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TNW 1AC—Inherency 

Contention One: Inherency 

Despite recent debates in Europe, the US is determined to leave its 90 tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey. 

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.

If anything, the number of TNWs located in Turkey may increase. 

Richard Weitz, Ph.D., is Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis, the Hudson Institute, 4-12-2010. [Turkey Analyst, vol. 3 no. 7THE FUTURE OF NATO'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON TURKISH SOIL, 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.


TNW 1AC—Terrorism 

Advantage One—Terrorism 

The TNWs in Turkey are extremely vulnerable to theft by terrorists. 

Kibaroğlu 5 (Mustafa Kibaroğlu, assistant professor in the Department of International Relations of Bilkent University in Ankara, where he teaches arms control, disarmament, non-proliferation, and international security, Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?,http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf

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.

Incirlik is a target for terrorists—they’re trying to get to the base. 

Aslıhan Tümer, disarmament campaigner for Greenpeace Turkey, 6-8-2006. [International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation, NATO’s Nuclear Sharing and Incirlik, http://www.inesap.org/sites/default/files/inesap_old/bulletin26/art11.htm]

In recent months there were news reports on possible attacks on the Incirlik Air Base by Iran’s Sahab-3 missiles, and newspapers ran a story on plans by Al-Quaeda to attack the base. This fed long-standing discussions on potential dangers NATO nuclear weapons might pose to Turkey.
The current deployment of NATO nuclear weapons in European countries reflects a Cold War view and mentality. But the Soviet Union ceased to exist and is therefore no longer a threat, if indeed it ever was. The NATO-Russia Council brings the countries together as equal partners and gives the opportunity to identify and pursue joint actions.


TNW 1AC—Terrorism 

Terrorists haven’t acquired nuclear weapons yet, but they have the will to steal and use them. 

Kibaroğlu 5 (Mustafa Kibaroğlu, assistant professor in the Department of International Relations of Bilkent University in Ankara, where he teaches arms control, disarmament, non-proliferation, and international security, Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?,http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf)
However, these should not be seen as insurmountable difficulties provided that the US also starts seriously drawing down its own nuclear arsenal; it also must put off the projects in the pipeline for developing new, ever more sophisticated nuclear weapons that were to assure its nuclear supremacy in the decades to come. The whole notion of national security and national interest must be overhauled in the face of a series of tragic attacks on civilians in all parts of the world. These attacks suggest even more deadly scenarios were the terrorist organizations to equip themselves with nuclear explosives. Perhaps they have already done so. If the family of sovereign nations is lucky, there may be enough time to implement a number of sober-minded steps that will get rid of the existing nuclear weapons, wherever they may be deployed or stockpiled.

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.htmWhat 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.


TNW 1AC—Terrorism 

Removing the TNWs from Turkey would restore regional security and remove the terrorist threat. 

Aslıhan Tümer, disarmament campaigner for Greenpeace Turkey, 6-8-2006. [International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation, NATO’s Nuclear Sharing and Incirlik, http://www.inesap.org/sites/default/files/inesap_old/bulletin26/art11.htm]
Apparently, the dangers are now perceived to come from the Middle East. But keeping nuclear missiles on the outer edge of NATO territory is at best provocative and increases the security threats in the region as well as globally. By basing nuclear missiles in this region, the US puts the local people at risk, with the Bull’s Eye being right at Incirlik Air Base.
The NATO nuclear weapons should be sent back to the US for dismantling. Not only is this a way to increase the security of Turkey as well as the Middle East, it would also send a positive message to countries in the region and globally by demonstrating the willingness of Turkey to support by words and deeds a nuclear free zone in the Middle East.
Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in the region and beyond. Sending these nuclear weapons back to the US and moving NATO towards peace-keeping rather than war-making would take us all on a path of peace and true security.


TNW 1AC—Iran 

Advantage Two: Iran 

TNWs in Turkey block Turkey-Iran relations—Iran perceives the weapons targeted at them. 

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D., Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, June 2010. [Arms Control Today, Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25]

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.[21]

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.

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.[23] 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.[24]

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.”[25] 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.


TNW 1AC—Iran 

The resulting mistrust prevents successful energy cooperation for the Nabucco pipeline. 

Elin Kinnander, Assistant Editor, The Turkey Analyst, January 2010. [Oxford Institute for Energy Resources, The Turkish-Iranian Gas Relationship: Politically Successful, Commercially Problematic]

Given the fact that the natural gas relationship between Turkey and Iran has involved many disputes and interruptions, there exists a lot of mistrust between the two parties and much caution in the implementation of the MoU. The parties do not view each other as reliable trading partners. Iran has cut off exports to Turkey several times. At the same time Turkey has not proved to be a reliable importer, since agreed take-or-pay levels have not been reached, with BOTAS complaining about the quality of the gas rather than admitting that this was due to a lack of demand. As mentioned above, the price for the gas delivered has been the subject of ongoing disputes between the countries and it is unlikely that Turkey will agree to any new gas contract before Iran is willing to reduce the price in the existing contract. Following arbitration proceedings, in February 2009 the International Chamber of Commerce Court (ICC) ordered an immediate 18% price reduction 63. Turkey and BOTAS decided to take the case to arbitration after Tehran rejected Turkey’s call for price cuts in March 2004. BOTAS has announced that it will immediately adjust its payments to the National Iranian Gas Export Company (NIGEC) according to the ICC decision. Approval by the supreme court of each country is necessary for the decision to be put into effect. The Turkish Supreme Court will certainly approve the ICC’s decision, but Iran’s reaction is not known. However, given the Tehran Supreme Court’s previous rulings, it is not very likely that they will accept the arbitration decision64. Furthermore, Turkish officials have claimed that Iran’s tough buy-back condition prevents the two countries from finalising the contract, since Turkey does not feel that it has any control over the price of the gas that will be developed and sold to Iran65. NIOC has introduced elements of production sharing agreements into the buyback contracts in an attempt to attract foreign investors, but the inclusion of fixed rates of return and capital expenditure suggest this will not be successful66. In addition, the means by which the 50% of the gas volume in the MoU is intended to be delivered to Europe is not yet clear. Different routes have been suggested and discussed, but so far all of them are still in the planning stage and face great difficulties that need to be resolved. Turkey clearly favours the Nabucco project, whereas Iran has declared willingness to participate in the project but is equally interested in other routes, in particular the Persian Pipeline. This pipeline would connect the South Pars field with the European market, transiting Turkey. It would transport gas through the Iran Gas Trunkline 9 (IGAT-9) through Turkey and further to Greece and Italy. In Italy, the pipeline would be split into a northern branch that will run through Switzerland, Austria and Germany, while the southern branch will supply France and Spain67. Another option would be for Iran to participate in the Trans-Adriatic Pipeline (TAP). Iran is struggling to develop its gas infrastructure, which is partly due to the economic sanctions that make it difficult for foreign companies to invest. IGAT-9 is a pipeline that has been planned to transport Iranian gas both to Turkey and Europe. To be able to construct this pipeline, Iran is seeking the participation of foreign firms in its IGAT-9 scheme in a bid to secure partial funding for the project due to its very high cost, which is estimated at $8 billion due to difficult mountainous terrain68.  deputy assistant secretary of state noted that Iran was incapable of covering its own domestic demand due to lack of infrastructure70. In an interview with the Hurriyet Daily News & Economic Review the Iranian Ambassador in Turkey, Bahman Hosseinpour, responded to Bryza's remarks by saying that new projects were under way and would be disclosed soon. He continued by saying: “Bryza’s remarks are not in line with those coming from Europe. Iran has already kicked off several projects to cover the demands of its European customers. Some of them will be made public in the near future”71. But even if Iran holds the world’s second largest gas reserves, it still imports gas from Turkmenistan to be able to supply its domestic demand. Iran’s gas exports, almost all of which are exported to Turkey, were approximately 6.0 Bcm, while its imports were 7.3 Bcm in 200772. This is due to the extremely low price of gas in Iran and the highly inefficient use of it in industry and profligate use on the part of private consumers, leading to very high domestic consumption rates73. Hence, the country needs to rationalise its domestic gas use in order to free gas for export. Furthermore, most of the phases in the South Pars field are intended for domestic demand and for reinjection into maturing oil fields. Phases 6-8 are for reinjection and phases 9-10 and 15-16 are for the domestic gas market. In 2009, the phases intended to supply the international market in the form of LNG and pipeline gas were not regarded as a priority74. Turkey has long term import contracts with Russia, Iran, Azerbaijan, Algeria, and Nigeria and (as mentioned above) there is an agreement between Turkey and Turkmenistan that has not been implemented, for the import of 30 Bcm/year. The annual quantity (ACQ) in the –three contracts with Russia is 30 Bcm; the ACQ with Iran is 10 Bcm, Algeria 4 Bcm, Nigeria 1.2 Bcm and Azerbaijan 6.6 Bcm. Since Turkey lacks domestic energy resources, and demand for natural gas has increased significantly during the 2000s, there have been constant expectations of an increase in, accompanied by further diversification of, Turkey’s imports. But current projections (Table on page 20) show that contracted gas is quite sufficient to meet domestic demand.75 Even without the recession, there would have been an oversupply of gas until 2015 and taking into account the negative effects of the recession on gas demand, there seems no urgent need for additional gas before 2018. In fact the Table suggests that Turkey is currently oversupplied and this is the reason for the take or pay problems in the contract with Iran described above. However, given the expected increase of Turkish gas demand post-2018, this may be a temporary problem. But until it is resolved, take-or-pay levels may be a source of conflict with all suppliers to Turkey. This may cause additional problems for cooperation with Iran, potentially damaging prospects for a future gas contract. A pattern can be discerned by looking at the gas cooperation between the two countries. In principle, both countries want to develop large-scale natural gas cooperation, but are unwilling to compromise on the terms of commercial contracts. They continue to pursue a new MoU, but at the same time engage in arbitration proceedings in relation to the existing contract. It can therefore be argued that for both countries, the main rationale for the natural gas relationship is not commercial but rather political. Recent developments in the gas relationship illustrate this conclusion. On 24 October 2009, Iran was planning further arbitration proceedings against Turkey at the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC)
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The nabucco pipeline’s key to Europe’s energy independence—allows diversification from Russian gas. 

Jelena Vukotic, security analyst, 9-10-2009. [Roubini, Turkey’s EU Dreams and European Energy Security: In the Pipeline? , http://www.roubini.com/euro-monitor/257663/turkeys_eu_dreams_and_european_energy_security_in_the_pipeline]

Turkey is geographically well positioned to become a regional energy hub.  It could link producers in the Caspian and the Middle East regions with the energy-hungry European markets, which by 2020 will import roughly 77% of the natural gas they use.  However, conflicting visions of who will lay the pipelines and provide the gas complicate the issue. The EU is pushing for the Nabucco pipeline project, aimed at cutting European dependence on Moscow, which has a nasty habit of turning off gas supplies to Europe whenever disputes arise with transit countries. Russia, on the other hand, has a pet project of its own - the South Stream gas pipeline, designed to cement Russia’s position as the key European energy supplier.

