East" -- a region where civil wars could follow one after another, like so many Cold War dominoes.  And unlike communism, these dominoes may actually fall.  For all the recent attention on the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict, far more people died in Iraq over the past month than in Israel and Lebanon, and tens of thousands have been killed from the fighting and criminal activity since the U.S. occupation began. Additional signs of civil war abound. Refugees and displaced people number in the hundreds of thousands. Militias continue to proliferate. The sense of being an "Iraqi" is evaporating.  Considering how many mistakes the United States has made in Iraq, how much time has been squandered, and how difficult the task is, even a serious course correction in Washington and Baghdad may only postpone the inevitable.  Iraq displays many of the conditions most conducive to spillover. The country's ethnic, tribal and religious groups are also found in neighboring states, and they share many of the same grievances. Iraq has a history of violence with its neighbors, which has fostered desires for vengeance and fomented constant clashes. Iraq also possesses resources that its neighbors covet -- oil being the most obvious, but important religious shrines also figure in the mix -- and its borders are porous.  Civil wars -- whether in Africa, Asia, Europe or the Middle East -- tend to spread across borders. For example, the effects of the Jewish-Palestinian conflict, which began in the 1920s and continued even after formal hostilities ended in 1948, contributed to the 1956 and 1967 Arab-Israeli wars, provoked a civil war in Jordan in 1970-71 and then triggered the Lebanese civil war of 1975-90. In turn, the Lebanese conflict helped spark civil war in Syria in 1976-82.  With an all-out civil war looming in Iraq, Washington must decide how to deal with the most common and dangerous ways such conflicts spill across national boundaries. Only by understanding the refugee crises, terrorism, radicalization of neighboring populations, copycat secessions and foreign interventions that such wars frequently spark can we begin to plan for how to cope with them in the months and years ahead. 

Instability in the Middle East leads to nuclear war

James A. Russell, Author of “Nuclear Strategy and the Modern Middle East,” 10/04 (http://www.mepc.org/journal_vol11/0409_russell.asp)

One conclusion of this analysis is that policy makers must address communications issues, images and perceptions before using strategic nuclear forces in any regional coercive-bargaining framework. In the Middle East and elsewhere, systemic communications problems, complicated by cross-cultural issues, impose enormous difficulties in operationalizing nuclear weaponry as an instrument of coercive and compellant strategies. But the promise of using nuclear and conventional weapons purely as a strategic deterrent – that is, for providing an open-ended and admittedly ambiguous deterrent presence for a cooperative regional security environment – should not be minimized. Using nuclear weapons in this traditional sense of deterring aggression, as one supporting element in an overall system of managing regional security, suggests that U.S. policy should concentrate on the demand-side of the policy equation, to create a system of transparency and trust with all regional states.
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Obama administration wants to reduce military use of PMC’s now 
International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), 1/2009, Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy

, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf
After just a few weeks in office, the Obama administration launched a campaign to change government contracting, an issue that President Obama had addressed as a senator. In February 2007, Senator Obama introduced the Transparency and Accountability in Military and Security Contracting Act (S. 674), an amendment to the 2008 Defense Authorization Act, requiring federal agencies to report to Congress on the numbers of security contractors employed, killed, and wounded, and disciplinary actions taken against contractors. The bill was referred to the Senate Armed Services Committee but never passed into law. Continuing on this work, the Obama administration introduced in February 2009 a set of reforms designed to reduce state spending on private-sector providers of military security, intelligence and other critical services and return certain outsourced work back to full-time government employees.
 The Obama administration also pledged to improve the quality of the acquisition workforce — the government employees who are supposed to be supervising and auditing the billions of dollars spent monthly on the contracts.16 Reform of this process is essential. A report from the Center for Public Integrity found that the number of defense-contracting fraud and corruption cases sent by government investigators to prosecutors dropped pre- cipitously under the Bush administration, even as contracting by the Defense Department almost doubled.17 This recent shift shows that the Obama White House is less committed to outsourcing in principle than was its predecessor. For example the introduction to Obama's 2010 budget noted, “The administration also will clarify what is inherently a governmental function and what is a commercial one; critical government functions will not be performed by the private sector for purely ideological reasons.” 18 Collectively, the Obama reforms reflect the administration’s recognition that contractors are fully integrated into national security and other government functions; the United States cannot go to war without them.19 
Pullout of Afghanistan will result in Increase use of PMC to fill in for the US military withdrawn

Jim Fink, 4/12/2010, How To Profit From the War in Afghanistan: Military Contractors ,  Staff writer at investing daily, http://www.investingdaily.com/users/jim-fink-23.html

In fact, troop drawdowns in Iraq and Afghanistan could actually increase the use of military contractors needed to fill the void left by the withdrawing troops.  In testimony before Congress last November, Rear Admiral Tom Traaen stated: “The ratio of contractors to military has been 1:1 for the past several years, but it is predicted this will increase to 1.5:1 by next August.”  Similarly, the Wall Street Journal reported last December that the U.S. is hiring military contractors at a “fast pace:” 
Military obligation will result in increased in use in PMCs to fulfill these obligations

David Isenberg, November 14, 2008., U.S. Navy veteran David Isenberg is a military affairs analyst. He is an adjunct scholar with the Cato Institute and the author of a forthcoming book, Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq., http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9797 

By the way, Obama not opposing the use of contractors in Iraq is equivalent to someone not opposing the setting of the sun in the west. You couldn't do it, even if you wanted to. If for no other reason that contractors also figure to be a prominent part of the eventual withdrawal. According to a past GAO report, as of April 26 there were approximately 149,400 Department of Defense contractors and as of July 1 approximately 147,400 U.S. troops deployed in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Thus, there are now more DOD contractors than regular active forces. That doesn't count the nearly 3,000 security contractors work directly for the State Department in Iraq, according to an August Congressional Budget Office report.

If there were U.S. forces -- military or otherwise -- to spare for those roles, they would have been provided. Much of their work -- protecting U.S. and allied officials and other civilians involved in aid and reconstruction -- will continue after a military pullout. Removing them precipitously would likely delay the withdrawal of U.S. forces, because U.S. personnel would have to replace them. 

PMC Afghanistan 1NC

PMCs foster anti- American sentiment in local populations
Peter W. Singer, October 02, 2007, director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings, The Dark Truth about Blackwater Private Military Contractors, Iraq, U.S. Military, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2007/1002militarycontractors.aspx
The point here is not that all contractors are "cowboys," "unprofessional" or "killers," as Blackwater and other contractors are often described. Most are highly talented ex-soldiers. However, their private mission is different from the overall public operation. Those, for example, doing escort duty are going to be judged by their corporate bosses solely on whether they get their client from point A to B, not whether they win Iraqi hearts and minds along the way. Ann Exline Starr, a former Coalition Provisional Authority advisor, described the difference between when she traveled with a U.S. military escort and with guards from Blackwater and another State Department-contracted security firm, DynCorp. While the uniformed soldiers kept her safe, they also did such things as playing cards and drinking tea with local Iraqis. The private contractors had a different focus. "What they told me was, 'Our mission is to protect the principal at all costs. If that means pissing off the Iraqis, too bad.'"  This "protection first and last" mentality has led to many common operating practices that clearly enrage locals. In an effort to keep potential threats away, contractors drive convoys up the wrong side of the road, ram civilian vehicles, toss smoke bombs, and fire weaponry as warnings, all as standard practices. After a month spent embedded with Blackwater contractors in Baghdad, journalist Robert Young Pelton said, "They're famous for being very aggressive. They use their machine guns like car horns."  As far back as 2005, U.S. officers in Iraq such as Col. Hammes were worried that while contractors may have been fulfilling their contract, they were also "making enemies each time they went out." U.S. Army Col. Peter Mansoor, one of the leading experts on counterinsurgency, similarly noted in January 2007, that "if they push traffic off the roads or if they shoot up a car that looks suspicious, whatever it may be, they may be operating within their contract -- to the detriment of the mission, which is to bring the people over to your side. I would much rather see basically all armed entities in a counter-insurgency operation fall under a military chain of command."  

