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BLACKWATER USA

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:12 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry A. Waxman
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Waxman, Davis of Virginia, Maloney,
Cummings, Kucinich, Davis of Illinois, Tierney, Clay, Watson,
Lynch, Yarmuth, Braley, Norton, McCollum, Cooper, Van Hollen,
Hodes, Murphy, Sarbanes, Welch, Burton, Shays, Mica, Platts,
Dulécan, Turner, Issa, Westmoreland, McHenry, Foxx, Bilbray, and
Jordan.

Also present: Representative Schakowsky.

Staff present: Phil Schiliro, chief of staff; Phil Barnett, staff di-
rector and chief counsel; Kristen Amerling, general counsel; Karen
Lightfoot, communications director and senior policy advisor; David
Rapallo, chief investigative counsel; John Williams and Theo
Chuang, deputy chief investigative counsels; Christopher Davis and
Daniel Davis, professional staff members; Earley Green, chief clerk;
Teresa Coufal, deputy clerk; Matt Siegler, special assistant; Caren
Auchman, press assistant; Zhongrui J.R. Deng, chief information
officer; Leneal Scott, information systems manager; Kerry Gut-
knecht, William Ragland, and Miriam Edelman, staff assistants;
Russell Anello, counsel; David Marin, minority staff director; Larry
Halloran, minority deputy staff director; Jennifer Safavian, minor-
ity chief counsel for oversight and investigations; Keith Ausbrook,
minority general counsel; John Brosnan, minority senior procure-
ment counsel; Steve Castor, A. Brooke Bennett, Ashley Callen, and
Emile Monette, minority counsels; Allyson Blandford, minority pro-
fessional staff member; Nick Palarino and Larry Brady; minority
senior investigator and policy advisors; Patrick Lyden, minority
parliamentarian and member services coordinator; Brian McNicoll,
minority communications director; and Benjamin Chance, minority
clerk.

ghairman WAXMAN. The meeting of the committee will come to
order.

Over the past 25 years, a sophisticated campaign has been waged
to privatize Government services. The theory is that corporations
can deliver Government services better and at a lower cost than
the Government. Over the last 6 years, this theory has been put
into practice.
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The result is that privatization has exploded. For every taxpayer
dollar spent on Federal programs, over 40 cents now goes to pri-
vate contractors. Our Government now outsources even the over-
sight of the outsourcing.

At home, core Government functions like tax collection and emer-
gency response have been contracted out. Abroad, companies like
Halliburton and Blackwater have made millions performing tasks
that used to be done by our Nation’s military forces.

What has been missing is a serious evaluation of whether the
promises of privatizing are actually realized. Inside our Govern-
ment, it has been an article of faith that outsourcing is best.

Today, we are going to examine the impact of privatization on
our military forces. We will focus on a specific example, the
outsourcing of military functions to Blackwater, a private military
contractor providing protective services to U.S. officials in Iragq.

We will seek to answer basic questions. Is Blackwater, a private
military contractor, helping or hurting our efforts in Iraq? Is the
Government doing enough to hold Blackwater accountable for al-
leged misconduct? What are the costs to the Federal taxpayers?

I want to thank Erik Prince, Blackwater’s founder and CEO, for
his cooperation in this hearing. As a general rule, children from
wealthy and politically connected families no longer serve in the
military. Mr. Prince is an exception. He enlisted in the Navy in
1992 and joined the Navy SEALs in 1993, where he served for 4
years.

We thank you for that service.

In 1997, he saw an opportunity to start his own company and
created Blackwater. He has said, “We are trying to do for the na-
tional security apparatus what FedEx did for the Postal Service.”

There may be no Federal contractor in America that has grown
more rapidly than Blackwater over the last 7 years. In 2000,
Blackwater had just $204,000 in Government contracts. Since then,
it has received over $1 billion in Federal contracts. More than half
of these contracts were awarded without full and open competition.

Privatizing is working exceptionally well for Blackwater. The
question for this hearing is whether outsourcing to Blackwater is
a good deal for the American taxpayer, whether it is a good deal
for the military and whether it is serving our national interest in
Iraq.

The first part of that question is cost. We know that sergeants
in the military generally cost the Government between $50,000 to
$70,000 per year. We also know that a comparable position at
Blackwater costs the Federal Government over $400,000, six times
as much.