Overreliance on Russian gas ensures economic collapse—price gouging and supply disruption

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D. Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security at Heritage, 11/5/07 (http://www.heritage.org/Research/Europe/bg2083.cfm)

Third, European leaders are partly responsible for growing gas demand. Europe, led by Germany and the United Kingdom, has made a conscious choice to rely on gas as its main new source of energy at a time when domestic supplies are declining. Europe has encouraged the construction of gas-fired plants, feeding the 

demand for more gas. Implications for European Energy Security These developments have dire implications for European energy security. First, Europe should expect higher prices in the coming decades, especially because its supply is becoming concentrated in Russian hands. Moscow has already demonstrated its willingness to raise oil and gas prices and to use energy as a foreign policy tool, as recent incidents in the Baltic States, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Georgia have clearly shown. Second, Europe should expect increasing disrup​tions of its energy supply. The long and intense cold wave in 2006 increased Russian demand for gas and strained Gazprom's delivery capability.[52]  Another cold wave could knock refineries and pipelines off-line. Such disruptions would impose economic costs and could cost lives. In the future, because of insufficient production, Russia may be unable to satisfy Europe's growing demand for gas. Output from Gazprom's three giant fields in West Siberia, which account for three-quarters of its production, is declining by 6 percent to 7 percent per year, and the output from a gas field brought on-line in 2001 has already peaked.[53]  Gazprom has decided to develop a field on the Yamal peninsula, but it will take years for that field to start producing. Gazprom has been reluctant to invest in new fields. Many hopes are connected to exploration of the Shtokman gas field, which is over 550 kilome​ters offshore in the Barents Sea and under 300 meters of water.[54]  After many delays, Gazprom reconsidered its decision to "go it alone" and on July 13, 2007, signed a framework agreement with France's Total for the first phase of Shtokman devel​opment. However, under the agreement, Gazprom retains full ownership rights to the gas through its subsidiary Sevmorneftegaz.[55]  Gazprom's choice of a partner was politically mo​tivated, and it took a phone conversation between French President Nicolas Sarkozy and Russian Pres​ident Putin to clinch the deal. Total is cash rich but has no experience working in Arctic conditions.[56]  The chances that this joint venture will succeed are unclear. In late October 2007, recognizing that it cannot launch Shtokman even with Total, Gazprom sold another 24 percent of the project to StatoilHy​dro, a Norwegian state-controlled company, which reportedly will pay $800 million for its stake.[57]  Meanwhile, Russia's own demand for gas is growing by over 2 percent per year. Comparing Russia's uncertain supply with Europe's growing demand, a senior European Commission official estimated that the EU's annual energy needs will increase by 200 million metric tons of gas by 2020, while Russia envisions expanding its gas exports by just 50 million metric tons.[58]  In this scenario, even Russia may be unable to meet European demand.[59]  
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European economic decline causes mass conflict across the continent

Friedman, Ph.D., Chair and founder of Stratfor, security analyst, 7/18/01 (The Record)

The creation of a trans-European entity after the massive European bloodletting in the first half of the 20th century has been an extraordinary event. The founders of the European Community, later the European Union, explained it as a rational response to that bloodletting, based on two assumptions: First, leaders on the continent agreed that another round of fighting could annihilate European civilization. Second, they assumed Europe is an inherently prosperous region. If the Europeans succeeded in building institutions to exploit their resources, they could create unprecedented and lasting affluence.  As the European Community demonstrated the success of the transnational experiment, more and more states would wish to join in the prosperity and the relationship would deepen. More important, as the price for membership required that minor nationality issues, both internal and external, be set aside, it was assumed that nationality issues plaguing individual states would subside. Whether this theory has been confirmed or not is more than a theoretical question. It goes to the heart of the European question and in turn to the future of the world. Recent signs of economic downturn in the economies of Western Europe indicate the long-term viability of the EU will be tested sooner rather than later.  The ongoing nationalist insurgencies such as the Irish RIRA and Basque ETA stem from internal ethnic and political struggles more than from the economic prosperity that has defined most of the past decade. But the indirect connection is still relevant: If it was the prosperity facilitated by EU membership that helped marginalize these groups, a significant economic downturn could lead to their resurgence.  Indeed, recent events in Italy, a member nation, and in Ireland and Austria, EU observer nations, suggest that both economic and political pressures are building against the EU goals of monetary and political integration. Individual European states today are prepared to subsume their national aspirations for economic benefit. But if those benefits cease to exist, what will hold the union together? When the monetary policy being pursued by the European Central Bank imposes austerity, as likely will happen sometime, that austerity will not be equally distributed. A monetary policy that benefits one European nation need not benefit others, and it is unlikely that it would. That will be the point at which European nationalism, currently limited to policy disagreements between national governments and the EU headquarters in Brussels, will become significant again. History shows that secession is the natural tendency during times of economic stringency. It will be at that moment that the ETAs and RIRAs of Europe will blossom again, combining primordial national sentiment with economic policy.

US gets drawn into the resulting nuclear war. 

John Duffield, Assistant Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, 1994 [Political Science Quarterly 109:5, p. 766-7]

Initial analyses of NATO's future prospects overlooked at least three important factors that have helped to ensure the alliance's enduring relevance. First, they underestimated the extent to which external threats sufficient to help justify the preservation of the alliance would continue to exist. In fact, NATO still serves to secure its members against a number of actual or potential dangers emanating from outside their territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts in neighboring regions. Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institu​tional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling milita​rized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level, it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively pro​moting stability within the former Soviet bloc. Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain rele​vant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mech​anism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable. In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe— as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies — remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons
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Increasing gas competition in Europe is the only way to promote Gazprom market reform

Bryza, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affairs, Summer/Fall 2007 (http://www.europeanaffairs.org/current_issue/2007_summer_fall/2007_summer_fall_11.php4)

What we do want is a little bit more competition. In fact, we’d like a lot more competition to move that Central Asian gas and Azerbaijani gas to Europe via additional, competing routes. Gazprom is not going to be induced to change its monopolistic behavior by dint of our coming to conferences in Moscow and asking them nicely. The only way to elicit more market-based behavior by Gazprom is to change facts on the ground through increased competition. That means finding ways to move as much of that Caspian gas via new routes and pipelines – to Europe and also in other directions toward the east. While we want Gazprom to deliver on its contracts to Europe, we also want to see more Caspian gas moving south – either as actual gas flows through pipelines toward Afghanistan, Pakistan and India or by a kind or relay-effect created by more gas-generated electricity closer to the source in the region. Admittedly, this “pass-along effect” via electricity can seem like a long shot, so our main goal certainly has to be seeing that as much of that gas as possible moves westward using the infrastructure of pipelines that I’ve cited, both newly in place and hopefully to come.

Lack of reform will collapse the industry and the Russian economy

Ahrend and Tompson, the authors work in the Non-Member Economies Division of the OECD Economics Department, 2004 (http://eprints.bbk.ac.uk/93/1/Gas_Sector_Working_Paper_2004.pdf)

The natural gas industry is probably the least marketised sector in the Russian economy. Despite — or perhaps because of — its enormous significance, it has proved extraordinarily successful in preserving the transitional institutional structures created in 1992 and in resisting attempts to increase the role of market forces in its operation. While a largely unreformed gas industry demonstrated considerable resilience during the early years of the post-communist transition, it is increasingly clear that the failure to allow greater play to market forces in the sector represents a threat to its long-term development and, by extension, to Russia’s long-term growth prospects. This article will examine the state of the natural gas industry and the prospects for its development before considering options for reform. The first section describes the structure of the sector and its role in the Russian economy. This is followed by a discussion of the way the domestic market operates. Both these sections highlight the anomalous position of the vertically integrated gas monopoly OAO Gazprom. Though constituted as a joint-stock company, Gazprom operates in many ways as an arm of the state, combining commercial and regulatory functions and maintaining tight control over the sector’s infrastructure and over information flows within it. Gazprom’s control over information is particularly important, as it renders opaque much of what happens in the sector. The third section considers the major sources of pressure for change, chief among which is the need to stimulate investment in gas production in order to sustain output over the long term. 
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Russian economic collapse causes global nuclear war. 

Steven R. David, Ph.D., Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, Feb. 1999. [Foreign Affairs 78(1), Saving America from the Coming Civil Wars, p. Academic Search Premier]

If internal war does strike  Russia, economic  deterioration will be a prime cause.  From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent.  In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many  economists  declaring the true figure to be much higher.  Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month).  Modern  Russia  can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending.  Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of ife, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist  economy  look remote at best.  As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show,  Russia's  condition is even worse than most analysts feared.  If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience.A future conflict would quickly draw in  Russia's  military.  In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check.  But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders.  Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has  fallen to a dangerous low.  Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care.  A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force.  Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger.  Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages.  Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces.  Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support.  Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt.   Russia's  89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together.  As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even  that far), power devolves to the periphery.  With the  economy  collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return.  Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty.  Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians  to secede from the Federation.  Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the  country.  If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force,  civil war is likely.

Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. 

Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much materiel. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.
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Removing TNWs is key to restoring Turkish-Iranian trust and restoring Turkey’s credibility as a mediator with Iran. 

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, writers for the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. November 23, 2009, 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.  Because Russia weighs significantly in Turkish security calculations, reductions to Russian strategic and nonstrategic nuclear arsenals also would help improve Ankara's peace of mind. The United States and Russia soon will seek ratification of a follow-on agreement to START. And treaty negotiations in pursuit of further reductions to the U.S. and Russian arsenals should involve forward-deployed nuclear weapons, including the U.S. weapons in Turkey. During any such negotiations, Turkey must be fully confident in NATO and U.S. security guarantees. Critically, any removal of the weapons in Turkey would need to happen in concert with efforts to prevent Iran from turning its civil nuclear energy program into a military one. Otherwise, Washington would risk compromising Turkey as a NATO ally and key regional partner.  If used properly, Turkey actually can play an important role in this complex process, and the United States and its allies should seriously consider Turkish offers to serve as an interlocutor between Iran and the West. First, Ankara's potential influence with Tehran should not be underestimated. As Princeton scholar Joshua Walker has noted, given its long-established pragmatic relations and growing economic ties with Iran, Ankara is in a position to positively influence Tehran's behavior.  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.
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Specifically, removing TNW is vital to the success of the nuclear fuel swap with Iran, which is the first step to dialogue with the U.S. 

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D., Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, June 2010. [Arms Control Today, Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25]

This situation could lead to a divisive and unnecessary controversy between Turkey and its long-standing allies in the West. By insisting that the weapons remain on European territory, Turkey would not only alienate some of its Western allies that truly want to move the weapons out of their territories, but also create tension in its relations with its neighbors and newly emerging partners in the Middle East.

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.[26] 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.
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Turkey is the ONLY way to bring Iran back to the negotiating table with the U.S. 

Washington Post, 10-24-08 (“Turkey’s task, dismantling nuclear Iran” http://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/postglobal/sais/nexteurope/2008/10/turkeys_task_dismantling_nucle.html) ATL

Turkey's recent election to the UN Security Council for a two-year term is--for the rising regional power--both a gesture and a request from the international community. As a result of the vote, Turkey is charged with the task of negotiating the Council's primary agenda: the Iranian nuclear program. A certain test to Turkey's diplomatic prowess, it must work to maintain productive negotiations as an intermediary between Iran and western countries.while simultaneously receiving pressure from the United States to vote for the expansion of sanctions. Despite the difficulty of the task, Turkey may well provide the best avenue to a solution in this escalating international crisis. Iran, which incidentally was denied a seat on the Security Council during the same session of voting, continues to argue that its nuclear program is strictly for energy production. And, despite three binding resolutions enforcing sanctions, it appears that there are no plans by the Iranian government to end the program anytime soon. Within the Security Council, the United States has spent the last month persistently arguing for further expansion of the sanctions. However, in light of the failure of the three current sanction resolutions, and compounded by Russia and China's current opposition to sanctions, the Security Council and the broader UN organization is clearly frustrated with the lack of progress--as reflected in the vote for Turkey. Joining the Council in January, Turkey will be given the opportunity to bring a new perspective to the ailing debates. Expectations are high as Turkey presented itself during the four-year campaign for one of the two non-permanent European seats on the Council as the diplomatic link between the East and West, a strategic partner of both the US and Iran, and--as a Muslim country--having a unique cultural sensitivity. Moreover, Turkey has its own security concerns and incentives that support an expanded diplomatic relationship with Iran, specifically: (1) to secure continued good relations with Iran and avoid any repercussions from associating with the western prospective (i.e., Iran restricting natural gas exports to Turkey); (2) prevention of nuclear proliferation in the region; (3) diminish any regional instability and tension that has arisen from Iraq; and, (4) to improve relations with the European Union and develop trust with the member states.
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US-Iran diplomacy is key to avoid Israeli strikes.

