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T – It’s

A. Interpretation – Its means belonging to – TNWs must be under the jurisdiction of the United States

Oxford Dictionary. “its”.  2010. <http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/its?view=uk>

its Syllabification:OnOff Entry from World dictionary  Pronunciation:/ɪts/ possessive determiner belonging to or associated with a thing previously mentioned or easily identified: turn the camera on its side he chose the area for its atmosphere belonging to or associated with a child or animal of unspecified sex: a baby in its mother's womb  

B. Violation – Aff removes TNWs under the jurisdiction of Turkey

Benjamin Loehrke and Alexandra Bell, Research Assistant at Ploughshares Fund, Graduate Research Assistant at University of Maryland on International Security and Economic Policy, project manager of Ploughshares Fund, November 23, 2009 [“The Status of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey, BBQ]

Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly PDF 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.
C. Vote Neg for fairness and education:

Limits – removing the presence under the jurisdiction of another country explodes the topic and neg research burden

Ground – they can spike out of core neg links by removing presence of another country and makes debate unpredictable
Extra-T – Claiming advantages off of extra topical parts of the plan steals CP ground and justifies abusive perms. Undermines preparedness for all debates and is an independent voter
Jurisdiction – the Judge doesn’t have the jurisdiction to vote for something that outside of the resolutional actor’s ability.

Israeli-Syrian Relations Frontline
1. Turkey cutting off all ties with Israel

Xinhua General News Service, 7/6/10 ["News Analysis: Turkish-Israeli relations hit new low", lexis, BBQ] 

The relationship between Turkey and Israel that has been in freefall in recent years reached a new low on Monday. Ankara warned that a failure by Israel to apologize for the Gaza flotilla incident would lead to Turkey cutting off all ties with the Jewish state, according to reports in the Turkish media. At this stage at least, Israel is refusing to apologize for seizing the Turkish vessel that was heading an international convoy bound for the Gaza Strip on May 31. According to Israeli media, as Israeli commandoes boarded the Mavi Marmara they were attacked with iron bars and knives by some of the activists on board and eventually opened fire on them, leaving nine people dead. Israel says it will not apologize for defending its citizens. Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and his spokespeople made it clear they will not tolerate any attempted breaches of their maritime blockade of Gaza. Since the assault on the vessel, thousands of protestors have taken to the streets of Turkey demanding action against Israel, with the country's Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan leading the verbal onslaught.

2. Their MidEastWeb concedes Syria will block water trade between Turkey and Israel post-plan.
3. Water war inevitable – they don’t solve for water running out.