Defense Secretary Gates testified about this problem last week.
He said, Blackwater charges the Government so much that it can
lure highly trained soldiers out of our forces to work for them. He
is now taking the unprecedented step of considering whether to ask
our troops to sign a non-compete agreement to prevent the U.S.
military from becoming a taxpayer-funded training program for pri-
vate contractors.

There are also serious questions about Blackwater’s performance.
The September 16th shooting that killed at least 11 Iraqis is just
the latest in a series of troubling Blackwater incidents.
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Earlier this year, our committee examined the company’s mis-
takes in Fallujah where four contractors were killed and their bod-
ies burned. That incident triggered a major battle in the Iraq War.

New documents indicate that there have been a total of 195
shooting incidents involving Blackwater forces since 2005.
Blackwater’s contract says the company is hired to provide defen-
sive services, but in most of these incidents it was Blackwater
forces who fired first. We have also learned that 122 Blackwater
employees, one seventh of the company’s current work force in
Iraq, have been terminated for improper conduct.

We have the best troops in the world. The men and women in
our Armed Forces are extraordinarily able and dedicated. Their pay
does not reflect their value, but they don’t complain. So I have a
high bar when I ask whether Blackwater and other private mili-
:ciary contractors can meet the performance standards of our sol-

iers.

In recent days, military leaders have said that Blackwater’s
missteps in Iraq are going to hurt us badly. One senior U.S. mili-
tary official said Blackwater’s actions are creating resentment
among Iraqis that “may be worse than Abu Ghraib.” If these obser-
vations are true, they mean that our reliance on a private military
contractor is backfiring.

The committee’s investigation raises as many questions about
the State Department’s oversight of Blackwater as it does about
Blackwater itself.

On December 24, 2006, a drunken Blackwater contractor shot
the guard of the Iraqi Vice President. This didn’t happen out on a
mission protecting diplomats. It occurred inside the protected
Green Zone.

If this had happened in the United States, the contractor would
have been arrested and a criminal investigation launched. If a
drunken U.S. soldier had killed an Iraqi guard, the soldier would
have faced a court martial, but all that has happened to the
Blackwater contractor is that he has lost his job.

The State Department advised Blackwater how much to pay the
family to make the problem go away and then allowed the contrac-
tor to leave Iraq just 36 hours after the shooting. Incredibly, inter-
nal emails document a debate over the size of the payment. The
charge d’affaires recommended a $250,000 payment, but this was
cut to $15,000 because the Diplomatic Security Service said Iraqis
would try to get themselves killed for such a large payout.

Well, it is hard to read these emails and not come to the conclu-
sion that the State Department is acting as Blackwater’s enabler.

If Blackwater and other companies are really providing better
service at a lower cost, the experiment of privatizing is working.
But if the costs are higher and performance is worse, then I don’t
understand why we are doing this. It makes no sense to pay more
for less. We will examine this issue today and facts, not ideology,
need to guide us here.

Yesterday, the FBI announced that it launched a criminal inves-
tigation into Blackwater’s actions on September 16th. This morn-
ing, the Justice Department sent a letter to the committee asking
that in light of this development the committee not take testimony
at this time about the events of September 16th.
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Our precedent on this committee is that Congress has an inde-
pendent right to this information but, in this case, Ranking Mem-
ber Davis and I have conferred and we have agreed to postpone
any public discussion of this issue as we work with the Department
to obtain the information that the committee lacks. For the same
reason, at the request of the Justice Department, I will ask our
witness, Mr. Prince, and our State Department witnesses on the
second panel not to discuss the September 16th incident in this
public setting today.

The last point I want to make is directed to the families of the
Blackwater employees killed in Fallujah and the families of the sol-
diers killed in a tragic and unnecessary accident with Blackwater
Airline, some of whom are here today.

I know many of you believe that Blackwater has been unaccount-
able to anyone in our Government. I want you to know that
Blackwater will be accountable today.

We will be asking some tough questions about disturbing actions,
and I also want to assure Mr. Prince that we will be fair and we
will not tolerate any demonstrations or disturbances from anyone
attending this hearing.

Thank you, and I am looking forward to Mr. Prince’s testimony.

I want to recognize the ranking member, Mr. Davis.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Henry A. Waxman fol-
lows:]
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Opening Statement of Rep. Henry A. Waxman
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform
Hearing on Private Security Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan
October 2, 2007

Over the past 25 years, a sophisticated campaign has been
waged to privatize government services. The theory is that
corporations can deliver government services better and at a

lower cost than the government can.