Ross, Director for policy planning in the State Department under President George H.W. Bush and special Middle East coordinator under President Bill Clinton, 7/3/07 (New Perspectives Quarterly)

Overwhelmingly, Israel's political and military establishment want the rest of the world to act diplomatically or otherwise to stop Iran. But if that doesn't happen, then the impulse toward the use of force will become quite strong. For Israel, the "redline" is not so much when Iran has enough enrichment capacity for weapons-grade material. Their deadline is 18 months from now when Iran's air defense system, which is being upgraded by the Russians, will be completed. That will make it much more difficult to successfully strike Iran's nuclear capacity  from the air. The closer we get to that window without resolution of the Iranian nuclear problem, the more Israel will feel compelled to strike. Clearly, at the  moment, we are headed down the path of use of force. The slow-motion diplomacy of the West simply does not match the rapid development of Iran's nuclear capacity and the closing window when Iran's upgraded air defenses will be in place.  What can be done during that 18-month window to avoid war?  Successful diplomacy is an alignment of objectives and means. So, three things need to happen on the diplomatic front, all geared to getting the Europeans to more seriously sanction Iran on the economic front. The Europeans are the key here, especially Germany and Italy with their credit guarantees, which are economic lifelines for the Iranians. First, the Saudis must push Europe. An Iran with nuclear weapons is a profound threat to Saudi Arabia, which fears that Iran will be able to hide behind a nuclear shield behind which they can engage in coercion and subversion across the Middle East. The Saudis could use their economic clout in Europe to affect the choices of European banks, investment houses and governments which have links to Iran. Second, the Israelis need to go the Europeans and say, "If you think you are on a path that will avoid war, you are  mistaken. You are increasing the risk of war because we will not be able to live with an Iran with nuclear weapons." Third, the United States must join with the  Europeans in direct talks with Iran the way it did with others over North Korea. Europeans know they will only be able to reach a deal with Iran if the U.S. is at the table.  Already, many Europeans want the U.S. to suspend the condition that Iran stop enrichment before it enters talks. I am not in favor of dropping  that condition unless there is another one. I would say to the Europeans that the U.S. will favor suspending the enrichment condition if they cut the economic lifeline to Iran (BEGIN ITALICS) now (END ITALICS). The essence of statecraft is that all parties must get something. Many Europeans are concerned  that stronger sanctions are a slippery slope toward war unless the U.S. is at the table. To answer that concern, the U.S. must give them something in  joining the talks with Iran.  U.S. President George W. Bush and Russian President Vladimir Putin said in Maine this week that they will work together on Iran. Is  that an important element?  It can certainly help. The Iranians have counted on  the Russians to act as an insurance policy in the U.N. Security Council to block effective sanctions. The more the Russians are in, it means the more U.N. sanctions can be biting enough to be effective. We'll see. My fear is that relying on the U.N. will only mean more slow-motion diplomacy while Iran continues on a fast pace in its nuclear program and Israel prepares to act.  What makes you think biting sanctions would bring Iran around instead of make it more intransigent?  The Iranian ruling elite is split between those who are intransigent and think they can live with isolation, and those who don't. For me, the incident a few months back when the British sailors were taken hostage was instructive. The Revolutionary Guard, which seized the sailors, didn't want  to release them unless they got something for it. They got nothing because the decision to release the British sailors was imposed on them from above. In the end, the balance of power will shift toward those in the elite who want to avoid war, economic misery and social unrest. Look at the turmoil that has erupted already over the relatively modest rationing of gasoline! Sanctions would make the unsettled atmosphere in Iran much more acute. We are headed on a pathway now that will lead to the use of force. We don't want it to be that way. It doesn't  have to be that way. There are alternatives, but the clock is ticking.
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Israeli strikes cause global nuclear war. 

Morning Star 6

Morning Star 1-13-2006. [Britain - On the march to nuclear war, ln]

Peace campaigners warned yesterday that the world faces a renewed threat of "all-out nuclear war" unless people wake up to the dangers of US and EU sabre-rattling against Iran.

A meeting of European Union foreign ministers agreed that Iran should be referred to the UN security council over the resumption of its nuclear programe.

The measure could lead to international sanctions against Iran.

Much to the horror of peace campaigners, there is strong evidence that "coalition" partners, including the US, Israel and Turkey, are already in the final planning stages of a strike against Iran.

Top Israeli military officials, including the Prime Minister, have even set a deadline for the end of March and US military sources have said that an attack would be comparable to the "shock and awe" bombing raids on Iraq in March 2003.

Campaigners accused the nuclear states - Britain, US, Israel and France - of "double-standards" and "nuclear hypocrisy."

They warned that any attack on Iran would destabilise world peace and could escalate into a devastating worldwide nuclear conflict.

Stop the War Coalition convener Lindsey German said that people have a "very short memory," urging them to remember that the exact same arguments about "weapons of mass destruction" were used to justify the disastrous Iraq war.

"The biggest threat to world peace is the insane behaviour of the Bush adminstration in the Middle East," she added.

"Any attack on Iran, be it UN sanctions or military action, must be strenously opposed, because any such move will only bring us closer to a third world war - and even, possibly, all-out nuclear war.
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The United States federal government should remove the United States federal government’s B61 bombs from Turkey.
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Contention Three: Solvency 

The U.S. has previously withdrawn nuclear weapons from Europe and the remaining TNWs in Turkey  have no operational or strategic value. 

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, writers for the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. November 23, 2009, 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.

There’s no security risks of withdrawal—Turkey will still be protected by NATO’s nuclear security guarantee.  

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D., Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, June 2010. [Arms Control Today, Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25]

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. 
Inherency

US forward deploys 90 tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey

Bell and Loehrke 9

(ALEXANDRA BELL AND BENJAMIN LOEHRKE, Truman National Security Fellow, University of Maryland School of Public Policy, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey,” nov. 23,http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey) ATL
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.
***
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Middle East Stability Add On
Withdrawing TNWs key to stop Middle East prolif

Kibaroglu 5

(Mustafa, professor at the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Journal of European Security, “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” Dec 2005 http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf) ATL

Against this background, Turkish officials should start acknowledg[e]ing the need for action with respect to the US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey. Extended reliance on the presence of these weapons to defend the country may lead to missing some opportunities to take region-wide initiatives such as revitalizing the efforts to create a nuclear weapons-free zone in the Middle East (NWFZ/ME). Notwithstanding Turkey’s opposition to a Balkan NWFZ for reasons explained earlier in this paper, Turkey fully supported a proposal that aimed at establishing such a zone in the Middle East; this was originally cosponsored by Egypt and Iran as early as 1974. Turkey also expressed its concern that such a zone should encompass all kinds of weapons of mass destruction as well as their means of delivery. One principal reason for supporting the idea of a NWFZ/ME was the threat posed by the spread of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction into the Middle East. Since Turkey was confident that its conventional arsenal could cope with its Middle Eastern neighbors, any proposal that would eliminate the non-conventional capabilities of these states would increase Turkey’s security. However, because Turkey was hosting US nuclear weapons, Turkish officials did not consider becoming part of the zone. 
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Turkey key to Middle East stability

Coskuntuncel, 6/20/10 (Aras, Staff writer for the Daily News, June 10, 2010, 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.” 
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Middle East instability means nuclear war

John Steinbach, researcher, Center for Research on Globalization, March 2002. [CRG, Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace, 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).

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.
***
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The DHKP can steal NATO’s nukes stationed in turkey

Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, ’10 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf
Of the two FTOs in Turkey, it is easy to see that the DHKP/C is the primary threat in the nuclear terrorism threat to national security. Their extensive espionage network and anti-Western society attitude would make them a very dangerous non-state actor if they were to acquire nuclear explosive devices (or WMDs of any kind).  There are several places that one of these groups could acquire nuclear materials in Turkey. The most likely scenario would be to acquire material from one of the four research reactors. None of these reactors run on anything more highly enriched than 20% however, so any material stolen would be useless as fuel for a weapon, unless plutonium or another isotope could be extracted. Turkey does have the capability to reprocess spent fuel and enrich uranium, but it is unknown how often this is done or what quantities of the material might be available. The other source of material is the nuclear weapons already prepositioned in Turkey. These are assembled and ready for use, but the undoubtedly tight security surrounding these weapons makes them an exceedingly poor choice. In addition, even if a group were to succeed in acquiring one of these weapons, the permissive action links on the weapon would prevent it from being used without permission. 
Tactical Nuclear Weapons risk theft by terrorists

Beach et al 2010 (General Sir Hugh , general, key thinkers, analysts and experts in the field of multilateral arms control and international security NPT Review Conference Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy  2010 http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B5%20-%20Tactical%20NWs.pdf )

It is estimated that there are about 2,500 weapons designated as ‘tactical’, of which Russia possesses over 2,000. The United States has fewer than 500, and deploys around 200 of these on the territory of five European countries in accordance with agreements between the United States and its NATO allies. To describe these as ‘tactical’ or ‘theatre’ nuclear weapons (TNW) is misleading outside the context of the Cold War, when over 10,000 were deployed. Though China, France, Israel, India and Pakistan also have short to intermediate range weapons in their arsenals, it is unlikely that these would be classified as ‘tactical’ and considered distinct from these countries’ longer range (strategic) nuclear arsenals. Nowadays it is understood that any crossing of the threshold to use nuclear weapons would have strategic consequences. Tactical nuclear weapons are portable, vulnerable and readily usable. They are potentially destabilizing and create additional risks and insecurities, including possible acquisition and use by terrorists. The risk of terrorist acquisition should not be over-stated, and the bombs are protected by a variety of timers, switches, mechanical and electronic locks and procedural safeguards against any attempt to bring about an unauthorised nuclear explosion, but the possibility of detonating at least a radiological ‘dirty’ bomb cannot be discounted. NATO’s nuclear bombs in Europe are all owned by the United States and are stored under the control of the US Air Force, in specially constructed underground vaults. According to policy, it is intended that they would be transferred to the host nations only at the point of use, assuming that to be when NATO is at war. When the NPT was being negotiated in the 1960s, US lawyers made the case that these nuclear sharing arrangements between a nuclear-weapon state and non-nuclear weapon states did not breach the NPT because “general war” would end the validity of the Treaty. In 1985, the NPT Review Conference agreed as part of its Final Document that the Treaty remains in force “under any circumstances”. 
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TNWs extremely vulnerable to theft

Potter, 2000 (William C “Tactical Nuclear weapons: Options for control, Volume 119” United Nations Publications, p.42-43 http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=dAunDfJnzx4C&oi=fnd&pg=PR5&dq=TNW%2Btheft%2Bvulnerab%2Bturkey&ots=lNEKHwsj96&sig=L0fU1zMJQbfhVVILF5vpCVyZfkc#v=snippet&q=to%20be%20retained&f=false Accessed June 25, 2010)

Some TNWs are quite small. They can be carried by one or two soldiers. They are thus much more susceptible to theft than more sizeable and heavy warheads. In addition, older TNWs do not have the sophisticated electronic locks-permissive action links- that were designed to prevent unauthorized use in more modern designs. In other words, certain types of TNW present a greater risk of unauthorized  or even terrorist use.  Finally, TNWs may present, again, on a general level, the most visible proof that the NWSs are not willing to proceed with nuclear disarmament. TNWs are meant for fighting nuclear war. They betray a willingness to consider the use of nuclear weapons to gain military advantage. This willingness is completely incompatible with a serious commitment to reduce nuclear weapons to zero, even over an extended period of time. Since the complete elimination of TNWs assumes a major change in existing doctrines and Alliance arrangements, they may face too much opposition in the short term. NATO may be loathe to renounce the embedded flexibility allowed by TNWs altogether, France may not wish to forego the pre-strategic options provided by its air-launched stand-off missiles, and Russia may feel that the weakness of its conventional forces would make the disappearance of shorter-range nuclear weapons a risk to national security. If these objections obtain, an upper limit for TNW holding could be a more realistic option. Such a limit might even be concluded on a bilateral basis. The question then is where this limit should be set. As a rule, fewer would be better, since the fewer TNWs are around, the fewer storage areas are maintained, the lesser the risk of theft or unauthorized use. 