4. Their Kibaroglu requires the denuclearization of Israel – plan doesn’t solve

Israeli-Syrian Relations Frontline

5. Middle Eastern war inevitable – four reasons – lack of hope, dangerous policies, power vacuum and unsuccessful Turkish mediation
Volker Perthes, Chairman and Director of Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, the German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin., July 30, 2010 [“Is Middle East War Inevitable”, Cyprus Mail, http://www.cyprus-mail.com/opinions/middle-east-war-inevitable/20100730, BBQ
FUAD SINIORA, Lebanon’s former prime minister, is a thoughtful man with deep experience in Middle Eastern politics. So when he speaks of “trains with no drivers that seem to be on a collision course,” as he recently did at a private meeting in Berlin, interested parties should probably prepare for unwanted developments. Of course, no one in the region is calling for war. But a pre-war mood is growing. Four factors, none of them new but each destabilizing on its own, are compounding one another: lack of hope, dangerous governmental policies, a regional power vacuum, and the absence of active external mediation. It may be reassuring that most Palestinians and Israelis still favor a two-state solution. It is less reassuring that most Israelis and a large majority of Palestinians have lost hope that such a solution will ever materialize. Add to this that by September, the partial settlement freeze, which Israel’s government has accepted, will expire, and that the period set by the Arab League for the so-called proximity talks between the Palestinians and Israelis, which have not seriously begun, will also be over. Serious direct negotiations are unlikely to begin without a freeze on settlement building, which Israel’s Prime Minister Netanyahu is unlikely to announce or implement, given resistance within his coalition government. Syria, which until the end of 2008 was engaged in its own Turkish-mediated proximity talks with Israel, does not expect a resumption of talks with Israel anytime soon. This may be one reason why Syrian President Bashar al-Assad mentions war as an option, as he recently did in Madrid. Moreover, Israelis and people close to Hezbollah in Lebanon are talking about “another round,” while many pundits in the Middle East believe that a limited war could unblock a stagnant political situation. Their point of reference is the 1973 war, which helped to bring about peace between Egypt and Israel. But the wars that followed, and the latest wars in the region – the Lebanon war of 2006 and the Gaza war of December 2008/January 2009 – do not support this reckless theory. Iran, whose influence in the Levant is not so much the cause of unresolved problems in the Middle East as the result of them, continues to defy the imposition of new sanctions by the United Nations Security Council. Iranian rulers have as little trust in the West as the West has in them, and they continue to increase international suspicion by their words and actions. Repeated calls by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad about Israel’s eventual disappearance play into the hands of those in Israel who argue that Iran’s nuclear program must be ended militarily. Some of the Middle East’s most important players are increasing the risks of confrontation because they have either lost a proper feeling for their regional and international environment, or seek to increase their own political power through provocation and brinkmanship. Netanyahu’s short-sighted reluctance to give up settlements and occupied territory threatens Israel’s long-term interest to reach a fair settlement with the Palestinians. In its deadly assault on the Gaza flotilla in May, Netanyahu’s government demonstrated a kind of political autism in its inability to realize that even Israel’s best friends no longer wish to accept the humanitarian consequences of the Gaza blockade. In the Arab world, there is currently no dominant power able to project stability beyond its own national borders. It will take time before Iraq will play a regional role again. The Saudi reform agenda mainly concerns