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1AC- Turkey Tactical Nuclear Weapons (1/17)
Contention One is Inherency

The United States has 90 B61 bombs positioned at Incirlik Airbase with no strategic value

Today’s Zaman, Istanbul News, 4/3/10, (“Report: US considers withdrawing nuclear bombs from Turkey”,http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-206266-102-report-us-considers-withdrawing-nuclear-bombs-from-turkey.html)

The United States may withdraw its tactical nuclear weapons deployed in five NATO member European countries, including Turkey, The Times reported on Friday. The United States positioned B61 gravity bombs in Turkey, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and Germany during the Cold War years to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union. There are a total of 200 B61 bombs deployed in the five countries, The Times said. Turkey is believed to be hosting 90 bombs at İncirlik Air Base in southern Anatolia. According to the report, the Obama administration is preparing to revise US policy on nuclear weapons -- heralding further reductions in the US stockpile and a pledge not to develop new systems. But a possible decision to withdraw the B61 gravity bombs is not expected to be included in the revised nuclear policy, as it is a matter for discussion within NATO. The strategic importance of the bombs faded following the collapse of the Soviet Union, paving the way for calls for withdrawal of the weapons because there is no longer any justification for keeping them in Europe. “It’s not like the Red Army is going to be coming across Poland and Germany. Conflict between Russia and the US is unfathomable, but the nuclear weapons in Europe give the Russians the cynical excuse not to talk about their own strategy on tactical weapons,” Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington, told The Times.
And, the number of US bombs in Turkey is projected to increase

Richard Weitz, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis, the Hudson Institute, 4/12/10 (“The Future of NATO’s Nuclear Weapons on Turkish Soil”, Turkey Analyst, Volume 3 No. 7, Central Asia-Caucasus Institute and Silk Road Studies Program Joint Center, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html)

As part of the current NATO deliberation, there have been proposals to increase the number of U.S. nuclear weapons stored in Turkey as part of an alliance-wide consolidation of NATO’s TNW arsenal. Some proponents of retaining NATO’s nuclear-sharing arrangements favor removing them from those European countries that no longer want them on their soil and relocating them into those countries that do, which might only include Turkey and perhaps Italy. If NATO withdrew U.S. TNW from all other European countries, the Turkish government could find it uncomfortable remaining the only NATO nuclear-hosting state, and might request their removal from its territory as well. But then Turkey might proceed to develop an independent nuclear deterrent in any case for the reasons described above.
Thus the Plan:

 The United States federal government should remove all of its B61 bombs from Turkey. 

Contention One is Israel - Syria

1. Turkey is trying to bring back Syria – Israel relations but it isn’t working

(Daily Outlook Afghanistan, first Afghan newspaper collection, 3/10/10 “Turkish Mediation in Syrian-Israeli Conflict” Lexis)
Peace talks between Israel and Syria collapsed in 2000 over Syrian demands for a full Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights, a strategic plateau Israel captured in the 1967 war and later annexed. Talks resumed under Turkish mediation last year, but they collapsed after an Israeli offensive in Gaza that killed about 1,400 Palestinians. For years, Turkey has functioned significantly in the Middle Eastern issues and is increasingly partaking to bring about a diplomatic solution for conflicts going on in M.E. Regarding Turkish role in finding a solution for Israeli-Palestinian long running conflict and other regional questions, European countries have frequently asked Turkey to make a move on seeking an answer for the critical circumstances in the region. Considering its positive role and its capacity to improve interstate relations, Turkey has been making all-out efforts to bring about stability in the region and hinder further decline of relations among regional countries. Since adopting its new policy and approach towards European countries and their regional allies, Syria sees Turkey as the aptest mediator trying to find ultimate solution for its standoffish relation with Israel. Syrian President Bashar Assad last month insisted that Turkey should mediate any new talks between his country and Israel, adding that Israel doesn't want Turkish mediation because Ankara is an impartial broker. Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan said on Tuesday March 09, 2010 that Israel might accept Turkey as a mediator to restart stalled talks between Syria and Israel. Erdogan said that while Israel has not yet endorsed Syria's proposal of Ankara as an interlocutor in their frozen peace talks, it is moving in that direction. After the indirect peace talks between the two rivals collapsed following Israel's devastating military offensive in Gaza, in December 2009, Israeli Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman dismissed indirect talks with Syria through Turkish mediation, calling instead for direct talks, to be held in Damascus and Jerusalem. Syria used to act more with a pro-Iran policy so its relations with Lebanon, Israel and the western countries remained unwelcoming. But the country seems to have adopted a fresh policy dealing with the western countries and their regional allies. As Turkey has established political relations with Israel since long ago and is known as a moderate and neutral party, Syria wants it once more organize peace talks between it and Israel. But the job seems easier said than done because of the Golan Heights subject still being unsolved and not sufficient common grounds exist for the two states to kick off negotiations. However, Erdogan is optimist about resumption of talks between the two states and US-led efforts, international pressures put on both parties and recent changes in regional politics may help this optimism come true.
2. Water is the most probable scenario for war in the Middle East

Adel Darwish, Writer and commentator on the Middle East for the BBC, 5/30/03 “Analysis: Middle East water wars” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/2949768.stm
After signing the 1979 peace treaty with Israel, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat said his nation will never go to war again, except to protect its water resources. King Hussein of Jordan identified water as the only reason that might lead him to war with the Jewish state. Former United Nations Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali warned bluntly that the next war in the area will be over water. From Turkey to Uganda, and from Morocco to Oman, nations with some of the highest birth-rates in the world are all concerned about how to find enough water to sustain urban growth and to meet the needs of agriculture, the main cause of depleting water resources in the region. All of these countries depend on either the three great river systems which have an average renewal rate of between 18 days to three months, or on vast underground aquifers some of which could take centuries to refill. The Nile, the world's longest river, is shared between nine countries whose population is likely to double within two decades; yet the volume of water the Nile provides today is no larger than it was when Moses was found in the bulrushes.  The list of 'water-scarce' countries in the region grew steadily from three in 1955 to eight in 1990 with another seven expected to be added within 20 years, including three Nile nations.  The hidden factor International law is inadequate in defining and regulating the use of shared water resources. Few agreements have been reached about how water should be shared. Middle Eastern nations have resorted to force over issues less serious than water. Since the Madrid conference in 1991, Palestine-Israel negotiations and the now frozen negotiations with Syria have always stumbled over the issue of sharing water. With the Israeli army in control prohibiting Palestinians from pumping water, and settlers using much more advanced pumping equipment, Palestinians complain of "daily theft" of as much as 80% of their underground water. During the research for the book: Water Wars both my co-author and I, discovered that water was the hidden agenda for past conflicts and one major obstacle to reach a lasting and final settlement in the region. 
3. Israel and Syria will go to all-out war

(The New York Times 2/5/10 “Israeli Foreign Minister Adds Heat to Exchanges With Syria” Lexis)
Israel's blunt-talking foreign minister, Avigdor Lieberman, warned Syria's president, Bashar al-Assad on Thursday that the Assad family would lose power in any war with Israel, ratcheting up bellicose exchanges between the countries in recent days. In a speech at Bar-Ilan University, near Tel Aviv, Mr. Lieberman said: ''I think that our message must be clear to Assad. In the next war, not only will you lose, you and your family will lose the regime. Neither you will remain in power, nor the Assad family.'' That had to be the message, Mr. Lieberman added, because ''the only value truly important to them is power.'' In an effort to calm the atmosphere, an aide to Israel's prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, said that Mr. Netanyahu was ''ready to go anywhere in the world, at any time, to open peace talks with Syria without preconditions.'' The aide, Nir Hefetz, added that Israel did not rule out assistance from any ''fair third party'' that could advance a peace process with Syria. Mr. Lieberman was responding to strident comments from Syria on Wednesday. Mr. Assad told the visiting Spanish foreign minister, Miguel Angel Moratinos, that Israel was ''not serious about achieving peace'' and that the facts indicated that ''Israel is pushing the region toward war, not peace,'' according to the Syrian news agency SANA. Furthermore, the Syrian foreign minister, Walid al-Moallem, said Wednesday that ''Israel should not test Syria's determination,'' adding, ''Israel knows that war will move to the Israeli cities.'' 

4. That spreads to full regional war

(Philippines News Agency 2/6/10 “Egypt cautions Israel vs war comments” Lexis)

Egypt's Foreign Minister Ahmed Abul-Gheit on Friday urged Israel to stop its "hostile" remarks about a possible war in the Middle East. "Egypt opposes Israel's escalating tone of hostility against any Arab country and its threats of war," Abul-Gheit said in response to a recent Israel-Syria spat in which both countries threatened to declare war. He also warned irresponsible remarks might spoil the on-going peacemaking efforts. "The Israeli remarks came as several regional and international powers, topped by Egypt, work towards reviving hopes for just and comprehensive peace in the region," he noted. Verbal battle between Syria and Israel started when Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak was quoted by Jerusalem daily Ha'aretz as speaking to senior military officers on Monday that "in the absence of an arrangement with Syria, we are liable to enter a belligerent clash with it that could reach the point of an all-out regional war." In response to Barak's warning, Syrian Foreign Minister Walid al-Moallem said Wednesday "Israel should not test Syria's determination -- Israel knows that war will move to the Israeli cities." With a threatening tone, Lieberman on Thursday warned Syrian President Bashar al-Assad not to provoke Israel. "If you declare war on Israel, you and your family will lose your reign," he said during a speech at Israel's renowned Bar-Ilan University. Peace talks between Israel and Syria, technically still at war, bogged down since Israel's massive offensive against the Gaza Strip more than a year ago after both Middle East countries held four rounds of Turkey-mediated negotiations in 2008
5. A war that breaks out in the Middle East would result in a global nuclear exchange.
John Steinbach, Nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area,  ’2 
(Center for Research on Globalization, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

6. Withdrawing nukes lets Turkey bridge Syria – Israel dispute

(Mustafa Kibaroglu teaches courses on arms control and disarmament in the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey. He has held fellowships at Harvard University's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. June 2010 http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-20-2015&FMT=7&DID=2068796071&RQT=309&cfc=1)

In addition to improvements in bilateral relations with its immediate neighbors, Turkey has become more involved in wider Middle Eastern political affairs than it ever has been since the establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923. A key part of this regional involvement is mediation efforts between Israel and Syria. Another element is a willingness to take on a similar role in Iran's dispute with the international community over the nature and scope of Tehran's nuclear program, which is generally considered by Turkey's NATO allies to have the potential for weaponization and thus further proliferation in the region. Top Turkish political and military officials have suggested on various occasions that the most promising way out of the conflict in the longer term would be the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. Against that background, the continued insistence of the Turkish security elite on hosting U.S. nuclear weapons has drawn criticism from Turkey's Middle Eastern neighbors. 
7. Turkey is key to keeping stability in the Middle East

Elliot Hen-Tov, Doctoral Candidate, and Bernard Haykel, Professor of Near Eastern Studies at Princeton University, 6/18/10, (“Turkey’s Gain is Iran’s Loss”, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/19/opinion/19haykel.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=turkey's%20gain%20is%20iran's%20loss&st=cse)
Since Israel’s deadly raid on the Turkish ship Mavi Marmara last month, it’s been assumed that Iran would be the major beneficiary of the wave of global anti-Israeli sentiment. But things seem to be playing out much differently: Iran paradoxically stands to lose much influence as Turkey assumes a surprising new role as the modern, democratic and internationally respected nation willing to take on Israel and oppose America. While many Americans may feel betrayed by the behavior of their longtime allies in Ankara, Washington actually stands to gain indirectly if a newly muscular Turkey can adopt a leadership role in the Sunni Arab world, which has been eagerly looking for a better advocate of its causes than Shiite, authoritarian Iran or the inept and flaccid Arab regimes of the Persian Gulf. Turkey’s Islamist government has distilled every last bit of political benefit from the flotilla crisis, domestically and internationally. And if the Gaza blockade is abandoned or loosened, it will be easily portrayed as a victory for Turkish engagement on behalf of the Palestinians. Thus the fiery rhetoric of Turkey’s prime minister, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, appeals not only to his domestic constituency, but also to the broader Islamic world. It is also an attempt to redress what many in the Arab and Muslim worlds see as a historic imbalance in Turkey’s foreign policy in favor of Israel. Without having to match his words with action, Mr. Erdogan has amassed credentials to be the leading supporter of the Palestinian cause. While most in the West seem to have overlooked this dynamic, Tehran has not. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad used a regional summit meeting in Istanbul this month to deliver an inflammatory anti-Israel speech, yet it went virtually unnoticed among the chorus of international condemnations of Israel’s act. On June 12 Iran dispatched its own aid flotilla bound for Gaza, and offered to provide an escort by its Revolutionary Guards for other ships breaking the blockade. Yet Hamas publicly rejected Iran’s escort proposal, and a new poll by the Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research found that 43 percent of Palestinians ranked Turkey as their No. 1 foreign supporter, as opposed to just 6 percent for Iran. Turkey has a strong hand here. Many leading Arab intellectuals have fretted over being caught between Iran’s revolutionary Shiism and Saudi Arabia’s austere and politically ineffectual Wahhabism. They now hope that a more liberal and enlightened Turkish Sunni Islam — reminiscent of past Ottoman glory — can lead the Arab world out of its mire. You can get a sense of just how attractive Turkey’s leadership is among the Arab masses by reading the flood of recent negative articles about Ankara in the government-owned newspapers of the Arab states. This coverage impugns Mr. Erdogan’s motives, claiming he is latching on to the Palestinian issue because he is weak domestically, and dismisses Turkey’s ability to bring leadership to this quintessential “Arab cause.” They reek of panic over a new rival. Turkey also gained from its failed effort, alongside Brazil, to hammer out a new deal on Iran’s nuclear program. The Muslim world appreciated Turkey’s standing up to the United States, and in the end Iran ended up with nothing but more United Nations sanctions. In taking hold of the Palestinian card, Prime Minister Erdogan has potentially positioned Turkey as the central interlocutor between the Islamic/Arab world and Israel and the West, and been rewarded with tumultuous demonstrations lauding him in Ankara and Istanbul. Meanwhile, the streets of Tehran have been notably silent, with Mr. Ahmadinejad’s regime worried about public unrest during the one-year anniversary of last summer’s fraudulent elections. Prime Minister Erdogan has many qualities that will help him gain the confidence of the Arab masses. He is not only a devout Sunni, but also the democratically elected leader of a dynamic and modern Muslim country with membership in the G-20 and NATO. His nation is already a major tourist and investment destination for Arabs, and the Middle East has long been flooded with Turkish products, from agriculture to TV programming.
8. Turkey access to Israel solves Middle East water wars – Syria won’t block pipes

(MidEastWeb is a non-profit organization dedicated to promoting peace and coexistence in the Middle East. 2002 Water In the Middle East Conflict http://www.mideastweb.org/water.htm)
The third conclusion is that feasible peaceful solutions to the water problem are at hand, but political considerations and lack of investment capital prevent their implementation.  Desalination programs or import of water from neighbors such as Turkey would cost a small fraction of the Gross National Product of Israel, as argued by Arie Issar.  Below is a graph of current water resources and water use (From Issar, 2000). In Israel and Palestine and in Jordan, as well as in Egypt, water demand is as great as supply. Turkey, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq have a supply that considerably exceeds demand. Nonetheless, Syria for example, has a water shortage in the areas where water is needed. The water is there, but it is in the wrong place, and moving it is not feasible without investment. Turkey cannot sell water easily to Israel, because the pipes would have to go through Syria. 

Contention Two is Iran 

We’ll isolate two scenarios:

First is Iran Proliferation

1. Iran is rapidly enriching uranium- will become weapons grade

Global Security Newswire, 6/23/10, (“Iran Claims 37 Pounds of Refined Uranium”, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100623_4232.php)
Iran today announced it holds more than 37 pounds of uranium enriched to 20 percent, Reuters reported (see GSN, June 22).The Persian Gulf nation in February began further refining low-enriched uranium from its stockpile, ostensibly for producing medical isotopes at an existing research reactor in Tehran. The United States and other Western powers, though, have feared the process could help Iran produce nuclear-weapon material, which has an enrichment level around 90 percent. Tehran has insisted its nuclear ambitions are strictly peaceful. "We have already produced 17 kilograms of 20 percent-enriched uranium, and we have the ability to produce 5 kilograms each month but we do not rush," said Iranian Atomic Energy Organization head Ali Akbar Salehi, according to state media. "We do not want to produce anything which we do not need and we don't want to convert all our uranium reserves to 20 percent enriched uranium, so we produce 20 percent of enriched uranium according to our needs," he said. Iran could extract enough nuclear-weapon material for a bomb from about 440 pounds of 20 percent-enriched uranium, former U.S. State Department nonproliferation official Mark Fitzpatrick said (Reuters I, June 23).
2. Presence of US weapons in Turkey leads to increased Iranian proliferation

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Teacher at Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Fellow at Harvard University, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of Internation Studies, International Atomic Energy Agency, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, June 10, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25])
There is a common belief in Turkey that the U.S. weapons constitute a credible deterrent against threats such as Iran’s nuclear program and the possible further proliferation of nuclear weapons in the region in response to Tehran’s program. Others contend that if Turkey sends the weapons back to the United States and Iran subsequently develops nuclear weapons, Turkey will have to develop its own such weapons. These observers argue that even though they are against the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons on Turkish soil in principle, the weapons’ presence in the country will keep Turkey away from such adventurous policies. Similar views have also been expressed by foreign experts and analysts who are concerned about Turkey’s possible reactions to the developments in Iran’s nuclear capabilities in case U.S. nuclear weapons are withdrawn from Turkish territory. The negative effects of the weapons deployments on Turkish-Iranian relations need to be assessed as well. Some Iranian security analysts even argue that the deployment of the weapons on Turkish territory makes Turkey a “nuclear-weapon state.”There is, therefore, the possibility that the presence of the weapons could actually spur Iranian nuclear weapons efforts. This issue may well be exploited by the Iranian leadership to justify the country’s continuing investments in more ambitious nuclear capabilities.

3. Iran proliferation leads to Middle Eastern Proliferation

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Teacher at Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Fellow at Harvard University, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of Internation Studies, International Atomic Energy Agency, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, December 2005, (“Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?”, European Security, Vol. 14 No. 4 pgs. 443 – 457, http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf
However, the tide is turning, and since the early 1990s Turkey is getting more and more involved in Middle Eastern politics. Apart from Turkey’s attempts to become a facilitator in the Israeli_/Palestinian dispute, Turkey finds itself at the core of the developments in Iraq. As such, other countries in the region are also reconsidering Turkey’s position vis-a`-vis Middle Eastern politics. Complaints have been heard from regional analysts regarding Turkey’s alliance with the US and Israel. When Turkish scholars and authorities comment on Iran’s nuclear program, their Iranian counterparts point out that US nuclear weapons are still deployed in Turkey. Some even go so far as to qualify Turkey as a ‘nuclear weapons state’, although such a status is not compatible with the definitions in the Non-Proliferation Treaty. This expression of how Turkey is seen by the Iranian authorities serves as another justification for Iran’s ambitions to develop nuclear weapons. It is highly likely that ‘Iran has developed the basic infrastructure to detonate a nuclear device. Should the Iranian leadership decide to develop nuclear warheads in the years to come, neither the Middle East nor the world will become a safer place to live. Most probably, some other countries in the region such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia would follow suit. Countries in other parts of the world may do so as well. Iran’s strategy may be to develop ‘break-out’ capabilities by staying in the Treaty for some time and then walking out with a unilateral declaration of its withdrawal, possibly with a small nuclear arsenal in stock. Such an eventuality may also lead to the collapse of the nuclear non-proliferation regime. Therefore, preventing Iran from going down that path is crucial and requires taking timely action. One possible action, taken to free the Middle East from all sorts of weapons of mass destruction, might be to ask all the states to agree to a NWFZ/ME (in return for security guarantees). These security guarantees could encompass all the countries in the region, including Turkey and Israel (where nuclear weapons are deployed, even though they have never been formally acknowledged).

4. Wildfire proliferation will trigger preemptive nuclear wars around the planet

Victor A. Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, 02
[“Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions,” Survival, Summer, p. 87-90] 

Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or

stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later 

[continued, no breaks]

[continued, no breaks]

evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons failing into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear

deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.’ These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states ‘known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in

conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat. And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?” If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states. Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognize clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from

within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected 
[continued no breaks]

[continued no breaks]

to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.’ Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips,

the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest. The means for preventing it must be pursued vigorously. And, as argued above, a most powerful way to prevent it or slow its emergence is to encourage the more capable states to provide reliable protection to others against aggression, even when that aggression could be backed with nuclear weapons. In other words, the world needs at least one state, preferably several, willing and able to play the role of sheriff, or to be members of a sheriff’s posse, even in the face of nuclear threats.
5. Removing TNWs is key to Turkey’s credibility in the Middle East to check Iran proliferation and mediate conflict

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Teacher at Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Fellow at Harvard University, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of Internation Studies, International Atomic Energy Agency, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, December 2007, (“A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround”, Turn back the Clock- Proposals for a Safer World, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 63, No. 6, p. 64)

New opportunities exist for taking region-wide initiatives such as revitalizing efforts to establish a nuclear-

weapon-free zone (NWZ) in the Middle East. Turkey has supported the idea of a regional NWZ since Iran and

Egypt first proposed it to the United Nations in 1974. Yet, because Turkey was hosting U.S. nuclear weapons, Turkish officials did not consider becoming part of the zone. In a nod to geopolitical realities, other countries in the region did not insist on having Turkey on board either. However, the tide has turned since the early 1990s, and Turkey has become more entrenched in Mideast politics. Dramatic events such as the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the collapse of the Soviet Union shifted Turkey’s attention from its northeastern border to its southern border. Turkey started
to play a more active role in the Palestinian question, thanks to its Muslim identity and its strategic relations with

Israel. And since the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, the situation in Iraq has become the number one issue on Turkey’s foreign policy agenda—primarily due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of northern Iraq, where the local Kurdish administration aspires to an independent state. Indeed, many analysts now see Turkey as a full-fledged regional player. Some Iranian security elite even go so far as to characterize Turkey as a “nuclear weapon state” due to the presence of U.S. weapons on its soil. This serves as yet another justification of their ambitions to develop nuclear weapons. Sending back U.S. nuclear weapons will strengthen Turkey’s position vis- à-vis the aspiring nuclear states in the region and will also improve the prospects of a NWZ in the Middle East. This decision would be perfectly compatible with Turkey’s long-standing efforts to stem proliferation. As a significant regional military power and a NATO member, Turkey will also send a message to Israel, Iran, and the Arab states that nuclear weapons are no longer vital for security considerations. Indeed, U.S. nuclear weapons have not been useful or instrumental in Turkey’s fight against Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) terrorism over the last quarter- century. On the contrary, these weapons have aggravated the animosity of Turkey’s neighbors, such as Syria, Iraq, and Iran, prompting them to increase their support for the PKK. If the family of sovereign nations is lucky enough, it may not be too late to implement a number of sober-minded steps to get rid of existing nuclear weapons, wherever they may be stockpiled or deployed. A Turkish initiative could help lead the way.