Terrorists obtaining a TNW is greatest threat to US security

Ross Colvin and Caren Bohan, Sunday April 11, 2010, reporters for Reuters “Obama: al Qaeda bid to go nuclear is top threat” Reuters http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63A1YJ20100412 Accessed June 27, 2010

Obama, speaking on the eve of an unprecedented 47-nation summit in Washington aimed at thwarting nuclear terrorism, said he expected "enormous progress" at the conference toward the goal of locking down loose nuclear material worldwide."The central focus of this nuclear summit is the fact that the single biggest threat to U.S. security -- both short-term, medium-term and long-term -- would be the possibility of a terrorist organization obtaining a nuclear weapon," Obama told reporters.We know that organizations like al Qaeda are in the process of trying to secure a nuclear weapon -- a weapon of mass destruction that they have no compunction at using," Obama said before talks with South African President Jacob Zuma. Nuclear non-proliferation experts say there are no known instances of terrorist groups obtaining highly enriched uranium or plutonium that could be used to make a crude nuclear bomb but note there have been 18 cases of nuclear material being stolen or going missing since the early 1990s."This is something that could change the security landscape of this country and around the world for years to come," Obama said, warning of the potential consequences if a nuclear bomb were detonated.Obama's goal at the two-day summit is to get nations to agree to secure vulnerable nuclear material within four years and to take specific steps to crack down on nuclear smuggling.
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TNWs vulnerable to theft

Jeff King, Chris Lindborg, and Phillip Maxon, 2008 writers and analysts for the British American Security Information Council “NATO Nuclear Sharing: Opportunity for Change?” BASIC Getting to Zero Papers Number 9, 
Second, when compared to strategic weapons, the usual pre-delegation of authority over tactical nuclear weapons to lower members of the chain of command, and the weapons’ smaller size, may make the weapons more vulnerable to illicit acquisition and use.7 Recent revelations about the inadequate security surrounding bomb sites in the nuclear sharing countries, clearly adds to these concerns. According to a government ‘blue-ribbon’ report obtained by security expert Hans M. Kristensen of the Federation of American Scientists, most sites require “significant additional resources to meet DoD *U.S. Defense Department+ security requirements.”8 Difficulties, including the short training regimen for nuclear security teams (in some cases as little as nine months) and the inability to perform no-notice security checks as a result of host nation/NATO requirements, create a hazardous situation in which weapons designed to defend NATO may become targets of theft to be used against the Alliance. There seems an awareness in NATO circles that public support for the continued presence of tactical nuclear weapons in their respective European countries is low. General James Jones, NATO’s former Supreme Allied Commander, noted back in 2004 in an address to the Senate in Belgium (where there has been considerable opposition to the bombs) that “good news is on the way” and that the United States would reduce its nuclear weapons in Europe.9 In recent years, the United States appears to have followed through on this reassurance, withdrawing tactical nuclear weapons from Ramstein Airbase in Germany in 2005 and from Lakenheath in the United Kingdom in 2008.10 Explanations for the low-key way in which the United States has withdrawn the B-61s have been speculated upon elsewhere. A critical aspect in understanding this process is NATO’s virtual admission that these weapons have taken on a sensitive political symbolism of their own. By not playing up their withdrawal, or using them as bargaining chips for the retraction of Russian tactical nuclear weapons, there is a sense that these weapons have simply lost their utility and are no longer worth maintaining at European sites. To have them become bargaining chips with Russia may have led some Alliance
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TNWs vulnerable to theft by terrorists

Davida Higgen, October 2005 author and activist for the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament “US Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe” www.cnduk.org/pages/binfo/nato2005.pdf  Accessed June 25, 2010)
TNW are more vulnerable than strategic nuclear weapons to terrorist acquisition, because of their generally smaller size, greater numbers, wide distribution, lack of monitoring in many areas, and ease of use (because they usually have less sophisticated locking and safeguard technology). They are considered as ‘low yield’ weapons, with a variable explosive force between 0.1 kilotons and 1 megaton; the US B61s have a variable yield between 0.3 and 170 kilotons. The Hiroshima bomb had a yield of about 12 kilotons. Thus, TNW can cause enormous damage, death and radiation contamination, and ‘low yield’ has to be seen as a purely military/technical term. Moreover, even without a nuclear detonation, TNW detonated by impact (for example, in a road or air accident, or deliberately) can cause extremely serious damage by dispersal of highly toxic fine particles of plutonium. CND is very conscious of the danger of accidental detonation, nuclear or otherwise. There were two major nuclear weapons accidents at Lakenheath, in 1956 and 1961 (both kept secret for about 30 years). They did not result in nuclear catastrophe but were fearsome near-misses. In 2003, the US and UK military conducted an exercise, ‘Dimming Sun’, in Norfolk (quite near Lakenheath), involving over 1,000 police, local government, hospital, ambulance and service personnel. The scenario for this exercise was a US Air Force plane crashing with nuclear weapons on board. If the authorities are sufficiently worried

about a TNW accident to mount this event (costing several million of dollars), so indeed should we be. And it is not reassuring to learn that in 2003 the pass rate for Air Force Nuclear Surety Inspections hit an all-time low, when only half of the inspections resulted in a pass.The most serious danger of TNW is that they are now incorporated into the military planning of the nuclear weapon states and NATO. In the US Nuclear Posture Review of 2002 and NATO’s flexible response and first-use policies, they play a very proactive role, and the US, Russia and almost certainly the UK are planning new or successor types of TNW. Although seen as ‘usable nukes’, they not only cause huge damage themselves, but could

also lead to a nuclear conflict of unimaginable proportions. 
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TNWs vulnerable and destabilizing

Hugh Beach, 2010, researcher and adviser on defense policy, arms control and disarmament, “'Tactical' Nuclear Weapons: A dangerous anachronism” Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy 2010 and beyond 2010 NPT Review Conference www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B5%20-%20Tactical%20NWs.pdf Accessed June 25, 2010
Tactical nuclear weapons are portable, vulnerable and readily usable. They are potentially destabilizing and create additional risks and insecurities, including possible acquisition and use by terrorists. The risk of terrorist acquisition should not be over-stated, and the bombs are protected by a variety of timers, switches, mechanical and electronic locks and procedural safeguards against any attempt to bring about an unauthorised nuclear explosion, but the possibility of detonating at least a radiological ‘dirty’ bomb cannot be discounted.NATO’s nuclear bombs in Europe are all owned by the United States and are stored under the control of the US Air Force, in specially constructed underground vaults. According to policy, it is intended that they would be transferred to the host nations only at the point of use, assuming that to be when NATO is at war. When the NPT was being negotiated in the 1960s, US lawyers made the case that these nuclear sharing arrangements between a nuclear-weapon state and non-nuclear weapon states did not breach the NPT because “general war” would end the validity of the Treaty. In 1985, the NPT Review Conference agreed as part of its Final Document that the Treaty remains in force “under any circumstances”. Though not made explicit, this language was the result of concerns raised about NATO’s nuclear sharing policy. NATO’s 1999 Strategic Concept states that war prevention requires “widespread participation by European Allies involved in collective defense planning in nuclear roles, in peacetime basing of nuclear forces on their territory and in command, control and consultation arrangements”. As Presidents Obama and Medvedev hailed the follow-on START Treaty, Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavroy reiterated Russia’s long-held proposal that nuclear weapons must only be deployed in the territory of those countries to which they belong. Russia currently deploys more tactical nuclear weapons than NATO along its western borders close to many European countries. Notwithstanding this fact, the United States and NATO would enhance European security by removing the anachronism of US nuclear weapons deployed in countries that are non-nuclear-weapon states parties to the NPT, and should leverage such a decision to achieve deep reductions in Russian TNW as well. The withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe might be only a modest step – a confidence building measure rather than a major disarmament or non-proliferation measure. But it would save money, reduce the risk of nuclear terrorism, lessen the salience of nuclear threats in war planning and help to ‘reset’ strategic relations with Russia. It would be likely to go down well with the public in most, if not all, of the host countries, and the time is now ripe for NATO to demonstrate some leadership in this area. 

TNWs are vulnerable to terrorist attack

Kelleher et al., 2009 (Catherine, College Park Professor at the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and a senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University, former defense adviser to the U.S. mission to NATO and deputy assistant secretary of defense for Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia, member of the Arms Control Association’s board of directors, October 2009, Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher, accessed: 6/25/10)

Strategically, the weapons have little real value in the post-Cold War climate. They are vulnerable to a rogue or terrorist attack, too small or risky for independent military use, and unpopular with military forces and most political audiences. Lately, maintaining these weapons has provided many more disadvantages than advantages for the countries that possess them in their arsenals—France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States—at least as measured in terms of the costs of safety and security, of the operational burden of dedicating and preserving delivery aircraft, and of ensuring ongoing certification of forces. Even within NATO, for all but a few countries, tactical weapons have come to represent a decreasingly meaningful symbolic commitment rather than a concrete deterrent or escalation tripwire. From a U.S. standpoint, the relatively low numbers of such weapons that still exist, at approximately 1,000 in the U.S. arsenal with only 20-25 percent of that number located outside U.S. borders, would seem to make it easy to secure and verify their ultimate elimination. 
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Terrorists want TNWs- easy to transport, not being tracked, and create massive devastation

Alistair Millar and Brian Alexander, research analysts in the Fourth Freedom Forum's Washington, D.C.

office, NOVEMBER 13, 2001, http://www.fourthfreedom.org/pdf/uncoveredrpt1.pdf

The rise of international terrorism presents a particularly grave and compelling reason to develop an international regime to monitor, control, and ultimately eliminate the presence of TNWs. Because they may be relatively small and portable —particularly but not exclusively in the case of so-called "suitcase" bombs or atomic demolition munitions—TNWs are easier to transport and more vulnerable to theft than other nuclear weapons.13 In the hands of terrorists, TNWs would wreak a havoc far-surpassing the devastating outcomes of the September 11 attacks on New York and Washington. According to the Department of Defense, use of a nuclear weapon by terrorists would most likely be against either a military installation or a political target (e.g., the seat of government, large population center, or commercial port city). In such a scenario, citizens outside the immediate lethal area would be exposed to the prompt radiation of the initial explosion as well as to chronic exposures resulting from the residual radioactive fallout.14 Terrorist use of a nuclear weapon would have an immense psychological impact as well, extending beyond the immediate physical damage. Although the U.S. tactical arsenal is comparatively secure from theft attempts, the existing Russian TNW arsenal is beset with problems of storage and accounting. Concerns about theft of nuclear material or the contracting out of nuclear expertise are exacerbated by unemployed or underpaid nuclear technicians, the fallout of a crumbling Russian economy, who may be tempted to illegally sell nuclear matter to terrorist groups and renegade states. Terrorist organizations have attempted to acquire these weapons, and the possibility exists that one day they could be successful. Indeed, former FBI investigator Oliver Revell said in an October 2001 interview with ABC news, "Usama bin Laden has been in contact with various sources, including Russian Mafia groups, in an attempt to obtain radiological materials, perhaps tactical nuclear weapons.”15 President Bush, on November 6, 2001, in reference to Al Qaeda, stated “They are seeking chemical, biological and nuclear weapons,” and implied a willingness of them and other terrorist groups to use nuclear weapons. While as yet there is no evidence that terrorists have acquired such weapons, that such developments remain a very real possibility 10 underscores the importance of international efforts to control and reduce this class of weapon through a successful initiative on TNWs.