domestic issues. Egypt’s political stagnation has reduced its regional influence. Qatar over-estimates its own strength. The only regional power in the Middle East today is Iran, but it is not a stabilizing force. The Arab states are aware of this. Much as they dislike it, they are also fearful of a war between Israel or the United States and Iran, knowing that they would have little influence over events. Indeed, intra-regional dynamics in the Middle East today are driven by three states, none of which is Arab: Israel, Iran, and, increasingly, Turkey. In recent years, Turkey tried to mediate between Israel and Syria, Israel and Hamas, opposing factions in Lebanon, and lately between Iran and the five permanent members of the UN Security Council plus Germany. Turkey should continue to play this role. But the Turkish government has increasingly allowed itself to be dragged into Middle East conflicts, rather than functioning as an honest broker.
Israeli-Syrian Relations Frontline

6. Middle Eastern war will never escalate to all-out war – 3 reasons – self-preservation, destabilization and no precedence
Douglas Dillon Cook, Ray Takeyh, and Suzanne Maloney, Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Senior Fellow For Middle Eastern Studies at the CFR, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, June 28, 2007  [http://www.cfr.org/publication/13702/why_the_iraq_war_wont_engulf_the_mideast.html]
Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq.  The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq.  Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict.  Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries.  In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom.  Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else’s fight.  Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight.  As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary.  So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq.  The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.
Israeli-Syrian Relations Frontline
7. Middle Eastern war reforms secular and religious divisions to long term peace
Dr. Martin Cetron and Owen Davies, President, Forecasting International Ltd, former senior editor, Omni magazine, 2007 [The Futurist, “The Worst-Case Scenario: An Alternative View”, http://www.versaterm.com/about_vtm/advisory/The%20Worst-Case%20Scenario%20-%20An%20Alternative%20View_Cetron.pdf]
There might even be another benefit. Islam has never undergone a reformation of the kind triggered in Christianity by Martin Luther or that appeared in Judaism in the 19th century. It has never accepted the validity of secular authority, nor—despite many claims that Islam is fundamentally a peaceful religion—has it learned to coexist with other religions. As non-Muslims, we are in no position to tell Islam that it must reform itself as neighboring faiths have done. Yet it seems clear that such a reformation would bring much greater stability to the Muslim world, and to the world at large. It would clearly be in America’s interest. Muslims must decide for themselves whether it would be in theirs. How might war in the Middle East affect this issue? Aside from a minority of extremists, who would rush as individuals to fight on whatever side held their allegiance, Indonesia and the other remote Muslim countries outside the “stans” might reasonably distance themselves from the whole mess. This would create an effective split in the Muslim world, between those who saw a war between Sunni and Shi’a as being worth fighting and those who did not. This possibility could only be improved, however slightly, by memories of an American-led attempt to make peace between Israel and the Palestinians that had failed primarily because of Palestinian intransigence. In the long run, such a division conceivably could be the beginning of broader change. In the end, we might finally see the birth of an Islam comparable to modern Christianity and Judaism, one that is able to coexist with other religions and with secular authority and one with which the West would find it much easier to coexist in turn.