Second is US – Iran Relations

1. Turkey-Iran relations are on the mend but Iran views removal of TNWs as Turkey’s commitment to diplomacy

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Teacher at Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Fellow at Harvard University, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of Internation Studies, International Atomic Energy Agency, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, June 10, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25])

On May 17, Turkey signed a joint declaration with Brazil and Iran, providing for the safe storage of Iran’s 1,200 kilograms of low-enriched uranium fuel in Turkey in return for the delivery by France, Russia, the United States, and the International Atomic Energy Agency of 120 kilograms of fuel needed for the Tehran Research Reactor. This “nuclear fuel swap” is potentially a breakthrough in the long-standing deadlock in Iran’s relations with the West over Tehran’s nuclear program. There is no question that the degree of trust that Turkey has built with Iran, especially over the last several years with the coming to power of the Justice and Development Party in Turkey, had a significant impact on getting this result.

Iran has so far adamantly refused all other offers. Hence, the Iranian political and security elites who have been closely interacting with their Turkish counterparts at every level over the past several months and years prior to the fuel swap announcement may raise their expectations in turn. They may press for withdrawal from Turkey of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons, which they fear may be used against them, as a way for Turkey to prove its sincerity regarding its stance toward Iran and, more broadly, its commitment to creating a nuclear-weapon-free Middle East. Turkey clearly has to tread carefully, but the risks should not be overstated. One concern might be the contingencies in which the security situation in Turkey’s neighborhood deteriorates, thereby necessitating the active presence of an effective deterrent against the aggressor(s). Yet, given the elaborate capabilities that exist within the alliance and the solidarity principle so far effectively upheld by the allies, extending deterrence against Turkey’s rivals should not be a problem. Turkey would continue to be protected against potential aggressors by the nuclear guarantees of its allies France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, the three NATO nuclear-weapon states. Turkey’s reliance on such a “credible” deterrent, which will not be permanently stationed on Turkish territory, is less likely to be criticized by its Middle Eastern neighbors and should not engender a burden-sharing controversy with its European allies.

6. Turkish Credibility is key to successful negotiations to improve US – Iran Relations

Alon Ben-Meir, Professor of International Relations and Middle Eastern Studies at The New School and New York University, 2/17/09, (“Nuclear Iran is Not an Option, A New Negotiating Strategy”, http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/item/2009/0103/comm/benmeir_iran.html)

The presence of a third party acting as  mediator between the United States and Iran may prove to be necessary, particularly if this party represents a major Muslim state with the stature of Turkey. Apart from Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan’s recent claims that “[Turkey is] ready to be the mediator” between the United States and Iran, due to its recent diplomatic achievements between Israel and Syria, there are many reasons why Turkey may succeed in mediating a peaceful solution to the nuclear impasse. To begin with, Turkey has a vested interest in the success of the negotiations. Many Turkish officials and academics have expressed grave concerns about the growing danger of yet another avoidable and potentially devastating war in the Middle East. For the Turks, finding a diplomatic solution is not one of many options but the only sane option to prevent a horrific outcome. Other than being directly affected by regional events, Turkey generally enjoys good relations with all states in the region; it has not been tainted with the war in Iraq; and it is a predominantly Muslim state, Middle Eastern as well as European. Turkey shares the longest border with Iran, and has maintained good neighborly relations with Tehran for centuries, with expanding trade relations. Moreover, Turkey and Iran have collaborated recently on the Kurdish issue, and both have a shared interest in this regard for the emergence of a stable Iraq. Turkey, as a fellow Muslim state, stands a much better chance to convey to Iran Israel’s sentiments to prevent a terrible miscalculation. Because of Turkey’s standing in the region, and as a credible bridge between East and West, it has the potential to succeed where others have failed. Turkey is a close ally and a reliable 
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friend of the United States; it is an important member of NATO; it has worked fervently to maintain the democratic nature of the state; and it has received due praise for its recent diplomatic mediating efforts. Turkey can better understand the nature of Iran’s threats, specifically in connection with the United States, which has made no secret of its efforts to support Ahmadinejad’s opponents. Turkey may also be in a better position than the EU representatives to bypass Ahmadinejad and reach out directly to Iran’s supreme leader Ayatollah Khamenei. Khamenei, whose power goes practically unchecked in the Iranian government and institutions, has refused to speak to any American representatives. Turkey plays a strategic role in this sense because it can appeal to Khamenei, who will ultimately be responsible for any course of action the Iranian government decides to make on the nuclear issue. In addition, Turkey may offer an alternative where Iran can be persuaded to enrich uranium on Turkish soil under strict IAEA monitoring. Turkey, in short, can change the dynamics by offering a new venue for Americans and Iranians to meet and by generating a new momentum for serious dialogue. Finally, Turkey can provide Iran with a dignified disengagement plan, because if Iran is to make any concessions it will more likely make them to a fellow Muslim-majority state with which it has long and friendly relations.
3. Diplomacy with Iran key to preventing miscalculation and war 

SENATOR RICHARD G. Lugar (R-IN); May 18, 2006, CAPITOL HILL HEARING, Federal News Service, l/n

The witnesses generally shared the view that no diplomatic options, including direct talks, should be taken off the table. Direct talks may in some circumstances be useful in demonstrating to our allies our commitment to diplomacy, dispelling anti-American rumors among the Iranian people, preventing Iranian misinterpretation of our goals, or reducing the risk of accidental escalation. Our policies and our communications must be clear, precise and confident, without becoming inflexible. I noted a comment by Dr. Henry Kissinger in an op-ed on Iran that appeared in Tuesday's Washington Post. Dr. Kissinger wrote, I quote: "The diplomacy appropriate to denuclearization is comparable to the containment policy that helped win the Cold War, i.e. no preemptive challenge to the external security of the adversary but firm resistance to attempts to project its power abroad and reliance on domestic forces to bring about internal change. It was precisely such a nuanced policy that caused President Ronald Reagan to invite Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev to a dialog within weeks of labeling the Soviet Union the evil empire," end of quote from Dr. Kissinger. Now, Dr. Kissinger's analogy, as well as the testimony we heard yesterday, reinforced the point that Iran poses a sophisticated policy challenge that will require the nuanced use of a range of diplomatic and economic tools.
5. U.S. – Iran war escalates to global nuclear war
Mark Gaffney. (Researcher, Bachelor in Physical Science, Colorado State University, author, pioneer in the study of Israeli nuclear weapons program), 05/08/03. www.informationclearinghouse.info/article3288.htm  

Would such an air war succeed? Yes, perhaps, then again, maybe not. In their current state of hubris the men around the president obviously believe they can accomplish anything with U.S. military power, now supreme on the planet. However, our leaders are not infallible. For every action there is a reaction, and, all too often, unintended consequences. Such a war would undoubtedly be perceived by the world as a serious escalation, and would likely produce a new anti-U.S coalition. Various states, in defiance of U.S. threats, might even come to Iran's assistance. The common border shared by Russia and Iran raises the stakes. To understand why, we need only consider how the U.S. would respond to a foreign attack on, say, Mexico. The Russians might supply Iran with advanced military arms, ground-to-air missiles, etc. Pakistani strong-man Pervez Musharraf would face growing pressure at home to assist a fellow Islamic state. With assistance from Russia and/or Pakistan, the Iranians might reconstitute their nuclear program in deep tunnels carved out of the country's rugged mountains, impervious to bombardment. To insure military success, the U.S. might be compelled to launch commando assaults with special forces, or even invade and occupy the country. Notice, this implies regime change, precisely what Ariel Sharon has advocated. Such a path--I hasten to add--would be insane, for reasons that should be apparent to anyone who can find Iran on a map. Iran is not Iraq! Iran is five times larger, a rugged mountainous country of sixty-five million people. What if invading U.S. forces should meet return fire, in kind? One shudders at the reaction in Washington should the Iranians turn on U.S. troops the same depleted uranium weapons that the U.S. has been using with such horrible effect on others. That would bring George W. Bush eyeball-to-eyeball with Vladimir Putin, the obvious supplier, and who knows, possibly with Pervez Musharraf. Lest we forget, both are nuclear-armed (unlike Saddam Hussein) and capable of defending themselves. The assumption that Putin will back down in a crisis on his own border could be a serious miscalculation. If U.S. hawks insist on victory, and escalate, events could spin out of control... 


5. Improving US – Iran relations key- diplomacy is the only way to prevent Israeli strikes

James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, Heritage Foundation, 1/15/10, (“An Israeli Preventive Attack on Iran’s Nuclear Sites- Implications for the U.S.”, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/An-Israeli-Preventive-Attack-on-Iran-Nuclear-Sites-Implications-for-the-US)

Israel's Preventive Option Against Iranian Nuclear Threat Israel has acceded to the Obama Administration's engagement strategy despite having strong doubts that it will succeed. Israeli leaders have stated their preference: that the Iranian nuclear weapons program be halted by diplomacy--backed by punish­ing sanctions. But they warn that they must regard the use of force as an option of last resort. Israel has repeatedly signaled a willingness to attack Iran's nuclear sites if diplomacy fails to dissuade Iran from continuing on its current threatening course. The Israel Air Force staged a massive and widely publicized air exercise over the Mediter­ranean Sea in June 2008 in which Israeli warplanes, refueled by aerial tankers, simulated attacks on tar­gets that were more than 870 miles away, approximately the same distance from Israel as Iran's uranium enrichment facility at Natanz. Lt. General Dan Halutz, the Chief of Staff of the Israel DefenseForces in 2006, when asked how far Israel would go to stop Iran's nuclear program, replied simply: "Two thousand kilometers."[1]
Last year, Israeli officials leaked the details of a secret Israeli air attack against a convoy transporting Iran-supplied arms in Sudan that was headed for Egypt's Sinai Peninsula to be smuggled through tunnels to Hamas. The officials stressed that the long distances involved signaled Israeli preparedness to launch other aerial operations against Iran if necessary.[2]
The government of Israeli Prime Minister Ben­jamin Netanyahu has sent even stronger signals since entering office last March. In an interview con­ducted on the day he was sworn into office, Netan­yahu warned that, "You don't want a messianic apocalyptic cult controlling atomic bombs. When the wide-eyed believer gets hold of the reins of power and the weapons of mass death, then the entire world should start worrying, and that is what is happening in Iran."[3] Significantly, both Netan­yahu and his Defense Minister, Ehud Barak, for­merly served as commandos in the Israel Defense Forces and would be open to bold and risky action if the circumstances warrant it. From May 31 to June 4, 2009, Israel staged its largest country-wide civil defense drill, which simulated widespread missile attacks. In late June, an Israeli Dolphin-class submarine transited the Suez Canal for the first time to deploy in the Red Sea, and two Israeli Saar-class warships followed in July. An Israeli official warned that if Iran failed to halt its nuclear program, "These maneuvers are a message to Iran that Israel will follow up on its threats."[4] The high-profile transits of the canal also signaled that Egypt, which shares Israeli concerns about the threats posed by Iran, particularly after the discov­ery of a large Hezbollah cell operating in Egypt, is willing to cooperate with Israel to defend against threats posed by Iran. The head of Israel's Mossad intelligence agency reportedly has met with Saudi officials and assured Prime Minister Netanyahu that Saudi Arabia would turn a blind eye to Israeli warplanes passing through Saudi air space to strike Iranian targets in a possible future air raid.[5] An Israeli strike against Iran's nuclear facilities would not be unprecedented. Israel has launched preventive air strikes at nuclear facilities developed by hostile states in the past. In June 1981, Israel launched a successful air strike against Iraq's Osiraq reactor and inflicted a major setback on the Iraqi nuclear weapons program.[6] In September 2007, Israel launched an air strike against a nuclear facility in Syria that was being built with North Korean assistance. The Israeli warplanes penetrated Syrian air defenses--which were more formidable than the air defense systems currently protecting Iranian nuclear sites--with little apparent problem.[7]
6. Israeli Strikes on Iran would lead to Global Nuclear War

Gil Ronen, Staff Writer, 04/13/10, (“Medvedev: Israel Strike on Iran Could Mean Nuclear War, Refugees”, Arutz Shreva, http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/news.aspx/136993)

 Meanwhile, Dmitri Medvedev, President of Russia, said in an ABC interview that the situation with Iran is 'tragic' and speculated that an Israeli strike on Tehran could lead to nuclear war and a stream of refugees from Iran. Speaking with George Stephanopoulos on 'Good Morning America', Medvedev said: “I don't know what Iran wants...  Are they pursuing the nuclear weapon or not? I don't know. But we should carefully monitor it. These steps to enrich by 20 percent in their own sites, despite that we offered to do it in Russia, France and Turkey. This could be considered as at least the desire to enter into conflict with the world community.” 'Very tragic' When Stephanopoulos noted that Iran is unveiling new centrifuges, Medvedev admitted: “In any case our attempts didn't bring success and this is tragic, especially that there were so many chances. We do have our own relationship with Iran, a very close one. We do have significant trade, we do work with Iran on energy, and we do deliver equipment to Iran. But we cannot watch without any concern how they develop their nuclear program.” “Sanctions should be effective and they should be smart,” he said. They should force or obligate the Iranian leadership to think about what's next. What could sanctions be? It could be trade, arms trade. It could be other sanctions... Sanctions should not be paralyzing. They should not cause suffering. Aren't we in the 21st century?” Nuclear war and refugees Regarding the possibility that Israel would strike Iran, Medvedev said: “It would be the worst possible scenario. Because any war means lives lost. Secondly, what does a war in the Middle East mean? Everyone is so close over there that nobody would be unaffected. And if conflict of that kind happens, and a strike is performed, then you can expect anything, including use of nuclear weapons. And nuclear strikes in the Middle East, this means a global catastrophe. Many deaths.”
7. Declining US-Iran relations has increased the pace of Iranian development of Nuclear Weapons

Alon Ben-Meir, Professor of International Relations and Middle Eastern Studies at The New School and New York University, 2/17/09, (“Nuclear Iran is Not an Option, A New Negotiating Strategy”, http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/item/2009/0103/comm/benmeir_iran.html)

The negotiations between Iran and the P5+11 over Tehran’s nuclear enrichment activities have not only failed to reach an agreement but have brought Iran much closer to the threshold of mastering the technology to produce nuclear weapons. There are many factors that precipitated this breakdown, including the West’s inability to understand and deal with the Iranian psychological disposition, the failure to present to Iran the severity of the punitive measures that could be inflicted as a consequence of its defiance, and the U.S. administration’s misleading policy that gave Iran the room to maneuver. There is an urgent need to adopt a distinctively new strategy toward Iran consisting of three tracks of separate but interconnected negotiations: The first should focus on the current negotiations on Iran’s enrichment program and the economic incentive package; the second should concentrate on regional security and the consequences of continued Iranian defiance; and the third track should address Iran’s and the United States’ grievances against each other. The United States must initiate all three tracks, without which future talks will be as elusive as the previous negotiations, except this time the West and Israel will be facing the unsettling prospect of a nuclear Iran. The Nature of U.S.-Iran Relations  The relationship between the United States and Iran has increasingly been deteriorating, especially since Tehran began to flex its muscles following the Iraq war in 2003 and continuing with its insistence on maintaining its uranium enrichment program. Both sides have grievances against each other that date back to the 1979 Iranian Revolution and beyond. The American lack of understanding of the Iranian national psyche, history, religion, culture, and strategic interests and Iran’s display of the same attitude toward the United States has compounded the problems and hampered any tangible progress. The Bush administration’s refusal to negotiate directly with Tehran and its preoccupation in Iraq has played to the advantage of the clergy, allowing them time for nuclear advancement with impunity. From the Iranian perspective, decades of being abused by Western powers – especially the United States – came to an end with the Islamic revolution. Ironically, the Bush administration’s decision to topple Saddam Hussein has, in effect, ended America’s dual containment policy of Iraq and Iran, leaving Tehran to claim the spoils of the Iraq war. Iranians moved swiftly to take advantage of the chaotic war conditions, exploiting their close ties to the Iraqi leaders, entrenching themselves in most of Iraq’s social, economic, and political arena. 
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Although many Iranians feel stifled and isolated by their government, they still view the Islamic revolution as something that has freed them from Western bondage and set them on a historical journey to greatness. The Iranian leaders are determined to assert themselves regionally, especially now that their country has become a substantial player in the oil market. The pursuit of a nuclear program  is a symbol of the government’s newly found power and a means by which it can enhance its regional leadership role, if not the country’s hegemony. The government feels confident it can continue to do so in defiance of the international community without paying an unacceptable price. As a signatory to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)2, Iran has the right to enrich uranium to generate energy for peaceful purposes under strict guidelines of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Iran, however, has failed to fully comply with the NPT provisions and has been unwilling to agree with efforts to settle the impasse over its nuclear program.3 Iran has for more than 18 years concealed its nuclear program, expanded its nuclear facilities – some of which remain unknown to the IAEA – and resisted unannounced inspections. Iran also appears to be seeking industrial enrichment of higher-grade uranium, has failed to answer many questions regarding its ongoing nuclear activity, and continues to threaten Israel existentially. Iran’s behavior in this regard has eroded its international credibility and raised serious questions about its ultimate intentions. This is the Iran that the Obama administration will face, proud and resolute, with some self-conceit, willing to take risks, albeit carefully calibrated. Iran’s confidence in itself, however exaggerated, is due in part to the West, especially American policy makers – aided by many political intellectuals who have postulated that the global economy cannot do without Iranian oil. The West’s concerns over any interruption in the delivery of oil (25% of global oil passes through the Strait of Hormuz4) resulting from the destruction of Iran’s nuclear facilities has, for all intents and purposes, removed that option from the table. As a result, the Iranians demonstrate a lack of appreciation about the consequences of their defiance, although they remain terrified of American naval and air force presence in the neighborhood. In addition, as the Iranian leaders have managed to play successfully for time, they feel that they may be able to stall long enough to produce nuclear weapon technology before the next American administration gets its bearing. 
8. US Diplomacy is Key to Prevent Iran’s Nuclear Proliferation
US Department of Defense, April 20, 2010,  (“Mullen: Diplomacy Best Approach to End Iran’s Nuclear Proliferation”, Nuclear Weapons News, http://www.defencetalk.com/mullen-diplomacy-best-approach-to-end-irans-nuclear-proliferation-25831/)

Although a U.S. military approach in Iran would hinder Iranian nuclear proliferation, military might isn’t necessarily the best solution, Navy Adm. Mike Mullen said today. The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff stressed that diplomatic means would garner a longer-term effect in reaching agreements with Iran, Mullen told reporters following remarks to students, veterans and faculty at Columbia University here. “Military options have been on the table and remain on the table, but the engagements, the diplomatic, the sanctions, the finance; all of that needs to continue to lead the effort,” Mullen said. The White House and Defense Department are confident in the U.S. military despite the past decade of stress on the force in Iraq and Afghanistan, he said. But launching a military strike doesn’t mean Iran will stop its nuclear programs, he added. “The [military] options would cause a delay, and that would be very clear, but that doesn’t mean the problem’s going to go away, and it could be a continuing problem,” he said. “Iran’s capability to defend its nuclear program and its military all would have to be taken into consideration." Mullen said a military strike on Iran would be the last option for the United States. Letting Iran obtain nuclear weapons as well as engaging the Islamic state in military action are both conclusions U.S. officials want to avoid. “From my perspective that’s the last option,” he said. “... because both outcomes, having weapons and striking, have unintended consequences that are difficult to predict.” The admiral said developing policy and trying to determine solutions for Iranian nuclear proliferation has been among the White House and Defense Department’s top three priorities for years. One of Mullen’s personal priorities since becoming chairman is the broader Middle East, trying to focus efforts, because he believes it is the most unstable and potentially destabilizing part of the world. In order to bring peace and provide a better future for the next generation, security there must be established, he said. “I worry about Iran achieving nuclear capabilities,” he said. “Dealing with it has unintended consequences that I don’t think we’ve all thought through. I know that other countries in the region will seek nuclear weapons as well, and that spiral heading in that direction is a very bad outcome. The diplomatic, the engagement piece, the sanction piece needs to be addressed to possibly have Iran change its mind about where it’s headed.” 

