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1NC T – Presence ≠ Weapons
A. Military presence means soldiers

Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary 10 http://www.oxfordadvancedlearnersdictionary.com/dictionary/presence
 Presence:  a group of people, especially soldiers, who have been sent to a place to deal with a particular situation. The government is maintaining a heavy police presence in the area.a military presence 

B. Violation- The aff only removes TNWs from Turkey, which is a weapons system, not troops
C. Standards
1. Limits – The aff justifies squirrely weapon-of-the-week affs which are limitless because there is an infinite number of weapons systems that could be removed

2. Education – removing weapons destroys neg ground because eliminating one type of weapon isn’t predictable – we aren’t able to garner strong links to DAs
3. Bidirectional – they can claim the weapons they remove are replaced by some different type, functionally making the topic bidirectional

4. If they remove troops, they are extra-T based on their plan text – this is uniquely bad in this instance because their internal links are all based off of the explicit removal of a specific weapon – it’s an independent voter
AT: We meet

1. They clearly don’t meet – weapons are not troops

2. The nuclear umbrella is distinct from military presence

Kugler, 92 – senior consultant at the Center for Technology and National Security Policy (CTNSP) of the National Defense University, he previously was a Distinguished Research Professor there (Richard, “The Future of U.S. Military Presence in Europe,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/reports/2008/R4194.pdf)

 

Conversely, any wholesale U.S. military withdrawal from Europe could leave still-existing American nuclear commitments in Europe that are no longer credible to allies or adversaries.  Meanwhile, there would be no U.S. military presence in Europe to exert influence over security affairs in peace, crisis, and war.  Beyond this, withdrawal could have destabilizing consequences that would reverberate across the entire continent.  The NATO alliance could be weakened and perhaps fractured, thereby producing a military and political power vacuum in Europe at a time of great change, stress, and uncertainty.  Deterrence could be eroded, potential aggressors would face fewer incentives to exercise restraint, and crisis management would be rendered more problematic.  Prospects for democracy, free enterprise, cooperative diplomacy, and smooth trade relationships also could suffer.
3. Presence refers to physical experience, not technology

(Jonathon Steur, PhD Stanford, 1992, transcriptions.english.ucsb.edu/archive/courses/liu/ english25/materials/class26notes.html) 
"The key to defining virtual reality in terms of human experience rather than technological hardware is the concept of presence. Presence can be thought of as the experience of one's physical environment; it refers not to one's surroundings as they exist in the physical world, but to the perception of those surroundings as mediated by both automatic and controlled mental processes (Gibson, 1979): Presence is defined as the sense of being in an environment. Many perceptual factors help to generate this sense, including input from some or all sensory channels, as well as more mindful attentional, perceptual, and other mental processes that assimilate incoming sensory data with current concerns and past experiences (Gibson, 1966). Presence is closely related to the phenomenon of distal attribution or externalization, which refer to the referencing of our perceptions to an external space beyond the limits of the sensory organs themselves (Loomis, 1992)."

Case List

Our interpretation allows for the best medium of cases based on military presence

J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>

Table 7.2 Levels of Foreign Military Presence 


o : present in the Gulf 

x : not present in the Gulf 

? : uncertain if present in the Gulf

1.
intervention and occupation" 

2.
proximate expeditionary force in region - power projection 

3.
bases and other permanent installations (ranging from full bases, with the FMP enjoying internal sovereignty, to small support functions, such as naval replenishment or technical facilities) 

4.
non-permanent deployed units 

5.
joint or multilateral exercises 
6.
pre-positioning and access agreements 

7.
offshore naval presence 

8.
"offshore" ready deployment capability (e.g. from neighboring countries or regions) 

9.
mutual or multilateral security treaties or agreements (CENTO, NATO, SEATO) 

10.
arms and equipment transfers 
11.
"technical" facilities (intelligence, space, communications) 

12. aircraft over-flights (generally unseen and uncontroversial but reverses on occasion of aircraft trouble or in time of conflict or crisis)

13.
surrogate forces (support for revolutionary or irredentist movements; Cuba in Africa

Allowing weapons be topical allows for cases that remove ANY specific type of tool the US military uses in Turkey. That means: guns, planes, tanks, stinger missiles, landmines, sniper rifles, grenades, knives, flamethrowers, rhino runner buses, and night vision goggles.