Terrorism Ext – Removal Key

.

Despite facilities and organizations internal terrorism allows threat to continue even for major powers

Pikayev 2008 (Alexander Pikayev, Head of the CNS Nonproliferation Project in Russia, TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS, http://www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf)

Great Britain posed a particular problem here as major terrorist acts in the last few years there were committed by British citizens of Muslim origin. “Internal terrorism”, based on radical Islamist ideology, has a great capacity for planning and carrying out terrorist activity to a greater extent than terrorists of foreign origin. “Internal terrorists” know their country better, know the location and vulnerability of particularly important facilities, and also have better connections which could facilitate their access to such facilities or into organisations that might attack them. The superimposition of radical Islamist ideology on “internal terrorism” is particularly important because, as opposed to traditional “internal terrorism”, it encourages its supporters to seek out the most catastrophic types of terrorist acts, including nuclear.

Despite Security TNWs still at risk

Kristensen May 10, 2010 (Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, Speaking at the NPT-Review Conference, Speaking at the NPT-Review Conference, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2010/05/speaking-at-the-npt-review-conference.php)

Then there is the issue of safety.  This is more significant than people generally think. The 200 weapons are scattered in 87 aircraft shelters at six bases in five countries. Ten years ago, the U.S. Air Force discovered that weapons maintenance procedures at the shelters under specific conditions could lead to accidents with a nuclear yield. Two years ago, the Air Force Blue Ribbon Review determined that security at the host country bases did not meet U.S. security standards. And just a few months ago, peace activists at Kleine Brogel demonstrated loudly and clearly that despite extensive security arrangements unauthorized people can get deep into a nuclear base and very close to the weapons. The widespread deployment was designed to survive a Soviet attack, but in today’s world widespread deployment is out of sync with nuclear weapons storage in the age of extreme terrorism.

Despite Secutity TNWs still at risk

Kristensen Nov 20, 2009(Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, JASON and Replacement Warheads, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/11/jason.php#more-2256)
We have repeatedly probed officials about this alleged change, and they say it has to do with fear that terrorists will do anything to steal and use a nuclear weapon. The theory was that terrorists would go to greater length to steal U.S. nuclear weapons than the Soviet Union. Existing security features and well-protected storage sites are no longer sufficient; a nuclear weapon must be as inherently safe against unauthorized use as a coffee table, as one senior official recently put it.

Terrorism Ext – Terrorist’s Active in Turkey

Terrorists in Turkey

Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, ’10 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf
Of course, the first terrorist organizations that come to mind are groups such as al-Qaeda. Groups such as al-Qaeda are labeled as Foreign Terrorist Organizations (FTOs) by the U.S. Department of State and can be classified into several categories based on primary motivations behind their acts of terror. The primary categories include nationalist/separatist groups, [and] religious-extremist groups, ideological groups, single-issue groups (ex. Animal-rights), and state-sponsored groups. Presented below is a table adapted from the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) categorizing these groups and their typical acts of terror.  The CSIS considers religious extremist groups to be the most serious international threat, especially in the context of nuclear explosive devices. Fortunately, there are only two primary organizations working in Turkey and neither of them is considered a religious organization. The Kurdish Workers’ Party (PKK) and the Revolutionary People’s Liberation Party/Front (DHKP/C) are both U.S.-designated FTOs of the nationalist/separatist persuasion, meaning that their agendas of terror extend no further than Turkey’s borders.
***
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Iran Advantage Ext – Iran Developing Now

Iran can develop nuclear weapons by 2012

Telegraph, 6/27/10 (Staff writer for Telegraph, June 27, 2010, The Daily Telegraph, 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

Elder, 2/25/2009 (Miriam, Staff writer for the Daily Telegraph, February, 25, 2009, 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 Advantage Ext – Iran Developing Now

Iran is shopping for nuclear parts

Sherwell, 5/24/2009 (Philip, Staff writer for the Daily Telegraph, May 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. 

Iran Advantage Ext - PKK

Turkey-Iran relations key to stop PKK

Uygur 8

(Hakki, of the SETA foundation for political economic and social research, Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions and Turkey, Feb. 2008 http://www.setadc.org/pdfs/Policy_Brief_No_7_Hakki_Uygur.pdf) ATL

During the heated debates over the Iranian nuclear issue in international circles, the Iraqi situation was the top priority of Turkish foreign policy makers. Turkey followed and continues to follow a multidimensional policy line intended to contribute to stability and security in Iraq, and to prevent the territorial disintegration of Iraq. Turkey considers Iran to be a natural ally in its fight against the PKK terrorists, who had operated in Iran under the name of PJAK, and in the effort to preserve Iraq’s territorial unity. Turkey’s attempt to decrease security dependence on the U.S. provides motivation for Turkey to forge an independent policy line to solve Iran‐related security problems. Turkey’s Iranian policy in general and its policy toward the nuclear issue in more specific terms follows a European model. Turkey opposes the spread of nuclear weapons in the Middle East and does not want Iran to acquire nuclear capability. Turkish concerns center around the possible change of military balances in the region. Such a change could trigger a nuclear race, compounding the current problems in the Persian Gulf. The Arab states worry about the rise of Shia influence and even a “Shia Crescent” in the region stretching from the Palestinian territories to Pakistan. Similarly, Turkey considers such a division dangerous for the security and stability of the region as a whole, and aims to bridge the gap between Sunni Arab states and Iran. The Turkish attitude aims to find a solution to regional problems through regional networks by utilizing the effective means of a multi‐dimensional and dynamic diplomacy. Turkey urges Iran to continue its confidence‐building measures and close cooperation with the IAEA.

Iran Advantage Ext – US – Turkey Relations Low Now

US-Turkey relations are low now

Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, adjunct senior fellow for alliance relations at the Council on Foreign Relations. She is also a senior research scholar at the Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC) at Stanford University and a 2004 Carnegie Scholar. Fall 2007- 

http://www.cfr.org/publication/14251/tend_to_turkey.html?breadcrumb=%2Fregion%2Fpublication_list%3Fgroupby%3D2%26id%3D358%26filter%3D10
In the wake of the Iraq debacle, the United States will occupy a position of greatly diminished stature and leverage among the [its] many allies that stepped forward to offer unqualified support immediately after September 11, 2001. No relationship has been more badly damaged in this relatively short period of time, or is in greater need of repair, than the alliance between the [U.S.] United States and Turkey. Although America's standing has declined precipitously across Europe, Turkey is the one NATO country at risk of becoming strategically unmoored.

The war has had a profound and disorienting effect on Turkey—the only Muslim nation anchored in the West through bilateral ties with the United States and membership in NATO. In some polls, Turks are reported to have the least favorable public opinion of the United States among countries surveyed. The Bush Administration’s actions have ominously alienated a generation of young people unfamiliar with the positive legacy of American global leadership. Across the population, a slow process of disenchantment and disengagement has taken place. If this negative trajectory [continues] is not reversed, Turkey could seek alternative affiliations—most likely with its Islamic neighbors or with Russia—at the expense of its connections to the United States and Europe.

Iran Advantage Ext – Turkey key to US – Iran Relations

Turkey key to U.S. – Iran relations

Uygur 8

(Hakki, of the SETA foundation for political economic and social research, Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions and Turkey, Feb. 2008 http://www.setadc.org/pdfs/Policy_Brief_No_7_Hakki_Uygur.pdf) ATL

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.

Iran Advantage Ext – Turkey key to US – Iran Relations

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 Accessed June 25, 2010

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

Iran Advantage Ext – Turkey key to US – Iran Relations

Turkey is key to negotiations between US and Iran

Omer Taspinar, Nonresident Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institute, March 16, 2009; 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.”

Iran Advantage Ext – Turkey Key to US-Iran Diplomacy 

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.

Iran Advantage Ext – US – Iran Relations key to avoid Israel Strikes

US-Iran diplomacy is key to avoid Israeli strikes.

Ross, Director for policy planning in the State Department under President George H.W. Bush and special Middle East coordinator under President Bill Clinton, 7/3/07 (New Perspectives Quarterly)

Overwhelmingly, Israel's political and military establishment want the rest of the world to act diplomatically or otherwise to stop Iran. But if that doesn't happen, then the impulse toward the use of force will become quite strong. For Israel, the "redline" is not so much when Iran has enough enrichment capacity for weapons-grade material. Their deadline is 18 months from now when Iran's air defense system, which is being upgraded by the Russians, will be completed. That will make it much more difficult to successfully strike Iran's nuclear capacity  from the air. The closer we get to that window without resolution of the Iranian nuclear problem, the more Israel will feel compelled to strike. Clearly, at the  moment, we are headed down the path of use of force. The slow-motion diplomacy of the West simply does not match the rapid development of Iran's nuclear capacity and the closing window when Iran's upgraded air defenses will be in place.  What can be done during that 18-month window to avoid war?  Successful diplomacy is an alignment of objectives and means. So, three things need to happen on the diplomatic front, all geared to getting the Europeans to more seriously sanction Iran on the economic front. The Europeans are the key here, especially Germany and Italy with their credit guarantees, which are economic lifelines for the Iranians. First, the Saudis must push Europe. An Iran with nuclear weapons is a profound threat to Saudi Arabia, which fears that Iran will be able to hide behind a nuclear shield behind which they can engage in coercion and subversion across the Middle East. The Saudis could use their economic clout in Europe to affect the choices of European banks, investment houses and governments which have links to Iran. Second, the Israelis need to go the Europeans and say, "If you think you are on a path that will avoid war, you are  mistaken. You are increasing the risk of war because we will not be able to live with an Iran with nuclear weapons." Third, the United States must join with the  Europeans in direct talks with Iran the way it did with others over North Korea. Europeans know they will only be able to reach a deal with Iran if the U.S. is at the table.  Already, many Europeans want the U.S. to suspend the condition that Iran stop enrichment before it enters talks. I am not in favor of dropping  that condition unless there is another one. I would say to the Europeans that the U.S. will favor suspending the enrichment condition if they cut the economic lifeline to Iran (BEGIN ITALICS) now (END ITALICS). The essence of statecraft is that all parties must get something. Many Europeans are concerned  that stronger sanctions are a slippery slope toward war unless the U.S. is at the table. To answer that concern, the U.S. must give them something in  joining the talks with Iran.  U.S. President George W. Bush and Russian President Vladimir Putin said in Maine this week that they will work together on Iran. Is  that an important element?  It can certainly help. The Iranians have counted on  the Russians to act as an insurance policy in the U.N. Security Council to block effective sanctions. The more the Russians are in, it means the more U.N. sanctions can be biting enough to be effective. We'll see. My fear is that relying on the U.N. will only mean more slow-motion diplomacy while Iran continues on a fast pace in its nuclear program and Israel prepares to act.  What makes you think biting sanctions would bring Iran around instead of make it more intransigent?  The Iranian ruling elite is split between those who are intransigent and think they can live with isolation, and those who don't. For me, the incident a few months back when the British sailors were taken hostage was instructive. The Revolutionary Guard, which seized the sailors, didn't want  to release them unless they got something for it. They got nothing because the decision to release the British sailors was imposed on them from above. In the end, the balance of power will shift toward those in the elite who want to avoid war, economic misery and social unrest. Look at the turmoil that has erupted already over the relatively modest rationing of gasoline! Sanctions would make the unsettled atmosphere in Iran much more acute. We are headed on a pathway now that will lead to the use of force. We don't want it to be that way. It doesn't  have to be that way. There are alternatives, but the clock is ticking.

Iran Advantage – US – Iran Relations key to Middle East Stability

Improving US-Iran relations is key to Middle East  stability. 

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.