Contention Four is Solvency

B61 bombs are useless- Turkey will rely on NATO and nuclear umbrella for protection

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, Staff Writers, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 11/23/09, (“The Status of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, The Bulletin, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)


For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements. Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly PDF not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella.
National security remains even with absence of nuclear weapons

 Mustafa Kibaroglu, Professor,Vice Chair International Relations Dept., Bilkent U., Ankara, Turkey, June 2010, Arms Control Today, print pg 12-13

Turkey clearly has to tread carefully, but the risks should not be overstated. One concern might be the contingencies in which the security situation in Turkey’s neighborhood deteriorates, thereby necessitating the active presence of an effective deterrent against the aggressor(s). Yet, given the elaborate capabilities that exist within the alliance and the solidarity principle so far effectively upheld by the allies, extending deterrence against Turkey’s rivals should not be a problem. Turkey would continue to be protected against potential aggressors by the nuclear guarantees of its allies France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, the three NATO nuclear-weapon states. Turkey’s reliance on such a “credible” deterrent, which will not be permanently stationed on Turkish territory, is less likely to be criticized by its Middle Eastern neighbors[27] and should not engender a burden-sharing controversy with its European allies. One cannot argue that once U.S. nuclear weapons that are stationed in Turkish territory are sent back, the nuclear deterrent of the alliance extended to Turkey will be lost forever. Currently, three NATO members are nuclear-weapon states. Of the NATO non-nuclear-weapon states, only five, as mentioned above, are known to host U.S. nuclear weapons. The remaining 20 members have no nuclear weapons on their territories. Yet, these members enjoy the credible nuclear deterrent of NATO, which remains the most powerful military organization in the world. Hence, the simple outcome of this analysis is that, for NATO members to feel confident against the threats posed to their national security, they do not have to deploy U.S. nuclear weapons on their territory.[28] Turkey need not be an exception to this rule.
Loose Nukes Add-on

Nuclear terrorism is inevitable until we withdraw the nuclear weapons

(Mustafa Kibaroglu, writer for European Security, 2005 “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?)
Dramatic changes have taken place in the international security environment over the last decade. These changes, however, are being assessed differently among officials and experts regarding the role of nuclear weapons. The viability as well as the credibility of the nuclear posture of NATO, including the implicit ‘first use’ strategy of the Alliance, is still of utmost importance for Turkish officials.23 However, the very nature of the emerging threats, especially since the 9/11 attacks, requires a thorough revision of the ways and means of dealing with them. Admittedly, nuclear weapons have become

inappropriate in the face of the new threats posed to the free world by terrorist organizations. Retaining them simply increases the probability of theft and the use by terrorists of some crude radiological devices or even nuclear

weapons. Therefore, in addition to taking tighter measures to safeguard nuclear and radiological material in places where they are stored, bolder steps must be taken by concerned countries to ultimately get rid of nuclear weapons. Such steps
should begin with drawing-down the US nuclear weapons deployed in allied countries overseas including Turkey. Nevertheless, the official view is diametrically opposed to their withdrawal. Below is an account of why this is the case.

Even a failed nuclear terrorism attack causes extinction.
(Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, Political Analyst for Al-Ahram Newspaper, 2004.“Extinction!” http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Ext: Inherency

US has 90 tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey despite recent pullout 
Lale Kemal, staff writer, 4-4-2010. [Today’s Zaman, Washington’s atomic weapons on Turkish soil to come to the agenda, p. http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/mobile.do?load=wapDetay&link=206338]

An agreement reached between US President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev on March 26 on the terms of a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) is expected to bring to the agenda US Cold War-era atomic weapons located at Turkey’s İncirlik Air Base as well as in some other European countries.  START was first signed in 1991 and has been renewed by Russia and the United States with increasingly stringent limitations on several occasions since. The treaty will reduce arms by only half as much as the 2002 Treaty of Moscow signed by former President George W. Bush and then-Russian President Vladimir Putin. The new START agreement is scheduled to be signed by the two countries in Prague on April 8. Both sides will be required within seven years to reduce their arsenals of long-range nuclear warheads to 1,550, about one-third below current levels and nearly three-quarters below the level agreed in the first START that was signed in 1991. The White House said on March 26 that the deal contained “no constraints” on the construction of a missile defense shield, which had been a key sticking point between the two powers. NATO member Turkey, bordering Iran, is expected to be a site for the US’s missile defense program. Withdrawal or reduction of US atomic weapons on Turkish soil together with some other European countries will come to the agenda once the US and Russia sign the new START, recalled Western diplomatic sources. “But it is not expected that the US will take any action concerning the withdrawal of those weapons from Turkish soil without consulting Turkey,” said the same sources. On the other hand, the US would not like to withdraw its weapons from Turkish soil due to this NATO ally’s proximity to Iran, engaged in a bitter row with the West over its nuclear program.

Israel – Syria War Now

Israel –Syria war inevitable in the status quo

JOSHUA LANDIS, consultant with the State Department and other government agencies, MONDAY, 12 JULY 2010 , Eurasia review, “'A Peace Crime' By Levy; Will Turkey Be Punished?”, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007124911/a-peace-crime-by-levy-will-turkey-be-punished.html

Swoop claims that one senior US official described the outcome of the meeting between Obama and Netanyahu as a “ritualized reversal” of his Middle East policy. The article adds: “US officials tell us privately that they are deeply pessimistic about any immediate advances in the peace process.” Gideon Levy agrees with this assessment of the Obama-Netanyahu meeting. He writes: If there remained any vestiges of hope in the Middle East from Barack Obama, they have dissipated; if some people still expected Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to lead a courageous move, they now know they made a mistake (and misled others ). Gideon Levy has also written a wonderful article entitled, “A Peace Crime.” In which he explains that Assad has stated very clearly that Syria wants peace, but Israel will not say yes and test him. Why? Levy argues it is because Israel would prefer to keep the Golan. I copy the article below. The comment section is interesting because so many Israelis argue against him, calling Assad a bad person, calling Syria a bad country, claiming Israel deserves the land, arguing that it was Syria’s fault for losing it, that Israel won it fairly, that it needs it for defense, etc. Turkey is scheduled to get a new US ambassador. This is an occasion for a good fight in the halls of the Obama administration. Ambassador Ricciardone’s name has been put forward. The neocons want to sink his nomination because they want Obama to take a hard line on Turkey and punish it for breaking with Israel. Josh Rogin of Foreign Policy explains that Obama’s people will probable waffle, as it is doing with Syria, and allow Ricciardone to languish. He writes, the main question will be whether the Obama administration is willing to make that case and use some of its political capital to push the nomination through. They haven’t always been eager to do so, as with the nomination of Robert Ford to be ambassador to Syria. Ford is well-liked by everybody, but the administration hasn’t been active in pressing for his confirmation, potentially because it isn’t eager to have a public debate about its policy of engaging Syria — which has yet to show results. A peace crime What more can Assad say that he hasn’t already? How long must he knock in vain on Israel’s locked door? By Gideon Levy It couldn’t have been spelled out more explicitly, clearly and emphatically. Read and judge for yourselves: “Our position is clear: When Israel returns the entire Golan Heights, of course we will sign a peace agreement with it …. What’s the point of peace if the embassy is surrounded by security, if there is no trade and tourism between the two countries? That’s not peace. That’s a permanent cease-fire agreement. This is what I say to whoever comes to us to talk about the Syrian track: We are interested in a comprehensive peace, i.e., normal relations.” Who said this to whom? Syrian President Bashar Assad to the Lebanese newspaper As-Safir last week. These astounding things were said to Arab, not Western ears, and they went virtually unnoticed here. Can you believe it? What more can Assad say that he hasn’t already? How many more times does he have to declare his peaceful intentions before someone wakes up here? How long must he knock in vain on Israel’s locked door? And if that were not enough, he also called on Turkey to work to calm the crisis with Israel so it can mediate between Israel and Syria. Assad’s words should have been headline news last week and in the coming weeks. Anwar Sadat said less before he came to Israel. In those days we were excited by his words, today we brazenly disregard such statements. This leads to only one conclusion: Israel does not want peace with Syria. Period. It prefers the Golan over peace with one of its biggest and most dangerous enemies. It prefers real estate, bed and breakfasts, mineral water, trendy wine and a few thousand settlers over a strategic change in its status. Just imagine what would happen if we emerged from the ruins of our international status to sign a peace agreement with Syria – how the international climate regarding us would suddenly change, how the “axis of evil” would crack and Iran’s strongholds weaken, how Hezbollah would get a black eye, more than in all the Lebanon wars…. True, they say the Mossad chief thinks that Assad will never make peace because the whole justification for his regime is based on hostility toward Israel. Our experts are never wrong, but similar things were said about Sadat. True, Assad also said other things. Other? Not really. He said that if he does not succeed through peace, he will try to liberate the Golan through resistance. Illogical? Illegitimate? … A responsible neighbor First of all, by easing the blockade of Gaza after the flotilla incident, Israel admitted in retrospect that its previous policy was wrong. No international commission will justify the blockade after Netanyahu has renounced it.

Turkey- Israel Relations Down


Israel Turkey relations are about to break

(Jay Solomon, writer for the Wall Street Journal, 6/5/10 “Ankara Threatens To Sever Israel Ties” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704764404575286700127989076.html?mod=WSJ_World_MIDDLENews) 

WASHINGTON—Turkey moved closer to severing its relations with Israel, demanding that Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu publicly apologize for his government's high-seas military action against a pro-Palestinian flotilla this week in order to avert a formal diplomatic rupture. Senior Israeli officials responded Friday that their government would never apologize for an act of "self defense" and acknowledged that Israel could be on the verge of losing its closest military and economic ally in the Middle East. Such a development, these officials said, would raise new strategic and diplomatic challenges for Israel if Ankara reorients itself away from its historically pro-Israel and pro-Western stance. "[We] hope that it won't happen. But if it does, it will be very problematic for the region and Europe as well," said a senior Israeli defense official in Washington. "It will mark another step of Turkey moving eastward." Turkey's ambassador to the U.S., Namik Tan, laid out three demands for Israel to meet in order to maintain its relationship with Ankara. In addition to the public apology from Mr. Netanyahu, Mr. Tan said the Israeli government must consent to an international investigation into the commando operation, in which nine Turkish activists died on a Turkish-flagged ship, the Mavi Marmara. The Turkish envoy, a seasoned diplomat and former ambassador to Israel, also said Israel must take concrete steps to ease its military blockade of the Gaza Strip. "Israel cannot find any better friend in the region than Turkey. And Israel is about to lose that friend," Mr. Tan said. 

Turkey – Israel Relations key to Peace

Turkey-Israel relations key to Middle East peace process

Aluf Benn, editor-at-large for Haaretz Newspaper, 07.07.10, Haaretz, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007124911/a-peace-crime-by-levy-will-turkey-be-punished.html

 

My man of the week is Syrian President Bashar Assad. His call to calm the crisis in Israeli-Turkish relations seems like a serious attempt to cool the mutual invective between Ankara and Jerusalem. “If the relationship between Turkey and Israel is not renewed, it will be very difficult for Turkey to play a role in negotiations to revive the Middle East peace process,” Assad said on Monday in Spain. And he added that failure to mend these ties would “without doubt affect the stability in the region.” Assad’s balanced position was a surprise. Instead of getting up and cursing Israel for its “aggression” against a Gaza-bound flotilla in May, he acted like a responsible neighbor by trying to calm the dispute. His remarks are being interpreted as a diplomatic warning to Turkey’s leaders: If you continue quarreling with Israel, you will lose your influence and encourage the extremists who undermine stability. Cool it. Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and his foreign minister, Ahmet Davutoglu, have turned out to be talented diplomats. The flotilla that set out for the Gaza Strip under their aegis resulted in the easing of Israel’s blockade on Gaza. And Davutoglu’s recent meeting with Industry, Trade and Labor Minister Benjamin Ben-Eliezer did more to undermine the unity of Israel’s governing coalition than any other incident to date. Even U.S. President Barack Obama, for all his efforts, was unable to so threaten the stability of Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s rule….
Israel – Syria war Escalates


Israel strike on Syria spreads to Iran and the rest of the Middle East

(Haaretz 4/30/10 leading Israeli newspaper “Iran: We'll 'cut off Israel's feet' if it attacks Syria” http://www.haaretz.com/news/diplomacy-defense/iran-we-ll-cut-off-israel-s-feet-if-it-attacks-syria-1.287513)
Iranian Vice President Mohammad Rida Rahimi warned on Friday that Iran would "cut off Israel's feet" if it attacked Syria, French news agency AFP reported. 

"We will stand alongside Syria against any [Israeli] threat," Rahimi told reporters during a news conference with Syrian Prime Minister Mohammad Naji Otri in Damascus, adding that "If those who have violated Palestinian land want to try anything we will cut off their feet." According to AFP, the Iranian vice president said that "[Syria is a] strong country that is ready to confront any threat," adding that Tehran "will back Syria with all its means and strength." On Thursday, United States Secretary of State Hillary Clinton referred to the recent torrent of allegations that Syria had transferred Scud missiles to the Hezbollah in Lebanon, and said that the Syrian President Bashar Assad was pursuing dangerous policies that could unleash war on the Middle East. 


Iran Prolif Now

Iran has the ability to enrich uranium to weapons grade

BBC News, 2/11/10, (“Iran ‘makes first batch of 20% enriched uranium’”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8510451.stm)


"I would like to say to you that the day before yesterday the enrichment of fuel at 20% started," President Ahmadinejad told huge crowds marking the 31st anniversary of Iran's revolution, in Tehran on Thursday. "I would like to notify you and announce with a loud voice that - thank God - our chief nuclear negotiator announced that the produce of fuel at 20% started under the watchful eye of our scientists." He added: "They all know that right now in Natanz, we have the capacity to enrich uranium at high levels. "We have the capacity to enrich above 20, even 80%. But because we have no need, we won't do that." In a confidential report to member states, seen by news agencies, IAEA chief Yukiya Amano said Iran's output of up to 20% enriched uranium would remain modest. But experts say Iran could convert a stockpile of 20% enriched uranium to weapons grade material within six months. The nation is already subject to UN sanctions because of its nuclear programme.

Iran can develop nuclear weapons by 2012
The Daily Telegraph, 6/27/10 (“Iran could have nuclear weapons by 2012, CIA Chief warns”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/middleeast/iran/7857627/Iran-could-have-nuclear-weapons-by-2012-CIA-chief-warns.html)

Tehran would need a year to enrich the uranium fully to produce a bomb and it would take “another year to develop the kind of weapon delivery system in order to make that viable,” Mr Panetta said.   Sanctions imposed by the United Nations could help weaken Tehran’s government by creating economic problems, but were unlikely to put an end to Iran’s nuclear ambitions, Mr Panetta told the ABC network’s “This Week” programme. Iran is under mounting international pressure over its suspect nuclear programme, which the West fears masks a covert weapons drive. Iran denies the charge, insisting that its atomic programme is for peaceful civilian purposes only.   Over the weekend, G8 leaders urged Tehran to hold a “transparent dialogue” over its suspect nuclear programme. Iran’s President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said on Thursday that Iran would this week lay down its conditions for talks with the world powers. The US Congress this week endorsed a sweeping package of tough new energy and financial sanctions on Tehran over the programme. The Islamic republic has been flexing its military muscle mainly in the strategic Gulf region by staging regular war games and showcasing an array of Iranian-manufactured missiles.   Neither the United States nor its top regional ally Israel, the sole if undeclared nuclear-armed power in the Middle East, has ruled out a military strike to curb Iran’s atomic drive. The UN Security Council this month slapped a fourth set of sanctions on Iran, targeting financial transactions and travel by senior military figures, to punish Tehran for its refusal to rein in its uranium enrichment programme.   Iran responded by barring two UN nuclear inspectors from returning to the country last week. 

Iran testing nuclear reactors now
Miriam Elder, Staff writer for the Daily Telegraph, 2/25/2009 (“Iran begins to test first atomic reactor despite Western fears over nuclear weapons”,The Daily Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/middleeast/iran/4806953/Iran-begins-to-test-first-atomic-reactor-despite-Western-fears-over-nuclear-weapons.html)

Iranians insist that the $1 billion (£695 million) Russian-built plant in Bushehr is part of a civilian energy programme, but Western powers fear that its covert purpose is to produce atomic weapons.  The tests, using lead in "virtual rods" and not enriched uranium, were carried out during a visit to the plant on Wednesday by Sergei Kiriyenko, the head of Rosatom, Russia's state-owned nuclear firm which has built the power plant.    The construction stage of the nuclear power plant is over, we are now in the pre-commissioning stage," Mr Kiriyenko said.  He was accompanied by Gholamreza Aghazadeh, head of Iran's Atomic Energy Organisation, who declared the test a success and said the plant was now closer to operating.  He also announced a nearly ten-fold expansion of Iran's uranium enrichment capacity in the next five years.  Mr Aghazadeh was defiant at a press conference after a UN report had claimed that Iran's nuclear activities had slowed.  He said 6,000 centrifuges were now enriching uranium, a process which can potentially produce the raw material for an atomic bomb, an increase of 1,000 since November.  "Our plan to install and run centrifuges is not based on political conditions," he said. "America should face reality and accept living with a nuclear Iran."  He said that Iran would announce a new nuclear achievement in April.  Stopping Iran's nuclear programme is one of the main foreign policy challenges for President Barack Obama, who has said he is prepared to break with his predecessor's policy and talk to Iran's rulers.  The President has also warned of imposing tougher sanctions if Iran continues to defy UN demands to suspend enrichment, however.  Iranian radio also criticised the choice of Dennis Ross as the new US special adviser on Iran, calling him an extremist who was influenced by Israel. 
Iran is looking for nuclear parts
Philip Sherwell, Staff writer for the Daily Telegraph, 5/24/2009 (The Daily Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/5374705/US-investigator-exposes-Irans-nuclear-weapons-shopping-list.html)

The investigation has revealed that the Iranians were negotiating to buy 400 gyrometers, 600 accelerometers and 100 pieces of the metal tantalum - crucial technology for building accurate long-range missiles that could deliver nuclear payloads.   Mr Morgenthau's unit, which has prosecuted several major US white-collar criminal cases, also established that LIMMT, a Chinese company that has long been a major supplier of banned weapons material to Iran, had shipped a long list of weapons-related materials to Iran after skirting international financial sanctions.   The items included 15,000 kgs of specialised aluminium alloy used almost exclusively in long-range missile production; 1,700 kgs of graphite cylinders used for banned electrical discharge machines; more than 30,000 kgs of tungsten-copper plates; 200 tungsten-copper alloy hollow cylinders; 19,000 kgs of tungsten metal powder and 24,500 kgs of maraging steel rods, which are favoured for their superior strength.   "It's the usual list of items that Iran needs for its missile and weapons programmes," said John Pike, director of globalsecurity.org, a private security research group. "Whether it's dual use or not is irrelevant. The Iranians are acquiring a glass half-full. They can use that stuff for what they want when they get it."   Mr Morgenthau's office has issued a 118-count indictment against LIMMT and its owner Li Fang Wei for allegedly misusing New York banks via front companies and supplying illicit missile and nuclear technology to Iran. But there are believed to be other targets of the "broad and ongoing" investigation.   His office consulted weapons experts from the CIA, private institutions and universities about what it had uncovered. They were "shocked by the sophistication of the equipment they're buying", he told a hearing of the Senate foreign relations committee.   Those findings were backed up by a staff report by the same committee.   It concluded that Iran could produce enough weapons-grade material to make a bomb within six months and that the regime was operating a "a broad network of front organisations" to purchase weapons material.   Nicholas Burns, the former top American diplomat on Iran, gave a blunt assessment of Iran's motives at the hearing. "I do see the Iranians as a real threat to our country," he said. "There is no question they are seeking a nuclear weapons capability. No one doubts that. They are the principal funder of most of the Middle East terrorist groups that are shooting at us, shooting at the Israelis and the moderate Palestinians.   "And they are influential in Iraq and Afghanistan and sometimes in ways that are very negative to US interests."   The US, Israel, Britain and other Western European nations believe that Iran is secretly developing atomic weapons but Tehran insists that its nuclear programme is for civilian energy purposes.   The regime has recently been focusing on developing reliable medium and long-range missiles as last week's successful test-fire and the deals uncovered by Mr Morgenthau confirm.   The successful launch of the Sejil-2 rocket, which has an estimated 1,200 mile range and a new navigation system and sophisticated sensors, was further sign of its growing missile capacity, weapons experts said motions.
TNWs ( Iran Prolif

Iran sees TNWs are irritants- dislike of US nuclear weapons leads to proliferation

Kaveh Afrasiabi, Professor of Political Science, University of Tehran, Mustafa Kibaroglu, research Fellow, Belfer Center for public Policy, 2006 ( “Negotiating Iran’s Nuclear Populism”

http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/brownjwa12&div=23&g_sent=1&collection=journals)

The changing security environment of Iran influences the threat assessments made by Iranian authorities. The continuing role played by nuclear weapons, despite the end of the Cold war, and European, and Russian doctrines that stress the value of nuclear weapons in national and collective defense strategies are matters of grave concern For Iranian analysts. Today’s international system is ostensibly defined by American pre eminence, unilaterialism, and by the increased role of nuclear weapons as they are seen as dramatically increasing the insecurity and vulnerability of non-nuclear weapons states. Moreover, the 480 nuclear weapons that America still keeps in several European countries, including lran’s neighbor Turkey, are seen as irritants. Another factor that irritates Iranian security analysts is the “good cop, bad cop routine” of Europe and the United Sums in their animosity toward Iran, as well as the double standard in their relations with Iran and other nuclear-capable states. In this context. Iranian analysts stress the fact that the United States continua to appease North Korea`s nuclear weapons ambitions and that it is doing nothing about Brazil, which is now defying the IAEA regarding questions over its nuclear program.
Iran Prolif ( Middle East Prolif
Iran proliferation leads Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Syria to nuclearize

Richard Russell, Professor of National Security Affairs at the National Defense University’s Near East and South Asia Center for Strategic Studies, Adjunct Professor of Security Studies in the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University’s Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, 2/15/05, (“Beyond Iran: The Risk of a Nuclearizing Middle East”, Policy Watch #957: Special Forum Report featuring Mustafa Kibaroglu and Richard Russell, The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/print.php?template=C05&CID=2255
)

Were Iran to become a suspected or actual nuclear power, regional states may well consider their nuclear options. The American perspective about proliferation has dangerously focused on usual suspects among the cast of hostile actors, such as al-Qaeda, Iran, and Libya, instead of considering other potential nuclear weapons aspirants, several of whom are friendly to the United States. It is in the United States’ interest to speculate on their motives in advance and implement preventive policies. Some of those who might reconsider their nuclear options if Iran's program proceeds are: > Iraq. Even with Saddam Hussein gone, a nuclear Iran will pose an acute security dilemma for Iraq. Iran may use its nuclear card as a means of political coercion or as an actual battlefield tactic, placing extraordinary pressure on Iraq to consider nuclear alternatives.