This doesn’t add a few cases that the neg would arguably have to research; this literally adds hundreds of cases that we would have to research, making it impossible to be prepared for.
1NC Syria-Israel Relations FL

1. Steinbach is empirically denied – this card was written prior to the US War on Terror – invasion means the impact should have already happened

2. Can’t solve the Kibaroglu evidence – card doesn’t say that a non-nuclear Turkey allows for better negotiations between Syria and Israel – the part they read is in context of how Turkey should deal with Iran

3. Philippines News evidence about regional escalation just quotes two military officers that we angry at each other – doesn’t reflect the will of either nation as a whole

4. No risk of water wars

Deen ’07 [Thalif, IPS, Aug 25, “Water Wars a Myth,” IPS online]
"Despite the potential problem, history has demonstrated that cooperation, rather than conflict, is likely in shared basins," UNESCO concludes. The Stockholm International Water Institute (SIWI) says that 10- to 20-year-old arguments about conflict over water are still being recycled. "Such arguments ignore massive amounts of recent research which shows that water-scarce states that share a water body tend to find cooperative solutions rather than enter into violent conflict," the institute says. SIWI says that during the entire "intifada" -- the ongoing Palestinian uprising against Israel in the occupied territories of West Bank and Gaza -- the only thing on which the two warring parties continued to cooperate at a basic level was their shared waters. "Thus, rather than reaching for arguments for the 'water war hypotheses,' the facts seem to support the idea that water is a uniting force and a potential source of peace rather than violent conflict." SIWI said. Ghosh, co-author of the UNDP study, pointed out several agreements which were "models of cooperation", including the Indus Waters Treaty, the Israel-Jordan accord, the Senegal River Development Organisation and the Mekong River Commission. A study sponsored by the Washington-based Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars points that despite newspaper headlines screaming "water wars are coming!", these apocalyptic warnings fly in the face of history. "No nations have gone to war specifically over water resources for thousands of years. International water disputes -- even among fierce enemies -- are resolved peacefully, even as conflicts erupt over other issues," it says. The study also points out instances of cooperation between riparian nations -- countries or provinces bordering the same river -- that outnumbered conflicts by more than two to one between 1945 and 1999. Why? "Because water is so important, nations cannot afford to fight over it. Instead, water fuels greater interdependence. By coming together to jointly manage their shared water resources, countries can build trust and prevent conflict," argues the study, jointly co-authored by Aaron Wolf, Annika Kramer, Alexander Carius and Geoffrey Dabelko.
Syria-Israel Relations Ext. 1

1. Extend 1NC1, Steinbach wrote pre-invasion – means the impact is empirically denied

2. His warrants to why there’d be a global nuclear is just that there are WMDs in the unstable region – but it’s been unstable – Israel, Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Syria all have WMDs

Syria-Israel Relations Ext. 2

1. This evidence is talking about Iran, not Syria or Israel

2. Even if it is about mediation, the evidence says political and military officials have suggested in the past to become a nuclear-weapon-free zone – this doesn’t mean that doing so solves

Syria-Israel Relations Ext. 3

1. There’s no risk for escalation – the heated discussion their 1Ac quotes was because of one instance – countries won’t go out into a full-scale war

Syria-Israel Relations Ext. 4

1. No risk of water wars – in the end, there would be cooperation, not conflict, over water sources because it is so vital 

2. There are no empirical examples that demonstrate full-scale wars over water crisis in the Middle East
1NC Iran FL

1. Their Kibaroglu evidence talks about what different analysts argue – there’s no warrant to why Turkey TNWs would cause Iran prolif

2. Plan not necessary – Erdogan already said that Turkey would act as US-Iranian mediator – their Ben-Meir evidence

3. Gaffney evidence talks about other countries joining in a war because of US animosity from the Bush era – Obama’s changed that appearance

4. Squo solves, Turkey and Iran relations improving now

SABRINA TAVERNISE, an American journalist who is currently the Istanbul bureau chief of The New York Times, 6/15/10, “Turkey and Iran: Strange Bedfellows?”   http://www.indianexpress.com/news/turkey-and-iran-strange-bedfellows/633786/0
 Viewed from Washington, Turkey and Iran are strange bedfellows. One is a NATO member with a Constitution that mandates secularism, and the other, an Islamic republic whose nuclear programme has been one of the most vexing foreign policy problems for the US in recent years.  So why have the two countries been locked in a clumsy embrace, with Turkey openly defying the US last week by voting against imposing new sanctions on Iran? Defence Secretary Robert M. Gates mused that Turkey was “moving eastward,” a shift he attributed to the European Union’s tepid response to Turkey’s application to join it.  But many here do not see it that way. Turkey simply disagrees with the US over how to approach the problems in the Middle East. The Obama administration chooses sanctions, Turkey believes cooperation has more of a chance . “I would be appalled if Turkey cut itself off from the West and aligned with the Islamic world, but that’s not what’s happening,” said Halil Berktay, a historian at Sabanci University. “Turkey is saying, ‘You’ve been talking about building bridges. This is the way to build them’.”  For the United States, Iran is a rogue state intent on building a bomb and crazy enough to use it. Turkey agrees that Iran is trying to develop the technology that would let it build a weapon, but says Iran’s leaders may be satisfied stopping at that. “We believe that once we normalise relations with Iran, and it has relationships with other actors, it won’t go for the bomb,” said a Turkish official who works closely with Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan.  Part of Turkey’s motivation in reaching out to Iran is based in realpolitik. Iran is Turkey’s neighbour and also supplies the country with a fifth of its natural gas.  The approach is also part of a broader policy of economic and political integration in the region that Turkey, under Erdogan, has pursued for nearly a decade. Iranians can travel to Turkey without a visa, as can Syrians, Iraqis, Russians and Georgians. More than a million Iranians travel to Turkey on vacation every year.  The recent nuclear talks were part of that effort. They culminated in May in what Turkey, and its partner Brazil, said was a commitment by Iran to swap a portion of its low-enriched uranium with other countries. Iran would ship out part of its stockpile in exchange for a form of uranium less likely to be used for weapons.