None of the major problems in the region today can be solved by one power alone. A stable Middle East depends on the United States and Iran working together in the region. They certainly have common interests in regional security and the secure flow of oil and hence are bound to cooperate in the Middle East. Unfortunately, however, these shared interests are not perceived as vital ones by either side; nor do they see eye-to-eye on the key issues. This does not mean that the US-Iranian relationship has no future. While there are reasons to doubt an improvement in Iran-US relations, there are substantial reasons to hope that recent developments in the Middle East will lead to an improvement in the Iran US relations.

Iran Advantage – Turkey – Iran Relations key to Middle East Stability

Turkey-Iran relations will enable it to become regional power

Breitegger, 8/12/2009 (Andreas, Graduate student at the University of Vienna, August 12, 2009, The Turkish Policy Quarterly, Volume 8, Number 3, Pages 115-116)

Apart from a mere economic perspective, diversification is also the key component in Turkish efforts to hedge against the risk of a rejection of its bid to join the European Union. It has increasingly become disenfranchised by the perceived deception strategy on part of the EU8, which has, in combination with a change in government, prompted an overhaul in the way priorities of Turkish foreign policy are communicated. This does not necessarily imply that these priorities have fundamentally changed. The relations to Europe and the U.S. certainly remain the top foreign policy priority for Turkey. However, their relative weight may have declined, as relations with Russia, Iran and Arab states have gained in importance. This goes hand in hand with a more nuanced foreign policy approach. Forging closer ties with its neighbors will enable Turkey to assume a position as major regional power. Particularly, fortifying its good relations with Iran will ultimately increase its foreign policy profile. The U.S. and the EU may wish that Turkey took a tougher stand on the nuclear issue, but Turkey clearly sees no benefit in doing so at this point. Therefore, Turkey’s desire to maintain these close relations stems in part from the consideration that they could eventually be useful as a bargaining chip for Turkey vis-à-vis the EU and the U.S., 116 especially in case direct talks between Iran and the U.S. do not materialize or end in a cul-de-sac. It should be kept in mind, however, that diversification should not undermine the continuity of foreign policy and Turkey has to be careful that the term does not become associated with a lack of focus and inconsistency. The feeling of rejection by Europe also causes Turkey to view Iran’s situation of international isolation more sympathetically. It associates the Iranian experience with memories of a time when European powers were plotting against Turkey. Both countries have been played and betrayed by Western powers before, which is still omnipresent in their respective historical memory and at times impacts on certain foreign policy decisions. In the case of Turkey, this feeling of betrayal mostly stems from the time prior to the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire and the events post-WWI, which peaked in the Treaty of Sèvres and the subsequent Turkish War of Independence. Until today, the fear of an international conspiracy against Turkey is still widespread within the Turkish society.9 In Iran, memories of long-lasting Western meddling in Iran and support for the Shah regime are still vivid and the perceived antagonism of the U.S. and Europe vis-à-vis the Islamic revolution is prevalent within the administration and the public. 

Iran Advantage Ext – Iranian Diplomacy Stops War

Diplomacy with Iran solves US credibility and miscalculation that could escalate

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.

Iranian dialogue is key to avoid miscalculated war. 

Anthony H. Cordesman, (Arleigh Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS), May 24, 2007, Iran, "Soft Power," and Haleh Esfandiari, 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.

Iran Advantage Ext – Iran Diplomacy Stops War

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.com, 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.
Iran Advantage Ext – Diplomacy Solves Terrorism

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.

Iran Advantage Ext – Impact Iran Miscalc 

Force proximity will cause inadvertent escalation

Robert Litwak, (director of international studies at the Woodrow Wilson Center), May 1, 2007
www.cfr.org/publication/13199/should_regime_change_in_iran_be_part_of_us_foreign_policy.html

Furthermore, Washington's mixed message on its objective—regime change versus behavior change—creates confusion about the meaning of U.S. military deployments in Iraq. The recent surge of an additional U.S. carrier battle group into the Gulf, which was intended as a deterrent signal to stop Iranian meddling in Iraq, may well have appeared to Tehran as preparation for strikes on nuclear targets. Given the proximity of U.S. and Iranian forces, the danger of miscommunication and inadvertent escalation is real.

Lack of communication will escalate to war

Vali R. Nasr, (Adjunct Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at CFR), February 12, 2007, Interviewed by Bernard Gwertzman, Consulting Editor of CFR, 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.

U.S. – Iran war leads to global nuclear war

Mark Gaffney. (Researcher, anti-nuclear activist, principle organizer of first earth day). 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... 
***

Nabucco Scenario Ext
Nabucco Scenario Ext – Cooperation Low Now

Mistrust blocks Turkish-Iran natural gas cooperation.

Elin Kinnander, Assistant Editor, The Turkey Analyst, January 2010. [Oxford Institute for Energy Resources, The Turkish-Iranian Gas Relationship: Politically Successful, Commercially Problematic]

Natural gas cooperation between Iran and Turkey has, as described in this paper, been far from successful. The contract has run into huge problems, with disputes over both deliveries and prices. Both sides find it hard to compromise on either of these issues and, as a result, the finalization of the gas MoU continues to be delayed. Almost every year since the start of deliveries in 2001, a disruption has occurred, either because of insufficient Iranian supplies, or insufficient Turkish demand. Both countries have given different explanations for the fact that deliveries have never reached the volume stipulated in the contract. However, this paper concludes that the most common causes have been: Iran’s lack of gas during the winter period; Turkey’s lack of demand (or oversupply from its other sources), but also problems with securing the pipelines from terrorist attacks. In other words, Iran has not been a reliable exporter and Turkey has not been a reliable importer. Turkey has taken Iran to arbitration over a price dispute; and Iran has threatened to take Turkey to arbitration due to failure to reach take-or-pay levels. These are very hostile acts in gas trade between any two countries. The intriguing question that this leaves us with is why both countries want to develop and expand the natural gas cooperation, given the relatively unsuccessful history and the lack of mutual trust?

This paper has shown that the desire between the two countries to develop their gas trade is part of a political game being played by both countries, The conclusion is that gas trade per se is not currently high priority. Rather, the priority is the political relationship between the countries. For Iran, Turkey offers the best way out of political, but also economic isolation and to develop gas cooperation with future possibilities to reach the European market which would raise Iran’s strategic importance. Realisation of such gas cooperation would ultimately improve Iran’s position as a global player. The logic behind Turkey’s eagerness to sign and extend natural gas MoUs with Iran, can be explained by the country’s new foreign policy which aims at Iran becoming a strong ally of Turkey and a good neighbour. If the AKP government in Turkey manages to introduce Iran to the international arena and facilitate negotiations between principally the US and Iran, but also between Europe and Iran, the government will have definitely proved that its foreign policy and the principles behind it are realistic and achievable. This would further suggest that Turkey can play a role as a leading power and can play a central role in international politics. These goals explain Turkey’s policy towards Iran and, by extension, the logic behind Turkey’s prioritisation of natural gas cooperation.

Nabucco Scenario Ext—EU Dependent on Russian Gas Now 

Russia’s increasing European energy dependence—undermining transatlantic and EU relations. 

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., Senior Fellow at the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 11-5-2007. [Heritage Foundation, Europe's Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy, p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/11/Europes-Strategic-Dependence-on-Russian-Energy]

Russia is consolidating its grip on oil and gas-the economic lifeblood of Europe. Moscow is pursuing a comprehensive strategy that could increase Europe's political and economic dependence on Russian energy. Such dependence could negatively affect transatlantic relations, common values, goals, strategic objectives, and security policies. Without a policy dialogue and coordination between Washington and European capitals, Europe's strategic drift away from the United States will continue unabated.

European over-relies on Russian gas. 

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D. Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security at Heritage, 11/5/07 (http://www.heritage.org/Research/Europe/bg2083.cfm)
Russia is consolidating its grip on oil and gas—the economic lifeblood of Europe. Moscow is pursuing a comprehensive strategy that could increase Europe's political and economic dependence on Russian energy. Such dependence could negatively affect trans​atlantic relations, common values, goals, strategic objectives, and security policies. Without a policy dialogue and coordination between Washington and European capitals, Europe's strategic drift away from the United States will continue unabated. In the meantime, European energy security policy is in disarray. Despite British Prime Minister Tony Blair's call for a common European energy policy in an October 2005 speech to the European Parliament,[1]  European countries have rushed to secure their own energy interests in lieu of a more coordinated approach. In the spring and summer of 2007, Austria, Italy, and Hungary negotiated separate deals with the Russian energy giant Gazprom. These deals may undermine the EU's Nabucco project, which aims to bring Caspian gas to the heart of Europe via Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, and into Austria. On paper, the European Union is invested in energy security. At the 2007 spring summit in Brus​sels, EU members outlined an action plan on energy security for 2007–2009. First, to ensure security of supply, the EU needs to "diversif[y]…energy sources and transport routes, and better systems for respond​ing to crises."[2]  Second, the EU should promote inter​national energy policy by "negotiating a new treaty framework for energy co-operation with Russia, and improving relations with energy-rich countries in Central Asia and North Africa." The EU also pro​claims that it wants to improve its ability to manage supply crises, to expand the energy grid connecting European countries, and to improve the functioning of the internal energy market.[3]  In practice, some European countries depend heavily on energy imports and are highly vulnerable to global energy shocks. The EU is the world's larg​est importer of oil and gas. It imports 82 percent of its oil and 57 percent of its gas. Imports are pro​jected to rise to 93 percent of its oil and 84 percent of its gas over the next 25 years. With Russia consolidating its control of Euro​pean and Central Asian energy, and in view of Europe's dependence on the Persian Gulf, Europe desperately needs to cooperate on energy security. Europe and the U.S. should work together to miti​gate the adverse effects of Europe's strategic depen​dence on Russia. In particular, the U.S. should: Work with key European governments to address vulnerabilities that result from overreliance on a single oligopolistic energy supplier—Russia. They should encourage development of EU-wide nat​ural gas reserves, increase the consumption of liquefied natural gas, and expand the nuclear, coal, and renewable energy sectors. Support diversification of energy transportation routes in Eurasia, especially oil and gas pipelines that link Central Asian producers to European markets, bypassing Russia. Continue efforts to bring Russia into full compli​ance with the Energy Charter to increase predict​ability and transparency in energy markets. Energy Dependence on Russia Europe is hungry for energy. In 2006, the 25 EU members consumed 1,722.8 million tons of oil equivalent (mtoe). Nearly two-thirds came from hydrocarbons: 706.3 million tons of oil (14.9 million barrels per day) and 420.6 mtoe (476.4 billion cubic meters) of natural gas. The remain​ing 34.6 percent came from coal, nuclear, and renewable sources.[5]  


Nabucco Scenario Ext—Energy Dependence ( EU Conflict/Russian Aggression 

Russia will manipulate European oil dependence to divide the European alliance and weaken the west. 

Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2008. [The Return of History and the End of Dreams, p. 14]

It is not just that Russia is wealthier. It has something that other nations need-and need desperately. Europe now depends more on Russia for its supply of energy than on the Middle East. In theory, of course, Russia depends on the European market as much as the European market depends on Russia. But in practice Russians believe they are in the drivers seat, and Europeans seem to agree. Russian businesses, in close cooperation with the central government in Moscow, are buying strategic assets across Europe, especially in the energy sectors, thereby  gaining political and economic influence and tightening  Russian control over European energy supply and distribution.' European governments fear that Moscow can manipulate the flow of energy supplies, and Russian leaders know this gives them the means to compel European acquiescence to Russian behavior that Europeans would not have tolerated in the past, when Russia was weak. Russia can now play European nations off against one another, dividing and thus blunting an EU that is less coherent and powerful than its proponents would like, even on economic and trade matters. As the EU commissioner for trade, Peter Mandelson, has complained, "No other country reveals our differences as does Russia."