Saudi Arabia. The possibility of a nuclear Saudi Arabia should not be ruled out because of its partnership with the United States. Not only is its traditional gulf rival, Iran, obtaining nuclear weapons, but Saudi Arabia is also concerned about what the Iraqi future will look like. There is always the standing security concern of Israel and even the possibility of future hostilities with the United States, leaving the nuclear option as a tempting quick fix for present and future security dilemmas. Egypt. Despite its close security relationship with the United States, Egypt may very well consider nuclear alternatives on the basis that Egypt no longer carries the prestige of Arab politics that it once did. Its power is not at all commensurate with its population base, and a nuclear Iran would be yet another insult to Egyptian prestige. In addition, notwithstanding assistance from the United States, Egypt must also worry about its conventional military capability. Obtaining nuclear weapons will not only resurrect the lost political status it once had, but will also provide leverage in future negotiations. Syria. Syria’s strategic calculus may also point towards nuclear attainment. With an ambiguous future in Iraq and with Israel to the south, Syria occupies a position that is extraordinarily isolated, insecure, and vulnerable.

Iran proliferation makes global proliferation and nuclear war inevitable

Gary Ackerman, Presidential Task Force on Iranian Proliferation, Regional Security, and U.S. Policy, March 09 (Washington Institute for Near East Policy, “Preventing a Cascade of Instability: U.S. Engagement to Check Iranian Nuclear Progress,”  p. 2)

If Iran “gets away” at low cost with years of safe guards violations and defiance of UN Security Council resolutions, nonproliferation norms likely will further erode across the globe. Other countries may consider taking the same path, especially in Iran’s programs gain legitimacy. If the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NP) is seen as straying, it may be difficult to make progress on supplementary means to shore up the nonproliferation regime. The greater the number of countries with nuclear weapons, the higher the risk that misperception and miscalculation could lead to a nuclear confrontation, with horrible consequences. In the Middle East, those who see themselves as regional powers may want nuclear capabilities matching those in Iran—including enrichment or reprocessing facilities—or both strategic and prestige-related reasons. to be sure, Middle East states would need many years to build an indigenous nuclear infrastructure, but the pursuit of a broad range of nuclear capabilities could be destabilizing by creating the impression that military nuclearization of the region is inevitable.





Iran proliferation causes Middle Eastern proliferation and nuclear war

Joseph Cirincione (Senior Vice President for National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress), April 4, 2006, Interviewed by Bernard Gwertzman, Consulting Editor, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/10331/

They want to deter a United States or possibly Israeli attack, and they want the prestige that such a weapon would give them for their regional ambitions. And it's exactly for those reasons that other countries in the region would react. Saudi Arabia could not tolerate the political, military, and diplomatic power that a nuclear weapon would give Iran. And that's the great danger—that other countries in the region would start exploring their nuclear options. There are already stories that Saudi Arabia is cooperating with the Pakistanis on nuclear research. We don't know if this is true, but we do know that the Saudis bankrolled the Pakistani nuclear program. My great fear is that the Saudis might take a nuclear shortcut, and invite Pakistan to station some of its nuclear weapons on Saudi territory. This, in fact, would actually be legal under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which Saudi Arabia is a member of, just the way the United States stations nuclear weapons in Europe. Egypt might also react. They used to have a nuclear program in the 1960s; they might decide that they have to beat the Iranian challenge in their own way. So might Turkey. In fact, if there's a unified government of Iraq within five years, Iraq—long-term foe of Iran—might consider that it needs to balance Iranian power. So that's really the great threat, is that you would go from a Middle East with one nuclear weapons state, Israel, to one with three, four, or five nuclear weapons states with the remaining political, economic, and ethnic conflicts unresolved. That's a recipe for nuclear war.

TNW Removal ( Non – Proliferation

Removal of TNWs from Turkey will increase its legitimacy on Non-Proliferation Efforts 

British American Security Information Council, 1/15/09, (Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states”, BASIC Getting to Zero Papers, No. 11, http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm)


There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,[20] more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.[21] There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey's historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. Turkey's location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey's close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey's clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey's legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support.[22]
Removing TNWs from Turkey spurs Iranian denuclearization
Hurriyet Daily News, 2-22-10 (Hurriyet Daily News, “From the Bosphorus: Straight - Integrating the nuclear past and present,” http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=from-the-bosphorus-straight-----integrating-the-nuclear-past-and-present-2010-02-22)
One way to analyze the ongoing standoff between the West and Iran over nuclear power is essentially as a negotiation over past and present realities. Nuclear proliferation is the “present” issue. The familiar debate is played out among the United States, Israel, sometimes Russia, the United Nations and other international agencies – along with Iran itself, of course.

The more complex debate involves the “past.” Here, the deeper debate turns on the Western-backed 1953 coup in Iran, the drivers of the 1979 Islamic revolution and, increasingly, the origins of homegrown civil resistance to the current Iranian regime. From our perspective Turkey’s engagement in the ongoing standoff – on the surface the brokering of uranium enrichment rules – is really an effort to integrate these two fields of analysis. Turkey generally, and Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoğlu specifically, are in the position to bring these distinct discussions toward a single frame of reference. While we may criticize some tactics (such as Davutoğlu’s rush to congratulate the recent electoral winner in Iran), we can only praise and support the overall strategy. However, while exerting efforts to broker a compromise between the parties, Turkey should be very cautious to avoid being used as a tool for Iran to delay the process. At this moment, when the international community has been committed to persuading Iran to cooperate with the International Atomic Energy Agency, or IAEA, any proposal that would discourage Tehran doing so would give very bad signals to all parties. 
Now, we believe, it is time for a similar process of contextual integration to occur on the other side of this standoff. Until recently, Iran was rushing to embrace nuclear power production at the same time many in the West were retreating from the technologies for safety reasons. This is no longer the case. Just last week, American President Barack Obama signed the paperwork for $8 billion to finance his country’s first new nuclear plant in 30 years. Soon, Obama’s commitment to a nuclear weapons-free world will face its first major test. In the next two weeks, he will deliver a “nuclear posture” review to Congress that will detail just how far he is willing to go. Some speculate this will be modest. Others hope it will be more comprehensive, including a commitment to eliminate nuclear stockpiles in Europe. We hope it will also include commitment that no nuclear weapons be stockpiled at İncirlik, the NATO base in Adana. Progress on this broader set of issues in Washington could help toward progress in Tehran.
Turkey key to US – Iran Relations

Turkey key to resolving nuclear negotiations with Iran- it’s the only country Iran trusts.
Fariborz Ghadar, scholar and senior advisor at CSIS, William A. Schreyer Professor of Global Management, Policies, and Planning, founding director of the Center for Global Business Studies at Penn State University, 11/12/09 (“Iran’s Nuclear Negotiations and the West,” 11/12, CSIS, http://csis.org/publication/iran%E2%80%99s-nuclear-negotiations-and-west)

The negotiations are progressing slowly primarily because of lack of trust on all sides—but they are progressing. The inspection of the new facility in Qom appears to have been concluded without any interruptions. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) delegation visiting the facility had no complaints with their access, and the tests did not appear to identify any significant concerns. The tentative agreement to transfer the uranium Iran has enriched to 3 percent–5 percent concentration has been delayed but is still being hammered out. The stumbling block is the lack of trust on both sides. The Iranians are worried that if they ship the uranium out, the West would not honor the commitment to send the enriched uranium for medical research back to Iran. This worry is understandable, given that in the 1970s, Iran invested 10 percent in a French enrichment operation to have access to reactor fuels; however, since the Islamic Republic came into power, the French have reneged on the agreement and for all practical purposes have confiscated Iran’s investment. Iran is now being asked to trust the French to return their fuel. The role of the Russians in this process is for Iran to have another party implicitly guarantee that the French will adhere to their commitment. Iran is not necessarily convinced that Russia will be an honest broker in this process. Even President Ahmadinejad has complained that Russia seems to be delaying the Bushehr nuclear power plant repeatedly and with numerous questionable excuses. Therefore, we should not be surprised if another country that all parties trust becomes involved in the negotiations. China is one possible nation, but they have not expressed any interest. Turkey is another alternative, and the IAEA has approached Iran on this issue. Although the initial response was not encouraging, Iran seems to be receptive to this option. The United States would probably accept Turkey in such an exchange.

Turkey key to Iran-US mediation
Al-Arabiya News Channel, April 21, 2010 (“US hails Turkey mediation of Iran Nuke Standoff” http://www.alarabiya.net/articles/2010/04/21/106452.html)
The United States State Department early Wednesday hailed Turkey's efforts to mediate the nuclear standoff with Tehran, but expressed renewed skepticism about Iran's willingness to engage in talks as representatives of the six major powers met over possible new sanctions against Iran. "I'll only say in order to play a mediation role, you have to have a country like Iran that is actually willing to engage seriously, and that's what's been lacking over the past several months," said State Department spokesman Philip Crowley. Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu said on Tuesday that diplomacy remains the best way to resolve the row over Iran's atomic program and that Ankara is ready to mediate between Tehran and world powers
Turkey key to US-Iran Relations – it acts as a leader in the Middle East

Aras Coskuntuncel, Staff writer for the Daily News, 6/20/10 (Daily News & Economic Review, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=only-turkey-can-play-ultimate-mediator-role-in-islamic-world-expert-says-2010-06-18)

Turkey should realize its potential as the sole mediator in the Islamic world that could bring peace to the Middle East, an American political scientist and author has said.  “Turkey has a leadership role because of its power. It faces 360 degrees – the Balkans, the Caucasus, Central Asia, Iran and the Arab world – and only Turkey can bring even the United States and Iran together,” George Friedman, the chief executive officer of the leading global intelligence firm STRATFOR, told the Hürriyet Daily News & Economic Review in an interview last week.  “The Turkish economy is growing very rapidly, Europe is weakening now and the U.S. is withdrawing from Iraq... so the relative power of Turkey is growing independent of any policy,” Friedman said. “No matter what party is in power, it would have to manage this growth in power.”  This growing power is what has attracted the company Friedman founded in 1996 to Turkey.  “During the Cold War, you wanted to have somebody in Moscow,” he said. “During these days in history, there is no one place to have someone; there are three or four, and Turkey is absolutely one of them.”  Friedman said STRATFOR, which collects and distributes global intelligence about current events, keeps a close eye on the broader region – from the Balkans to Egypt. “This is where history is going to be made for the next half century,” he said.  Recent events in the Middle East have brought Turkey back into the spotlight. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan’s strong condemnation of Israel after its deadly raid on a Gaza-bound aid flotilla carrying Turkish citizens and Turkey’s vote against U.N. sanctions on Iran have sparked an international debate over a shift in Turkish foreign policy, with some saying the country’s ruling Justice and Development Party, or AKP, is trying to move its axis from West to East.  According to Friedman, Turkey’s policy has not shifted; what has changed is Turkey’s power relative to the rest of the region.  “What I would argue is, it’s not that the AKP decided to have a new foreign policy,” he said. “Turkey is facing the reality.”  Highlighting the conflicts within the Islamic world, Friedman warned that without solving these problems, there is no chance for Middle East peace. “The conflict is not between the Islamic world and the West,” he said. “It is within the Islamic world. Hamas against Fatah, Egypt against Hamas, the Jordanians don’t trust Fatah... Turkey is not pushing into this world; it’s being pulled into this world, and as soon as it’s in this world there are tensions and conflicts. It can’t make everyone happy.”  Friedman said what interests him about the Islamic world is the way people “focus on the relations with Israel rather than the very real conflicts in the Islamic world that give Israel its power.”  “The Islamic world doesn’t want to hear this, but you can’t make war and you can’t make peace with Israel so long as you are at war with yourself. How there can be peace in the Middle East between the Arabs and the Israelis when there is not peace between the Arabs?” he said. “I think Turkey has a role to play in this but they have to decide what risks they want [to take].”  It is easy for parties trying to mediate to be accused of being unfair, Friedman said, but added that Turkey’s power can help it can bring unity in the Arab world. “Nasser spoke of a united Arab [world]. I think this is where Turkish power, which is very real, is going to encounter reality,” he said.  Friedman underlined Turkey’s role as a leader in the region and its effect on U.S. efforts for Middle East peace, something he said depends on peace between Hamas and Fatah, groups he believes only Turks could bring together. “U.S. President [Barack] Obama would like there to be peace in the Middle East, but he has to first broker peace among the Arabs. That is not possible,” he said. “Turkey, as a Muslim country, may have the credibility to do this.” 

Turkey is key to negotiations between US and Iran
Omer Taspinar, Nonresident Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institute, March 16, 2009; (“Time for Turkey to Reward Obama”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0316_obama_taspinar.aspx)

There is an understandable sense of hubris in Turkey. After all, it is the first time an American president will visit Turkey so early in his tenure. The fact that this president happens to be the most popular person on the planet adds to the excitement. There is also an understandable tendency to see President Barack Obama’s visit as a confirmation of Turkey’s growing regional and global importance.

We are living in a world where the “clash of civilizations” has become a self-fulfilling prophecy. In this increasingly polarized global context between Islam and the West, Turkey is the most democratic, secular and pro-Western country in the Islamic world. It is the only Muslim member of NATO and the only Muslim country in accession negotiations with the European Union.


To use the old cliché, Turkey is the bridge between the Middle East and the West. More importantly, it is an active facilitator of difficult relations between Israel and Syria and a country that wants to play a similar role between Washington and Tehran. Only 48 hours after Hillary Clinton left Ankara, the president of Turkey, Abdullah Gül, flew to Tehran, probably carrying a message from the US to Iranian leaders. Writing in the British daily The Guardian, Stephen Kinzer argued that “no intermediary is as well placed to guide these enemies away from confrontation as Turkey.”



US policy with Iran will fail absent Turkish mediation. 
Flynt Leverett, director of the New America Foundation’s Iran Project and Professor of international affairs at Penn State, and Hillary Mann Leverett, CEO of Stratega, a political risk consultancy, 10-29-2009. [Politico, What serious diplomacy looks like -- in Turkey, p. http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1009/28839.html]
Turkey is, of course, a member of NATO and has long had a positive economic and strategic relationship with Israel. But, working from these four principles, the Erdogan government has in recent years effected major improvements in Turkey’s relations with a much wider range of Middle Eastern states, including Iran, Iraq and Syria. This opening to the broader Middle East has been very strongly in Turkey’s interest. Expanding trade and investment links to Iran, Iraq, Syria and other regional states has boosted the growth of Turkey’s economy and reinforced its status as an “emerging market” of international significance. Moreover, closer ties to Middle Eastern countries, along with links to Hamas and Hezbollah, have made Ankara an increasingly important player across a wide spectrum of regional issues. Erdogan wants to position Turkey to act as a mediator between its Muslim neighbors and the West — including the United States, which needs to move beyond nice speeches by Obama and undertake concrete diplomatic initiatives to repair its standing in the Middle East. But if Washington is too shortsighted to see the necessity of realigning its relations with key Middle Eastern actors such as Iran, the Erdogan government’s opening to the broader Middle East gives Ankara a wider array of strategic options for pursuing Turkish interests — the essence of successful diplomacy. During his visit to Tehran this week, Erdogan met with Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei — a rare honor for a foreign leader. (In 2007, Russia’s then-President Vladimir Putin was also accorded a meeting with Khamenei.) Turkey’s expanding ties to the Islamic republic — including gas supply contracts and preliminary agreements for major upstream and pipeline investment projects — are essential to consolidating Turkey’s role as the leading transit “hub” for oil and gas supplies to Europe. While in Iran, Erdogan said that he hopes Turkish-Iranian trade — currently valued at roughly $10 billion — will double by 2011 and strongly supported Iranian participation in the Nabucco gas pipeline. Meeting with Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, Erdogan criticized international pressure on Tehran over its nuclear activities as “unjust and unfair” while other states maintain nuclear weapons. These statements signal that Turkey may well move ahead and conclude significant upstream and pipeline contracts in Iran despite U.S. opposition. The U.S. position on this issue is detached from economic reality. However much the Obama administration resists admitting it, the Nabucco pipeline will almost certainly not be commercially viable in the long run without Iranian gas volumes. In the end, Turkey’s approach to Iran does more for Western interests than does the U.S. approach. Under the Erdogan government, Ankara is increasingly confident that it can pursue its interests in the Middle East without either succumbing to U.S. pressure or fundamentally sacrificing its relationship with Washington. Erdogan’s planned visit to the White House strongly suggests that this confidence is eminently justified. Israelis and some of Israel’s friends in the United States decry what they see as the expansion of Turkey’s ties to other important Middle Eastern states at the expense of Turkey’s ties to Israel. Ankara has indeed been sharply critical of Israel’s military campaign in Gaza and its role in the continuing humanitarian crisis there — a posture manifested in Erdogan’s highly publicized walkout from a joint event with Israeli President Shimon Peres at the World Economic Forum and the postponement of NATO military exercises in Turkey that would have included Israeli forces. But criticism of Turkey from pro-Israel circles misses an important reality: At this point, Israel arguably needs a relationship with Turkey more than Turkey needs a relationship with Israel. There is an important lesson here for the Obama administration. America no longer has the economic and political wherewithal to dictate strategic outcomes in the Middle East. Increasingly, if Washington wants to promote and protect U.S. interests in this critical region, it will have to do so through serious diplomacy — by respecting evolving balances of power and accommodating the legitimate interests of others so that U.S. interests will be respected. Turkey’s Middle East policy provides a valuable model of what that kind of diplomacy looks like.
Turkey key to U.S. – Iran relations
Hakki Uygur, SETA foundation for political and social research,  8
(Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions and Turkey, http://www.setadc.org/pdfs/Policy_Brief_No_7_Hakki_Uygur.pdf) 
Iran is a key country for securing peace and stability in the Middle East. The U.S. administration itself has admitted several times that Iran has positively contributed to the solution of certain problems in Iraq and Afghanistan. Nor is Iran as isolated as the international media sometimes portrays. Turkey is active in mediation attempts in the region. Indeed, the recent period witnessed the visits of several odd couples, such as Peres‐ Abbas and Musharraf‐Karzai, to talk peace and cooperation in Turkey. In short, Ankara can play a role in bringing the U.S. and Iran closer to one another. If one considers the Iranian Spiritual Leader’s recent statement that “the enmity with the U.S. will not last forever,” Ankara may help the U.S. and Iranian administrations to overcome some of the prolonged problems that plague the relations between the two countries.

US – Iran Relations key to Solve War/Terror

Iranian dialogue is key to avoid miscalculated war. 
Anthony H. Cordesman and Haleh Esfandiari, Arleigh Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, May 24, 2007, Iran, "Soft Power," http://www.csis.org/component/option,com_csis_progj/task,view/id,957/

There is always going to be a good case for dialogue with Iran, for the same reasons the US always talked to the USSR during the worst days of the Cold War, and should never have failed to recognize and talk to China. It is even more important to talk to hostile states than friends. The risks of misunderstandings are much greater, even limited progress in improving relations can help prevent wars, and present problems can lead to better relations in the future.

Talks with Iran on the nuclear issue are key to avoid war. 
Robert E. Hunter, Senior adviser at the Rand Corp. and former U.S. ambassador to NATO from 1993 to 1998, April 26, 2006, Washingtonpost, http://www.rand.org/commentary/042606WP.html

A U.S. offer of serious talks with Iran that deal with the most critical issues of security, as seen from each side's perspective, may not be enough to deflect the Iranians from their current dangerous course. But it is far better than relying on the Iranians to blink in their current standoff with the United States. If America will not at least test a "grand bargain" to resolve differences with Iran, the two nations will continue drifting toward war.
Talks key to prevent miscalculation. 
Puneet Talwar, International Affairs Fellow at CFR  Served on the State Department's Policy Planning Staff from 1999 to 2001 and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff, Jul/Aug2001, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, Issue 4, Ebsco

Although both countries could survive without improving their relations -- indeed, they have managed to do so for more than two decades --neither should miss the opportunity to bolster regional and global security. Negotiations between the two sides might be difficult, but the absence of direct dialogue is worse, since it leads each side to badly misjudge the other's intentions and to misread the other's signals.
Lack of communication will escalate to war
Vali R. Nasr, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at CFR, February 12, 2007, (Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/12623/nasr.html) [interviewer/ee specifications added]
[Gwertzman:] Some people suspect this is all a prelude to U.S. military engagement with Iran. What do you think? [Nasr:]The threat is there, without a doubt, and particularly when you have two countries that have an arena of disagreement and confrontation, don’t have any communications between them, and are running around across each other in a chaotic place like Iraq. Even if there is no preplanned military confrontation, there’s always the chance of it happening. We’re in a situation where tensions between them can very clearly spiral out of control. And obviously the impasse over the nuclear issue represents the biggest challenge

Diplomacy solves terrorism. 
Tahereh Ebrahimi-far, Professor of International Relations at the Islamic Azad University, in Tehran, 2005, Journal of the European Society for Iranian Studies, 39-52.

Considering the mounting terrorist provocations ascribed to fundamentalist groups in Central Asia and Southern Caucasus, particularly in the Middle East region and in Afghanistan and Iraq, the necessity for the realization of security cooperation between the US and Iran is indisputable. Iran and the US can embark on creating anti-terrorist bases near the border of Iran, Afghanistan and Iraq. Of further possible cooperation, one can cite the exchange of information on the situation of terrorist groups in Iraq and Afghanistan. The US and Iran can be active in holding security meetings in order to bring viewpoints closer on the nature and concept of terrorism and combat it with the participation of other sub-system security environments. On the other hand, Iran can help the US, by receiving US logistic support, in the combat against terrorist groups located in the west of Afghanistan and northern Iraq which share common borders with Iran.