5. No impact to nuclear Iran—deterrence prevents terrorism and proliferation

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M, 2009, Review of International Studies, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” RG
As an oﬀshore balancer, rather than confronting Iran militarily over its nuclear programme and its regional ambitions, the US would follow a two-tracked strategy of deterrence and diplomacy. Diplomatically, the US should try to negotiate an arrangement with Iran that exchanges meaningful security guarantees, diplomatic recognition, and normal economic relations for a veriﬁable cessation of Tehran’s nuclear weapons programme. Given the deep mutual distrust between Washington and Tehran, and domestic political constraints in both the US and Iran, it is an open question whether such a deal can be struck. If it cannot, however, rather than attacking Iran’s nuclear facilities – or tacitly facilitating an Israeli attack on them – the US should be prepared to live with a nuclear armed Iran just as it did with China in the 1960s, when China was seen as far more dangerous a rogue state than Iran is today.23 

Of course, hard-line US neoconservatives reject this approach and argue that a nuclear-armed Iran would have three bad consequences: there could be a nuclear arms race in the Middle East; Iran might supply nuclear weapons to terrorists; and Tehran could use its nuclear weapons to blackmail other states in the region, or to engage in aggression. Each of these scenarios, however, is improbable.24 A nuclear Iran will not touch oﬀ a proliferation snowball in the Middle East. Israel, of course, already is a nuclear power. The other three states that might be tempted to go for a nuclear weapons capability are Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. However, each of these states would be under strong pressure not to do so, and Saudi Arabia lacks the industrial and engineering capabilities to develop nuclear weapons indigenously. Notwithstanding the Bush administration’s hyperbolic rhetoric, Iran is not going to give nuclear weapons to terrorists. This is not to deny Tehran’s close links to groups like Hezbollah and Hamas. However, there are good reasons that states – even those that have ties to terrorists – draw the line at giving them nuclear weapons (or other WMD): if the terrorists were to use these weapons against the US or its allies, the weapons could be traced back to the donor state, which would be at risk of annihilation by an American retaliatory strike.25 Iran’s leaders have too much at stake to run this risk. Even if one believes the administration’s claims that rogue state leaders are indiﬀerent to the fate of their populations, they do care very much about the survival of their regimes, which means that they can be deterred. 

For the same reason, Iran’s possession of nuclear weapons will not invest Tehran with options to attack, or intimidate its neighbours. Israel’s security with respect to Iran is guaranteed by its own formidable nuclear deterrent capabilities. By the same token, just as it did in Europe during the Cold War, the US can extend its own deterrence umbrella to protect its clients in the region – Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, and Turkey. American security guarantees not only will dissuade Iran from acting recklessly, but also restrain proliferation by negating the incentives for states like Saudi Arabia and Turkey to acquire their own nuclear weapons. Given the overwhelming US advantage in both nuclear and conventional military capabilities, Iran is not going to risk national suicide by challenging America’s security commitments in the region. In short, while a nuclear-armed Iran hardly is desirable, neither is it ‘intolerable’, because it could be contained and deterred successfully by the US. 

Iran Ext. 1

1. No proliferation – no warrant that says US TNWs are the only thing stopping Iranian proliferation now

2. Too many ties – Turkey has too envolved in the region to allow proliferation

Richard Javad Heydarian, Iranian observer and analyst of developments in the Middle East, 7-19-10, “Iran-Turkey-Syria: An Alliance of Convenience”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/iran-turkey-syria_an_alliance_of_convenience]

Meanwhile, Turkey is also ensuring that no major additional conflicts erupt in the region. By pushing for the implementation of the May 2010 Tehran Declaration  (the nuclear deal between Turkey, Brazil, and Iran that bypassed the United Nations) and pursuing aggressive diplomacy, Turkey is trying to ameliorate growing tensions between the West and Iran over Iran’s nuclear program. Caught at the crossroads of East and West, Turkey is trying to avoid a war between Iran and Israel, and Israel’s staunch ally, the United States. In addition to deterring a battle on it’s borders, Turkey has economic incentive to defray tensions with the Islamic Republic. The two countrys enjoy multi-billion-dollar energy-related trade and investment relations. Any conflict over Iran could compromise those lucrative deals.