Over the last six years, this theory has been put into
practice. The result is that privatization has exploded. For
every taxpayer dollar spent on federal programs, over 40 cents
now goes to private contractors. Our government now )

outsources even the oversight of the outsourcing.

At home, core government functions — like tax collection
and emergency response — have been contracted out. Abroad,
companies like Halliburton and Blackwater have made billions
performing tasks that used to be done by our nation’s military

forces.



6

What’s been missing is a serious evaluation of whether the
promises of privatizing are actually realized. Inside our
government, it has become an article of faith that outsourcing is

best.

Today, we are going to examine the impact of privatization
on our military forces. We will focus on a specific example: the
outsourcing of military functions to Blackwater, a private
military contractor providing protective services to U.S. officials

in Iraq.

We will seek to answer basic questions: Is Blackwater, a
private military contractor, helping or hurting our efforts in Iraq?
Is the government doing enough to hold Blackwater accountable
for alleged misconduct? And what are the costs to the federal

taxpayer?

I want to thank Erik Prince, Blackwater’s founder and
CEO, for his cooperation in this hearing. As a general rule,
children from wealthy and politically connected families no
longer serve in the military. Mr. Prince is an exception. He

enlisted in the Navy in 1992 and joined the Navy SEALS in
2
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1993, where he served for four years. We thank you for that

service.

In 1997, he saw an opportunity to start his own company
and created Blackwater. As he has said, “We’re trying to do for
the national security apparatus what FedEx did for the Postal

Service.”

There may be no federal contractor in America that has
grown more rapidly than Blackwater over the last seven years.
In 2000, Blackwater had just $204,000 in government contracts.
Since then, it has received over $1 billion in federal contracts.
More than half of these contracts were awarded without full and

open competition.

Privatizing is working exceptionally well for Blackwater.
The question for this hearing is whether outsourcing to
Blackwater is a good deal for American taxpayers, the military,

and our national interest in Iraq.

The first part of that question is cost. We know that

sergeants in the military generally cost the government between
3
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$50,000 to $70,000 per year. We also know that a comparable
position at Blackwater costs the federal government over

$400,000 — six times as much.

Defense Secretary Gates testified about this problem last
week. He said Blackwater charges the government so much that
it can “lure highly trained soldiers out of our forces ... to work
for them.” He is now taking the unprecedented step of
considering whether to ask our troops to sign “non-compete”
agreements to prevent the U.S. military from becoming a

taxpayer-funded training program for private contractors.

There are also serious questions about Blackwater’s
performance. The September 16 shooting that killed at least 11
[raqis is just the latest in a series of troubling Blackwater
incidents. Earlier this year, our Committee examined the
company’s mistakes in Fallujah, where four contractors were
killed and their bodies burned. That incident triggered a major

battle in the Iraq war.

New documents indicate that there have been a total of 195

shooting incidents involving Blackwater forces since 2005.
4
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Blackwater’s contract says the company is hired to provide
defensive services. But in most of these incidents, it was

Blackwater forces who fired first.

We have also learned that 122 Blackwater employees —
one-seventh of the company’s current workforce in Iraq — have

been terminated for improper conduct.

We have the best troops in the world. The men and women
in our armed forces are extraordinarily able and dedicated.
Their pay doesn’t reflect their value, but they don’t complain.
So I have a high bar when I ask whether Blackwater and other
private military contractors can meet the performance standards

of our soldiers.

In recent days, militéry leaders have said that Blackwater’s
missteps in Iraq are “going to hurt us badly.” One senior U.S.
military official said Blackwater’s actions are creating
resentment among Iraqis that “may be worse than Abu Ghraib.”
If these observations are true, they mean that our reliance on

private military contractors is backfiring.
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The Committee’s investigation raises as many questions
about the State Department’s oversight of Blackwater as it does
about Blackwater itself. On December 24, 2006, a drunken
Blackwater contractor shot the guard of the Iraqi Vice President.
This didn’t happen out on a mission protecting diplomats: it
occurred inside the protected Green Zone. If this had happened
in the United States, the contractor would have been arrested
and a criminal investigation launched. If a drunken U.S. soldier

had killed an Iraqi guard, the soldier would face a court martial.