Public support key to Afghan stability
Paddy Ashdown, July 21, 2007, fmr British MP and High Representative for Bosnia and Herzegovina, “We are failing in Afghanistan,”, http://www.southasianmedia.net/index_opinion.cfm?category=Security&country=AFGHANISTAN
I recently had a rather heated conversation with a government minister who assured me that we were winning in Afghanistan because "we were killing more Taliban". But success is not measured in dead Taliban. It's measured in how many more water supplies are being reconnected; how many more people now have the benefit of the rule of law and good governance; how many have the prospect of a job; and, above all, whether we are winning or losing the battle for public opinion, which is central to successful reconstruction. The polls measuring domestic opinion show falling support for the international presence. The decline has been relatively small, but once this slide begins it can move fast and be difficult to turn around. Modern war is fought among the people, and so is post-conflict reconstruction. The battle for public opinion is the crucial battle: if you lose it, you lose full stop. We have to turn this around very rapidly if we are not to have another, and more painful, failure on our hands after Iraq. 

Failure in Afghanistan will spill over to Central Asia
Starr  Frederick, Chair – Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Foreign Affairs, July/August 05, Lexis
In relations among states, success does not necessarily breed success. In both Afghanistan and the rest of Central Asia, the United States is at a crossroads and must either move forward or fall back. If it chooses disinterest or passivity the cost will be enormous. Afghanistan will sink backward and again become a field of fierce geopolitical competition. Other countries of Central Asia will either be drawn into its destructive vortex or seek refuge at whatever cost, most likely in the arms of Russia or China. This will seed fresh rounds of instability as nationalists throughout the region fight for their waning sovereignties, as they did for years after 1917. Development will halt.
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That leads to nuclear war
Dr. M. Ehsan Ahrari, Professor of National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College, 8/1/1 (www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?pubID=112)
South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world  where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid  crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only  one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at  that, but has an important role to play through engagement  activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has  led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass  destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led  them toward policies which undercut the security of their  neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be  increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued  low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or  a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern  could allow the states of the region to become solid economic  and political partners for the United States, thus  representing a gain for all concerned.

Uniqueness 2NC 

Obama is reducing use of PMC’s - DoD budget proves

Matt Cover, Staff Writer, May 15, 2009 Obama Adminstration Wants to Slash Defense Contractors by Hiring More Than 30,000 New Federal Employees
http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/48171
Defense Secretary Robert Gates said he wants to reduce the role support-service contractor employees by a third and replace them with more than 30,000 new government employees.
Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee Thursday, Gates said that the Obama administration’s goal was to reduce the number of private Defense contractors to pre-Bush administration--and thus, pre-war--levels.
The Pentagon, he said, plans to reduce “the number of support service contractors from our current 39 percent of the workforce to the pre-2001 level of 26 percent and replacing them with full-time government employees.
“Our goal is to hire as many as 13,800 new civil servants in FY10 (fiscal year 2010) to replace contractors and up to 33,600 new civil servants in place of contractors over the next five years,” Gates told the committee.     

Obama is reducing use of PMCs now by introducing reforms
Stephen Lendman, 1-19-10, Research Associate of the Centre for Research on Globalization, RENSE, “Outsourcing War - Rise Of Private Military Contractors (PMCs)”, http://www.rense.com/general89/outs.htm
In February 2007, Senator Obama introduced the Transparency and Accountability in Military Security Contracting Act as an amendment to the 2008 Defense Authorization Act, requiring federal agencies to report to Congress on the numbers of security contractors employed, killed, wounded, and disciplinary actions taken against them. Referred to the Senate Armed Services Committee, it never passed.     Then in February 2009 as president, Obama introduced reforms to reduce PMC spending and shift outsourced work back to government. He also promised to improve the quality of acquisition workers - government employees involved in supervising and auditing billions of dollars spent monthly on contracts. Even so, PMCs are fully integrated into national security and other government functions, as evidenced by the massive numbers in Iraq and Afghanistan alone.   

Link Extensions

US withdrawal will cause an increase in use of PMC’s by the state department to fill in for lost troops

Jeremy Scahill, February 27, 2008,  a Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, is the author of the bestselling Blackwater: The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army, published by Nation Books. He is an award-winning investigative journalist and correspondent for the national radio, http://www.thenation.com/article/obamas-mercenary-position
What is unfolding is the face of President Obama's scaled-down, rebranded mini-occupation of Iraq. Under the terms of the Status of Forces agreement, all US forces are supposed to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. Using private forces is a backdoor way of continuing a substantial US presence under the cover of "diplomatic security." The kind of paramilitary force that Obama and Clinton are trying to build in Iraq is, in large part, a byproduct of the monstrous colonial fortress the United States calls its embassy in Baghdad and other facilities the US will maintain throughout Iraq after the "withdrawal." The State Department plans to operate five "Enduring Presence Posts" at current US military bases in Basrah, Diyala, Erbil, Kirkuk and Ninewa. The State Department has indicated that more sites may be created in the future, which would increase the demand for private forces. The US embassy in Baghdad is the size of Vatican City, comprised of twenty-one buildings on a 104-acres of land on the Tigris River.

A withdrawal of US troops in Iraq will result in a substantial increase in PMC contractors.

Nathan Hodge, Staff writer for WSJ, 7/12/10, Doubling the State Department’s Private Army in Iraq?, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/12/doubling-the-state-departments-private-army-in-iraq/

In a report issued today, the Commission on Wartime Contracting noted that the State Department still relies heavily on the military to support its operations. Military units do everything from flying medical evacuation missions and sweeping highways for bombs to responding to rocket attacks and sending out armed quick-reaction teams in an ambush. 

Absent U.S. armed forces, contractors may have to take on more of those jobs. 

“As U.S. military forces leave Iraq – taking with them some vital services well ahead of the final exit target of December 31, 2011 – State will have no practical alternative to meet its continuing security and support needs in Iraq than by greatly increasing its contracting,” the report states. 

The State Department has already put in a request for some serious military equipment, including two dozen UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters and 50 Mine-Resistant Ambush Protected trucks. But according to a joint statement issued by commission co-chairs Michael Thibault and Christopher Shays, the State Department may also need to more than double its private security force, from around 2,700 today to 6,000 or 7,000 personnel.
US military pullout of Iraq will cause increased use of PMCs by the state department.

WILLIAM MATTHEWS, 7/12/2010, Staff writer at Defence news, US contract use in Iraq expected to rise, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4704826&c=MID&s=TOP 

As the U.S. military pulls troops and equipment out of Iraq, the State Department will have to rely increasingly on contractors to perform such services as flying rescue helicopters and disarming roadside bombs, a congressional commission warned.
That is not an ideal solution but none other seems available, members of the Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan said during a July 12 hearing.