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Turkey Key

Turkey plays a critical role in the negotiations over a the Nabucco pipeline

 Sonja Davidovic is a graduate from Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service. She is currently working as an Independent Consultant for Castalia - Strategic Advisors in Washington, DC, 2009, http://eurodialogue.org/energy-security/Turkey-Is-Key-To-Europe-s-Energy-Diversification
Turkey can play a key role in overcoming existing hurdles to the realization of the Nabucco pipeline project, which will augment Europe’s energy security. In return the EU should assist Turkey on its path to EU membership.  The Nabucco gas pipeline is one of the central infrastructure projects for he diversification of Europe's natural gas supplies that would decrease EU dependence on Russian gas imports. By demonstrating a more flexible and constructive approach towards Turkey's EU accession efforts, Brussels would honor the country's geo-strategic importance and enhance European energy security overall.  The 3300-km Nabucco pipeline will carry natural gas from Caspian and Middle Eastern sources as well as Egypt via Turkey and the Balkans to a major gas hub in Austria. The Nabucco partners will provide about 30 percent of the total 8 billion Euros project cost in equity. The European Investment Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development have already approved their funding, while the World Bank has expressed interest in contributing additional loans to the project.  For international lenders and investors, there are several important questions that need to be addressed in order to ensure the financial viability of the project. Well aware of its pivotal position for the gas pipeline, Turkey made special demands such as the procurement of Azeri gas from Nabucco at a price lower than the European netback prices and the imposition of high taxes and transit fees. Although the issue of macro-economic transit terms has been removed with the signing of an intergovernmental agreement in July this year, the risk of a potential disaccord still remains. If the participating countries' oil and gas companies prove that cooperation within Nabucco is possible, the EU might be one step closer to a common energy policy.  Another challenge for Nabucco comes from the political risk associated with the unresolved conflict of Nagorno-Karabakh. Turkey plays a central for the peaceful settlement of the conflict, since only the normalization of its relations with neighboring Armenia could help the Armenian government make politically acceptable concessions with regard to the liberation of Azeri provinces surrounding the disputed territory. By signing the protocol on the establishment of diplomatic relations with Armenia in August this year, Turkey risked the deterioration of its bilateral relations to Azerbaijan - one of its closest allies.  From the lenders' perspective, the most vital issue relates to the question of gas availability. Most of the 31 bcm of gas will come from Azerbaijan's Shah Deniz Field. Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan would deliver their gas through the Trans-Caspian pipeline, while Egypt and Iraq would supply their share through the Arab Gas Pipeline. According to Nabucco's Managing Director these sources will provide enough gas to feed the pipeline. Given that Iran disposes of the world's second largest gas reserves , it would be only logical to include the country into this supply scheme. Yet, under the current political constellation, especially in light of the disputed uranium enrichment program and its stance towards Israel, the international community will be reluctant to see Iran participate in Nabucco. Turkey has been leading lobbying efforts for the supply of Iranian gas to Nabucco. These efforts certainly relate to the presence of Turkish firms in Iran's gas sector, particularly in the South Pars field. Yet, more interestingly, Turkey offered to have Iran's enriched uranium to be sent to Turkey for processing into reactor fuel. Thus, Turkey could not only contribute to enhancing available gas supplies to Europe, but also help alleviate the strained relations between Iran and the West.  It is not hard to see that Turkey is part of the solution to the main challenges facing Nabucco or the more general question of Europe's energy diversification strategy. Nabucco and the other pipelines of the Southern Corridor, except for White Stream, will pass through Turkey. Given Turkey's strategic importance for Europe, it appears only natural that the country asks for something in return - progress in Turkey's EU accession process.  While the EU should not disregard the fulfillment of the Copenhagen criteria, it can certainly help Turkey remove the stumbling blocks on the European path. Although the Cyprus solution process cannot go forever, the Turkish and Greek party should not be confronted with strict deadlines. There is no way to reach an agreement if there is not a high degree of trust between two parties. But, trust is not built over night and it requires both parties reaching out to each other in a frank and courageous manner. This conflict asks for sustainable conceptual solutions that are implemented in incremental steps, not populist short-lived actions. Furthermore, the EU should make efforts to convince Azerbaijan that the normalization of Turkish-Armenian relations is in its own interest. The opening of the border between Armenia and Turkey will not only facilitate pipeline projects such as Nabucco, but unleash great potential for economic growth and development that would benefit all the regional actors. Finally, the EU should offer more support for Turkey's strategy to resolve the Kurdish question by increasing funding for reconciliation and mediation initiatives and designing long-term constitutional and legal provisions for the Kurdish minority.  Turkey and the EU need each other. Turkey's accession would not only augment Europe's energy security, but facilitate European and American outreach strategies to Muslim countries in the region. Also, Turkey's EU membership would stabilize the world's most delicate region and be a source of motivation for neighboring countries.
Nabucco Scenario Ext – Turkey Key

Turkey key

Asia Times Online 6/14 (John Feffer, 6/14/10, " Turkey: Stealth superpower ", 

http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LF15Ak02.html)

But take population out of the equation - an admittedly big variable - and Turkey promptly becomes a likely candidate for future superpower. It possesses the 17th top economy in the world and, according to Goldman Sachs, has a good shot at breaking into the top 10 by 2050. Its economic muscle is also well defended: after decades of assistance from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Turkish military is now a regional powerhouse. Perhaps most importantly, Turkey occupies a vital crossroads between Europe, the Middle East and Central Asia. A predominantly Muslim democracy atop the ruins of Byzantium, it bridges the Islamic and Judeo-Christian traditions, even as it sits perched at the nexus of energy politics. All roads once led to Rome; today all pipelines seem to lead to Turkey. If superpower status followed the rules of real estate - location, location, location - then Turkey would already be near the top of the heap. As a quintessential rising middle power, Turkey no longer hesitates to put itself in the middle of major controversies. In the last month alone, Turkish mediation efforts nearly heralded a breakthrough in the Iran nuclear crisis, and Ankara supported the flotilla that recently tried to break Israel's blockade of Gaza. With these and other less high-profile interventions, Turkey has stepped out of the shadows and now threatens to settle into the prominent place on the world stage once held by its predecessor. In the 17th century, the Ottoman Empire was a force to be reckoned with, spreading through the Balkans to the gates of Vienna before devolving over the next 200 years into "the sick man of Europe". Today, a dynamic neo-Ottoman spirit animates Turkey. Once rigidly secular, it has begun to fashion a moderate Islamic democracy. Once dominated by the military, it is in the process of containing the army within the rule of law. Once intolerant of ethnic diversity, it has begun to re-examine what it means to be Turkish. Once a sleepy economy, it is becoming a nation of Islamic Calvinists. Most critically of all, it is fashioning a new foreign policy. Having broken with its more than half-century-long subservience to the United States, it is now carving out a geopolitical role all its own. 

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Iran Key 

Iranian cooperation with Turkey is key to ensure gas supply for the Nabucco pipeline. 

Saban Kardas, Research Assistant, Departments of International Relations, Middle East Technical University and Sakarya University, 9-14-2009. [Jamestown Foundation, Eurasia Daily Monitor Volume: 6 Issue: 167, Davutoglu's Visit to Iran Highlights Ankara's Regional Diplomacy, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=35490]

Turkey seeks to deepen its energy partnership with Iran, especially considering its efforts to become a major energy hub. Indeed, one of the biggest obstacles before the Nabucco project, which Turkey considers as a strategic priority, is finding suppliers, Iran is the most likely alternative, since it possesses the second largest gas reserves in the world. Turkey indeed has been eager to act as a bridge connecting Iranian gas to the European grid through Nabucco. Although Ankara signed a major energy cooperation deal with Iran in 2007, it had to suspend those plans due to American objections. U.S. sanctions toward Iran prevent the development of the Iranian gas sector and the export of its gas to Western markets. Since its fields are underdeveloped and it needs immense transportation infrastructure, Iran has not emerged as a major player in gas markets, and even has been forced to import gas from Turkmenistan to meet its domestic demand. Prior to the signing of the Nabucco inter-governmental agreement in Ankara, Turkish officials, including Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan emphasized their willingness to tap into Iranian gas, but U.S. officials reiterated their objection to the Iranian option (EDM, July 14). However, Davutoglu said that Turkey would work to help Iran export its gas to European markets.

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Iran Key 

There’s political will to build the pipeline, but it won’t be realized without a guaranteed source of gas. 

Wall Street Journal 7-14-2009. [Pipeline Project Emerges From Deep Freeze, p. 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124747850952232241.html]

Leaders of five nations from Austria to Turkey signed a breakthrough agreement to transit natural gas through their countries in the European Union's planned Nabucco pipeline project aimed at reducing the EU's dependence on Russia.

Diplomats and energy-company officials involved with the project said Monday's agreement, signed in the Turkish capital Ankara, has brought Nabucco out of a deep freeze, overcoming a long-running dispute over terms of transit through Turkey and showing the political will to build it.
"We have started to confound the skeptics, the unbelievers," said European Commission President José Manuel Barroso. "Now that we have an agreement, I believe that this pipeline is inevitable rather than just probable."

Under the agreement, Turkey and four EU countries -- Austria, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria -- agreed to allow the pipeline to transit their countries.
But large question marks remain over where the gas will come from to fill the pipe, energy analysts say. Nabucco is scheduled to start delivering eight billion cubic meters of gas a year in 2014, and a maximum of 31 billion cubic meters, or 5% of EU consumption, thereafter.

Recent problems including disruptions of Russian gas supplies to the EU via Ukraine and last August's war in Georgia, a major transit country for Caspian oil and gas, have created more political will in the EU to build the pipeline first and then find the gas, said Jonathan Stern, director of gas research at the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies. But it isn't clear how this can be done.

"When will we have contracts that say: Yes, the gas will come from these fields and will go to these buyers and will start on this date?" he said. Without those certainties, financing the project will prove difficult if not impossible, he added.

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Pipeline key to Oil Stability

Iran makes up for Russian – Ukrainian oil losses

BusinessWeek 6/7 (6/7/10, " Iran begins work on new export gas pipeline ", 

http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9G6CKF80.htm)
TEHRAN, Iran Iran's state TV says the country has begun construction of a 110 million cubic meter per day gas export pipeline to Europe. The report Monday said the $1.58 billion (euros1.3 billion) pipeline would bring gas to Turkey, with the aim of distribution to Europe. The line, which originates in the southern Iranian town of Assalouyeh and extends to Bazargan, near the Turkish border is slated to be completed within three years. The project reflects Iran's attempt to expand its gas exports after it was left out of the U.S.-backed Nabucco pipeline project that supply gas from the Caspian Sea region to Europe while avoiding Russia. Iran had offered to help Europe with gas supplies when a Russian-Ukranian dispute over gas pricing left much of the continent in the cold.

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Russia Bad

Russia cuts off Oil to Europe- unreliable source
Agence France-Presse, June 23, 2010, French news agency associated with AP and Reuters, the third largest news agency in the world. “Russia cuts Belarus gas again as energy feud escalates” Hurriyet News, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=russia-cuts-belarus-gas-again-as-energy-feud-escalates-2010-06-23 Accessed June 29, 2010

Russia on Wednesday cut gas supplies to Belarus by 60 percent as a payment feud between the ex-Soviet neighbors that has raised fears for European consumers went into a third day.But despite threats from maverick Belarussian leader Alexander Lukashenko that he was shutting down transit of Russian gas to Europe, Russian state gas giant Gazprom said gas was flowing normally.In a dramatic appearance on television for the third day in row, Gazprom chief executive Alexei Miller said the company was making good on its threat to continue cutting supplies but vowed that European customers had nothing to worry about. "We have two pieces of news. One is good, the other is bad," a grim-faced Miller said. "Transit of Russian gas through the territory of Belarus is being implemented in the full amount and consumers of Russian gas do not experience any problems with it."