But all that has happened to the Blackwater contractor is
that he has lost his job. The State Department advised
Blackwater how much to pay the family to make the problem go
away and then allowed the contractor to leave Iraq just 36 hours
after the shooting. Incredibly, internal e-mails document a
debate over the size of the payment. The Charge d’Affairs
recommended $250,000 payment, but this was cut to $15,000
because the Diplomatic Security Service said Iragis would try to

get themselves killed for such a large payout.
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It is hard to read these e-mails and not come to the
conclusion that the State Department is acting as Blackwater’s

enabler.

If Blackwater and other companies are really providing
better service at lower cost, the experiment of privatizing is
working. But if the costs are higher and performance is worse,
then I don’t understand why we are doing this. It makes no
sense to pay more for less. We will examine this issue today

and facts, not ideology, need to guide us here.

Yesterday, the FBI announced that it launched a criminal
investigation into Blackwater’s actions on September 16. This
morning, the Justice Department sent a letter to the Committee
asking that in light of this development, the Committee not take
testimony at this time about the events of September 16. Our
precedent on this Committee is that Congress has an
independent right to this information. But in this case, Ranking
- Member Davis and I have conferred and we have agreed to
postpone any public discussion of this issue as we work with the

Department to obtain the information the Committee seeks.
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For the same reason, at the request of the Justice
Department, I will ask our witness, Mr. Prince, and our State
Department witnesses on the second panel, not to discuss the

September 16 incident in this public setting today.

The last point I want to make is directed to the families of
the Blackwater employees killed in Fallujah and the families of
the soldiers killed in a tragic and unnecessary accident with
Blackwater Airlines, some of whom are here today. I know
many of you believe that Blackwater has been unaccountable to
anyone in our government. I want you to know that Blackwater

will be accountable today.

We will be asking tough questions about disturbing actions.
But I also want to assure Mr. Prince that we will be fair. And
we will not tolerate any demonstrations or disturbances from

anyone attending this hearing.

Thank you, and I’m looking forward to Mr. Prince’s

testimony.
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Mr. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. Thank you, Mr. Waxman.

Security contractors have been working at U.S. diplomatic posts
for more than 20 years, but their extensive use in the midst of on-
going military conflict raises important new questions about the
ability of Government acquisition officials to manage and oversee
those contracts, the vetting and training of security personnel, and
how best to control and coordinate private security firms in a com-
plex, highly dangerous battle space.

Contracts for the use of force in war also pose legitimate ques-
tions about the propriety of hiring private firms to perform such a
public, some would say inherently governmental, function. But
those complex questions won’t be addressed responsibly by fixating
on the operations of any one company nor are we likely to learn
much by focusing on one sensational incident still under investiga-
tion.

So we appreciate Chairman Waxman agreeing to add testimony
from State Department witnesses today. They will discuss overall
management of the competitively awarded worldwide personnel
protective services contract under which Blackwater and two other
firms provide security services in Iragq.

We take the chairman at his word, there will be additional hear-
ings to examine the broader range of important oversight issues
implicated in the use of security contractors in hostile environ-
ments.

Contractor personnel working in support of diplomatic and mili-
tary activities abroad have become an inescapable fact of modern
life. Today, they provide everything from logistics and engineering
services to food preparation, laundry, housing, construction and, of
course, security. They offer invaluable surge capacity and contin-
gent capabilities Federal agencies can’t afford to keep in-house.

By some estimates, the number of private contractors now ex-
ceeds the total U.S. military personnel in Iraq, but the presence of
so many foreigners, particularly so many with guns, offends some
Iraqis and gives others a pretext to incite mistrust and violence. To
paraphrase the title of one recent study of the phenomena, Iraqis
fear they can’t live with private security contractors. U.S. personnel
believe they can’t live without them.

So it is critical the Departments of State and Defense get it right
when they contract for sensitive security services in someone else’s
sovereign territory.

However, you define success in Iraq, from stay the course to im-
mediate withdrawal and every scenario in between, security con-
tractors are going to play an integral part. The inevitable redeploy-
ment of U.S. military units out of the current urban battle space
will only increase the need for well trained and well managed pri-
vate security forces to fill that vacuum and protect diplomatic and
reconstruction efforts.

As the lead editorial of this morning’s Washington Post con-
cluded, it is foolish to propose the elimination of private security
firms in Iraq and Afghanistan, at least in the short term.

Contract documents and incident reports reviewed by the com-
mittee suggest the State Department is trying to get it right. There
is clear evidence of proactive management and oversight of security
contractors in Iraq.
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The State Department requires specific qualifications and rigor-
ous ongoing training for all contract security personnel, including
extensive prior security experience and firearms proficiency. Those
hired must also undergo background investigations and qualify for
a security clearance, and the contract contains carefully crafted
comprehensive provisions on standards of conduct for security per-
sonnel, strict rules for the use of any type of force and extensive
reporting requirements when any incident occurs.