Iran Ext. 2

1. Erdogan said that they will act as the mediator between the US and Iran – there is nothing that will stop that – means status quo solves
Iran Ext. 3

1. US animosity from the Bush era doesn’t translate to the new administration – Obama’s changed that appearance

2. Obama is different – the new administration

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

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.
Iran Ext. 4

1. Relations improving now because of the EU’s timid response to Turkish accession – and gas interactions are improving relations between the two countries – our evidence is new – that’s Tavernise
2. Despite sanctions – Turkey is still dealing with Iran

UPI, 7/2/10, “Energy ties with Iran stable, Turkey says” http://www.upi.com/Science_News/Resource-Wars/2010/07/02/Energy-ties-with-Iran-stable-Turkey-says/UPI-16271278079811/
Ankara plans to continue activity in the Iranian energy sector because it is not restricted by U.N. sanctions, the Turkish energy minister said.  The Security Council voted June 9 to place new sanctions on Iran that allow for searches of banned goods in cargo to or from Iran and increase the number of individuals and companies subject to travel bans and an asset freeze.  Turkish Energy Minister Taner Yildiz told Iran's state-funded broadcaster Press TV that his country would continue doing business with Iran in light of the Security Council measure.  "Turkey will continue to cooperate with Iran because the sanctions did not include any specific restriction on energy deals," he said.  Yildiz added that his country was waiting for the results of technical studies to wrap up in the South Pars gas field in the Persian Gulf.  "After we receive the result of this study we will decide how to move forward," Yildiz said  According to Press TV, Iran exports more than 880 million cubic feet of natural gas to Turkey every day. 
1NC Solvency FL

1. TNWs are only a representation of US-Turkey security relationship

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)
This impractical requirement indicates that the main purpose of the U.S. nuclear bombs in Turkey is not for operational use. Rather, they serve to symbolize the alliance’s commitment to Turkey’s defense, underscore the special security relationship between Washington and Ankara, and elevate Turkey’s status within NATO and European security deliberations—thereby compensating for Turkey’s exclusion from the European Union and its security and defense initiatives.

1NC Solvency Turn: Proliferation

(__) Removal of TNWs leads to more proliferation

Ikv Pax Christi, peace organization, 5-12-10, [“THE LAST U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN EUROPE”, http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/files/Documenten/Veiligheid%20en%20Ontwapening/Nucleaire%20ontwapening/factsheet%20alg%20voor%20website%202.pdf]

The nuclear sharing program has long been considered one of the cornerstones of NATO. As part of ‘extended deterrence’, TNW reassured European allies of U.S. determination to defend Western Europe at all costs. From the U.S. perspective, their deployment showed that European allies were willing to ‘share the burden’ and join the U.S. on the battlefield if necessary for their own defense. Although today this ‘burden sharing’ is political, TNW are still seen by many as ‘the glue of the Alliance.’ All NATO members are involved in Alliance decision making on NATO’s nuclear posture. But the ‘host countries’ opinions are seen as carrying more weight. Giving up their nuclear task may therefore be considered by host countries as lowering their status within NATO. Some believe the remaining TNW are a hedge against potential future Russian aggression towards Eastern European states. Because of formidable Russian TNW arsenals, some feel that NATO should keep its remaining TNW as a bargaining chip in future U.S. – Russian negotiations. Finally, withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe might entice some NATO member states to develop their own nuclear weapons. This ‘non-proliferation’ argument is used especially when talking about Turkey.

Solvency Turn: Proliferation Ext.

Turkey will create their own nuclear arsenal if the US withdraws its TNWs
Ikv Pax Christi, peace organization, 5-12-10, [“US Tactical Nuclear Weapons in ITALY”, http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/files/Documenten/Veiligheid%20en%20Ontwapening/Nucleaire%20ontwapening/TNW%20Italy%20and%20Turkey.pdf]

Another rationale heard to support keeping TNW in Incirlik is that Turkey may develop its own nuclear arsenal if it feels it can no longer rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Indeed one official in November 2009 stated that Turkey would immediately arm itself with a bomb if Iran were to develop one. Yet in an April 2010 interview, Turkish Prime minister Tayyip Erdo􀀀an stated that the Iranian problem should be resolved with diplomacy alone, not by sanctions. In addition he stated that Turkey wants no countries with nuclear weapons in the region at all, hinting at the problem of Israel’s nuclear arsenal in regional relations.

Tehran proliferation – Turkey will have an arms race once TNWs are gone

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

Then there is the issue of Tehran's nuclear program, which seriously complicates any discussion of the United States removing its tactical nuclear weapons from Turkey. An Iranian nuclear capability could spark an arms race in the Middle East and bring about a "proliferation cascade," which could cause Turkey to reconsider its nuclear options--especially if the United States pulls its nuclear weapons from Incirlik. When asked directly about its response to an Iranian nuclear weapon, a high-ranking Foreign Ministry official said that Turkey would immediately arm itself with a bomb. This isn't Ankara's official policy, but it seems to indicate a general feeling among its leaders. Whether Turkey is primarily concerned about security or prestige, the bottom line is that it would not sit idly by as Iran established a regional hegemony.
1NC Solvency Turn: Karzai