While the Defense Department works to reduce its dependence on contractors, the State Department will have to greatly increase its use of hired help.

"Boy, that really troubles me," said Dov Zakheim, a commission member and former Pentagon budget chief. "You're going to be getting contractors not only doing what they're doing today, but doing things that are inherently governmental."

In a scenario spelled out by commission Co-chairman Michael Thibault, if State Department employees working as trainers for the Iraqi police come under fire from Iraqi insurgents, the injured might well have to be rescued by contractors because U.S. military forces are pulling out of the country.
Link Extensions

Pullout of Iraq or Afghanistan will result in Increase use of PMC to fill in for the US military withdrawn

Jim Fink, 4/12/2010, How To Profit From the War in Afghanistan: Military Contractors ,  Staff writer at investing daily, http://www.investingdaily.com/users/jim-fink-23.html

In fact, troop drawdowns in Iraq and Afghanistan could actually increase the use of military contractors needed to fill the void left by the withdrawing troops.  In testimony before Congress last November, Rear Admiral Tom Traaen stated: “The ratio of contractors to military has been 1:1 for the past several years, but it is predicted this will increase to 1.5:1 by next August.”  Similarly, the Wall Street Journal reported last December that the U.S. is hiring military contractors at a “fast pace:” 
Military obligation will result in increased in use in PMCs to fulfill these obligations

David Isenberg, November 14, 2008., U.S. Navy veteran David Isenberg is a military affairs analyst. He is an adjunct scholar with the Cato Institute and the author of a forthcoming book, Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq., http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9797 

By the way, Obama not opposing the use of contractors in Iraq is equivalent to someone not opposing the setting of the sun in the west. You couldn't do it, even if you wanted to. If for no other reason that contractors also figure to be a prominent part of the eventual withdrawal. According to a past GAO report, as of April 26 there were approximately 149,400 Department of Defense contractors and as of July 1 approximately 147,400 U.S. troops deployed in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Thus, there are now more DOD contractors than regular active forces. That doesn't count the nearly 3,000 security contractors work directly for the State Department in Iraq, according to an August Congressional Budget Office report.

If there were U.S. forces -- military or otherwise -- to spare for those roles, they would have been provided. Much of their work -- protecting U.S. and allied officials and other civilians involved in aid and reconstruction -- will continue after a military pullout. Removing them precipitously would likely delay the withdrawal of U.S. forces, because U.S. personnel would have to replace them. 

Impact 2NC - Stability

PMCs act outside the law and create anti-American sentiment 
Marcus Raskin and Devin West, October 10, Paths For Reconstruction in the 21st Century A PROJECT OF THE INSTITUTE FOR POLICY STUDIES, Collateral Damage: A U.S. Strategy in War?
There are now almost as many contrac-tors in Iraq as there are U.S. military person-nel, which number around 190,000.55 The in-vasive presence of contractors fuels discon-tent with the occupation as unemployment runs as high as 40% and Iraqis see well-paid contractors daily who do seemingly little to reconstruct the country.56 The lack of security and high levels of violence in Iraq further in-flate the already hefty price of contractors. Companies add as much as 25% to their cost estimates to pay for security to protect their employees working in Iraq. 

Former head of the Coalition Provisional Authority L. Paul Bremer gave security con-tractors a green light to act recklessly in 2004 when he declared all contractors immune from prosecution. In late 2007 the UN re-ported that security contractors were killing Iraqi civilians indiscriminately.57 The use of force by contractors has become so rampant the UN has demanded that security firms con-trol the actions of their employees and has threatened to charge contractors with crimes against humanity and war crimes for the mur-der of civilians. The use of force against civil-ians by security contractors has infuriated Iraqis and fueled tensions between the popu-lation and occupying forces. In one instance of unprovoked force, contractors working for Blackwater USA opened fire and killed 17 ci-vilians. Al Jazeera quoted a UN official as say-ing "international humanitarian rights law ap-plies to them [contactors] as well."58 None of the crimes committed by security contractors, however, has been prosecuted by the U.S., suggesting that U.S. authorities feel Americans are above the law in Iraq.

PMCs inherently create instability empirically proven

Olsson Christian, Monday 7 February 2005, Doctorand in political sciences (international relations) at the Institute of Political Studies (IEP) of Paris affiliated to the International Research and Studies Center (CERI). Researcher associated with the Center with Studies on the Conflicts, Paris, Private Military Companies in Iraq : a Force for Good ?, http://www.libertysecurity.org/article127.html

The third issue concerns their potentially destructive consequences. Can one really expect lucrative companies benefiting from the business of war to be efficient in the effective restoration of peace? The answer seems to be negative when considering that in many cases they are used by states to intervene in local conflicts without being suspected of interference or of acts of aggression. This was the case when the US government used the firm MPRI to support and train the Croatian Armed Forces after the collapse of Yugoslavia. This program led up to the lethal Operation Storm in 1995 that saw the ethnic cleansing of the Krajina region killing hundreds of civilians and leaving more than 170 000 homeless. This could never have been achieved directly by the US government without provoking a massive outcry in the international community. In many other instances PMCs have been used to pour small arms into war-torn societies, to train local militias and even to engage directly in combat, thus durably intensifying local conflicts.

PMCS undermine local government authority and foster anti American setement
Moshe Schwartz, January 19, 2010, Specialist in Defense Acquisition, CRS Report for Congress, The Department of Defense’s Use of Private Security Contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan: Background, Analysis, and Options for Congress,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40835.pdf
According to many analysts, these events have in fact undermined the U.S. mission in Iraq and

Afghanistan.48 An Iraqi Interior Ministry official, discussing the behavior of private security

contractors, said “Iraqis do not know them as Blackwater or other PSCs but only as Americans.”49

One senior military officer reportedly stated that the actions of armed PSCs “can turn an entire

district against us.”50 Some analysts also contend that PSCs can be a direct threat to the

legitimacy of the local government. These analysts argue that if counter-insurgency operations are

a competition for legitimacy but the government is allowing armed contractors to operate in the

country without the contractors being held accountable for their actions, then the government

itself can be viewed as not legitimate in the eyes of the local population. These analysts point to

the recent court decision dismissing the case against former Blackwater employees as a case in

point where the legitimacy of the U.S. and local government is being undermined by the actions

of PSCs.51

Capitalism Impact Module

PMCs represent privatization of the military and the incursion of business principles
Stephen Lendman 1-19-10 (Harvard BA, Wharton MBA, six years as a marketing research analyst, “Outsourcing War - Rise Of Private Military Contractors (PMCs)” http://www.rense.com/general89/outs.htm)
The "privatization revolution"
Singer calls it a "change in mentality, a change in political thinking, (a) new ideology that" whatever governments can do, business can do better so let it. The transformation is pervasive in public services, including more spent on private police than actual ones in America. And the phenomenon is global. In China, for example, the private security industry is one of its fastest growing.
By privatizing the military, America pierced the last frontier to let private mercenaries serve in place of conventional forces. Singer defines three types of companies:

1. "Military provider firms"
Whatever their functions, they're used tactically as combatants with weapons performing services formerly done exclusively by conventional or special forces.
2. Military consulting companies
They train and advise, much the way management consulting firms operate for business. They also provide personal security and bodyguard services.
3. Military support firms
They perform non-lethal services. They're "supply-chain management firms....tak(ing) care of the back-end, (including) logistics and technology assistance...." They also supply intelligence and analysis, ordnance disposal, weapons maintenance and other non-combat functions.