But State Department oversight of security contractors seems to
have some blind spots as well. There is little aggregate or compara-
tive data on contractor performance, so it is impossible to know if
one company’s rate of weapon-related incidents is the product of a
dangerous cowboy culture or the predictable result of conducting
higher risk missions.

Incidents of erratic and dangerous behavior by security personnel
from all the companies involved, not just Blackwater, are handled
with little or no regard to Iraqi law. Usually, the bad actor is sim-
ply whisked out of the country, whether the offense is a civilian
casualty, negligent discharge of a weapon, alcohol or drug abuse,
or destruction of property. To date, there has not been a single suc-
cessful prosecution of a security provider in Iraq for criminal mis-
conduct.

Iraqis understandably resent our preaching about the rule of law
when so visible an element of the U.S. presence there appears to
be above the law. That is why the events of September 16th
sparked such an outcry by the Iraqi government which sees
unpunished assaults on civilians as a threat to national sov-
ereignty.

The incident is also being used by those seeking to exploit accu-
mulated resentments and draw attacks on private contractors, a
force even the Iraqi government concedes is still a vital layer of se-
curity.

Given that volatile environment, we should take care not to pre-
judge the ongoing investigations into events of that day.

Published eyewitness statements provide very contradictory ac-
counts, but this much we know: Standard operating procedures for
personnel security details dictate getting protected persons in U.S.
vehicles away from an incident as quickly as possible. No one stays
to secure the scene or to help frightened civilians. That is not their
job.

So we may never know who or how many shot first. In the time
it takes to hide an AK—47, murderous insurgents and corrupt Iraqi
police can be transformed into martyred civilians.

We need to look at the proper role of security contractors in a
war zone, not through the clouded lens of one company or one cer-
tain incident but with a clear eye and objective view of what best
serves the interest of U.S. personnel in theater and U.S. taxpayers
at home.

I look forward to that discussion.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Tom Davis follows:]
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Statement of Rep. Tom Davis
Ranking Republican Member
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform
October 2, 2007

Security contractors have been working at U.S. diplomatic posts for more than twenty
years. But their extensive use in the midst of ongoing military conflict raises important new
questions about the ability of government acquisition officials to manage and oversee those
contracts, the vetting and training of security personnel, and how best to control and
coordinate private security firms in a complex, highly dangerous battle space. Contracts for
the use of force in war also pose legitimate questions about the propriety of hiring private
firms to perform such a public, some would say inherently governmental, function.

But those complex questions won’t be addressed responsibly by fixating on the
operations of any one company. Nor are we likely to learn much by focusing on one
sensational incident still under investigation. So we appreciate Chairman Waxman agreeing
to add testimony from State Department witnesses today. They will discuss overall
management of the competitively awarded Worldwide Personal Protective Services contract,
under which Blackwater and two other firms provide security services in Iraq. And we take
the Chairman at his word there will be additional hearings to examine the broader range of
important oversight issues implicated in the use of security contractors in hostile
environments.

Contractor personnel working in support of diplomatic and military activities abroad
have become an inescapable fact of modern life. Today they provide everything from
logistics and engineering services to food preparation, laundry, housing, construction, and of
course, security. They offer invaluable surge capacity and contingent capabilities federal
agencies can’t afford to keep in-house. By some estimates, the number of private contractors
now exceeds total U.S. military personnel in Iraq. But the presence of so many foreigners,
particularly so many with guns, offends some Iragis and gives others a pretext to incite
mistrust and violence. To paraphrase the title of one recent study of the phenomenon: Tragis
fear they can’t live with private security contractors. U.S. personnel believe they can’t live
without them.