Israeli Strikes

Israel strikes on Iran would create violence rebounding throughout the Middle East

Reuters, 3/18/10, (“Hezbollah official: Israel strike on Iran could ignite Mideast: Group’s deputy chief says anyone who attacked Iran would pay the price, whether Israel or the U.S.”, 

http://www.haaretz.com/news/hezbollah-official-israel-strike-on-iran-could-ignite-mideast-1.265003)

Violence could spread across the Middle East with Israel paying a "heavy price" if it launched military action against Iran, the deputy leader of Hezbollah said on Thursday. Israel sees Iran's nuclear program as a threat to its existence and has not ruled out military action if diplomacy fails to curb the Islamic Republic's atomic work. The United States and other western powers suspect Iran is pursuing a nuclear weapon and are currently discussing the imposition of new economic sanctions against Tehran. Iran says its nuclear program is peaceful and aimed at generating electricity. "Israel or the United States cannot just bomb Iran and [expect] things to continue normally," Sheikh Naim Kassem told Reuters. "Any attack on Iran could ignite the whole region and the assailant will pay a heavy price whether its Israel or the United States." He said any countries which allowed an attack on Iran to be launched from U.S. bases on their territory would also face reprisals.

Israel strikes would cause Iranian retaliation, causing rising insurgency, Middle East regional war, global economic crisis, and hurting US interests
Meris Lutz, Los Angeles Times Middle East correspondent in Baghdad, Jerusalem, Cairo, Beirut, 7/14/10, (“Middle East, Threatened Israeli strike on Iran would lead to regional war, report says”, Babylon and Beyond: Observations from Iraq, Iran, Israel, the Arab World, and Beyond, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/babylonbeyond/2010/07/middle-east-israel-preparing-to-strike-iran-report-says-1.html)
The ultimate nightmare scenario could soon become a reality: Israeli strike aircraft cross into Iranian airspace and hit the nuclear facilities at Natanz, Esfahan and Qom, as well as the laboratories of the University of Tehran, killing one of Iran's leading nuclear scientists along with dozens of researchers and a janitor.  Iran retaliates by hitting Tel Aviv with long-range missiles and fanning the insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan, engulfing the Middle East in a protracted regional war and triggering a global economic crisis over oil prices. This terrifying outcome is increasingly likely if Israel carries out a reportedly impending military strike against Iranian nuclear facilities, according to a new study by the Oxford Research Group, a leading security think tank. The paper, titled "Military Action Against Iran: Impact and Effects," was released Thursday following ominous statements by Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to the Fox News channel in which he called Iran "the ultimate terrorist threat today." "We should not allow irrational regimes like Iran to have nuclear weapons," Netanyahu said. Although Netanyahu declined to outline a specific plan of action or a deadline, he reiterated his country's willingness to use force to stop Tehran from developing its nuclear capabilities, which Iran insists are for peaceful purposes. "There's only been one time that Iran actually stopped the [nuclear] program, and that was when it feared U.S. military action," the prime minister said.  Watch the interview here. But according to the paper released Thursday, the consequences of such a military action against Iran "are so serious that they should not be encouraged in any shape or form.” The report predicts such an attack would have the exact opposite of the desired effect by uniting Iranians against a common enemy, thus bolstering Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's hard-line regime, which would retaliate against Israeli and U.S. interests in the region. The report points to Israel's recently improved strike capabilities and the bellicose rhetoric of its politicians and concludes that the Jewish state is preparing to take out not only known Iranian nuclear facilities but also factories, research centers, and university laboratories with the intention of destroying Iran's technical capabilities and killing its leading technocrats. Iran would likely respond by attacking Israel directly, withdrawing from negotiations over its nuclear program, supporting insurgent activity against Western interests in Iraq and Afghanistan, and facilitating attacks against Western oil facilities in the Persian gulf. “There would be many civilian casualties, both directly among people working on Iran’s nuclear and missile programs, but also their families as their living quarters were hit, and secretaries, cleaners, labourers and other staff in factories, research stations and university departments,” says the report, which was authored by Paul Rogers of the University of Bradford. “An Israeli attack on Iranian nuclear facilities would almost certainly be the beginning of a long-term process of regular Israeli airstrikes to further prevent the development of nuclear weapons and medium-range missiles," it continues. "Iranian responses would also be long-term, ushering in a lengthy war with global as well as regional implications."

US – Iran relations key to stopping Proliferation

Diplomacy key to Nonproliferation- Iran would comply with IAEA

Center for Arms Control and Non Proliferation, 6/9/10, (“Diplomacy, Not Sanctions, Key to Iranian Nuclear Situation”, Mary Slosson, Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, CommonDreams, 

http://www.commondreams.org/newswire/2010/06/09-4)



"Diplomatic engagement should underscore the need for Iran to agree to stronger IAEA involvement and acceptance of the Additional Protocol," said Mary Slosson, Scoville Fellow at the Center, "which ensure greater IAEA oversight and flexibility in nuclear inspections."  While Iran has the right to peaceful use of nuclear energy, it must fulfill its commitments under the NPT, which means full cooperation with the IAEA and a commitment to non-proliferation.

Iran, the United States, the members of the UN Security Council and a large majority of the international community just spent a month of dedicated diplomacy at the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. Through their month-long diplomatic effort, they reached consensus and agreed to the same action plan on disarmament and non-proliferation for the next five years. Diplomacy can and does work. Laicie Olson, Senior Policy Analyst at the Center, said that, "hopefully this will clear the path for the Obama administration to further negotiate with Iran while encouraging Iran to cooperate in confidence-building measures." The Center reaffirms that military strikes, either by Israel or the U.S., would be disastrous. In addition to merely delaying any enrichment program, such a strike would only further polarize an already delicate situation in the Middle East and Central Asia.

Diplomacy key to stop Iran proliferation- sanctions and strikes would both fail

Mary Slosson, Herbert Scoville Peace Fellow, Center for Arms Control and Non-proliferation, United Nations Correspondent for MediaGlobal, writer on international development, global health, environment, Peace Operations Training Institute, BA in Foreign Affairs, University of Virginia, 6/25/10, (“It’s Time to Step up Diplomacy with Iran”, Foreign Policy in Focus, 
http://www.fpif.org/articles/step_up_diplomacy_with_iran)
More importantly, Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said recently that military strikes against Iran would have "unintended consequences" such as prolonging and entrenching the Ahmadinejad regime, undermining the pro-democracy opposition movement, and would only delay — but not prevent — Iran's acquisition of a nuclear weapon if it defies the international community and pursue such a path. The last, best hope of the international community is intense, concerted, high-level diplomatic engagement with Iran, similar to the Six Party Talks that were initiated after North Korea tested a nuclear weapon and left the community borne of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. International leaders — from regional countries as well as the United States, Russia, and China — should make it clear to Iran that there are economic benefits that would come along with cooperation with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and allowing full access of their nuclear facilities to inspectors. Participating negotiators should join the discussions willing to offer Iran concrete advantages to cooperation. While the Six Party Talks with North Korea began once it was too late and the county has already entrenched itself on a path of non-cooperation, the situation with Iran is different. Iran is still a member of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and has agreed in principle to not develop nuclear weapons. Now, in the wake of sanctions, is the perfect time for international community leaders to reach out and tell Iran that there is another option. High-level diplomatic engagement would benefit both the international community and Iran itself, thwarting a dangerous and destabilizing nuclear weapons program while also providing opportunities for economic growth and investment. Faced with imperfect sanctions and abhorrent military options, high-level diplomatic engagement is the only route to such an outcome




Turkey is key to successful US diplomacy to prevent Iran from proliferating


The Guardian 6/15/10 (Stephen Kinzer, The Guardian, "Turkey and America should kiss and make up." The Guardian News,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/15/turkey-america-relations
Turkey's political stock has plummeted in Washington over the last few weeks. For decades Turkey was widely viewed as a reliable Nato ally, prickly at times but safely in America's corner. Now, suddenly, it is being denounced as a turncoat, a "frenemy", a defector from the coalition of the virtuous and budding convert to to the Islamist cause. This sudden turnabout is an emotional misreading of an evolving strategic relationship. Turkey is a new player on the global scene and has made some diplomatic missteps in recent weeks, but its new activism is actually positive for the United States. Both countries share long-term strategic goals and have open, democratic societies. By cooperating, they can achieve more in the Middle East than either can achieve alone. Turkey's key interest in the region is the same as America's: stability. Only in a stable region can Turkey's economy continue to boom. For the US, only stability will allow the withdrawal of combat forces from the region, assure energy security, and calm tensions that stoke terror. So any policy that helps calm the Middle East is good for both countries. That sounded fine until Turkey's desire to calm regional crises led it to Tehran. Turkish prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and President Luis Ignacio Lula da Silva of Brazil thought they did the US a favour by negotiating the framework of a nuclear deal with Iran last month. But instead of welcoming the accord as a foundation for future talks, the Obama administration angrily rejected it as a transparent ploy by Iran, and suggested that the two leaders who brokered the deal were bumpkins who had been fooled by crafty Iranians. Anger at Turkey escalated after a privately owned Turkish vessel challenged the Israeli occupation of Gaza, setting off a confrontation in which Israeli commandos killed nine Turkish nationals. This was offered as further evidence that Turkey is turning on its old friends, not just in the US but in Israel. But the breach between Turkey and Israel is mainly over the occupation of Gaza, which has outraged prime minister Erdogan and many Turks; it is not part of a larger Islamist or anti-Israel policy. Erdogan bears some of the blame for last week's tragedy on the high seas. He abandoned his government's proclaimed policy of conciliation and chose confrontation instead. Now Turkey is in a state of national outrage, and that is never a good time to make calm, forward-looking decisions. Yet by showing its independence from Washington, Turkey has further strengthened its credibility in the Middle East. This credibility can be a strategic asset for the west, because Turkish diplomats can go places, talk to factions and make deals that Americans cannot. Yet the US has not been able to take advantage of it. That is because beneath the new tension in American-Turkish relations lies a deep conceptual disagreement that goes beyond Iran or Gaza. It is over the best way to approach geopolitics, particularly in the Middle East. Fearing the effect of violence and upheaval, Turkey seeks to resolve regional problems through diplomacy and compromise. It opposes sanctions on Iran and insists, to Washington's consternation, that there is still a diplomatic alternative.
Iran War ( Global
Iranian War causes extinction

Jorge Hirsch, a professor of physics at the University of California San Diego. He is one of the originators of the physicists' petition on nuclear weapons policies started at the UCSD, 1/3/2006, America's nuclear ticking bomb, http://www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20060103/news_mz1e3hirsch.html
If only conventional bombs are used in an unprovoked U.S. or Israeli aerial attack against Iran's facilities, Iran is likely to retaliate with missiles against coalition forces in Iraq and against Israel, as well as possibly a ground invasion of southern Iraq, that the 150,000 U.S. troops in Iraq would not be able to withstand. Iranian missiles could potentially contain chemical warheads, and it certainly would be impossible to rule out such possibility. Iran has signed and ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention (in 1993 and 1997 respectively), however it is still likely to have supplies, as determined by the U.S. State Department in August 2005.  Early use by the United States of low-yield nuclear bombs with better bunker-busting ability than conventional bombs targeting Iranian nuclear, chemical and missile installations would be consistent with the new U.S. nuclear weapons doctrine and could be argued to be necessary to protect the lives of 150,000 U.S. soldiers in Iraq and of Israeli citizens. It would also send a clear message to Iran that any response would be answered by a far more devastating nuclear attack, thus potentially saving both American and Iranian lives.  However, the nuclear threshold is a line of no return. Once the United States uses a nuclear weapon against a nonnuclear adversary, the 182 countries that are signatories of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation treaty will rightly feel at risk, and many of them will rush to develop their own nuclear deterrent while they can. A new world with many more nuclear countries, and a high risk of any regional conflict exploding into all-out nuclear war, will be the consequence.  The scientific community (which created nuclear weapons) is alarmed over the new U.S. nuclear weapons policies. A petition to reverse these policies launched by physicists at the University of California San Diego has gathered over 1,500 physicists' signatures including eight Nobel laureates and many prominent members of the U.S. scientific establishment (http://physics.ucsd.edu/petition/). Scientists object strongly to the concept of WMD, that lumps together nuclear weapons with other "weapons of mass destruction" and blurs the sharp line that separates immensely more destructive nuclear weapons from all other weapons.  An escalating nuclear war could lead to the destruction of civilization. There is no fundamental difference between small nuclear bombs and large ones, nor between nuclear bombs targeting underground installations versus those targeting cities or armies. 

Iran attack will cause a global nuclear war that leads to human extinction

Hirch Professor at the University of Califorina at San Diego 2008
(Seymour Hirsch, Professor of physics @ the University of California @ San Diego, 4/10/2k8 http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=HIR20060422&articleId=2317)

Iran is likely to respond to any US attack using its considerable missile arsenal against US forces in Iraq and elsewhere in the Persian Gulf. Israel may attempt to stay out of the conflict,  it is not clear whether Iran would target Israel in a retaliatory strike but it is certainly possible. If the US attack includes nuclear weapons use against Iranian facilities, as I believe is very likely, rather than deterring Iran it will cause a much more violent response. Iranian military forces and militias are likely to storm into southern Iraq and the US may be forced to use nuclear weapons against them, causing large scale casualties and inflaming the Muslim world. There could be popular uprisings in other countries in the region like Pakistan, and of course a Shiite uprising in Iraq against American occupiers. Finally I would like to discuss the grave consequences to America and the world if the US uses nuclear weapons against Iran. First, the likelihood of terrorist attacks against Americans both on American soil and abroad will be enormously enhanced after these events. And terrorist's attempts to get hold of "loose nukes" and use them against Americans will be enormously incentivized after the US used nuclear weapons against Iran. ,  it will destroy America's position as the leader of the free world. The rest of the world rightly recognizes that nuclear weapons are qualitatively different from all other weapons, and that there is no sharp distinction between small and large nuclear weapons, or between nuclear weapons targeting facilities versus those targeting armies or civilians. It will not condone the breaking of the nuclear taboo in an unprovoked war of aggression against a non-nuclear country, and the US will become a pariah state. Third, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty will cease to exist, and many of its 182 non-nuclear-weapon-country signatories will strive to acquire nuclear weapons as a deterrent to an attack by a nuclear nation. With no longer a taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, any regional conflict may go nuclear and expand into global nuclear war. Nuclear weapons are million-fold more powerful than any other weapon, and the existing nuclear arsenals can obliterate humanity many times over. In the past, global conflicts terminated when one side prevailed. In the next global conflict we will all be gone before anybody has prevailed.



Instability ( War

Turkish Instability spills over to the entire Middle East

Monroe J. Rathbone, Professor of International Relations, Lehigh University Fellow, New America Foundation and Director, Center for Future Security Strategies, Hudson Institute, 3/25/07 

[“Is The United States Losing Turkey?” Hudson Institute, 3-25-07. http://www.hudson.org/files/pdf_upload/Turkey%20PDF.pdf.]
If Turkey, a key friend and ally, turns away from the United States, the damage to American interests will be severe and long lasting. Turkey remains exceptionally important to the United States, arguably even more so than during the Cold War. Here are some of the most important reasons why this is true:•
Turkey is the top of an arc that starts in Israel and wends its way through Lebanon, Syria, Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Iran. It abuts, or is proximate to, countries pivotal to American foreign policy and national security, whether because they are allies and friends, adversaries, or loci of instability. •
Turkey’s critical location means that instability within it could spill beyond its borders, with the unpredictable ripple effects traveling across its neighborhood, particularly the Middle East
Middle East Instability leads to global nuclear war

Morgan, Political Writer, 07 

(Stephen J., Political Writer and Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?”, 9-23, http://www.freearticlesarchive.com/article/_Better_another_Taliban_Afghanistan__than_a_Taliban_NUCLEAR_Pakistan___/99961/0/)

However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US
Middle East War ( Global

Middle East instability will trigger security competition that risks nuclear war

Frederick Starr, Chair of Central Asia, Caucasus Institute at John Hopkins, 12/13/01 
[“The War Against Terrorism and U.S. Bilateral Relations with the Nations of Central Asia,” Testimony before Senate Subcommittee on Central Asia and

the Southern Caucasus, http://www.cacianalyst.org/Publications/Starr_Testimony.htm]

However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This “imperial hangover” is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putin’s soul does not change this reality. The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight

around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their “backyard” as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore. This prospect, along with the unresolved problem of Russia’s imperial hangover, is the reality that the Central Asian states must face if the US precipitously withdraws from their region once the military campaign has achieved its goals. It requires that the United States develop and implement a longer-term strategy for regional security in Central Asia of a sort which, until this moment, has existed only in fragmentary form, if at all. Such a strategy is essential for the viability and sustainability of
the states of Central Asia. No less, it is essential for the United States’ own long-term interest in helping build a stable world. What, then, are the elements of such a post-war strategy for Central Asia? The question demands the most serious attention of this sub-committee and of the American government as a whole. At the risk of simplification, I would suggest that it must contain three elements, pertaining to (1) security, (2) politics, and (3) economics. The basic truth upon which any security policy for Central Asia must be grounded is that no single country, or pair of countries, can provide an adequate security environment for the Central Asian region. Bordered by nuclear states and formidable regional powers, all of which have close historic and cultural ties with the region, Central Asia cannot depend for its security on any one of them without imperiling the security of all the others.

A war that breaks our in the Middle East would result in a global nuclear exchange.
Stephen Blank, professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, February 2001, World & I, Vol. 16, Iss. 2, “The Collapse of U.S. Policy in the Middle East,” p. MasterFILE Premier
After seven or more years of America's best efforts, we now should see with whom we are dealing and the multiple fronts of the real Middle East war. In today's Middle East, every form of conflict along the spectrum from rock throwing to nuclear war can take place. Governments there have long since used weapons of mass destruction in other states' civil wars. Further opportunities to start these civil wars or use such weapons must be firmly deterred and discouraged. Rather than choose peace and democracy, Arafat and his allies have chosen war and hatred. Israel and the United States should act together to make sure that they never get to make another similar choice.



Middle East Misperception causes Nuclear Escalation
Yair Evron, Professor of International Relations at Tel Aviv University, 1994, ISRAEL’S NUCLEAR DILLEMA,  p. 123-4 

The potential risks involved in the functioning of the superpowers’ C3 may recur in the Middle East and, in some cases, with apparently greater intensity. The probability of erroneous decisions is therefore higher. These factors center on technical failures of warning systems, or the combination of technical failure and human error, deriving from misperception of the enemy’s behavior. There also exist processes of escalation that are totally distinct from technical failure, and which derive exclusively from human error. The latter case is most often the function of the erroneous interpretation of various enemy actions. These factors are liable to yield disastrous outcomes. The outcomes can be divided into two major categories of events: misperception of an enemy action that is mistakenly understood as a conventional or nuclear attack on the state’s nuclear bases or on the state in its entirety. Such a misperception could cause a rapid escalation. The second category comprises the escalation from a conventional war to the use of nuclear weapons. The persistence of intense conflicts in the Middle East will of course contribute to the potential danger of misperceptions. Hence, for example, if the Arab-Israeli peace process fails to advance and in particular were the situation to return to the level of conflict that preceded the Egyptian-Israeli peace agreement, the intensity of the conflict could reinforce the potential for errors of perception among decision-makers. A high level of conflict tends to promote the tendency of decision-makers to view the other side’s actions with great concern.

Middle Eastern Nuclear war would escalate into global thermonuclear war
Houston Space Society, 1997, “Extinction by Madness,” http://research.lifeboat.com/hss.htm
The proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons is not entirely a negative situation. After all, these weapons are very hazardous. Improper handling of nuclear material has resulted in many deaths. It seems likely that those with newly acquired knowledge in developing countries may be somewhat more likely to experience accidents. These may be thought of as evolution in action, taking out those most likely to use such weapons for terrorist purposes. We cannot, however, rely on such accidents for any significant level of assurance. Rather, we must expect that these weapons will be used. Most likely, they will be used by governments on indigenous or neighboring populations, though the possibility of a terror attack in the United States was brought home quite poignantly by the World Trade Center bombing. A nuclear attack initiated by any party may well escalate out of control. It is widely accepted that Israel has nuclear weapons. If Iraq or any other nation delivers a nuclear warhead to target on an Israeli city, the response is likely to be immediate nuclear retaliation. If the warhead is delivered not by missile but by terrorist activity, there is still some possibility of nuclear retaliation. How the various nuclear powers of the world respond to a small scale nuclear war in the Middle East is certainly an interesting subject for analysis. The possibility of such a small scale conflagration escalating into global thermonuclear war seems very real.

Middle East Conflict is the most likely scenario for extinction
Niall Ferguson, Ph.D., Prof. of History at Harvard, William Ziegler Prof., Harvard Business School, 6-18-2007. [Los Angeles Times, Should we simply ignore the Mideast? http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/la-oe-ferguson18jun18,0,5521291.column?coll=la-opinion-rightrail]
For some time I have been warning that the next great global conflict will begin in the Middle East, just as the two world wars had their origins in Eastern Europe. The lethal combination of ethnic disintegration, economic volatility and an empire in decline (in this case, the U.S.) makes an upward spiral of violence hard to avoid. Add to that the demographic pressures caused by high Muslim birthrates, the money generated by vast deposits of oil and natural gas and the risk that the most revolutionary power in the region will soon possess nuclear weapons-- and you have a recipe for Armageddon.
Politics

Unpopular

Congress hates Turkey – Flotilla backlash

(Chad Pergram, writer for Fox News, 6/16/10 “Lawmakers Threaten Turkey with Reprisals Over Israel” http://congress.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/06/16/lawmakers-threaten-turkey-with-reprisals-over-israel/)
Turkey is a member of NATO and a long-term ally of the United States. But you’d never know it to hear the contempt some members of Congress now have for Turkey after Israel intercepted a flotilla bound for Gaza and shot pro-Palestinian, Turkish activists on board. “As far as I am concerned, Turkey is responsible for the nine deaths on that flotilla. Not Israel,” said Rep. Shelley Berkley (D-NV). “I draw a line that they have just crossed.” “I think because Turkey is a NATO ally, it’s even more disgraceful,” said Rep. Eliot Engel (D-NY). Then a threat, from the third-ranking Republican in the House, GOP Conference Chairman Mike Pence (R-IN). “There will be a cost if Turkey stays on its current heading,” Pence warned. “Turkey needs to count the cost.” “The cost” Pence speaks of is a resolution that’s offered almost annually in the House to recognize the Armenian genocide. The non-binding measure notes how the Ottoman Empire (which controlled much of what is now Turkey) massacred the Armenian population in 1915. Turkey has always opposed the bill. But Pence and others hinted they might consider changing their vote if the legislation surfaces again. But the reprisals just don’t stop at the House floor. Berkley noted that she has met with representatives of the Turkish government for years. But she is changing that stance after recent events. The Nevada Democrat says she got a call from a PR firm that’s working with Turkey after the flotilla incident. “Turkey is on a charm offensive this week,” Berkley said. “They will not be welcome in my office until I see a change in policy.” Some of the lawmakers fretted about what they viewed as a “turn” from Turkey away from Europe and to focus more on Iran and other nations. “This is a clear effort to distance Turkey from the west,” said Rep. Pete King (R-NY). Engel also expressed concern about recent political leanings in the Turkish government. “It has a strong Islamic bent,” said Engel. Berkley argued the European Union should stop courting Turkey as a potential member. “They don’t deserve the recognition and don’t deserve to be part of the EU,” she said. Reps. Ted Poe (R-TX) and Gary Peters (D-MI) have crafted a letter to President Obama urging him to “thwart international condemnation and focus the international community on the crimes of the Iran-backed Hamas leadership against Israel.” Nearly 130 House members from both sides of the aisle have signed the letter, including House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-MD) and Minority Leader John Boehner (R-OH). “(Israel) fell into the trap that was set for it by Turkey,” Berkley said. 