(__) A. Military presence in Incirlik key to Karzai’s survival—loss of the base would undermine U.S. military support. 
Michael Gass, former Explosive Ordnance Disposal Specialist and veteran of the Gulf War during operations in Iraq in 1991, 6/23/2010. “TruthOut, Israel's Actions Could Have US Military Base Implications,” http://www.truth-out.org/israels-actions-could-have-us-military-base-implications60697

The loss of Incirlik AB in Turkey would be a huge blow to future military operations by the United States and NATO in the Middle East. It is so vital to the United States and NATO, and such a huge bargaining chip for the Turkish government, that there is no long-term lease for itsm use by the United States. New agreements are negotiated on a periodic basis, and Turkey has used the base as a bargaining chip before. The troops the United States kept in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War have already been moved to the bases the US built in Iraq after the 2003 invasion. Those Iraq military bases are now scheduled to be closed after Iraq ordered the withdrawal of all US troops by 2011. Those troops are now being moved to the bases the US built in Afghanistan since our invasion in 2002. Without US military assistance, there is little hope of President Karzai keeping control of the government. He simply doesn't have the security forces necessary to protect his government at this time. Given this fact, there is little doubt that the US and Afghanistan will enter into an agreement  to keep US bases in Afghanistan despite President Obama's reassurance that US troops will eventually leave the country. However, until Karzai's power is secured, Incirlik AB remains the one operational base in the Middle East region maintained by the United States that is stable.
B. Afghan instability triggers Central Asia collapse, turning case
S. Frederick Starr, Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute at Johns Hopkins University's Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Foreign Affairs, July/August, 2005
In relations among states, success does not necessarily breed success. In both Afghanistan and the rest of Central Asia, the United States is at a crossroads and must either move forward or fall back. If it chooses disinterest or passivity the cost will be enormous. Afghanistan will sink backward and again become a field of fierce geopolitical competition. Other countries of Central Asia will either be drawn into its destructive vortex or seek refuge at whatever cost, most likely in the arms of Russia or China. This will seed fresh rounds of instability as nationalists throughout the region fight for their waning sovereignties, as they did for years after 1917. Development will halt.

Solvency Turn: Karzai Link Ext.

1. Security forces that Inkirlik provides are unmatched – as long as Karzai has power, Inkirlik is the only base that remains stable – that’s Gass

2. Incirlik key to operations in Afghanistan
Journal of Turkish Weekly, Turkey's most respected English-language sources for international political news and analysis; published by the International Strategic Research Organization (USAK), a Turkish think tank based in Ankara; also republishes articles from respected international news , 3/18/2010 “U.S. Commander Defines Incirlik as Pivotal Base” http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/99824/u-s-commander-defines-incirlik-as-pivotal-base.html
The U.S. air forces commander defined on Wednesday the Incirlik base in Turkey's southern province of Adana as a pivotal base. Gen. Duncan McNabb, the commander of U.S. Transportation Command, said that Incirlik was a really pivotal base for the United States, both for the resupply of Iraq and for the resupply of Afghanistan. "In fact, it's in the neighborhood of 46 percent of our air sustainment goes through Incirlik," McNabb said during a session on budget at the Committee on Armed Services of the U.S. House of Representatives. McNabb said Incirlik was right along the route to Afghanistan, and Turkey had been tremendous in allowing us to use that base for the movement of cargo and refueling aircraft through there. Also speaking in the session, Gen. David Petraeus, the commander of U.S. Central Command, said Turkish Armed Forces were operating with considerable skill, and very impressively in Afghanistan. Petraeus said Turkey and the United States had quite a close intelligence relationship. "As you know, the PKK, an extremist organization which has caused loss of innocent civilian life, killed Turkish security force members and so forth, has operated from that mountainous region in the border between Iraq and Turkey. And so there has been a degree of collaboration there as well," he said. Petraeus said the United States promoted the relationship of Iraq with its neighbors, and underlined importance of Turkey's relationship with Iraq and Turkey's investments in that country. Turkey had invested some 10 billion USD in north of Iraq so far, Petraeus also said.
Solvency Turn: Karzai Impact Ext.

1. A collapse of Afghanistan due to US withdrawal will spur a “geopolitical competition” in the region as countries like China and Russia are pulled in to gain power over the instable state – that’s Starr

2. That Central Asian war goes thermo-nuclear

Dr. Ehsan Ahrari, (Prof National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College), 8-01, “Jihadi Groups, Nuclear Pakistan and the New Great Game,” Strategic Studies Institute [www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?pubID=112]

Even though in the Clinton era the United States paid attention to Central Asia only sporadically—through its involvement in the oil and gas pipeline issues and regarding the capture or extradition of Usama Bin Ladin—the priorities of the new administration toward South and Central Asia must change. As Russia increasingly asserts itself under the youthful leadership of President Vladimir Putin in different regions of the world, Russo-American ties, especially in Central Asia, are likely to become competitive. The significance of that competition also increases when one considers the growing strategic involvement of the PRC in Central Asia. Since all indicators point toward Sino-American relations remaining competitive, that becomes one more reason why the United States should develop a proactive strategy toward South and Central Asia. South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned.