Insert Cap Impact
Hegemony Impact Module

PMCs hurt the military – recruitment and retention
Chris V. Hawk,5 May 2010, Chief Warrant Officer Three in the United States Army, “Privatization and the Modern Military: The Impact on the Overall Mission”, https://www.excelsior.edu/portal/page/portal/EC_Library_Portlets/MA-LS_Thesis/Hawk_Chris.pdf
Since the latter phases of the war in Iraq, military officials have had to develop alternative incentives to stop the departure of well trained soldiers being tempted to seek employment with various private military companies. Many combat commanders tried to deter the soldiers from departing the army and joining PMCs by telling them that by joining a PMC they will discover that there is no "moral commitment" to employees, their equipment will be less advanced, and that the standards are far lower than the military would ever accept (Norton-Taylor, 2005). 

But the appeal of making a bigger paycheck is still resulting in a rapid departure of US and non-US Special Forces troops (The American Voice, 2004). This is occurring at a time when military organizations are “gearing up” for a mounting responsibility in deterring violence and assisting international nations with restoring peace and safety globally. Competition for the best employees from opposing private companies is so intense that US and British government officials are creating new compensations, promotions, and educational enticements to keep their employees from seeking employment elsewhere. 

While there are still quite a few service members who are patriotic to their country and believe it is their duty to support and defend, the chance to possibly get ahead in life and finally possess things that they may never acquire while in the 84 

army weighs heavy on their decision to stay or go. Regrettably, even with all the disadvantages of joining a PMC, soldiers are leaving the regular armed forces by the thousands each year in hopes of obtaining the financial reward that comes along with being employed by a PMC(The American Voice, 2004).

PMCs negatively affect the military effectiveness
Michael D. Kornburger and Jeremy R. Dobos, December 2007, Michael D. Kornburger

Major, United States Army B.S., Western Michigan University, 1996 Jeremy R. Dobos Major, United States Army B.A., Hope College, 1997 p.50

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA475862 
Along with previously identified effects in the public sector, expansion of PMCs

are likely to have effects on the military. PMCs may negatively impact operations, and

the military may develop an unintentional reliance on PMCs. This reliance may also spill

over and affect the retention of highly skilled personnel in the military. Over-reliance on

PMCs may degrade the capabilities of the uniformed military. The military must not

become dependant on PMCs and lose the ability to conduct certain types of missions.

Once a requirement is handed over to PMCs, it will be difficult for the military to

immediately regain lost capabilities, especially as it is conceivable that PMCs would seek

to protect their portion of the market. An example of a potential lost capability is in the

realm of armed personal security. Armed security is one area that the government has

outsourced extensively in Iraq to PMCs such as Blackwater.

Hegemony Impact Module

Use of PMCs hurt us credibility by decreasing recruitment, morale, and overall readiness of troops

Christopher M. Kovach, March 11 2010, Christopher M. Kovach serves as a Captain in the United States Air Force Judge AdvocateGeneral’s Corps. He is presently assigned as Contracts Attorney, Kadena Air Base, Okinawa,

Japan., CONNECTIONS The Quarterly Journal Volume IX, Number 2, http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/PfPConnections_CowboysInTheMiddleEast_PrivateSecurityCompanies.pdf 

In addition to these high-level strategic concerns, the relative impunity PSCs enjoy also affects the recruitment, morale, and readiness that regular troops face. The lawlessness with which they are able to operate impacts and undercuts civil-military relations in three ways.  First, strengthening the private military industry disrupts the state’s monopoly on the use of force abroad and may also lead to destabilizing effects between the state and the military.   Especially in weak or developing nations, “the hiring of [PSC] services may undermine the regime’s control over the military.”17 In other words, the state relies upon the private force instead of its regular troops; a lack of confidence results; the state mistrusts its armies, and the army brooks its government.  Second, copious amounts of anecdotal reports exist that show that PSCs have been  hiring away military personnel, especially Special Forces members, and offering them  higher salaries than the regular military can offer.18 For example, the pay range of PSC  contractors ranges anywhere from USD 500 to 1,500 per day.19 By means of comparison,  the average junior enlisted U.S. military member earns about USD 66 to 100 per  day.20 While no hard data exist on PSCs’ impact on the regular armed forces’ retention,  the stark difference in pay nevertheless saps the military’s competitive advantage.21  Third, according to systematic data, contractors violate laws and get away with it.  And people notice. Based on one survey conducted in 2008, 20 percent of armed forces members believed armed contractors were not respectful of international law. As for U.S. Department of State personnel, when polled, 40 percent thought PSC contractors violated international law.22 However, violations are not necessarily dangerous to  the mission; they become troubling only when coupled with impunity or indifference.  Despite the efforts of Congress to address the problem of adequately disciplining contractors  and deterring them from committing misconduct, 30 percent of military and 26  percent of State Department members surveyed in 2008 claimed that armed contractors  are given free rein to misbehave with little accountability.23  These factors make it more difficult not only to accomplish the war-fighting mission  in dangerous territories but also to maintain the United States’ credibility and that  of its armed forces. In fact, campaigns against insurgencies are at their core battles of credibility; the occupying force can withdraw only after it has successfully propped up the local government. “The presence of a massive contracting force, seeming to be more powerful and outside the rule of law, shows the local populace the exact opposite.  They both affront and simultaneously undermine the regime within local eyes.”24

Empire Impact Module

US of PMCs reinforces US hegemonic control and militarization
David Isenberg, January 2009 (a researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), and the author of Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq, “

Private Military Contractors and U.S. grand Strategy” <www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf>)

One can argue for and against such contractors but what nobody wants to discuss is that the U.S. government’s huge and growing reliance on private contractors constitutes an at- tempt to circumvent or evade public skepticism about the United States’ self-appointed role as global policeman. The U.S. government has assumed the role of guarantor of global stability at a time when the American public is unwilling to provide the resources necessary to support this strategy. Private contractors fill the gap between geopolitical goals and public means

The low visibility and presumed low cost of private contractors appeals to those who fa- vor a global U.S. military presence, but fear that such a strategy cannot command public support. And by using contractors the United States also shift responsibility and blame for its actions.

As the United States relies more heavily upon military contractors to support its role as world hegemon, it reinforces the tendency to approach global crises in a unilateral, as op- posed to multilateral manner, further ensuring that the burdens will be carried dispropor- tionately by U.S. taxpayers. U.S. use of PMCs is inevitable until people grasp the key point, which is that that contracting is both part of war and part of maintaining a global military hegemonic presence.