Bipartisan


Nuclear missile withdrawal is bipartisan

(Thomas Withington, Research Associate at the Centre for Defence Studies, King's College, London and an Associate Member of the Royal Aeronautical Society France, August 13, 2008, “The tactical nuclear weapons game,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888CAA0-B3DB-1461-98B9-E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=89456)
Moreover, the two main parties in the US have indicated that they want to revisit the European tactical nuclear weapons issue. McCain made his statement to that effect in May, and, according Ingram; "there's some form of debate [in the Democratic Party] between those who say that they should be withdrawn unilaterally, and those who say they should be used as a negotiating tool" by which the US and Russian governments could negotiate a bilateral agreement to eliminate tactical nuclear weapons from the European continent. Whichever way one looks at the debate, it seems that both political parties would like to see the removal of US nuclear weapons from Europe, but that differences exist on the conditions under which this could happen. Certainly, the cost to the Pentagon of administering and maintaining these weapons in Europe must be considerable at a time when a faltering US economy, high oil prices and escalating costs for defense equipment are all having a detrimental effect on the US defense budget. The Cold War may have ended, but current NATO-Russia tensions, brought dramatically to light in recent days during the latter's Georgia intervention, illustrate that rivalries between the two camps still exist. Such pressures still shape the tactical nuclear weapons debate in Europe, where the old rules of deterrence and nuclear balance persist.

Partisan


Republicans don’t want to withdraw TNW’s – Russia has too many

(The Christian Science Monitor 7/23/10 “Republican skepticism challenges US-Russia treaty on nuclear weapons” http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0723/Republican-skepticism-challenges-US-Russia-treaty-on-nuclear-weapons)

Democrats, many nonproliferation advocates, and some of Washington’s NATO allies are pushing for the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START. They warn that allowing it to languish jeopardizes the vaunted “reset” of US-Russia relations. Beyond that, they see President Obama’s vision for arms reduction hanging in the balance.

But several influential Republican senators, including Jon Kyl of Arizona and John Thune of South Dakota, are pressing for reassurances on the treaty’s provisions. They are also using the debate over ratification to elicit administration commitments on related arms issues, such as the modernization of the nation’s nuclear weapons complex and missile defense.

Skeptical Republicans would also like some guarantees that subsequent arms negotiations with Russia will address tactical nuclear weapons, where Russia maintains a significant advantage.








Increases Political Capital

Obama pushing arms control—it’s his top priority
(NYT, May 19, 2009, “Obama Seeks Advice on Nuclear Weapons,” http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/19/obama-seeks-advice-on-nuclear-weapons/)

President Obama pledged on Tuesday to make nuclear nonproliferation one of his highest priorities, saying he would work with Russia and other countries to “lock down loose nuclear weapons that could fall into the hands of terrorists.’’  Mr. Obama set forth his vision for a world without nuclear weapons during a speech last month in Prague. On Tuesday, he followed up with a high-powered meeting in the Oval Office with four men who, he said, inspired his policy: Republicans George Shultz and Henry Kissinger, both former secretaries of state; and Democrats Sam Nunn, the former senator, and William Perry, a former defense secretary. The four have offered a plan for reducing the world’s nuclear stockpiles, and Mr. Obama has endorsed it.
Nuclear arms reduction is a win for Obama

(James Kitfield, National Journal, Nov. 18, 2008, “Obama Will Have Opening on Arms Initiatives, Expert Says,” http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20081118_9029.php)

National Journal: Do you agree with those who argue that the Obama administration should move quickly to open negotiations with Russia on further reductions in nuclear arms, as he suggested during the campaign? Joseph Cirincione: Absolutely. Transforming U.S. nuclear weapons policy would accomplish numerous goals for the new president. First, it would represent an early political victory, because there is now a broad, bipartisan consensus for fundamentally changing our nuclear posture. That includes drastically reducing the size of our nuclear arsenal, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and reining in nuclear proliferation. Secondly, such an initiative would make our country more secure, not less. Finally, it would save tens of billions of dollars that could pay for some of the other military bills coming due. NJ: You say there is a broad consensus, but aren't there still strong opponents in Congress for ratifying the CTBT and reducing our nuclear arsenal dramatically? Cirincione: There is a core of between 20 to 25 percent of congressional Republicans on the very right who will go nuts over anything [Barack] Obama does to address our nuclear posture. The good news is there is somewhere between 75 to 80 percent of those in Congress who will support each of the steps I just outlined, including a significant number of more moderate Republicans. Remember, as a presidential candidate Senator John McCain also supported many of these same steps. NJ: What accounts for that increase in support? Cirincione: The "Four Horsemen of the Anti-Apocalypse." Last year, [former Senator] Sam Nunn, William Perry and [former Secretaries of State] George Schultz and Henry Kissinger all co-authored an article calling for the United States to reclaim its leadership position on nuclear nonproliferation by further steep reductions in our arsenal and by recommitting to the pledge in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty to move towards eliminating nuclear weapons. That opened huge political space on the issue that will give a President Obama much more maneuvering room than President Clinton had on these issues. Clinton was always playing defense on arms control in order to protect his domestic agenda from the right wing of the Republican Party. I believe a President Obama will be just as interested on international issues as domestic, and he will not be looking for tactical positioning. I think transformation is part of his world view. NJ: The Russians have made clear that as part of any arms control deal, they will insist on the U.S. scrapping its planned missile defense system in Poland and Europe. Won't that prove a very contentious issue? Cirincione: I don't think a President Obama will cancel that system, but he has already said that we shouldn't proceed with it until the system is known to work. We're at least two years away from that point. So I think we should put missile defense more on a scientific basis and less of an ideological one, and take it off this artificial fast track the Bush administration put it on. That would give the next administration time to reduce U.S.-Russian tensions. NJ: With those tensions running very high in the aftermath of the Georgian conflict, do you really think we can strike an arms control deal with the Russians? Cirincione: I've been in Moscow twice in the past year, and the message I heard from a wide variety of actors there is that nuclear arsenals, missile defense, global strike and NATO expansion are all linked and that any deal must address each of those complex issues. I think we should send a message back that we will proceed slowly in erecting the missile system in Europe, and that in the meantime we're willing to discuss their legitimate concerns. Now that oil prices have plummeted, I also think we may have more leverage with Russia than we did before. NJ: Do you agree with experts who argue that Obama could build positive momentum by taking U.S. nuclear weapons off of "hair trigger" alert, making an accidental launch less likely? Cirincione: Yes. I think there is a high probability that early on an Obama administration will move to reduce the number of our nuclear weapons deployed overseas, and to take them off of hair-trigger alert status. The question is whether the United States should do that as part of broader arms control talks with the Russians, or whether it should do it unilaterally with the understanding that the Russians would follow suit. That's the way that George H.W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev reduced deployed nuclear arsenals in 1991. Either way, Barack Obama has been very clear almost from the beginning of his campaign that taking nuclear weapons off of hair-trigger alert was near the top of his list of things to do in this area. The others are deep reductions in nuclear arsenals, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and signing a treaty limiting fissile material. NJ: And you don't think such an ambitious arms control agenda risks significant political blowback? Cirincione: Barack Obama can make real transformational changes that will represent a net plus for the United States both internationally and domestically, changes that actually save money and make the country more secure. So I think you would see the opposite of blowback.

AT: Attack Iran to stop Prolif/ Sanctions
Sanctions and Strikes against Iran will fail
Peace Action, 2010 (“Why not pursue the best available option to prevent an Iranian nuclear weapon AND a war with Iran?”, http://www.peace-action.org/Iran/index.html)
2. Sanctions will not work. Sanctions have failed over 30 years to alter Iranian behavior and policy, and according to most Iran experts, more of the same are unlikely to do better. Iran always finds ways to diminish the effects, such as internal technologic development, deals with countries such as Turkey, China and Russia, or through smuggling or laundering of money.  The regime could actually benefit from a sanctions economy, while sanctions hurt regular Iranians.  Iranians, whether progressive or conservative, are united in insisting on their NPT right to enrich uranium. They are sensitive and resistant to foreign pressure after a long history of Western and Russian interference. Tensions with the United States date back to the well-documented CIA-supported overthrow of the democratically elected government in 1953. This anti-colonialialism bolsters popular resistance against what is seen as bullying by Western countries on the nuclear issue.  Sanctions provide an opportunity for an unpopular regime to rally the population against outside threats. Leaders of Iran’s Green Movement have spoken out strongly against broad sanctions, saying they will hurt common people and strengthen the hardliners.   3. Military action won’t work and the consequences will be disastrous. Military and intelligence experts point out that it would be difficult to knock out the known nuclear sites, and that there may be many unknown sites as well. At best, an attack might delay Iran’s nuclear efforts a few years, but at the same time, it would  encourage the Iranian government to pursue a crash weapons program. Just as before the Iraq war, the most ardent advocates of attacking Iran focus on the immediate effects of bombing but ignore the long term consequences. It is widely accepted, and has been stated by administration officials, that a military attack on Iran would be disastrous. If Israel attacks Iran alone, America would be quickly drawn in by Iranian counterattacks in Israel and possibly the Persian Gulf, so there is no such thing as an independent Israeli attack without dire consequences for the US.  

Sanctions will fail- Iran will pursue nuclear capabilities anyway

Kadir Ustun, Research Coordinator at SETA Foundation, 6/16/2010, (“What Does Turkey’s “No” Vote Mean?”, Inside Iran, http://www.insideiran.org/featured/what-does-turkey’s-“no”-vote-mean/)

WASHINGTON—The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) passed the fourth round of sanctions on the Islamic Republic of Iran on June 9, 2010. The U.S. administration made the case that the main objective of Resolution 1929 was to “complement” the dual-track approach the UNSC is pursuing in preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapon capabilities. This approach would involve sanctions targeting specific institutions and individuals while keeping open the possibility of negotiations with Iran. Whether this approach would work with Iran remains a question, a concern shared by Brazil and Turkey, who have voted “no” at the Security Council. Most analysts agree that another round of sanctions against Iran will not prevent Iran from pursuing its uranium enrichment activities. However, the U.S. administration argues that “smart sanctions” could bring about real results by targeting specific activities, institutions, and individuals suspected of contributing to the development of Iranian nuclear weapon capabilities. The resolution includes bans on nuclear and missile investments abroad, conventional arms, and ballistic missile capabilities, as well as the freezing of assets of specific individuals. It also calls for heightened sensitivity and “vigilance” by the states over the “suspected” cargo, financial activities of Iranian banks, companies, and the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC).

Attacks against Iran would result in Middle Eastern Proliferation

Henry Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 2005
(“Getting Ready For a Nuclear-Ready Iran”, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf)
As for eliminating Iran’s nuclear capabilities militarily, the United States and Israel lack sufficient targeting intelligence to do this. In fact, Iran long has had considerable success in concealing its nuclear activities from U.S. intelligence analysts and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors. (The latter recently warned against assuming the IAEA could find all of Iran’s illicit uranium enrichment activities). As it is, Iran already could have hidden all it needs to reconstitute a bomb program, assuming its known declared nuclear plants were hit. Compounding these difficulties is what Iran might do in response to such an attack. After being struck, Tehran could declare that it must acquire nuclear weapons as a matter of self-defense, withdraw from the NPT, and accelerate its nuclear endeavors. This would increase pressure on Israel (which has long insisted that it will not be “second” in possessing nuclear arms in the Middle East) to confirm its possession of nuclear weapons publicly, and thus set off a chain of possible nuclear policy reactions in Cairo, Damascus, Riyadh, Algiers, and Ankara. On the other hand, Iran could continue to pretend to comply with the NPT, which could produce equally disastrous results. After being attacked, Iran might appeal to the IAEA, the Arab League, the Non-Aligned Movement, the European Union (EU), and the United Nations (UN) to make Iran’s nuclear program whole again, and once again, use this “peaceful” program to energize and serve as a cover for its covert nuclear weapons activities. This would again 6 put the entire neighborhood on edge, debase the NPT, and set a clear example for all of Iran’s neighbors to follow on how to get a weapons option. In addition, as more of Iran’s neighbors secured their own nuclear options, Washington’s influence over its friends in the region (e.g., Egypt and Saudi Arabia) would likely decline, as well as Washington’s ability to protect North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies (e.g. Turkey) and non-NATO allies (e.g., Israel) in the region. In addition, Iran might respond to an overt military attack by striking back covertly against the United States, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, or Israel through the support of non-Iranian terrorist organizations. The ramifications of any of these responses are difficult to minimize. Finally, Iran could take any and all of these actions without actually ever testing, sharing, or deploying, nuclear weapons. Certainly, as long as most nations buy Tehran’s argument that the NPT’s guarantee to “peaceful” nuclear energy gives it and all other members the right to develop everything needed to come within a screwdriver’s turn of a nuclear arsenal, Iran will be best served by getting to this point and going no further. Indeed, by showing such restraint, Iran’s mullahs could avoid domestic and international controversies that might otherwise undermine their political standing, along with possible additional economic sanctions, and the added costs of fielding a survivable nuclear force. Meanwhile, as long as Iran could acquire nuclear weapons quickly, Tehran could intimidate others as effectively as if it already had such systems deployed.

AT: TNWs key Deterrents

Nuclear weapons in Turkey don’t provide deterrence; they need weeks or months to be able to fire
Alexandra Bell, project manager at the Ploughshares Fund, Truman National Security Fellow, and Benjamin Loehrke, a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund; Nov 23, 2009; (“The Status of US Nuclear weapons and Turkey”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)
Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity [nuclear] bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if [the] Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella
No reason for TNWs – they fail as deterrents and the only way to prevent war is to get rid of nuclear weapons

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Teacher at Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Fellow at Harvard University, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of Internation Studies, International Atomic Energy Agency, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, December 2005, (“Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?”, European Security, Vol. 14 No. 4 pgs. 443 – 457, http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf

However, the sui generis conditions of the superpower rivalry during the Cold War period cannot be used as a pretext for keeping the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons or for developing new ones when the international

security environment is undergoing dramatic changes. The perception of threat to states has been subject to thorough revision especially in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks on the US. Almost every state has started to

seriously consider how to deal with the threat posed by the so-called ‘non-state actors’ which are believed to have the capability to build weapons of mass destruction or to have unauthorized access to ready-made weapons of that sort.31 Therefore, it becomes more and more irrelevant to consider nuclear weapons as a symbol of prestige or national pride, or as a perfect deterrent against other states. The probability of use of elaborate or crude nuclear devices by states or non-state actors increases as more and more actors on the world political stage have the capability and/or the intention to build such weapons. To avoid a nuclear catastrophe in the future, every nation must start thinking about effective ways of getting rid of the remaining nuclear weapons or further limiting their numbers and deployment sites. These steps must be taken regardless of previously held policies in order to prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons by terrorist organizations which may use them with no thought for the consequences. Fewer pretexts or justifications may be created for new states to aspire de facto nuclear weapons status.
US Weapons in Turkey no longer needed as deterrents

John K. Warden, Research assistance at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Defense and National Security Group and the Project on Nuclear Issues, March 5, 2010 (“U.S Nuclear Weapons in Europe: An Ineffective Deterrent, Unnecessary for Assurance” Center for Strategic and International Studies http://csis.org/blog/us-nuclear-weapons-europe-ineffective-deterrent-and-unnecessary-assurance Accessed June 25, 2010

Of these three justifications, deterring adversaries is the weakest.  Most people agree that NSNW in Europe have limited military utility.  Pavel Podvig of the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford argues that “If there is any consensus in NATO's ‘corrosive internal debate,’ it's that the U.S. weapons in Europe are irrelevant militarily.”  Even Miller, Robertson, and Schanake acknowledge that NATO has drastically reduced both the number and importance of NSNW when they write, “NATO also reduced the readiness of its aircraft and crews involved in nuclear missions from response times measured in minutes and hours to times measured in months.” Kenneth Watman and Dean Wilkening of RAND argue that “The credibility of a deterrent threat depends on whether the challenger believes the deterrer will do what he says he will do, i.e., on his perception of the deterrer’s intent (resolve and commitment are synonyms16)…For a threat to be credible, both intent and capability must be in evidence.”  Whether it’s conventional aggression by Russia fueled by territorial expansion, a political threat by Russia in a natural gas dispute, or an attack on Europe by an adversary (such as Iran) with chemical or biological weapons, NSNW can only serve as an effective deterrent if the capability is backed up by credibility. NSNW in Europe are not a credible deterrent.  The capabilities have deteriorated, readiness has been reduced, military exercises with nuclear capabilities are rare, and most importantly, European allies have shown that they have no intention of relying on nuclear weapons in a conflict.  Since Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland and Sweden have already called to withdraw or drastically reduce these weapons, one could easily question NATO’s resolve in using them.  While it’s true that a lot of these concerns could be solved with increased training exercises and more investment in nuclear capabilities, NATO countries seem unwilling to make these commitments.

AT: TNWs good for Turkey Credibility

Turkey’s Neighbors see US bombs as being directed at them, Turkey must rethink its nuclear policy

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Teacher at Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Fellow at Harvard University, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of Internation Studies, International Atomic Energy Agency, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, June 10, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25])

Some of these neighbors, such as Iran and Syria, criticize Turkey’s policy of retaining nuclear weapons because they see the weapons as being directed against them.[22] Others in the Arab world, such as Egypt, portray these weapons as a symbol of Western imperialism. Turkey therefore will have to seriously reconsider its policy on U.S. nuclear weapons. For this to happen, a debate should take place in the country in various platforms, in closed as well as open forums, with the participation of experts, scholars, officials, and other concerned citizens.
AT: Turkish Proliferation
US – Turkey relations improving, military relationship with Turkey will guarantee its safety even if TNWs are removed

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, Staff Writers, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 11/23/09, (“The Status of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, The Bulletin, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)


A prescription for withdrawal. Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. Doing so requires a key factor that also is essential to paving the way toward withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons: improved alliance relations. The political and strategic compasses are pointing to the eventual withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe--it's a strategy that certainly fits the disarmament agenda President Barack Obama has outlined. But to get there, careful diplomacy will be required to improve U.S.-Turkish ties and to assuage Turkish security concerns. The U.S.-Turkish relationship cooled when Turkey refused to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom, after which Turkish support for U.S. policy declined through the end of the George W. Bush administration. Obama's election has helped to mend fences, and his visit to Turkey in April was warmly received. In fact, all of the administration's positive interactions with Turkey have been beneficial: Washington has supported Turkey's role as a regional energy supplier and encouraged Ankara as it undertakes difficult political reforms and works to resolve regional diplomatic conflicts. For its part, Turkey recently doubled its troop contribution to NATO's Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan--a boon to U.S. efforts there.

By incorporating Ankara into its new European missile defense plans--intended to protect Turkey and other countries vulnerable to Iran's short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles--Washington could further shore up its military relationship with Turkey. Ship-based Aegis missile systems will be the backbone of the strategy, with considerations left open for later deployments of mobile ground-based interceptors in Eastern Europe or Turkey. This cooperation could provide the bond with Washington and perception of security that Turkey seeks in the face of a potential Iranian bomb.
Turkey will not develop own nuclear program- it’s protected by NATO and wants to be part of the EU

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at MIT, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, Executive Committee of Seminar XXI, an educational program for senior military  officers, government officials, and business executives in the national security policy community, 2006, (“A Nuclear-Armed Iran: A Difficult but Not Impossible Policy Problem”, Century, http://web.mit.edu/cis/pdf/posen_frenchcen.pdf)

Turkey also will be concerned, for security and prestige reasons, about a nuclear weapons capability in neighboring Iran. Turkey’s economic, scientific, and engineering capabilities probably make it more capable of going nuclear than either Egypt or Saudi Arabia. Turkey’s calculation will be affected by other political interests, however. Turkey is a member of NATO, a nuclear alliance, and thus already enjoys a nuclear guarantee by the United States. Dozens of tactical nuclear weapons are based in Turkey, and some of Turkey’s aircraft are wired to deliver these weapons, which could be turned over to them under circumstances determined by the United States, and based on long-standing procedures agreed within NATO. This relationship would be jeopardized were Turkey to embark on its own independent nuclear weapons program. Turkey also aspires to membership in the European Union. Though the Europeans have been only moderately encouraging, it seems likely that the EU would discourage an independent Turkish nuclear effort. Conversely, it seems possible that the EU might become more accommodating of Turkey’s effort to join the EU if that helped discourage a Turkish nuclear program. In sum, a nuclear Iran creates risks of additional nuclear proliferation in the Persian Gulf and Middle East regions. At the same time, these risks will be affected by the U.S. response. If the United States behaves consistent with its past interpretation of its regional interests and global interests, then it can mute the incentives of three of the four states in question to acquire nuclear weapons. This is not a sure thing, of course, and the United States will need to show leadership and sagacity. That said, it looks as if the kinds of policies recommended in this paper in the event of an Iranian nuclear weapons capability are similar to what the United States, its allies, and other Asian powers are doing in response to the North Korean nuclear weapons test. The United States and its allies have demonstrated their solidarity; North Korea has been warned not to export its nuclear weapons; and the United Nations has instituted a sanctions regime, which effectively legalizes searches of North Korean ships, planes, trucks, and railroad cars for nuclear contraband. If Iran ultimately does get nuclear weapons, this will surely further damage the NPT. Insofar as Iran will have launched and developed its program under the cover of the NPT, member states will lose confidence that the system actually protects them in any way. Many member states with the capacity to build their own nuclear weapons will want to move themselves closer to an ability to do so in the event that any of their neighbors defect from the treaty. They will want to be months rather than years away from their own nuclear weapons. If some do this, then all may wish to do so. Thus the warning time that the treaty mechanisms provide to other members that regions are turning dangerous— warning that could be used for preventive diplomacy—will be shortened. If actual widespread and rapid proliferation then occurs in the Persian Gulf and Middle East, then the treaty obviously will have suffered a major failure. Alternatively, Iran’s weapons success will cause some member states of the NPT to demand even more aggressively than they already do that the entire treaty be renegotiated, with much stricter constraints on the technologies that nonnuclear weapon member states can pursue. This is a double-edged sword, because the nonnuclear weapon states will want a reopened negotiation to place further limits on the existing nuclear weapons states. This will make for a tense, and perhaps fruitless, negotiation. Foresight about all these difficulties will, however, provide an extra incentive for the advanced countries to discourage regional nuclear emulation of Iran.