1NC Solvency Turn: NATO

(__) A. Removal of Turkish TNWs undermine NATO cohesion

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

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.

B. Collapse of the NATO alliance causes Nuclear War
Brzezinski 09 - former U.S. National Security Adviser and current professor at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University [September/October 2009 Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, An Agenda for NATO, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65240/zbigniew-brzezinski/an-agenda-for-nato MEF]
Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally. SUSTAINING ALLIANCE CREDIBILITY THE DISPERSAL of global power and the expanding mass political unrest make for a combustible mixture. In this dangerous setting, the first order of business for NATO members is to define together, and then to pursue together, a politically acceptable outcome to its out-of-region military engagement in Afghanistan. The United States' NATO allies invoked Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty in deciding to join the campaign to deprive al Qaeda of its safe haven in Afghanistan. The alliance made that commitment on its own and not under U.S. pressure. It must accordingly be pursued on a genuinely shared military and economic basis, without caveats regarding military participation or evasions regarding badly needed financial assistance for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The commitment of troops and money cannot be overwhelmingly a U.S. responsibility.
Solvency Turn: NATO Ext.

Removing TNWs would destroy NATO cohesion
Brian Polser, Writer @ the Naval Postgraduate School , 11/04, [“Center for Contemporary Conflict”, se2.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/RESSpecNet/32396/.../PolserSEPT04.pdf] 

The strongest criticism against removing U.S. TNWs from Europe revolves around the very issue of Alliance cohesion. NATO's conception of the transatlantic link and the essential political and military role of TNWs in maintaining a condition of coupling between the United States and Europe have become institutionalized to the point of bureaucratic opposition. Yet the transatlantic link now reaches far beyond the symbolic basing of a few hundred nuclear gravity bombs on European soil. Deep economic interdependence and dense institutional integration, combined with U.S. conventional commitments and the ultimate security guarantee of U.S. strategic nuclear deterrence in the background characterize the nature of the transatlantic link today. As former Supreme Allied Command Europe, Wesley Clark, properly asserts, "evolution and adaptation of the comfortable security fixtures of the past should be no cause for concern, for through such prudent adjustments we equip ourselves to confront the flux of events that time shall surely bring."[21] The time in which U.S. TNWs played a pivotal role in European security is long past; these weapons are now in some ways irrelevant and counterproductive in others. NATO should withdraw the U.S. theater nuclear weapons in Europe, and focus instead on a strategy of conventional deterrence and reassurance while maintaining general nuclear deterrence via strategic forces.
Solvency Turn: US-Turkey Relations

(__) Pulling out TNWs would destroy our relationship with turkey, linking to their own impacts

Bell and Loehrke, Benjamin, Bell is the project manager at the Ploughshares Fund  and a Truman National Security Fellow. Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund  and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy, 09 “The status of U.S. 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 that the weapons are "an essential political and military link" between NATO members and help maintain alliance cohesion. The Defense Department's 2008 report 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.
Loose Nucs Add-on FL

1. Nuclear Terrorism is non-Unique

Steve Chapman, member of the Chicago Tribune editorial board since 1981, 2/8/08 “The Implausibility of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/02/the_implausibility_of_nuclear.html, accessed 7/2/10
Why are we worried? Bomb designs can be found on the Internet. Fissile material may be smuggled out of Russia. Iran, a longtime sponsor of terrorist groups, is trying to acquire nuclear weapons. A layperson may figure it's only a matter of time before the unimaginable comes to pass. Harvard's Graham Allison, in his book "Nuclear Terrorism," concludes, "On the current course, nuclear terrorism is inevitable." But remember: After Sept. 11, 2001, we all thought more attacks were a certainty. Yet al-Qaida and its ideological kin have proved unable to mount a second strike. Given their inability to do something simple -- say, shoot up a shopping mall or set off a truck bomb -- it's reasonable to ask if they have a chance at something much more ambitious. Far from being plausible, argued Ohio State University professor John Mueller in a recent presentation at the University of Chicago, "the likelihood that a terrorist group will come up with an atomic bomb seems to be vanishingly small."
2. Terrorists can’t USE the nukes even if they get them

Scott Peterson, Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor, April 15, 2004 “Old weapons, new terror worries” http://www.csmonitor.com/2004/0415/p06s02-woeu.html, accessed 7/2/10 