So it’s critical the Departments of State and Defense get it right when they contract
for sensitive security services in someone else’s sovereign territory. However you define
“success” in Iraq — from “stay the course” to immediate withdrawal, and every scenario in
between — security contractors will play an integral part. The inevitable redeployment of
U.S. military units out of the current urban battle space will only increase the need for well-
trained and well-managed private security forces to fill that vacuum and protect diplomatic
and reconstruction efforts.
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Statement of Rep. Tom Davis
October 2, 2007
Page 2 of 2

Contract documents and incident reports reviewed by the Committee suggest the
State Department is trying to get it right. There’s clear evidence of pro-active management
and oversight of security contractors in Iraq. The State Department requires specific
qualifications and rigorous on-going training for all contract security personnel, including
extensive prior security experience and firearms proficiency. Those hired must also undergo
background investigations and qualify for a security clearance. The contract also contains
carefully crafted, comprehensive provisions on standards of conduct for security personnel,
strict rules for the use of any type of force, and extensive reporting requirements when any
incident occurs,

But State Department oversight of security contractors seems to have some blind
spots as well. There’s little aggregate or comparative data on contractor performance, so it’s
impossible to know if one company’s rate of weapons-related incidents is the product of a
dangerous “cowboy” culture or the predictable result of conducting higher-risk missions.
And incidents of erratic and dangerous behavior by security personnel from all the companies
involved, not just Blackwater, are handled with little or no regard for Iragi law. Usually the
bad actor is simply whisked out of the country, whether the offense is a civilian casualty,
negligent discharge of a weapon, alcohol or drug abuse, or destruction of property. To date,
there has not been a single successful prosecution of a security provider in Iraq for criminal
misconduct. Iragis understandably resent our preaching about the rule of law when so visible
an element of the U.S. presence there appears to be above the law.

That’s why the events of September 16™ sparked such an outcry by the Iragi
government, which sees unpunished assaults on civilians as a threat to national sovereignty.
The incident also is being used by those seeking to exploit accumulated resentments and
draw attacks on private contractors — a force even the Iragi government concedes is still a
vital layer of security. Given that volatile environment, we should take care not to prejudge
the ongoing investigations into events that day. Published eyewitness statements provide
contradictory accounts. But this much we know: Standard operating procedures for personal
security details dictate getting protected persons and U.S. vehicles away from an incident
scene as quickly as possible. No one stays to secure the scene or help frightened civilians.
That’s not their job. So we may never know who, or how many, shot first. In the time it
takes to hide an AK-47, murderous insurgents and corrupt Iraqi police can be transformed
into martyred civilians.

We need to look at the proper role of security contractors in a war zone, not through
the clouded lens of one company or one uncertain incident, but with a clear-eyed, objective
view of what best serves the interests of U.S. personnel in theater and U.S. taxpayers at
home. [ look forward to that discussion.
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Chairman WAXMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Davis.

While the rules do not provide opening statements for all Mem-
bers at a hearing, Mr. Davis and I have consulted about this, and
I would like to ask unanimous consent that we have four Members
on each side designated by the chairman and the ranking member
to be permitted to give a 2-minute statement.

When we begin the questioning, we will begin with 10 minutes
controlled by the chairman and 10 minutes controlled by the rank-
ing member.

I would further like to ask wunanimous consent that Jan
Schakowsky, who is not a member of this committee, be permitted
to join us at this hearing today. Is there any objection to this unan-
imous consent request?

If not, that will be the order.

I would like to now call on for 2 minutes, it would be Mr. Tierney
for his statement.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the fundamental question here ought to be
whether or not it makes sense to contract out in the first place. We
really need to evaluate our use of private military contractors to
determine what roles are appropriate or not for private firms and
what must be kept in control of those in uniform or those in public
service.

The all-voluntary professional force after the Vietnam War em-
ployed the so-called Abrams Doctrine. The idea was that we
wouldn’t go to war without the sufficient backing of the Nation.

Outsourcing has circumvented this doctrine. It allows the admin-
istration to almost double the force size without any political price
being paid. We have too few regular troops and if we admitted that
and tried to put in more, the administration would have to admit
it was wrong in the way it prosecuted this war originally. It would
have to recognize the impact on drawing forces out of Afghanistan.

If we call up even more National Guards or Reservists, then it
would cause even more of a protest among the people in this coun-
try that are already not sold on the Iraq venture. If we relied more
on our allies, they would have to share the power, share the deci-
sionmaking and share the contract work. So private contractors
have allowed, essentially, this administration to add additional
forces without paying any political capital.

Very little conversation goes into the number of people dedicated
to their jobs in the private sector that are being killed or injured
on a regular basis. Figures by one account are some nine individ-
uals a week losing their lives in the service of private contracting
that are not counted in the figures of casualties reported to the
American people.

Outsourcing, as you indicated, Mr. Chairman, seems to increase
the costs, not decrease the costs, and I hope we get into the num-
bers on that as the hearing goes on. It seems to be harming the
ve