Turkey won’t build nuclear weapons.
Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, ’10 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf
Turkey is also in the midst of a decades long effort to accede to the European Union. As a part of this process Turkey has had to make numerous changes to its laws and culture, in order to fit the model required of European Union member states (8). It is hard to imagine that Turkey would jeopardize its relations with both the United States and Europe by attempting to develop a nuclear weapon of its own. It would almost certainly result in a total rejection of Turkey’s bid to become a member of the European Union, and the United States would have significant economic leverage to apply in the form of loss of aid payments and the end of military cooperation. From a national security perspective, Turkey has no need to develop a nuclear weapon to protect its territory. The United States is heavily invested in Turkey militarily, and as a member of NATO Turkey is under the nuclear umbrella, and enjoys the guaranteed protection brought by the NATO treaty. In addition, Turkey has the second largest standing military force in NATO, second only to The United States. Turkey will be able to respond militarily to any foreseeable attack, including one using a nuclear weapon. An attack with a large number of nuclear weapons would be devastating, but would 5 surely trigger a response from the other nuclear nations, as well as with the NATO weapons currently stationed in Turkey.  Though Turkey certainly possesses the economic might and technical knowledge to produce nuclear weapons of its own, it has very little incentive to do so. Turkey would risk alienating itself from the West if it ever made an attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. It would stand to lose billions of dollars in international investment and aid, as well as a possible loss of membership in NATO and the removal of the weapons stationed in Turkey under the nuclear weapons sharing program. Turkey’s bid for full EU membership would also almost certainly be denied if a clandestine nuclear program were ever discovered.
No nuclear prolif in Turkey – wants to maintain sustain the accepted membership of NPT, cooperation with other institution, security, and EU membership bid
(Sebnem Udum, PhD candidate in Bilkent University's International Relations Department who focuses on Turkish foreign and security policy, non-proliferation, and energy issues, 2007, “Turkey’s Non-Nuclear Weapon status,” Science and World Affairs, Volume 3, pages 3-4 http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf)

All other nonproliferation WMD regimes; so first and foremost, Turkey is legally and politically committed to keep its NNWS status. Turkey’s international commitments go beyond legal constraints, and build an image of a dedicated member of the regime, and confirm the country’s status as an ‘accepted’ state among the community of nations. The nuclear nonproliferation regime was bolstered after the Cold War by the extension of the NPT, the denouncement of nuclear weapons by a number of states and their NPT memberships, the success of the UN inspections in Iraq, and cooperation between the United States and Russia to prevent proliferation, etcetera. Being an NNWS thus became the accepted norm of the international community, as opposed to the past decades, during which possession of nuclear weapons was a sign of prestige and status. The constructivist approach to the study of international relations explains the construction of identity and the evolution of norms as a result of social interaction [7]. In this sense, Turkey’s status was contemplated as an asset rather than a deficiency. Liberal theories are powerful in explaining why states choose not to go nuclear with their emphasis on cooperation, institutions and regimes. States start to cooperate for a common goal. Out of cooperation, they develop common rules and procedures for decision making and resolving problems without having recourse to arms. They establish institutions and institutionalise these procedures; therefore they would want to continue cooperation. NeoRealist concern about cheating is met by the Neo-Liberal answer that state behaviour in institutions is a reiterated game, and not one-for-all, hence states would refrain from cheating to avoid punishment. Therefore, gains from cooperation override those from conflict and institutions are sustained [8]. Altogether, these institutions, codes of conduct, rules and norms form regimes [9]. Liberal theories explain Turkey’s membership to the NPT and other nonproliferation regimes: the NPT aims at the total and eventual elimination of all nuclear weapons, and forms the cornerstone of the regime. Non-nuclear-weapon states benefit from negative security assurances and international cooperation to deal with proliferation risks. In terms of security, Turkey’s ties to the West, particularly its European Union (EU) perspective constitutes a political constraint, because Turkey is within a liberal zone of security with the West (that is, based on cooperation), and a ‘nuclear Turkey’ would be disadvantageous to Turkey’s EU membership bid. Motivations and constraints with regard to proliferation should also be understood by opening the black box. Decisionmaking theories and organisational theories are helpful in this respect. Bureaucracies and organisations within the state can be effective in motivating or constraining policymakers, because eventually the proliferation decision is taken by governments [10]. In Turkey, the parameters of security policy is basically shaped by the military, and is subject to approval by the National Security Council which has both civilian and military members (chaired by the President, and composed of the Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Ministers of National Defence, Justice, Foreign Affairs and Internal Affairs, the Chief of the General Staff, Commanders of the Army, Air Force, Navy and the General Commander of the Gendarmerie). Governments are sensitive to the public opinion, especially regarding national security issues. Turkey has attempted several times to transfer civilian nuclear technology in order to be able to generate nuclear power, but it was unsuccessful mainly due to international concerns and economic constraints [11]. There has not been a passionate call from the military, politicians or the public for Turkey to acquire nuclear weapons.
Turkey will not nuclearize- lacks materials and fears international pressure
Erkan Arslan, Naval Postgraduate School graduate writing his thesis, December 2007; http://edoc.bibliothek.uni-halle.de:8080/servlets/MCRFileNodeServlet/HALCoRe_derivate_00003460/Defense%20implications%20of%20a%20nuclear%20Iran%20for%20Turkey.pdf

Turkey, being a state party to the NPT and a voluntary ratifier of additional IAEA protocols, has never sought the ways to become a nuclear-weapons-capable state and is unlikely to become one in the future; however, as Turkish scholar Mustafa Kibaroglu argues: “The loyalty of an increasing number of Turks, especially from the younger generations, be they in politics, in academia, in the military or in state bureaucracy, to the norms of the nonproliferation regimes cannot be taken for granted indefinitely, if the United States and the European Union fail to convince Iran to forego the nuclear weapons option. Otherwise, Iran’s nuclear ambitions may trigger young Turks to think nuclear more seriously.” It is important to examine Turkey’s nuclear activities in order to determine future capabilities and assess whether Turkey might become another nuclear proliferator in the case that “young Turks” start to consider nuclear options in the face of security challenges. It’s important to highlight that currently there are no nuclear power reactors in Turkey other than two small research reactors, but in the shadows of energy shortfalls, building a nuclear power station has become a highly debated issue. Turkey’s nuclear power research started with the establishment of the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center (CNRTC) with a one megawatt thermal pool type research reactor in 1962. Later in 1966 the Nuclear Research and Training Center (ANRTC) was established for planning and utilizing Turkey’s natural uranium reserves. Feasibility studies were conducted for the construction of a 300- to 400- megawatt reactor; however, economic and political crises halted the project. Later similar research was conducted in 1972 to install a 600-megawatt reactor, but again the project was interrupted by military intervention in 1980. Too many attempts and failures, on the other hand, supplied Turkey with a well-educated cadre of Turkish scientists, scholars, and technicians in the fields of nuclear engineering and nuclear physics. Turkey can be argued to have a nuclear weapon production capability, as Bowen and Kidd highlight in their article. However, common wisdom depending on open sources suggests that a nuclear-capable-Turkey is unlikely, given the openness of Turkey’s nuclear research program, small uranium reserves, lack of enrichment and reprocessing capabilities, and especially international pressure. In this regard, it is difficult to believe that Ankara could develop a weapons program in the near future as long as Turkish leaders keep their rationality in governing the country.

Turkey won’t nuclearize—US conventional umbrella would fill in so its safety would be guaranteed

George Perkovich, Ph.D., vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and director of its non-proliferation programme, James M. Acton, physicist, lecturer in the Department of War Studies at King's College London, March 2008. [Adelphi Paper 48(396), Chapter One: Establishing Political Conditions to Enhance the Feasibility of Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, p. 15—40] 

Recent US discussions of the importance of seeking a world free of nuclear weapons have elicited intense, albeit quietly expressed, concern that this prospect could encourage nuclear proliferation by casting doubt on the viability of extended deterrence, that is, on the commitments made by Washington to project its military power to deter aggression against its allies and friends. Most prominently, it has been suggested that Japan might reconsider its commitment not to develop nuclear weapons because of a fear that US extended deterrence might be withdrawn.24 (Turkey is also frequently cited in this regard.) The reasons for this are not immediately clear. The US would only eliminate its last nuclear weapons at the same time as all other actors, including China, eliminated theirs, with verification and enforcement provisions negotiated to all states' satisfaction. In this scenario, the nuclear threats against which the US currently provides an umbrella nuclear deterrent would have been removed. The US would presumably maintain its security commitments to allies and be prepared to meet these commitments with conventional means. The conventional balancing requirement could be met by building up US and Japanese capabilities to substitute for the loss of nuclear deterrence - assuming this were still necessary in the absence of Chinese nuclear weapons - or by conventional arms control.

No Turkish nuclearization—lack of capability and will. 
Lesser 4

Ian Lesser, Ph.D., Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, Summer 2004. [ISN 3(2), 'Turkey, Iran and Nuclear Risks', Turkish Policy Quarterly, vol. 3, no. 2, Summer 2004,

http://se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/FileContent?serviceID=47&fileid=1F15A7BC-F33E-3302-02A4-10DC7DFA1627&lng=en]

Could Turkey go nuclear? This question has been raised from time to time over the past 2 decades by Turks and others. The short answer is probably “yes.” Given sufficient time, Turkey probably would have the technical wherewithal to develop a limited nuclear arsenal and the means for delivering nuclear weapons in regional contingencies. That said, the costs—material, and, above all, political—of pursuing the nuclear option are almost certainly prohibitive for Turkey. The calculus surrounding the nuclear option could become more favorable only under drastically changed conditions, both internal and external.

Turkey has been a party to the NPT since 1980, and an additional safeguards agreement with the IAEA is also in force. The country’s nuclear research facilities consist of the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center and a 250kw TRR research reactor at Istanbul Technical University supplied by General Atomics in the late 1970s. Since the mid-1960s, Turkey has explored the idea of building one or more nuclear power plants—even soliciting tenders for a 1,200MW plant at Akkuyu Bay near Mersin. But for a variety of financial and environmental reasons, little progress has been made.

Over the last 2 decades, Turkey’s growing energy demands have driven a variety of new arrangements for importing oil and natural gas from Iran, Central Asia, and Russia. These demands could well have justified a nuclear power program, but the financial instability of recent years slowed the growth in energy demand and put an expensive nuclear program out of reach. Apart from cost, the leading internal impediment to nuclear power development in Turkey is now environmental politics, as elsewhere in Europe (critics charge that the proposed plant at Akkuyu is prone to seismic risks). Concern about Turkish nuclear intentions has surfaced on a number of occasions, notably in 1981, when Turkey was alleged to have facilitated transfers of nuclear-related technology to Pakistan, and again in 1992, when Senators Glenn and Symington led an effort to halt aid to Turkey in light of allegations about Turkish-Pakistani nuclear cooperation.

Recent revelations regarding Pakistani nuclear technology transfers to Iran, North Korea, and Libya raise the question of whether Pakistani scientists might have tried to sell nuclear designs and equipment to Ankara. Greek analysts have produced several studies exploring Turkish interests and capabilities in the nuclear realm.

Most of these pre-date the current détente between Athens and Ankara, and most allege a Turkish interest in acquiring nuclear material and technology from the Turkic republics of the former Soviet Union. Ankara has been quick to deny these allegations. For the most part, however, Greece and other neighbors with a stake in Turkish nuclear developments have been at least as focused on the environmental risks associated with civil nuclear power projects in Turkey. Few regional analysts have taken seriously the prospects for Turkey becoming a nuclear weapons state.

Turkey not likely to proliferate due to support of NPT, IAEA, and Nuclear Suppliers Group

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Professor and Vice Chair, International Relations Dept., Bilkent University, Turkey, December 20, 2004, “Iran's Nuclear Program May Trigger the Young Turks to Think Nuclear,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/920/irans_nuclear_program_may_trigger_the_young_turks_to_think_nuclear.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F1367%2Fmustafa_kibaroglu
This brings me to the second issue that we are asked to discuss today as to “under what circumstances might some important regional states reconsider whether they should explore nuclear options?” Let me first of all state here that, developing nuclear weapons has never been a state policy in Turkey, nor will it be in the foreseeable future so long as the government and the military are in responsible hands. Turkey is a State party to the NPT, and it is one of the very few states that voluntarily ratified the Additional Protocol of the IAEA, not to mention its membership in the international nonproliferation initiatives such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group. There is, therefore, good reason to believe that Turkey will not be next proliferator.

Topicality

Here’s a case list: presence includes storage of military materials

Dr. J.E. Peterson, historian and political analyst specializing in the Arabian Peninsula and Gulf, PhD from Johns Hopkins University SAIS, worked at Library of Congress, taught at Bowdoin College, College of William and Mary, University of Pennsylvania, and Portland State University, 08,
Arabian Gulf Security: Internal and External Challenges, ed: Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research,” Foreign Military Presence in the Gulf and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security: A Double-Edged Sword”

http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf
Another useful typology deals with categories of presence or activities (Table 7.3). In the Gulf, FMP includes airfields, naval facilities, ground forces, communications and control, intelligence and command, and logistics. Absent categories are missile sites, facilities concerning space operations, research and testing, and probably environmental monitoring. Categories of Presence Airfield - or any other site concerned with the operation of aircraft for military
purposes; acquired importance only after World War II as the new "coaling station of contemporary geopolitics."5 a Naval port or any other site concerned with the operation of ships for military purposes, such as repair dockyards, mid-ocean mooring buoys. Ground forces - any site concerned with the conduct of land warfare, such as army bases, exercise areas, fortifications, fixed artillery; in post-colonial era, applies mostly to NATO and Korea for the United States, although colonial powers continue to have shrinking facilities; there are some Third World bases as well. *
Missile - sites concerned primarily with the maintenance and launching of missiles, fixed artillery sites, etc. *
Space - sites concerned with the operation or monitoring of military satellites other than communications satellites. Communications and control - sites concerned with military communications or the control of military systems. Intelligence and command - sites concerned with intelligence gathering by non- satellite means, and sites exercising command over military systems. 8.
 Environmental monitoring - sites carrying out monitoring of environmental factors of military importance, such as military meteorological stations. 9.
* Research and testing - sites associated with military research and with developmental testing of military systems. 10.
0 Logistic - sites not obviously assignable to airfield, naval or ground force, and
concerned with production, storage and transport of military materiel, administration of military forces, and the housing, medical treatment, etc., of military personnel.
TNWs are Military Presence

US nukes are part of forward presence

Lieutenant Colonel Brian S. Veit, 04 United States Army NATO’s Nuclear Forces: The Way Ahead”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424072
“

For over forty years, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has maintained a nuclear weapons presence in Europe to support its strategic objectives. As the strategic environment has changed during this period, so has the structure of the alliance’s nuclear forces. At one point, the alliance maintained a force numbering over 7000 nuclear capable artillery projectiles, mines, missiles, and aircraft-deliverable bombs.1 This force was composed overwhelmingly of American weapons.

Nuke placement symbolizes clear commitment – key to presence
Lieutenant Colonel Brian S. Veit, 04 United States Army NATO’s Nuclear Forces: The Way Ahead”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424072
At a higher level, maintaining an American presence overseas serves as a symbol of the nation’s commitment to honor its treaty obligations and to reassure its friends that the United States is a reliable security partner. The positioning of US nuclear weapons in Europe is the clear implementation of this goal. Given the sensitive nature of these weapons, the fact that 9 they are positioned on foreign soil is a strong signal of US participation in the alliance. Without these weapons, there are concerns that the United States might distance itself from a crisis and possibly not honor its nuclear and other commitments.

Nuclear commitment to forward presence is a component of forward presence
Department of Defense, Office of International Security Affairs, 95

United States Security Strategy for Europe and NATO

http://www.fas.org/man/nato/offdocs/us_95/ssen/chapter_3.html
U.S. forward military presence in Europe is an essential element of regional security and America's global military posture. Forward deployed conventional and nuclear forces are the single most visible demonstration of America's commitment to defend U.S. and allied interests in Europe.

Nuclear weapons in NATO crucial to presence
Lieutenant Colonel Brian S. Veit, 04 United States Army NATO’s Nuclear Forces: The Way Ahead”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424072
“

The final strategic objective for the alliance is to preserve the transatlantic link between the United States and Europe. The positioning of US nuclear weapons is not merely the garrisoning of forces in an allied state, it is part of an effort that has been termed as geopresence—a multifaceted presence that allows the US military to operate in any region of the world, promoted by conscious diplomatic, economic, military, and political involvement in the given region and with the required countries.25 

Military presence includes nuclear weapons. 
Viktor Volodin and Nikolai Poroskov, staff writers, 10-19-2006. [What the Papers Say Part B (Russia), BUSH'S SPACE APPETITES; Washington's zone of interests now encompasses the whole universe, p. ln]

Whichever country is first to move into space will clearly have certain "military advantages." That is why the US Administration is in such a hurry. That is why Washington turns down in advance all and any arms control treaties that might impose restrictions on America's military presence in space. This military presence will probably include nuclear weapons as well. The army intelligence officer believes that Bush's directives paves way to geostationary orbit for nuclear warheads that will be trained on whatever country is regarded as "hostile to American national interests." In this case, the National Space Policy turns a page and opens a wholly new era, something new against whose background even Pyongyang's and Tehran's nuclear ambitions will pale. According to the data compiled by the US Congress Research Service, almost $22.7 billion will be spent on military space programs in 2006 (on the global scale, that is). America predictably has the largest budget in this sphere ($21.4 billion). It is followed by France with $591 million, Britain with $263 million, and Russia with $197 million. Countries like China, India, South Korea, Brazil, and Japan put the cost of peaceful exploration and military space programs into civilian budgets. However, the line between peaceful and military space exploration is always vague. The Pentagon, for example, is using civilian weather satellites to compile information. According to NASA, 76 satellites were launched in 2005. Thirteen of them were officially declared to be military (seven Russian and six American).

Tactical Nuclear Weapons are Military Presence

Executive Secretary of the Department of Defense, 95

(Nuclear Posture Review, 
http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/dod/95_npr.htm)
Through forward basing and power projection capabilities, overseas U.S. military presence -- including nuclear capabilities -- helped promote regional stability, avert crises, and deter war. In recent years, there has been a dramatic reduction in both the overall size of the U.S. military presence abroad and in the nuclear capabilities deployed overseas.
TNWs belong to the United States

TNWs are U.S. weapons—not NATO. 
Carol Migdalovitz, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs, August 2008. [CRS Report for Congress p. ln]

Adding to Turkey’s strategic importance to the United States is its willingness to house U.S. nuclear weapons at the Incirlik Air Base. According to a 2005 report, about 90 U.S. nuclear weapons were stored there, although a different group estimated in 2008 that the number of weapons is 50 to 90—still the most at any base in Europe. 

AT: Consult NATO

1) Perm: Consult NATO and do the plan regardless of the outcome of the consultation

2) Consulting NATO about TNWs splinters the alliance 

(Mark Landler, writer for The New York Times, 4/22/10 “U.S. Resists Push by Allies for Tactical Nuclear Cuts” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/23/world/europe/23diplo.html)

“We should recognize that as long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance,” Mrs. Clinton said. “As a nuclear alliance, sharing nuclear risks and responsibilities widely is fundamental.” The push to withdraw tactical weapons from Europe has gained momentum in recent weeks, with Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Norway jointly petitioning NATO to take up the issue. Many analysts consider these weapons a dangerous relic of the cold war, expensive to safeguard and deadly if they fell into the wrong hands. Domestic politics has also played a part: Germany recently elected a coalition government that favors removing tactical weapons from its soil. President Obama’s nuclear security summit and his successful effort to negotiate a successor to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia have helped put disarmament back on the agenda. “This is big progress, compared to the situation a few months ago,” said Guido Westerwelle, the German foreign minister, whose Free Democratic Party calls for the weapons’ removal. But other NATO members, including Turkey and several former Soviet satellites, are reluctant to remove them, fearing it would make them vulnerable to Russia. Given the deep political divisions, officials on both sides of the Atlantic fret that this debate could splinter the alliance
3) Perm: do both

4) NATO “yes” means nothing – they have double standards on all nuclear policies

(Hans Kristensen Director of the Nuclear Information Program at the Federation of American Scientists 2006, US Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Proposed Solution, http://www.allacademic.commeta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/0/0/9/1/pages100915/p100915-1.php)

Similarly, each time the signatories to the NPT meet to review the conference, NATO’s double standard nuclear sharing arrangement is an irritant and dividing factor between the haves (and their allies) and the have-nots. The NPT review conference in 2005 was a failure partly because of this issue. That NATO permits this extraordinary flaw in its nuclear policy to continue is truly amazing. Especially because the burden-sharing arrangement is rapidly fading due to decisions made by the NATO allies anyway. Turkey no longer has nuclear weapons  deployed at its national bases (only at the U.S. base at Incirlik), and over the last five years Germany has closed one of its national nuclear bases and removed nuclear weapons from a second leaving only one national base with nuclear weapons. The continued  nuclear role of the remaining base is uncertain because Germany within the next decade  will phase out the Tornado bomber and replace it with the Eurofighter that so far is not  envisioned to have a nuclear role. Moreover, Italy, Netherlands, and Turkey are considering replacing their strike aircraft with the Joint Strike Fighter in the future, and 
might then decide that a nuclear capability is no longer necessary.
5) NATO supports TNWs in Turkey- They would reject the plan 

Oliver Schmidt, German Council on Foreign Relations, 4/27/10, (“The Utility of U.S. Tactical Nuclear Weapons in NATO: A European Perspective”, Proliferation Analysis, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40680)

Militarily, the antiquated tactical U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe serve little to no purpose to NATO. But they remain a valuable bargaining chip and a strong symbol of U.S. security assurance to its European allies and partners.