Human Rights Impact Module

PMCs are subject to many human rights abuses within the military, not just harming the citizens but also abrupting the success of its missions

Melina Milazzo 7-20-10 (Pennoyer Fellow, Law and Security Program, “Oversight, Accountability Needed for Contractors in War Zones” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/human-rights-first/oversight-accountability_b_652508.html
Similarly, the State Department testified during a June hearing before the Commission on Wartime Contracting that by the time U.S. military forces exit Iraq it will need to more than double the number of private security contractors in Iraq - from about 2,700 to approximately 7,000.
With this increased reliance on contractors have come increased incidents of serious criminal violations. Contractors have been implicated in a range of abuses across theaters and in multiple capacities. They have been accused of participating in torture and of imposing wanton violence on local civilian populations. Yet, only a handful of U.S. contractors have been prosecuted for criminal misconduct. The most notorious incident--the killing of 17 Iraqi civilians in Nisoor Square in 2008 by Blackwater employees--symbolizes the "culture of impunity" that Human Rights First reported on in 2008.
There are, however, clear steps to end contractor abuse and impunity - one of which is to ensure meaningful accountability for serious abuses committed by U.S. contractors abroad are in place. This is not only imperative to the United States' reputation as a nation committed to the rule of law, but also to the success of its military missions.

PMCs are sent out to do missions with little rules to abide by, there are many cases in which they are torturing and even slaughtering un armed civilians
Stephen Lendman 1-19-10 (Harvard BA, Wharton MBA, six years as a marketing research analyst, “Outsourcing War - Rise Of Private Military Contractors (PMCs)” http://www.rense.com/general89/outs.htm)

True enough. Those performing security functions are paramilitaries, hired guns, unprincipled, in it for the money, and might easily switch sides if offered more. Though technically accountable under international and domestic laws where they're assigned, they, in fact, are unregulated, unchecked, free from criminal or civil accountability, and are licensed to kill and get away with it. Political and institutional expediency affords them immunity and impunity to pretty much do as they please and be handsomely paid for it.
 

So wherever they're deployed, they're menacing and feared with good reason even though many of their member firms belong to associations like the International Peace Operations Association (IPOA) and the British Association of Private and Security Companies (BAPSC). Their conduct codes are mere voluntary guidelines that at worst subject violators to expulsion.
 

When IPOA wanted Blackwater USA investigated (later Blackwater Worldwide, now Xe - pronounced Zee) for slaughtering 28 Iraqis in Al-Nisour Square in central Baghdad and wounding dozens more on September 16, 2007, the company left the association and set up its own, the Global Peace and Security Operations Institute (GPSOI), with no conduct code besides saying:
 

"Blackwater desires a safer world though practical application of ideas that create solution making a genuine difference to those in need (by) solving the seemingly impossible problems that threaten global peace and stability."
 

Blackwater, now Xe, makes them far worse as unchecked hired guns. Wherever deployed, they operate as they wish, take full advantage, and stay unaccountable for their worst crimes, the types that would subject ordinary people to the severest punishments.

 

In his book "Blackwater: The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army," Jeremy Scahill described a:
 

"shadowy mercenary company (employing) some of the most feared professional killers in the world (accustomed) to operating without worry or legal consequences....largely off the congressional radar. (It has) remarkable power and protection within the US war apparatus" to practice violence with impunity, including cold-blooded murder of non-combatant civilians.

Human Rights Impact Module

PMCs are subject to many human rights abuses within the military, not just harming the citizens but also preventing the success of its missions

Melina Milazzo 7-20-10 (Pennoyer Fellow, Law and Security Program, “Oversight, Accountability Needed for Contractors in War Zones” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/human-rights-first/oversight-accountability_b_652508.html
Similarly, the State Department testified during a June hearing before the Commission on Wartime Contracting that by the time U.S. military forces exit Iraq it will need to more than double the number of private security contractors in Iraq - from about 2,700 to approximately 7,000.
With this increased reliance on contractors have come increased incidents of serious criminal violations. Contractors have been implicated in a range of abuses across theaters and in multiple capacities. They have been accused of participating in torture and of imposing wanton violence on local civilian populations. Yet, only a handful of U.S. contractors have been prosecuted for criminal misconduct. The most notorious incident--the killing of 17 Iraqi civilians in Nisoor Square in 2008 by Blackwater employees--symbolizes the "culture of impunity" that Human Rights First reported on in 2008.
There are, however, clear steps to end contractor abuse and impunity - one of which is to ensure meaningful accountability for serious abuses committed by U.S. contractors abroad are in place. This is not only imperative to the United States' reputation as a nation committed to the rule of law, but also to the success of its military missions.

PMCs are sent out to do missions with little rules to abide by, there are many cases in which they are torturing and even slaughtering unarmed civilians
Stephen Lendman 1-19-10 (Harvard BA, Wharton MBA, six years as a marketing research analyst, “Outsourcing War - Rise Of Private Military Contractors (PMCs)” http://www.rense.com/general89/outs.htm) 
True enough. Those performing security functions are paramilitaries, hired guns, unprincipled, in it for the money, and might easily switch sides if offered more. Though technically accountable under international and domestic laws where they're assigned, they, in fact, are unregulated, unchecked, free from criminal or civil accountability, and are licensed to kill and get away with it. Political and institutional expediency affords them immunity and impunity to pretty much do as they please and be handsomely paid for it.   So wherever they're deployed, they're menacing and feared with good reason even though many of their member firms belong to associations like the International Peace Operations Association (IPOA) and the British Association of Private and Security Companies (BAPSC). Their conduct codes are mere voluntary guidelines that at worst subject violators to expulsion.   When IPOA wanted Blackwater USA investigated (later Blackwater Worldwide, now Xe - pronounced Zee) for slaughtering 28 Iraqis in Al-Nisour Square in central Baghdad and wounding dozens more on September 16, 2007, the company left the association and set up its own, the Global Peace and Security Operations Institute (GPSOI), with no conduct code besides saying:   "Blackwater desires a safer world though practical application of ideas that create solution making a genuine difference to those in need (by) solving the seemingly impossible problems that threaten global peace and stability."   Blackwater, now Xe, makes them far worse as unchecked hired guns. Wherever deployed, they operate as they wish, take full advantage, and stay unaccountable for their worst crimes, the types that would subject ordinary people to the severest punishments.   In his book "Blackwater: The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army," Jeremy Scahill described a:   "shadowy mercenary company (employing) some of the most feared professional killers in the world (accustomed) to operating without worry or legal consequences....largely off the congressional radar. (It has) remarkable power and protection within the US war apparatus" to practice violence with impunity, including cold-blooded murder of non-combatant civilians. 

Human Rights Impact Module

PMC employees commit crimes with almost no legal responsibility allowing abuses of human rights
Michele Chwastiak University of New Mexico Anderson School of Management April 07 (“War, Incorporated: Private, Unaccountable and Profitable” page 9)
Given that the employees of PMCs are civilians, they are not subject to the military code of justice and they cannot be court marshaled (Bianco & Anderson, 2003; Hartung, 2004a; Singer, 2004b; Yeoman, 2003). As a result, these employees exist in a legal gray zone. Normally, a civilian’s crimes fall under the laws of the nation in which they are committed, however PMCs are frequently operating in failed states where there is no local authority (Singer, 2004b; 2005; Trayor, 2003). Hence, crimes committed by PMC employees tend to go unpunished.