Many Russian experts argue, though, that even if a terror group seized a nuclear weapon, they would not be able to use it. American and most Russian intercontinental ballistic missiles have various safeguards that can permanently disable a weapon if it is tampered with, or require an actual missile launch to arm the warhead. "We can't exclude terrorists seizing a missile, but that will be the end of this terrorist act, because they will not be capable of launching it - never," says Dvorkin, who also discounts chances of an inside job. "There is not a single worker next to a nuclear weapon who is capable of giving this information, because the codes are only known to the highest command."
3. TNWs are unique in that they take months to assemble, activate, and launch – there is no way that a terrorist organization could steal a TNW and successfully deploy it without interference from some country’s troops
1NC Condition CP – TNW Link

TNWs are bargaining chips if the US puts other items on the table

Ikv Pax Christi, peace organization, 5-12-10, [“THE LAST U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN EUROPE”, http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/files/Documenten/Veiligheid%20en%20Ontwapening/Nucleaire%20ontwapening/factsheet%20alg%20voor%20website%202.pdf]

The second obstacle is the assumption that the U.S. TNW can be used as bargaining chip in bilateral negotiations with Russia – with the aim to commit Russia to reductions of its own much larger stockpile of TNW. However, since Russia has at least 10 times more TNW, it is difficult to see how negotiations could proceed without the U.S. (and NATO) having to put other items on the bargaining table, such as missile defense and conventional weapons, which they are extremely unlikely to do.
2NC – TNWs are Bargaining Chips
TNWs are Turkey’s bargaining chip

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)
The United States and other countries might also need to consider how removing the weapons might affect Turkey’s calculations about whether it might develop its own nuclear deterrent, which would contribute to the feared proliferation wave in the greater Middle East that could undermine the non-proliferation agenda of the Obama administration and other NATO governments. Some Turkish officials see having physical access to TNWs as part of their bargain with the United States and the other allies for not developing an independent Turkish nuclear arsenal.

TNWs can be conditioned if Turkey gains more diplomacy i.e. the plan

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

More largely, if the United States and European Union task Turkey with a bigger role in the diplomatic back-and-forth with Iran, it would help convince Ankara (and others) of Turkey's value to NATO and have the additional benefit of pulling Ankara into a closer relationship with Washington and Brussels. As a result, Turkey would obtain a stronger footing in alliance politics, contain its chief security concerns, and foster the necessary conditions for the removal of tactical U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkish soil.
Turkey would be open to negotiation with TNW withdrawal

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)
The Obama administration’s decision to deploy U.S. missile defenses more closely to Turkey—and thereby ensure its protection from an Iranian nuclear attack—should help assuage Turkish concerns. But the most profitable non-proliferation tool in Turkey’s case would be to assure Turks that they will play an essential role in NATO’s security policies and that their preferences will have a major impact in shaping the alliance’s nuclear policies. Insofar as some members of Turkey’s security community are still concerned by Russia’s nearby nuclear and conventional security forces, then NATO initiatives aimed at linking any withdrawal of U.S. TNW from Turkey would presumably be welcome in Ankara. The recently concluded New START Treaty does not address TNWs, but negotiations between Russia and NATO might be warranted, with some level of Turkish participation.

Empirically TNW links

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)
Above all, the allies will need to avoid the appearance of sacrificing Turkish security interests in order to achieve a nuclear deal with Iran. In 1962, the United States might have been able to agree to remove the U.S. Jupiter missiles in Turkey in return for securing Moscow’s consent to withdraw its nuclear weapons from Cuba without seeking Ankara’s approval. In today’s climate, when Ankara’s security relations with the West are already under great strain, such a deal could well precipitate an enduring break in Turkey’s security ties with NATO. If Turkish policy makers decide to seek elimination of all U.S. nuclear weapons on their soil, in return for some kind of deal with Iran or for other reasons, then that decision should be respected. But the NATO allies should not compel the Turks to keep or remove the weapons without their consent.

1NC CP – Upgrade Security

Text: The United States federal government should increase and provide all necessary security support for the B61 gravity bombs located in Turkey and increase border control.

1. Increased border control solves PKK attacks 
Sadik, 08 (Giray “Turkey Reorganizes Security Structure to Combat Terrorism” Terrorism Focus Volume: 5 Issue: 38November 5, 2008 http://www.jamestown.org/programs/gta/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=34088&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=246&no_ca che=1) 

The new Interior Ministry agencies will also address the domestic social concerns that exacerbate terrorism. To this end, developing projects to prevent terrorist recruitment and providing public outreach will be among the main tasks of these agencies. The reorganization also sets high standards in terms of the future conduct of security operations. Oversight, accountability and responsiveness to public concerns are the new themes for counterterrorism actitivities (Aksam Gazetesi, October 23). After the PKK attack on the Turkish military outpost in Aktutun in early October, border security has sparked a public debate on the need for increased precautions. Since PKK militants have been coming from the Iraqi side of the border, securing the frontier to prevent terrorist infiltration has become an important concern for Turkish counter-terrorism efforts. To this end, the reorganization will include the establishment of a new undersecretary for border security (Zaman, October)  The MGK also warned Iraq about preventing the use of its soil as a safe haven for terrorists. In light of repeated Turkish demands for Baghdad and the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) to deny safe havens to the PKK, the MGK has decided to closely monitor Iraq’s progress in this area (Bugun Gazetesi, October 21). 