Iran Frontline
1. Utgoff card flows negative – TNWs projections in Turkey prevent Middle East proliferation

2. Iran won’t proliferate – 6 reasons – no decision to develop weapons, NPT, no technology, no mobility, no long-rang capabilities 
Joseph Cirincione, and Elise Connor, president and research assistant at Ploughshares Funds, July 1, 2010 [Foreign Policy, “How Iran Can Build A Bomb”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/01/how_iran_can_build_a_bomb?page=0,3, BBQ]
In fact, it is much harder to build a deliverable weapon than most pundits assume. Panetta's estimate leans toward the worst-case scenario, in which the weapons-building process proceeds perfectly smoothly. But the best expert assessments indicate that it would actually take Iran about three to five years to develop a nuclear bomb. Here's how that process would probably unfold -- and the reasons why it's not likely to happen in the timeline the doomsayers would have you believe. Step 1: The Decision Iran is certainly moving to acquire the technology that would enable it to make a weapon. But, as a 2009 Joint Threat Assessment by the EastWest Institute concludes, "[I]t is not clear whether [Iran] has taken the decision to produce nuclear weapons. "The regime must weigh the political and security costs of developing nuclear weapons before moving ahead. And Iran might decide, like Japan, that its needs are best served by approaching the threshold of building a bomb (acquiring the technical capability and know-how) but not actually crossing the line and risking an arms race among its rivals or a pre-emptive attack from the United States or Israel. "Nobody knows if Iran has taken this decision," Sharon Squassoni, director of the Proliferation Prevention Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, told Agence France-Press on June 28. "It's more in their interest to have this ambiguity." Step Two: The Right Stuff Should Iran decide to proceed, it must accumulate a sufficient quantity of the indispensable component for the core of the bomb -- highly enriched uranium (HEU) or plutonium. Iran is pursuing production paths for both, though its uranium enrichment capabilities are years ahead of its plutonium reprocessing plans. There are two ways for Iran to produce HEU, uranium that includes 90 percent of the isotope U-235. Using its centrifuges at the Natanz facility, it could take natural uranium, composed of 0.07 percent U-235, and steadily enrich it to weapons-grade material. This would be a flagrant violation of its obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). If Iran chose this route, it would have to withdraw from the treaty and kick out international inspectors. Running full tilt at Natanz, it then would take Iran about one year to enrich enough uranium for one bomb. More likely, Iran could continue its current path of increasing its stockpile of low-enriched uranium (3 percent U-235), which it claims is for peaceful purposes. At some point, Iran could then leave the NPT, kick out the inspectors, and pump the uranium back through the centrifuges to enrich it to higher levels. The Joint Threat Assessment estimates this path could produce one bomb's worth of HEU within three to six months. Panetta seemed to say that, using this method, Iran could have enough HEU to construct two bombs in one year. Still, recent technological difficulties could prolong the process: In February, the Washington-based Institute for Science and International Security reported that the number of working Iranian centrifuges, the machines that enrich uranium, had decreased since mid-2009. Although Iran continues to install centrifuges, it operates nearly 1,000 fewer centrifuges than it did in May 2009. Recently, Iran has enriched uranium to about 20 percent, purportedly as fuel for its research reactor. If Iran accumulated enough 20 percent-enriched uranium -- it had 11 kilograms at the end of May -- and used this as source material, it could produce weapon-quality HEU even more quickly. In all cases, it would take Iran an additional six months to convert the HEU from its current gaseous form into metal for a bomb. Step 3: The Gadget The technical path to a bomb does not end with HEU. To produce a crude nuclear device would take an additional year, assuming Iran has a workable design and the components to build it. But the leap to a sophisticated nuclear warhead, one that could be used as a weapon, could take an additional two to five years. During this period, Iran would need to manufacture the nonnuclear components, test and refine them, and ultimately, conduct one or more nuclear explosive tests. Troubleshooting the nonnuclear components might go undetected, but global monitors would detect any nuclear test explosion, surely leading to increased pressure on Iran. Vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. James Cartwright, confirmed this timeline before the Senate Armed Services Committee on April 14. He said a "deliverable weapon that is usable tactically" would take "another two to three, potentially out to five years." Step 4: Honey, I Shrunk the Warhead Iran could make a very heavy crude nuclear device, deliverable by truck, approximately one year after it produced the HEU. But this heavier device, though useful as a weapon, would be too large to deliver on 
Iran Frontline
Iran's planes or missiles, which can't carry a weapon that weighs over 1,000 kilograms. A smaller, more sophisticated weapon is needed if Iran is to develop a credible nuclear deterrent -- and shrinking a nuclear warhead doesn't happen overnight. Retired U.S. Gen. Eugene Habiger says that "the miniaturization of a nuclear warhead is probably the most significant challenge that any proliferant would have to face." Habiger noted: The first U.S. ICBM's [intercontinental ballistic missiles], the warheads on those ICBM's, were in the 4,000-5,000 kg range. That's the best we could come up with when we first started ... Only after six to eight years, of very intensive engineering development and aggressive testing, did we get down to 1,000 kg. Step 5: Deliverance Iran would also have to develop a re-entry vehicle for its weapon. A ballistic missile follows a parabolic trajectory, shooting up through the atmosphere, traveling a short distance through outer space, and re-entering the atmosphere to strike its target. The warhead must be sturdy enough to survive the extreme conditions it encounters along this flight path, and developing this technology is no small task. It is one thing to test a nuclear weapon in carefully controlled conditions. It is another to build a weapon that can withstand the fierce vibrations, G-forces, and high temperatures of launch and re-entry into the atmosphere. Iran has not demonstrated the capability to build such a re-entry vehicle thus far. Step 6: Range Matters Today, Iran's ballistic missiles can reach targets no more than 1,600 kilometers from Iran's borders, carrying bombs that weigh no more than 750 kilograms. That's barely enough range to hit even Iran's closest neighbors. A new report by the International Institute for Strategic Studies concludes that Iran won't be able to field long-range missiles capable of hitting Western Europe, approximately 3,700 kilometers away, before 2014 or 2015. The report also extends the timeline for an Iranian ICBM, suggesting that Tehran must first field an intermediate-range missile before embarking on a program that could develop a missile capable of striking the United States, which is 9,000 kilometers away. Thus, the report concludes that an Iranian ICBM "is more than a decade away from development."