During the recent meeting of NATO's foreign ministers and secretaries of state in Tallinn, Estonia, it became increasingly clear that there is disagreement over the fundamental purpose of NATO and the utility of maintaining its tactical nuclear weapons. The debate encompassed three main views. First, NATO should remain a regional military alliance that focuses on the territorial integrity of its member states. Second, NATO is primarily a regional military alliance, but should also be used for humanitarian intervention if its member states decide to do so. Third, NATO is more than a regional military alliance; it represents "Western" values and should therefore expand its membership and geographical focus to include like-minded states worldwide. What these three positions reveal is that NATO does not have a common understanding of risks and threats. While the countries of central and Eastern Europe still fear the perceived threat of Russia, the countries of Western and Southern Europe are more focused on new security challenges stemming mainly from non-state actors. The result of this security divide is the current controversy over the nearly 200 remaining U.S. tactical nuclear weapons stationed in Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey, and Germany. Eastern European countries like Poland view these weapons as a sign that the United States is taking the mutual defense clause enshrined in Article 5 of NATO's charter seriously. As a U.S. ally, and perhaps given Iran's nuclear ambitions, Turkey is also very cautious about the possible withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from its soil. More fundamental is the concern in Europe over the obvious imbalance between NATO's 200 tactical nuclear weapons and Russia’s estimated 3,000 non-strategic weapons. 

6) Perm: Do the Counterplan- it’s not textually competitive and consultation is part of normal means

Ingo Peters, director of the Centre for Transatlantic Foreign and Security Policy Studies at the Department of Social and Political Sciences at Freie Universität Berlin, 3/6/08  (ISA's 49th ANNUAL CONVENTION, BRIDGING MULTIPLE DIVIDES, “Cooperation, Conflict and Crisis: The Impact of the Iraq War on European-American Relations", http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p254640_index.html, MEF)  

Cooperation problems have characterized the transatlantic community from its outset.17 Since  its inception the alliance has been marked by power asymmetry and a master-client  relationship among allies, with the US as the 'benign hegemon' defining the rules of the game.  This created some concern among European partners on the superpower's readiness for  regular and timely consultations to provide them opportunities to exert influence and to arrive  at truly common policies. But, as the world became aware during the Suez crisis of 1956, the  European partners themselves are not disinclined to unilateral action. In response to  cooperation failures, the Pearson Commission established a code of conduct defining the  'normal practice of consultations' in the realm of non-military cooperation, ideally implying a  joint consensus-building and non-hierarchical influence on the policy of the alliance.18 Though, throughout the following decades, this could not prevent numerous crises, these  guidelines still acquired the status of a 'social norm,' i.e. the common understanding of  appropriate behavior within the alliance proper if not also for the transatlantic relationship in general.
7) Perm: do the CP then the plan- key to test the artificial competitiveness of the CP and solves all the offense

8) Neg can’t prove that the plan is uniquely key to collapsing NATO


9) Leaving NATO is good- Improves global security and economic climates
Marian L.Tupy, Policy analyst with the Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity, University of St. Andrews, 5/13/03–(“NATO: An Economic Case for American Withdrawal”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3094)

From a military perspective, the case for American withdrawal from NATO seems to have already been made. A number of commentators, including George Will and the British historian Paul Johnson, have pointed out that NATO is an anachronism rendered helpless by distrust and infighting. But there are also compelling economic grounds for American withdrawal. Simply, the American security guarantee perpetuates the continuation of the European welfare states and thus encourages economic sclerosis across the European continent. Thus NATO is not only useless, it's harmful. The collapse of the Soviet Union saw western military budgets shrink. According to the Center for Strategic and International Studies, between 1990 and 1999 the defense expenditure of all European NATO members decreased from 3 percent to 2.3 percent of GNP. American military spending fell from 5.3 percent to 3.1 percent of GNP over the same period. But spending as a proportion of GNP does not give an accurate picture of the underlying spending disparities. During the 1990s, the U.S. economy grew at a much quicker rate than the major economies of the European Union. Between 1992 and 2001, for example, the German economy grew by 1.45 percent per annum, on average, and the French economy by 1.88 percent. At the same time, the United States experienced an average growth of 3.46 percent per annum. As a result, despite the "decline" in military spending, U.S. military spending actually went up from $277 billion in 1995 to $283 billion in 1999. By contrast, the defense spending of all European members of NATO put together declined from $183 to $174 billion during that same period. The terrorist threat provided the impetus for an increase in American military spending to $380 billion in 2003. President Bush used the 2002 NATO summit to urge the Europeans to increase their military spending from the current 150 billion euros per annum. Only a month later, the German government actually slashed its spending by ordering fewer military transport aircraft and air-to-air missiles than originally planned. The technological gap between the United States and Europe in reconnaissance, communication, high-tech-weapons and mobility is thus bound to widen. According to Richard Perle, former chairman of the Defense Policy Board, the European militaries "atrophied to the point of virtual irrelevance." Yet there is no use complaining about European complacency. The Europeans behave in a rational manner. As long as the United States guarantees their security through NATO, the Europeans lack the incentive to invest more in their defense. Instead, they can use the money they save to preserve their inefficient welfare states. Even so, the budgets of some European states are stretched to the breaking point.  An American withdrawal from the European security guarantee would galvanize serious economic reform. Instead of remaining defenseless, the European states would find it necessary to raise more revenue by cutting the size of the welfare state and increasing their economic growth. A vibrant Europe with a strong economy and a credible military force could then contribute to making the world more prosperous -- and safe. Whether that will happen is up to Washington.

10) Consult CPs are a voter:

a) Infinitely regressive- any number of actors could be consulted about the plan, makes the CP impossible to predict

b) Legitimizes severance and intrinsic perms to test the consultation process. Key to check strategy skew.
c) Artificially competitive- not mutually exclusive with the direction of the affirmative, just used to generate uniqueness for a relations disad
11) Perm: Do the Plan then the CP

 The US should make a unilateral decision and then inform NATO allies 
Nikolai Sokov et al., the Policy Planning Staff Foreign Office Federal Republic of Germany, July 2009, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons Four Emerging Issues in Arms Control, Disarmament, and Nonproliferation: Opportunities for German Leadership”, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation studies, http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_ issue_4.pdf  page 20

European  NATO  members,  however,  are  split  on  the  subject.  Many  Western European  governments (including some of the few countries where the weapons continue to be based)  would just as well do without the weapons, facing public opposition to their presence and sensing little security benefit from them. Moreover, some countries, such as Germany, are less than eager to take on the cost of fielding a new generation of dual‐capable aircraft, given the low probability of their use. However, these countries believe that even discussing the issue in NATO and other fora can only  lead to political problems and would prefer that the United States make a decision and announce it to other states. One representative of a European state complained in a recent interview that  the Obama administration had been seeking his country’s advice on what to do about  nonstrategic nuclear weapons. “They shouldn’t come here asking us what to do,” he said. “They should decide what to do, and pull the weapons out a week later.”  In recent years, these countries have been accommodated by a slow but silent drawdown of these weapons.
AT: DOD CP

1) Perm: do both

2) Their evidence isn’t specific to TNWs in Turkey- no solvency mechanism for the CP

3) Perm: do the CP- the affirmative doesn’t have to defend the entire USFG, the CP isn’t competitive
AT: Conditions CP

1. Perm: Enter in non-binding resolution with the Republic of Turkey that they must ratify the Armenian – Turkish protocol solves best – if they say yes: then the CP is functionally the same than the plan. If they say no then we do the plan anyway and it becomes DA vs. the Plan. 

2. Perm do the CP: No where in the 1AC is there a defense of the conditions of the Plan


3. They have no uniqueness – their ev just says we are in a gridlock, there is no impact to leaving negotiations where they are. 

4. Turn: Negotiation destroys relationship with Azerbaijan – the Nagomo-Karabakh conflict creates pipeline tension

Hailey Cook, coordinator for Turkish think-tank and the Foundation for Political, Social and Economic Research, 2009 [“Nabucco gas pipeline will succeed - US analyst”, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=227:hailey-cook-interviewed-by-armenianaz&catid=45:media&Itemid=94]

Let me start by putting your question in the context of the current political tension over the settling of old disputes and the contemporary geopolitical climate.  If Turkey ratifies the latest draft of the protocol agreement signed by Turkey and Armenia, then it will risk souring relations with Azerbaijan - essentially the strategic backbone of the region. This would further complicate energy negotiations. If Turkey ultimately decides not to ratify the protocols, Turkey will face serious pressure from the US, Europe and the international community.  The dispute settlement over the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict also remains a monkey on the back of the Ankara-Baku-Yerevan triangular relationship. Iran has also expressed its desire to be at the Nagorno-Karabakh resolution table, a move that irritates the West. The US is wary of a visible increase in cooperation in economic and energy security projects between Turkmenistan, Turkey and Iran. Moreover, the US does not see a place for Iranian gas in the Southern Corridor.  The future of the Turkey-Armenia peace protocols depends greatly on the larger political debate over the events of 1915. Tension rises here in Washington as the 24 April date approaches. Congressman Berman has announced a 4 March 2010 mark-up of the genocide convention in the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Time is running short for both the Armenian and Turkish governments to reach a compromise.

5. CP is just plan plus, don’t let them read a CP that forces the Aff to debate against itself, it kills aff ground and allows the neg to throw on wild DAs that the aff has no chance of winning against. 

6.  US pressure irrelevant to ratification

R. Hafizoglu, staff writer, 4-14-10 [“Experts: Turkey- Armenia negotiating process can hardly move forward”, http://en.trend.az/news/politics/foreign/1668904.html]

According to Abbasov, after meeting with Obama, Armenia, of course, got another dose of moral support from his colleague, as well as from Mrs. Hillary Clinton, who is the chief coordinator of the Armenian-Turkish reconciliation.  "But it must not forget that America is far away, but neighbors, that is, a step away from it and what the friends in the face of Americans and others, might predict them, it is not at all correspond to the reality," Abbasov said.  Simao belies although the Obama Administration is still committed to improving relations between Ankara and Yerevan, which is a crucial factor, the process has now moved more clearly into the domestic politics of parliamentary ratification, where the good will of the presidents is no longer a central matter.  However, she believes at this stage, the U.S. can not affect Turkey.  The deterioration of relations with Israel has also meant some irritation of the U.S. regarding Turkey. The opposite also became true with Turkish outrage towards the passing of a resolution by the U.S. House of Representatives on the Armenian Genocide, Simao said.  

7. Terminally non unique – they have been on the edge of war constantly and there has been no impact

AT: Turkey Proliferation DA


1) Turkey won’t proliferate because it has no need to:

a) it wants to be part of the EU 

b) its safety is guaranteed by NATO

c) US – Turkey relations are improving – Obama’s attempts at relations and the new Turkish military in Afghanistan means that the US will guarantee Turkish safety even in the absence of TNWs

d) No threat: Turkey-Middle East relations on the mend due to new nuclear energy bill, TNW removal represents Turkey’s commitment to renewing relations, that was Kibaroglu 05. 

2) Case solves the disad: regional stability will prevent Middle Eastern proliferation, that was Hen-Tov and Haykel in 10

3)  No impact to Turkish proliferation-  Middle East wouldn’t change
H. Sonmez Atesoglu, Professor of Economics @ Clarkson University, Holds a Ph.D. from U of Pittsburgh, Former Economist @ the IMF, Winter 2001 (“Turkish National Security Strategy and Military Modernization” – Strategic Review) p. 26

If Turkey decides to build an autonomous nuclear force, there should not be much change in Turkey's contribution to the peace and stability of the region or in its relations with its allies and adversaries, as long as Turkey's political relations remain the same." There is no reason to expect Turkey's political relations to change, since Turkey's need for nuclear weapons is as a deterrent. In conventional terms Turkey's military power is superior to that of its neighbors, including the forces of Russia deployed near Turkey. An important implication of Turkey going nuclear would be the impact of this development on the nuclear policies of countries participating in the NATO nuclear framework, in particular on Greece and Germany. One could imagine a domino effect of nuclear proliferation. A more likely outcome, as long as political relations with these countries remain stable, would probably see the nuclear policies of these and other countries unchanged in response to Turkey's nuclear preference.

4) Extended deterrence doesn’t affect allied proliferation—survey of allies shows.

Douglas B. Shaw, Ph.D., Associate Dean for Planning, Research, and External Relations at the George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs, 3-17-2009. [Nuclear allies should talk more, http://nukesonablog.blogspot.com/search/label/extended%20deterrence]

A recurring argument on the American side against verified and legally-binding agreement to bilateral deep cuts in U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons has been that – regardless of matching Russian reductions – U.S. reductions would erode the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent, leading key allies (often Germany and Japan) to question the reliability of the U.S. “nuclear umbrella” and seek their own nuclear weapons. General Chilton extends this familiar numerical argument as a rationale for modernization. My concern about this argument is that it is both extremely important and completely resistant to contrary or mitigating information (as Franklin Miller clarified for Leonor in October 2007 when she questioned it at an event sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, explaining to her “that’s just not the way the world works”). Its correctness assumed, this argument can be extended to embrace any specific numerical force requirement, deployment pattern, use doctrine, modernization program, etc. The Lawyers Alliance for World Security made a stab at illuminating allied perspectives on this argument in the late 1990s, featuring visits to numerous capitals by former Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, the late Senator Alan Cranston, Major General William Burns (USA-ret.), former Ambassador Thomas Graham, Jr. and other (including the Nukes on a Blog team). We found wide diversity of opinion, including some strong support for more circumspect extended deterrence policy from the United States (particularly including “no first use”) and no clear evidence that nuclear weapons reductions discussions with Russia were approaching any sort of “trigger” or “threshold” of allied nuclear proliferation. This experience left us skeptical of the “one size fits all” assertion that anything from failure to modernize U.S. nuclear weapons, to cuts below 1,000, to declaration of a “no first use” policy, to ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty would undermine the commitments of U.S. allies to nuclear nonproliferation.

5) Their Tertrais evidence says that war will only happen if US – Turkey relations break and the NPT falls apart, low risk



6) No nuclear proliferation in Turkey – wants to maintain sustain the accepted membership of NPT, cooperation with other institution, security, and EU membership bid
(Sebnem Udum, PhD candidate in Bilkent University's International Relations Department who focuses on Turkish foreign and security policy, non-proliferation, and energy issues, 2007, “Turkey’s Non-Nuclear Weapon status,” Science and World Affairs, Volume 3, pages 3-4 http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf)

All other nonproliferation WMD regimes; so first and foremost, Turkey is legally and politically committed to keep its NNWS status. Turkey’s international commitments go beyond legal constraints, and build an image of a dedicated member of the regime, and confirm the country’s status as an ‘accepted’ state among the community of nations. The nuclear nonproliferation regime was bolstered after the Cold War by the extension of the NPT, the denouncement of nuclear weapons by a number of states and their NPT memberships, the success of the UN inspections in Iraq, and cooperation between the United States and Russia to prevent proliferation, etcetera. Being an NNWS thus became the accepted norm of the international community, as opposed to the past decades, during which possession of nuclear weapons was a sign of prestige and status. The constructivist approach to the study of international relations explains the construction of identity and the evolution of norms as a result of social interaction [7]. In this sense, Turkey’s status was contemplated as an asset rather than a deficiency. Liberal theories are powerful in explaining why states choose not to go nuclear with their emphasis on cooperation, institutions and regimes. States start to cooperate for a common goal. Out of cooperation, they develop common rules and procedures for decision making and resolving problems without having recourse to arms. They establish institutions and institutionalise these procedures; therefore they would want to continue cooperation. NeoRealist concern about cheating is met by the Neo-Liberal answer that state behaviour in institutions is a reiterated game, and not one-for-all, hence states would refrain from cheating to avoid punishment. Therefore, gains from cooperation override those from conflict and institutions are sustained [8]. Altogether, these institutions, codes of conduct, rules and norms form regimes [9]. Liberal theories explain Turkey’s membership to the NPT and other nonproliferation regimes: the NPT aims at the total and eventual elimination of all nuclear weapons, and forms the cornerstone of the regime. Non-nuclear-weapon states benefit from negative 
security assurances and international cooperation to deal with proliferation risks. In terms of security, Turkey’s ties to the West, particularly its European Union (EU) perspective constitutes a political constraint, because Turkey is within a liberal zone of security with the West (that is, based on cooperation), and a ‘nuclear Turkey’ would be disadvantageous to Turkey’s EU membership bid. Motivations and constraints with regard to proliferation should also be understood by opening the black box. Decisionmaking theories and organisational theories are helpful in this respect. Bureaucracies and organisations within the state can be effective in motivating or constraining policymakers, because eventually the proliferation decision is taken by governments [10]. In Turkey, the parameters of security policy is basically shaped by the military, and is subject to approval by the National Security Council which has both civilian and military members (chaired by the President, and composed of the Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Ministers of National Defence, Justice, Foreign Affairs and Internal Affairs, the Chief of the General Staff, Commanders of the Army, Air Force, Navy and the General Commander of the Gendarmerie). Governments are sensitive to the public opinion, especially regarding national security issues. Turkey has attempted several times to transfer civilian nuclear technology in order to be able to generate nuclear power, but it was unsuccessful mainly due to international concerns and economic constraints [11]. There has not been a passionate call from the military, politicians or the public for Turkey to acquire nuclear weapons.
8) Removal of TNWs is Turkey’s acceptance of NPT Treaty, sends a signal of non-proliferation across the Middle East- means there’s no impact 
AT: Turkey Missile DA


1) Case solves impact- TNW removal leads to better Turkey-Iran relations since Iran views TNW removal as Turkey’s commitment to nonproliferation and diplomacy, that was Kibaroglu 10

2)  Turkey won’t purchase missile defense system- they have no reason to fear since their security is guaranteed  by NATO and the US.

3) Removal of TNWs from Turkey will increase its legitimacy on Non-Proliferation Efforts
British American Security Information Council, 1/15/09, (Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states”, BASIC Getting to Zero Papers, No. 11, http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm)


There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,[20] more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.[21] There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey's historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. Turkey's location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey's close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey's clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey's legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support.[22]


4) Contradictory evidence- if Turkey is opposed to missile systems in the status quo, post-plan Turkey would still fear Iranian retaliation and would not buy missile systems


5) Case outweighs disad- we have multiple internal links into Iran, increases probability of solvency






AT: Turkey Politics DA


1) Powertagged- Kemal evidence is inconclusive- card itself says nothing about Erdogan getting credit, just that he gave a speech saying Turkey doesn’t want Middle Eastern proliferation



2) Case outweighs disad: their Barber impact card is outdated, it’s from 97 and doesn’t take into account the status quo. Evidence also assumes that Europe should have been in a nuclear war already. 



3) Way too far off to predict popularity

Yusuf Kanli Hurriyet, 7/18/10, " Post-Erdoğan scenario ," http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=post-erdogan-scenario-2010-07-18 // vkoneru 

The claim is that in the summer of 2012, that is almost in two years time from now, when the five-year presidential tenure of President Abdullah Gül comes to an end Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan will run for the presidency in the first-ever popular election of the president. The scenario, of course, is based on the assumption that Erdoğan will be elected president. Really? Who can guarantee that in election in two years time Erdoğan will maintain his popularity, no other candidate with strong popular backing will emerge, and the prime minister will be elected the president? Anyhow, that’s the assumption. 


4) Empirically, removal of TNW’s is met with political resistance
Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loerhke, 11/23/09, (“The Status of US Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey )
In 2005, when NATO's top commander at the time, Gen. James L. Jones, supported the elimination of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, he was met with fierce political resistance. (In addition to the 90 B61 bombs in Turkey, there are another 110 or so U.S. bombs located at bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, and the Netherlands.) Four years later, some U.S. and European officials still maintain that the political value of the nuclear weapons is enough to keep them deployed across Europe. In particular, they argue PDF that the weapons are "an essential political and military link" between NATO members and help maintain alliance cohesion. The Defense Department's 2008 report PDF on nuclear weapons management concurred: "As long as our allies value [the nuclear weapons'] political contribution, the United States is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability." Those who hold this view believe that nuclear sharing is both symbolic of alliance cohesion and a demonstration of how the United States and NATO have committed to defending each other in the event of an attack. They argue that removing the weapons would dangerously undermine such cohesion and raise questions about how committed Washington is to its NATO allies.


5) Disad fails- can’t solve for Turkey’s inclusion into the EU like their Nicola evidence assumes, means the disad can’t solve for Cyprus



6) Case solves disad: Nicola evidence cites US-Turkey relations as key to achieving resolution on Cyprus issue, plan improves US-Turkey relations
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