CP – Upgrade Security Solvency Ext.

Increased security resolves any residual risk of terrorism

Steve Chapman, member of the Chicago Tribune editorial board since 1981, 2/8/08 “The Implausibility of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/02/the_implausibility_of_nuclear.html, accessed 7/2/10
The events required to make that happen comprise a multitude of Herculean tasks. First, a terrorist group has to get a bomb or fissile material, perhaps from Russia's inventory of decommissioned warheads. If that were easy, one would have already gone missing. Besides, those devices are probably no longer a danger, since weapons that are not scrupulously maintained (as those have not been) quickly become what one expert calls "radioactive scrap metal." If terrorists were able to steal a Pakistani bomb, they would still have to defeat the arming codes and other safeguards designed to prevent unauthorized use. As for Iran, no nuclear state has ever given a bomb to an ally -- for reasons even the Iranians can grasp. Stealing some 100 pounds of bomb fuel would require help from rogue individuals inside some government who are prepared to jeopardize their own lives. The terrorists, notes Mueller, would then have to spirit it "hundreds of miles out of the country over unfamiliar terrain, and probably while being pursued by security forces." Then comes the task of building a bomb. It's not something you can gin up with spare parts and power tools in your garage. It requires millions of dollars, a safe haven and advanced equipment -- plus people with specialized skills, lots of time and a willingness to die for the cause. And if al-Qaida could make a prototype, another obstacle would emerge: There is no guarantee it would work, and there is no way to test it. Assuming the jihadists vault over those Himalayas, they would have to deliver the weapon onto American soil. Sure, drug smugglers bring in contraband all the time -- but seeking their help would confront the plotters with possible exposure or extortion. This, like every other step in the entire process, means expanding the circle of people who know what's going on, multiplying the chance someone will blab, back out or screw up. Mueller recalls that after the Irish Republican Army failed in an attempt to blow up British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, it said, "We only have to be lucky once. You will have to be lucky always." Al-Qaida, he says, faces a very different challenge: For it to carry out a nuclear attack, everything has to go right. For us to escape, only one thing has to go wrong. That has heartening implications. If Osama bin Laden embarks on the project, he has only a minuscule chance of seeing it bear fruit. Given the formidable odds, he probably won't bother. None of this means we should stop trying to minimize the risk by securing nuclear stockpiles, monitoring terrorist communications and improving port screening. But it offers good reason to think that in this war, it appears, the worst eventuality is one that will never happen
Politics – Plan Unpopular

Empirically proven – Removing TNWs unpopular in congress

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

Roadblocks to removal. 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."

US public dislike TNWs

Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram, staff writers at BASIC , 1-15-09, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states”, http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm#22
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.


Politics – Plan Popular

Plan pop – their 1AC author
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)
Second, according to public opinion polls, a majority of those surveyed in the five countries hosting U.S. TNWs would like to have the weapons removed, but in Turkey, public opposition to the continued deployment of nuclear weapons is the highest of all the host countries. In addition, Turkish legislators have complained that having U.S. TNWs on their soil weakens Turkish diplomatic efforts to oppose nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. At the same time, these high-level security decisions are often made by Turkish leaders even in the face of substantial popular opposition.  The national security establishment of Turkey is traditionally granted considerable discretion in deciding such important policies.

60% of the public want TNWs out of Turkey

Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram, staff writers at BASIC , 1-15-09, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states”, http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm#22
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.
Turkey Politics Updated Links

Plan unpopular – their 1AC author

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)
Attempting to withdraw the nuclear weapons from Turkey could present serious problems. Many Turkish policy makers already doubt the credibility of U.S. and NATO security commitments due to several earlier incidents following the end of the Cold War. Before both wars against Iraq, some European members of NATO proved reluctant to meet Turkish requests to deploy air and missile defenses to protect Turkey from Iraqi missile strikes. Although the United States did offer some protection, the Turkish government and public were unenthusiastic about their forced involvement in the wars, which was inevitable due to the proximity of the battlefields to Turkish territory. The unpopularity only increased after Washington’s support for the Iraqi Kurds, which raised concerns in Turkey that similar aspirations among Turkey’s Kurdish minority might be encouraged. Turks have also been disappointed by fellow NATO member’s reluctance to support its military operations against the Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK).

Plan unpopular – their 1AC author
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)
Second, according to public opinion polls, a majority of those surveyed in the five countries hosting U.S. TNWs would like to have the weapons removed, but in Turkey, public opposition to the continued deployment of nuclear weapons is the highest of all the host countries. In addition, Turkish legislators have complained that having U.S. TNWs on their soil weakens Turkish diplomatic efforts to oppose nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. At the same time, these high-level security decisions are often made by Turkish leaders even in the face of substantial popular opposition.  The national security establishment of Turkey is traditionally granted considerable discretion in deciding such important policies.
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