This is obvious in Iraq where not a single PMC employee has been prosecuted or punished for a crime despite the fact that over 20,000 of them have been there for over three years and that L. Paul Bremer, the former leader of the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq, issued an order that contractors are subject to the law of their parent country (Singer, 2005; Price, 2006). As Singer (2005, p. 4) notes, “Either every one of

11them happens to be a model citizen, or there are serious shortcomings in the legal system that governs them.”
However, one of the unique characteristics of the PMC market is that almost all employees are ex-soldiers (Singer, 2003) and according to Johnson (2004, p. 107), “Crime and racism are ubiquitous in the military.” It is difficult to believe that while hundreds of soldiers in Iraq have been prosecuted for crimes ranging from drinking to murder, the ex-soldiers employed by PMCs have done nothing wrong (Price, 2006).

Evidence indicates that the employees of PMCs have committed crimes in Iraq with no consequences. For instance, it is known that employees of PMCs have been involved in many shootings in Iraq, including at least one fatality in which the rules of engagement were not followed, yet no one has been prosecuted (Miller, 2005; Price, 2006). Further, an egregious example of unaccountable crime occurred in Bosnia, where employees of DynCorp allegedly bought and sold women and girls, some as young as twelve years old, as sex slaves, even videotaping a rape. Clearly, rape and human trafficking are illegal, nonetheless the employees were not prosecuted, they were simply fired and sent home (Macomber, 2004; O’Meara, 2002a; Wayne, 2002). In response to these crimes, DynCorp required its recruits to acknowledge in writing that “human trafficking and involvement with prostitution are considered illegal by the international community and are immoral, unethical and strictly prohibited” (Crewdson, 2002).

Iraqi Relations Impact Module

Use of PMCs foster anti American sentiment and kill US-Iraqi relations

Michael D. Kornburger and Jeremy R. Dobos, December 2007, Michael D. Kornburger

Major, United States Army B.S., Western Michigan University, 1996 Jeremy R. Dobos Major, United States Army B.A., Hope College, 1997Pg 46, 

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA475862 
The U.S. government has to consider all aspects of the message that it is sending

when utilizing PMCs to support military operations. The actions of PMCs and armed

contractors will directly shape the larger message that the U.S. government is trying to

send. In Iraq, the U.S. military’s overall goal is to secure the population to give the Iraqi

government time to evolve, but heavy-handed operations with aggressive tactics by

armed contractors degrade this goal.131 For example, the recent Blackwater incident on

September 16, 2007, where their employees have been accused of shooting 17 innocent

Iraqi citizens supports this issue. The government must reinforce with PMCs that all

actions have messages and psychological impacts.132 If the message that is being sent is

inconsistent with the desired intent, then the U.S. government must emplace controls to

counter the effects of PMCs or ensure their actions are consistent with the overall goals

of the operation through effective management of the contract.

Pres Powers Bad

Presidential power ends all Congressional restraint on warmaking – conflicts become inevitable
Ivan Eland 7, Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute and Assistant Editor of The Independent Review and former Director of Defense Policy Studies @ CATO, “Bush Out of Link in Scolding Pelosi” Consortium News, April 3, http://www.consortiumnews.com/2007/040307a.html
Curiously, although the expansion of executive power in foreign policy has not served the nation well, it often has the counterintuitive effect of serving the interests of Congress. If the President is always in charge of U.S. foreign policy, members of Congress can duck responsibility for tough issues that might pose risks to their paramount goal—getting re–elected. For example, by allowing presidents to fight even major conflicts without constitutionally required declarations of war—a phenomenon that began when Harry Truman neglected, with a congressional wink and nod, to get approval for the Korean War—the Congress conveniently throws responsibility for the war into the President’s lap. The founders would be horrified at the erosion of a major pillar of their system of checks and balances. To fulfill their constitutional responsibility as a check on the President, members of Congress do have a responsibility to be heavily involved in U.S. foreign policy. Instead of publicly condemning Speaker Pelosi for carrying out the bipartisan Iraq Study Group’s heretofore–languishing recommendation of actually talking to Syria to resolve bilateral issues, the President should be happy that someone in the U.S. government is willing to take risks with one of America’s major adversaries in the region.
Unchecked presidential powers will result in nuclear war 

Forrester, 89 (Ray Professor, Hastings College of the Law, University of California August, The George Washington Law Review 57 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 1636 “Presidential Wars in the Nuclear Age: An Unresolved Problem.” ) Abramson, Wherever President Goes, the Nuclear War 'Football' is Beside Him, Los Angeles Times, April 3, 1981, at 10, col. 1 (copyright, 1981, Los Angeles Times. Reprinted by permission). 

Translated, what all this means is that the authentication codes-the sophisticated "passwords" necessary for the President of the United States to order the use of nuclear weapons-are with President Reagan at George Washington University Hospital. The "football," as the small suitcase containing the codes was labeled many years ago, has become one of the fascinating trappings of the U.S. presidency. And it has developed a mythology all its own through novels and movies and news reports, despite the fact that officials who know anything about the device will hardly even acknowledge that it exists. From the outset of the atomic age, the United States has refused to say whether it would launch its nuclear weapons when it is warned that a Soviet attack is on the way. * Professor, Hastings College of the Law, University of California. Former dean of the law schools at Vanderbilt, Tulane, and Cornell. August 1989 Vol. 57 No. 6 1636 HeinOnline -- 57 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 1636 1988-1989 Presidential Wars THE GEORGE WASHINGTON LAW REVIEW As a result, the "football," just like the missiles in their silos, has become a part of the U.S. deterrent to Soviet attack. Because it exists, the President maintains the ability, wherever he is, to order a nuclear attack within 30 minutes. In the most basic terms, the "football" contains the authentication code that the President would use in the outbreak of nuclear war to verify to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that he had ordered the use of atomic weapons. Abramson, Wherever President Goes, the Nuclear War 'Football' is Beside Him, Los Angeles Times, April 3, 1981, at 10, col. 1 (copyright, 1981, Los Angeles Times. Reprinted by permission). On the basis of this report, the startling fact is that one man alone has the ability to start a nuclear war. A basic theory-if not the basic theory of our Constitution-is that concentration of power in any one person, or one group, is dangerous to mankind. The Constitution, therefore, contains a strong system of checks and balances, starting with the separation of powers between the President, Congress, and the Supreme Court. The message is that no one of them is safe with unchecked power. Yet, in what is probably the most dangerous governmental power ever possessed, we find the potential for world destruction lodged in the discretion of one person. 

** PMCs AFFIRMATIVE

N/U PMCs Now

PMCs outnumber military personnel in Afganistan so impacts are nonunique

Justin Elliott, September 1, 2009, Study: More Contractors In Afghanistan Than Military Personnel -- Highest Ratio Everhttp://tpmmuckraker.talkingpointsmemo.com/2009/09/study_more_contractors_in_afghanistan_than_militar.php
Private Defense Department contractors outnumber the ranks of uniformed U.S. military in Afghanistan, according to a Congressional Research Service study obtained by the invaluable Secrecy News.

As of March, there were over 68,000 contractors in Afghanistan and over 52,000 military personnel (Read the report in .pdf format here.) 

At 57% of total Defense Department workforce, the number of contractors represents "the highest recorded percentage of contractors used by DOD in any conflict in the history of the United States," the study concludes.

At a time when President Obama is increasing the number of troops in Afghanistan to at least 68,000 and the debate over the war is heating up, the reliance on contractors has been given little attention.

In today's much-discussed column calling for a drawdown of troops, George Will doesn't even mention contractors.

The contractors in Afghanistan perform many duties that would have once been done by the military: "logistics, construction, linguist services, and transportation," the study reports. In the second quarter of FY'09, 16% of contractors in Afghanistan provide security, versus 10% in Iraq.