3. Extend nuclear deterrence in the Middle East prevents proliferation
Lewis A. Dunn, Senior Vice President and Deputy Group Manager at Science Applications International Corporation, former Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and served as Ambassador to the 1985 Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty Review Conference, Summer 2007 [Deterrence Today, Roles, Challenges and Responses, Proliferation Papers, Security Studies Papers] 
Growing fears that it will not be possible to head-off Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons are creating new nuclear insecurities among that country’s neighbors and others across the Middle East. Widespread statements of concern about Iran’s nuclear ambitions by officials in Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Egypt, and elsewhere are but one example of that nuclear insecurity. Sometimes those concerns are more general; at other times, off-the-record remarks directly link Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons to other nations’ rethinking of their own non-nuclear postures, e.g., in the case of Turkey.9 New found expressions of interest all across the region from Turkey to Egypt in nuclear energy and power are openly acknowledged to be another signal of heightened nuclear insecurity.10 In turn, there has been periodic speculation – often from reliable sources though officially denied – about Saudi nuclear intentions, including that the Saudi regime already is thinking about how to acquire “dual-key” nuclear warheads from Pakistan if Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons cannot be stopped.11 If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, outside extended nuclear deterrence almost certainly will play an important part in any attempt to prevent a proliferation cascade across the Middle East – including Israel’s open deployment of nuclear weapons. Here, too, the prospect that the United States and other countries would act to counter the potential political-military benefits of Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons could be an incentive for that country to stop short of the bomb. Indeed, there is some evidence that within the Iranian elite one of the questions now being debated is whether going all the way to the bomb ultimately would prove counter-productive, stimulating reactions by neighbors and other countries that would make Iran more insecure. In thinking about possible approaches to extending nuclear deterrence into this region, at least two different challenges need to be addressed. These are: first, revitalizing the NATO nuclear security guarantee to Turkey and second, putting in place new means of reassurance to Arab countries in the wider Middle East. Each aspect is discussed before then turning to a broader assessment of the likely credibility and effectiveness of such efforts to extend nuclear deterrence today.12

Iran Frontline
4. Mediation isn’t key – U.S.-Iran relations too deep for surface solutions – even if Iran accept Turkey’s mediation – its short term
Mukun Eidipour, international affairs expert of Iran, interviewer Arezoo Dilmaghani, August 8, 2010 [“Iran-US relations do not require rectangular thinking”, Iranian Diplomacy, http://www.irdiplomacy.ir/index.php?Lang=en&Page=21&TypeId=&ArticleId=3268&Action=ArticleBodyView, BBQ]
Does Turkey have the potential to do so? Mediating between Iran and the US does not require great potentials. This is a matter of formality. It would just be primary negotiations among the deputy foreign ministers of the two countries; or at most the two foreign ministers. So it does not require particular potentials. There is nothing to be solved by a mediator in Iran-US relations. The ice has already been broken by Iraqi officials; so the mediation is not that important. Iran and the US have their own particular positions and changing the course by a mediator is not much plausible. This is especially true because Turkey does not play a particular role in US-Iran relations. Iran-US problems are historical and old. They do not need new solutions or rectangular thinking. The problems are as old as the solutions. Some experts believe that Turkey has been able to play a broader role in international arena, while Iran enjoys the better geopolitical situation. What do you think of that? After the US attack on Afghanistan, Iran’s role has been increased. The reasons why Iran is a regional power are particular to Iran’s positions and Turkey can not be a substitute for that. To answer the questions on the ever growing role of Turkey and its mediations, we should not have a one-sided viewpoint. Turkey is in the regional structure. That is the reality of the Middle East. Turkey’s economy has grown fast in the last two decades and it has found its suitable place. Nowadays, Turkey has its own place in Europe; and the Americans have also concluded that they need a stable strategic ally in such a turbulent region. So Turkey has found its place and is playing its role. But Iran’s regional standing is very exceptional and the 9/11 and the Hezbollah- Israel war made it more clear. The support given by Iran to some regional groups does not interfere with Turkey’s interests. In Caucasus and central Asia the story is the same and Turkey and Iran are both present and active. Do you think Iran would accept Turkey’s mediation offer? What would be the probable reason of doing so? I do not think that Iran would hand this card out to Turkey. Still, there is the possibility of reaching some agreements. Even if Iran accepts Turkey’s mediation, it would be a short-term one. There is no need to hand this card out to Turkey.

5. Turkey-Iran relations are fake – removal of TNWs from Turkey makes Iran the regional nuclear dominant.
6. Their Gaffney only assumes escalation under the Bush and Putin administrations
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