And 76% of the contractors in Afghanistan are "local nationals," which the study examines in terms of the military's counterinsurgency strategy.
Substantial amounts of PMCs in Afghanistan now means your impact should have been triggered

CNN, December 17, 2009, Congress to probe private military contractors in Afghanistan, http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/12/17/afghanistan.contractors.probe/index.html 

Federal auditors state that approximately $950 million in "questioned and unsupported costs" has been submitted by Pentagon contractors for work in Afghanistan, according to a report prepared for Congress. That amount represents 16 percent of the total contract dollars examined so far.

The U.S. government has spent more than $23 billion on contracts in Afghanistan since 2002, the report states.

There are currently 104,000 Pentagon contractors in Afghanistan -- a figure that could rise to 160,000 to support President Obama's planned troop increase, according to the report. Roughly 100,000 U.S. troops are slated to be in Afghanistan at the height of the coming surge.

N/U PMCs Now

PMCs have increased already means impact should have been triggered

The Washington Independent, 12/17/09 2:35 PM, Private Security Contractors in Afghanistan Have Doubled in Just Six Months,

 http://washingtonindependent.com/author/spencer_ackerman/, 

Sen. Claire McCaskill (D-Mo.) is holding a hearing right now about contractors in Afghanistan before a Homeland Security and Government Affairs subcommittee. (I regret I can’t cover it right now, but you can watch it live here.) Still, the senator’s staff has prepared a memo about the parlous state of contractor oversight in Afghanistan and it contains some alarming trends. For instance:

From June 2009 to September 2009, there was a 40% increase in Defense Department contractors in Afghanistan. During the same period, the number of armed private security contractors working for the Defense Department in Afghanistan doubled, increasing from approximately 5,000 to more than 10,000.

That figure comes from a Pentagon study from last month. It’s a dramatic uptick. More disturbing still, the memo doesn’t explain the relationship between those security contractors and the military chain of command. Are they required to adhere to Gen. McChrystal’s intent to protect the Afghan civilian population? If not, how to mitigate their potential damage to the mission?

Additionally, the Obama administration is trying to shift the majority of its development aid into quick-impact agricultural sectors. But McCaskill’s staff found a lot of problems with USAID’s agricultural contracts:

In November 2006, USAID awarded a four-year, $102 million contract to Chemonics International, Inc., to implement the Accelerating Sustainable Agriculture Program, a program to improve agricultural production and efficiency in rural Afghanistan. Although the contractor has reported progress, the USAID Inspector General found that the contractor could not adequately support its reports and that the contractor had failed to comply with some contract requirements.

PMCs have been increased by over 100% and no impact has been triggered no risk of an impact

David Isenberg, Author, Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq, Huffington post, March 11, 2010, Private Military Contractors as Buzz Lightyear: To Afghanistan and Beyond, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/david-isenberg/private-military-contract_b_494834.html 
According to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), as of September 2009, there were 11,423 private security contractors in Afghanistan, of which 10,712 (94%) were armed. Of the armed security contractors, 90% were local nationals. Less than one percent was American, and the rest were third country nationals. Of course, in recent years the trend has been rising. According to DOD, from September 2007 to December 2008, the number of armed security contractors increased from 2,401 to 3,184, an increase of 33%. But from December 2008 to September 2009, the number of armed security contractors increased from 3,184 to 10,712, an increase of 236% DOD attributed the increase in security contractors to increased operational tempo and efforts to stabilize and develop new and existing forward operating bases. According to DOD, from September 2007 to June 2009, the number of armed security contractors increased at a slower rate than overall contractor and troop levels. However, from June to September 2009, armed security contractors increased at a faster rate (107%) than total contractors (43%) or troop levels (16%). As of September 2009, armed security contractors made up 10% of all contractors. However, armed contractors make up only about 6% of DOD's workforce in Afghanistan.  

N/U PMCs Now

PMC’s already in use in Iraq 
Stephen Lendman 1-19-10 (Harvard BA, Wharton MBA, six years as a marketing research analyst, “Outsourcing War - Rise Of Private Military Contractors (PMCs)” http://www.rense.com/general89/outs.htm)
Overall, the industry is huge and growing, grossing over $100 billion annually worldwide, operating in over 50 countries. By far, the Pentagon is their biggest client, and in the decade leading up to the Iraq War, it contracted with over 3,000 PMCs, and now many more spending increasingly larger amounts.

A single company, Halliburton and its divisions grossed between $13 - $16 billion from the Iraq War, an amount 2.5 times America's cost for the entire Gulf War. The company profits handsomely because of America's commitment to privatized militarization. More about it below.

Since 2003, Iraq alone represents the "single largest commitment of US military forces in a generation (and) by far the largest marketplace for the private military industry ever."
In 2005, 80 PMCs operated there with over 20,000 personnel. Today, in Iraq and Afghanistan combined, it's grown exponentially, according to US Department of Defense figures - nearly 250,000 as of Q 3, 2009, mostly in Iraq but rising in Afghanistan to support more troops.
US already has many PMCs in Iraq – makes non-unique
Stephen Lendman 1-19-10 (Harvard BA, Wharton MBA, six years as a marketing research analyst, “Outsourcing War - Rise Of Private Military Contractors (PMCs)” http://www.rense.com/general89/outs.htm)
Overall, the industry is huge and growing, grossing over $100 billion annually worldwide, operating in over 50 countries. By far, the Pentagon is their biggest client, and in the decade leading up to the Iraq War, it contracted with over 3,000 PMCs, and now many more spending increasingly larger amounts.
A single company, Halliburton and its divisions grossed between $13 - $16 billion from the Iraq War, an amount 2.5 times America's cost for the entire Gulf War. The company profits handsomely because of America's commitment to privatized militarization. More about it below.
Since 2003, Iraq alone represents the "single largest commitment of US military forces in a generation (and) by far the largest marketplace for the private military industry ever."
In 2005, 80 PMCs operated there with over 20,000 personnel. Today, in Iraq and Afghanistan combined, it's grown exponentially, according to US Department of Defense figures - nearly 250,000 as of Q 3, 2009, mostly in Iraq but rising in Afghanistan to support more troops.
And the United States has PMCs in all major military locations around the world

Laura Peterson, @ Center for Public Integrity, Oct 28, 2002, (International Consortium of Investigative Journalists Center for Public Integrity, “Privatizing Combat, the New World Order,” http://www.icij.org/bow/report.aspx?aid=148)

In early 2002, the British government's Foreign and Commonwealth Office released a report titled "Private Military Companies: Options for Regulation." The report argued that PMCs could actually aid in low-intensity conflicts and proposed regulating them as soon as possible rather than leaving them to operate unchecked. The British press, however, had a field day with the notion that "mercenaries" would take the place of blue-helmeted U.N. soldiers, and a public outcry ensued. The report also pointed to the United States as the only place in the world where PMCs have become "major military corporations," effectively licensed for over two decades "without apparently giving rise to major problems."b

Impact Turn – PMCs Key to Heg

A.  The use of private contractors fills the gap in geopolitics and public needs needed to maintain hegemony

David Isenberg, January 2009 (a researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), and the author of Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. grand Strategy” <www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf>)
One can argue for and against such contractors but what nobody wants to discuss is that the U.S. government’s huge and growing reliance on private contractors constitutes an at- tempt to circumvent or evade public skepticism about the United States’ self-appointed role as global policeman. The U.S. government has assumed the role of guarantor of global stability at a time when the American public is unwilling to provide the resources necessary to support this strategy. Private contractors fill the gap between geopolitical goals and public means

The low visibility and presumed low cost of private contractors appeals to those who fa- vor a global U.S. military presence, but fear that such a strategy cannot command public support. And by using contractors the United States also shift responsibility and blame for its actions.

As the United States relies more heavily upon military contractors to support its role as world hegemon, it reinforces the tendency to approach global crises in a unilateral, as op- posed to multilateral manner, further ensuring that the burdens will be carried dispropor- tionately by U.S. taxpayers. U.S. use of PMCs is inevitable until people grasp the key point, which is that that contracting is both part of war and part of maintaining a global military hegemonic presence.
B. Hegemony prevents extinction
Kagan 7 (Robert, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136)

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world ’s powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value.

American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.

THE RETURN OF GREAT POWERS AND GREAT GAMES

If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other.

[CONTINUED]
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National ambition drives China’s foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is pass é; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation.

Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power — with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending — now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea ’s nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan’s own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or “little brother” to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other ’s rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a “greater China” and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe ’s past than its present. But it also looks like Asia’s past.

Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the eu and nato, would not insist on predominant influence over its “near abroad,” and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia ’s international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from nato and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia’s complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia ’s relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult.

One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India ’s regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States.

Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role.

Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its “century of humiliation.” Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst.

[CONTINUED]
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Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.

It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.

Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.

People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.
[CONTINUED]
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The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.

Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.

In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.

It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction  of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
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The use of private contractors fills the gap in geopolitics and public needs needed to maintain hegemony

David Isenberg, January 2009 (a researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO), and the author of Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. grand Strategy” www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf)
One can argue for and against such contractors but what nobody wants to discuss is that the U.S. government’s huge and growing reliance on private contractors constitutes an at- tempt to circumvent or evade public skepticism about the United States’ self-appointed role as global policeman. The U.S. government has assumed the role of guarantor of global stability at a time when the American public is unwilling to provide the resources necessary to support this strategy. Private contractors fill the gap between geopolitical goals and public means

The low visibility and presumed low cost of private contractors appeals to those who fa- vor a global U.S. military presence, but fear that such a strategy cannot command public support. And by using contractors the United States also shift responsibility and blame for its actions.

As the United States relies more heavily upon military contractors to support its role as world hegemon, it reinforces the tendency to approach global crises in a unilateral, as op- posed to multilateral manner, further ensuring that the burdens will be carried dispropor- tionately by U.S. taxpayers. U.S. use of PMCs is inevitable until people grasp the key point, which is that that contracting is both part of war and part of maintaining a global military hegemonic presence.

PMCs good more effective and aid in military effectiveness.
Chris V. Hawk, 5 May 2010, Chief Warrant Officer Three in the United States Army, “Privatization and the Modern Military: The Impact on the Overall Mission”, https://www.excelsior.edu/portal/page/portal/EC_Library_Portlets/MA-LS_Thesis/Hawk_Chris.pdf 
A good number of peacekeeping PMCs in use in various parts of the world are commonly derived from mature people in ages ranging from their 30s to early 40s (Isenberg, 2004). This stage of maturity allows the contractors to perform their missions in a more “hassle-free” atmosphere that makes coping with situations easier and more controllable. Unit leaders depend on their team members to perform necessary tasks without their own initiative and without direct supervision, and that their team is extremely specialized and regimented. This why a young Army soldier or Marine, is generally not selected to fulfill the positions that are being offered due to their lack of maturity and professional development. 

An additional advantage that PMC employees have is that they are always kept informed about the missions that they perform. They possess extensive, detailed information on the matters that are relevant to their sectors of accountability. Because contractors sometimes reside and work in densely populated and contained communities they have the chance to create positive interaction with local inhabitants, who do not have access to the forward operating bases of the conventional military. Besides these benefits, the added hard work of PMCs has contributed to a smooth and successful “exit strategy” from a particular military theatre (D, 2009).74 

Last, the majority of PMCs deployed in Iraq, Afghanistan, the Balkans and Africa have demonstrated their worth by assisting often diverse military coalitions in the accomplishment of their mission within a particular country. What's more, the capacity of PMCs to enhance the possibilities of achieving immediate and substantial success often makes the utilization of contractors a politically attractive alternative (Baker, 2004). It has become evident over time that PMCs have become mission-essential in several peacekeeping/humanitarian missions and without their assistance many countries would fail in their efforts to restore peace and provide public safety to the citizens of war-torn lands.

Impact Turn – PMCs Key to Presidential Powers

PMCs allow the executive to step up and put theses mercenaries in to help maintain the US presence when otherwise it was not possible

Michele Chwastiak University of New Mexico Anderson School of Management April 07 (“War, Incorporated: Private, Unaccountable and Profitable” page 9)
Hence, privatized warfare allows the executive to “rationalize” foreign policy by bypassing the inefficiencies of democracy or just overriding democratic resolutions (Singer, 2003, 2005). As even the GAO (2003) admitted, PMCs allow the executive to get around Congressional restrictions on US troop deployments. For example, when Congress constrained the US involvement in Bosnia to 20,000 troops, the executive overrode this limit by hiring 2,000 private contractors. Similarly, the executive circumvented the Congressional upper bound on troops for the war on drugs in Columbia through the use of PMCs 

Sole presidential control of foreign policy is essential to combating terrorism

Lansford and Pauly 03 Tom Lansford received his Ph.D. from Old Dominion University, Norfolk, Va. Currently he is an assistant professor of political science, University of Southern Mississippi, Gulf Coast Campus. Robert J. Pauly, Jr., holds a Ph.D. from Old Dominion University, He is adjunct professor of history and political

Science at Norwich University, Northfield, Vermont, and Midlands Technical College. http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/archives_roll/2003_04-06/lansfordpauly_exec/lansfordpauly_exec.html
Furthermore, American foreign policy is rooted in the notion of the “sole organ theory” which holds

that the president is the “sole” source of foreign and security policy.15 This theory has served as the

underpinning for the dramatic twentieth-century expansion of executive power. For instance, the Supreme

Court decision United States v. Curtiss-Wright Corporation (1936) gave executive agreements the weight of

law (and thereby bypassed the senatorial approval required of treaties), while Goldwater v. Carter (1979)

confirmed the ability of the president to withdraw from international treaties without congressional

consent.16 The result of this concentration of power has been the repeated presidential use of the U.S.

military throughout the nation’s history without a formal congressional declaration of war and an

increased preference by both the executive and the legislature for such actions.17 One feature of this

trend was consistency in U.S. foreign policy, especially during the Cold War era. Even during periods

when the United States experienced divided government, with the White House controlled by one

political party and all or half of the Congress controlled by the party in opposition, the executive was

able to develop and implement foreign and security policy with only limited constraints.18 Given the

nature of the terrorist groups that attacked the United States on 11 September 2001, such policy habits

proved useful since a formal declaration of war was seen as problematic in terms of the specific

identification of the foe and the ability of the Bush administration to expand combat operations beyond

Afghanistan to countries such as Iraq.
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