"The bad news is the Belarussian side is undertaking no action to settle the debt for Russian gas supplies," he said, noting his company had moved to limit supplies by 60 percent from Wednesday morning and the cuts would continue in proportion to Belarus's outstanding debt.Gazprom reduced gas supplies to Belarus by 15 percent Monday and then 30 percent Tuesday as it followed through on promises to cut the flow of gas if Minsk did not pay a debt of nearly 200 million dollars.Moscow accuses Minsk of failing to settle a debt of $192 million (156 million euros) to Gazprom, but Belarus says the firm also owes it more than 200 million dollars in transit fees. The gas giant has said it would incrementally reduce gas supplies up to 85 percent of the normal volume if the debt is not settled in the coming days.Following Tuesday's cut, Lukashenko ordered a shutdown of Russian gas transit deliveries to Europe, raising fears in the European Union, whose members Lithuania, Germany and Poland depend on Russian gas piped through Belarus.Gazprom pledged the dispute with Belarus would not hit supplies to European clients and the EU has called on Minsk and Moscow to respect their contractual obligations. Analysts say the dispute has been sharpened by Lukashenko turning away from traditional reliance on the Kremlin and pursuing closer ties with the European Union.In an escalating war of words, Lukashenko said Tuesday he would not be humiliated with references to "cutlets and sausages" by Moscow after his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev said acerbically that Russia could accept "neither pies nor butter nor cheese nor pancakes" when cash-strapped Belarus offered to foot the gas bill with machinery and other equipment.In recent months Russia and Belarus have often been at loggerheads over energy prices and customs duties, but the latest dispute is the fiercest feud yet between the two ex-Soviet neighbors.

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Russia Bad
Russia has too much power over Europe’s Energy

Dan Roberts, January 11, 2010, staff writer and head of buisness for The Guardian, “Russian Energy Group with the power to plunge Europe into darkness” The Guardian http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/dan-roberts-on-business-blog/2010/jan/11/gas-oilandgascompanies Accessed June 29, 2010

The next cold war may well take place in a room that looks oddly like a scene from the last one. Along one wall of a spartan control centre in Moscow, a large map of Europe is projected on computer screens. Visitors have to pass through five rings of security to reach this spot, but the few outsiders who make it through are proudly shown a display of raw power. From underground facilities deep inside Siberia, a series of trajectories are plotted on the computer screens – aiming west toward Europe's largest conurbations. An engineer explains how easy it would be to turn out the lights in a foreign city with the click of a button on his desk.Fortunately, this is not missile command but the control room of Gazprom, the world's largest gas producer and a flagship of Russian capitalism. The plotted lines show the route of major pipelines – coloured green because they are full of natural gas flowing at more than 30km an hour. Yet the threat of plunging neighbouring states into nuclear winter remains a real one. This time last year, actions taken in this room threw much of Europe into panic. A dispute between Gazprom and Ukraine over unpaid gas bills culminated in a decision to turn off transit pipelines that also feed much of central and eastern Europe – shutting down heating and electricity generation for millions during one of the worst cold snaps for years. Now, with the continent again in the deep freeze and running low on gas, the power of Russian energy companies is once more in the spotlight. Russia has already sparred with Belarus over oil supplies this winter in a dispute that also threatened to disrupt energy exports to Europe. Gazprom and the Ukrainian government are hoping to avoid a repeat of their 2009 pipeline brinkmanship for now, but critics claim Moscow is never far away from using its energy might to exert political influence over its neighbours. Even Britain received a taste of how fragile Europe's gas supply infrastructure can be last week when a drop in pipeline pressure from Norway forced authorities to suspend supply to certain designated industrial users to protect homes and offices. Our reliance on imported gas is set to rise rapidly as UK reserves near depletion in less than eight years at current extraction rates.Increasingly, one company dominates not just existing European supply but, more importantly, its future sources. Gazprom has so much natural gas under the tundra of Siberia that its energy resources are equivalent to all the oil and gas fields owned by western energy companies put together. At 33.1tn cubic metres, its gas reserves are 55 times greater than Britain's North Sea alone. In fact, only the Saudis, with their huge desert oilfields, can match Gazprom's total energy reserves. Even then, oil exports from Russia recently overtook those of Saudi Arabia.The geopolitics of energy are well rehearsed but relatively little is known about key corporate players such as Gazprom, which rarely grants access to foreign media. Today's Guardian interview is the first in a five-part series published this week, which looks at some of the key international companies likely to shape world affairs over the coming decade. Some, like Gazprom or the mining giant BHP Billiton, control the dwindling raw materials most likely to prove strategic flashpoints. Tomorrow we turn to China Mobile, straddling the two most powerful global trends: the rise of China and digital communications, whileGeneral Electric and Wal-Mart are examples of how powerful multinational corporations have survived the financial crisis to retain their global influence. Not all are in good shape. 2009 was a torrid time for businesses everywhere. Gazprom has had a particularly bad year as its reputation for reliability plummeted after the Ukrainian shutdown and the recession caused Europeans to consume far less gas.But as energy prices bounce back fast (oil, which acts as a benchmark for gas, has jumped swiftly to $80 a barrel again) Moscow is recovering the swagger of a city swimming in easy money.A few miles south of its glitzy boutiques, the headquarters of Russia's largest company is more forbidding: a chilly blue neo-Stalinist skyscraper known as "The Candle" houses a bureaucracy that serves as a constant reminder of Gazprom's Soviet past. Still 50.1% owned by the Russian state, its managers are nonetheless at pains to stress its independence from government foreign policy. "We don't do politics," insists Vladimir Mikheev, an executive from the export arm who complains of the west's "Gazpromophobia". But his boss, Gazprom's official public representative, Sergei Kupriyanov, is blunt about why the state keeps such an iron grip: "Most of the territory of the Russian Federation lies in rather uncomfortable climatic conditions – much of the year it is freezing, which means any rupture of the gas supplies will immediately lead to catastrophe."Russia knows about energy's strategic importance better than most. Its citizens rely on heavily subsidised gas from Gazprom's monopoly and months of sub-zero temperatures make energy security a matter of life and death.As last year's clash with Ukraine showed, it also makes for an unusually powerful form of economic weapon. Opinion remains divided over who was really to blame for shutdown, but the show of strength appears to have worked: five years after Ukraine's so-called Orange revolution, both candidates standing for election in next weekend's presidential election are now broadly pro-Moscow. 
Nabucco Scenario Ext – Russia Bad

Iran emerging as a alternative to Russian energy; Russian unreliability makes it seem an undesirable energy supplier

Agence France-Presse, June 29, 2010, French news agency associated with AP and Reuters, the third largest news agency in the world “Belarus after expanded Iran energy ties” PressTv.com http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=132491&sectionid=351020103 Accessed June 29, 2010

Belarusian president has called for expansion of energy ties with Iran in wake of recent quarrels with Moscow over cost gas supplies and transit fees. President Alexander Lukashenko noted in a special cabinet session on Monday last week's row with Russia over gas supplies and referred to advancing energy collaborations with Iran as a preferred route in the emerging need for Belarus to look for new energy markets in order to meet its oil and gas demands. Lukashenko reiterated that Belarus should not rely on a single source for its needs in the fields of energy, raw materials and logistics, IRNA reported. Stressing on national security concerns, the Belarusian president also mentioned efforts that his country initiated several years ago in finding diversified sources of energy in Iran, Latin America and Africa to move towards fending off his nation's dependency on oil and gas imports from Russia. Lukashenko said we will engage in oil exploration and production in Iran and Venezuela, and we will domestically refine the oil we purchase from Caracas. Last week Russian President Dmitry Medvedev ordered the state-owned gas producer Gazprom to cut gas deliveries to Belarus by up to 60 percent. A potential crisis was averted when Belarus agreed to pay the demanded debt of nearly 200 million dollars.Disputes between Russia's neighbors over gas prices and transit terms have always been a threat to European countries, which rely on Russian gas. Earlier in January 2009, Gazprom halted gas supplies to Europe for nearly two weeks over unsettled disputes with 

Ukraine over prices and transit terms. 

Nabucco Scenario Ext – Nabucco ( Gazprom Reform 

Gazprom will grow out of control collapsing the Russian economy without market reforms

Business Week 12/20/04 (http://www.businessweek.com/magazine/content/04_51/b3913077_mz054.htm)

This is a bid Gazprom officials vowed they would never make -- until they changed their tune on Nov. 30. The price will be $8.6 billion, and overnight Gazprom will acquire oil reserves of 11.63 billion barrels, equal to 17% of Russia's total. Gazprom's annual revenues of $34 billion will be boosted by an additional $7.5 billion by the deal, which comes hot on the heels of Gazprom's merger with Rosneft, Russia's state-owned oil company. Gazprom will end up with almost one-quarter of Russia's oil reserves and a fifth of its oil output after merging with Rosneft and acquiring Yugansk. And there may be more deals down the road. Gazpromneft, Gazprom's oil arm, confirmed that it has received a recommendation from Deutsche Bank (DB ) "to buy large companies such as Sibneft, Surgutneftegaz, and Yuganskneftegaz." If it ends up buying all three, then Gazprom will end up not only owning most of Russia's gas but also 40% of its oil reserves. Gazprom declined requests for comment.  What would this agglomeration do to the Russian economy? It would probably mark the end of serious reform under President Vladimir V. Putin -- reform the country needs more than ever. Despite record high oil prices, Russia's growth is slowing. The economy grew an annualized 4.5% in November compared to the same month last year. That's well below the 7.6% clocked in November, 2003. Domestic investment has plummeted, particularly in the oil sector, largely because of the attack on Yukos. Since the sale of Yugansk was announced on Nov. 19, the stock market has lost 15% of its value.  The reformers in Putin's administration are now issuing dark warnings about the impact a Yugansk-Gazprom deal would have on the drive to open the economy further. Presidential economic adviser, Andrey N. Illarionov, has repeatedly slammed the destruction of Yukos. Now German Gref, Russia's Economic Development & Trade Minister and the chief architect of Putin's economic reform program, has entered the fray. On Dec. 1 he condemned the likely sale of Yugansk to Gazprom. "Where we have competition, state participation is inappropriate," he told Parliament.  Putin's economic advisers are especially concerned by the growing appetite of Gazprom for new businesses, including electric utilities. In November, Gazprom acquired 25% of Mosenergo, the main power company supplying Moscow. "Such actions completely contradict the economic policy of the government: liberalization and de-monopolization of the economy, and a reduction in the nonmarket sector," says Deputy Economy Minister Andrei Sharonov, who is responsible for reform of the gas industry.  A Stumbling Giant  The reformers' comments are not likely to change the mind of Putin or his ex-KGB advisers. That's too bad, because Russia needs the most efficient energy companies it can build if it is to realize the full potential of its gas and oil reserves. That's not what the country is getting with Gazprom, whose performance to date is hardly a great advertisement for expanding its economic role. While Russian oil companies -- most of them private -- have managed to boost output by 50% since 1998, Gazprom's production has fallen by 1.6% over the same period. Helped by high global energy prices, Gazprom's revenues have risen by some 70% since 2001, the year Putin appointed Alexei B. Miller, a close associate, as Gazprom's chairman. But most of the increase has been offset by an even faster rise in costs. According to the Organization for Economic Cooperation & Development, employment in Russia's gas industry -- which mostly consists of Gazprom -- increased by over 80% between 1997 and 2003, while labor productivity dropped by 40%. Unit labor costs in the gas industry jumped 107% in the same period, while they rose only 25% in the mostly privatized oil industry. "State companies [in Russia] time and time again underperform in terms of profit," says Anders Aslund, who is the director of the Russian and Eurasian Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington.  Gazprom's inability to cut costs is taking a financial toll. In a research note, United Financial Group describes the quarter ending June 30, the most recent one for which results have been published, as "one of the worst in Gazprom's history." Pretax earnings fell by 15% compared with a year earlier. The bank forecasts that this year Gazprom's costs will have risen by some 99% since 2001, while earnings will be up by just 32%.  It doesn't help that Gazprom, in sharp contrast to state-owned utilities in Western economies, is not subject to effective regulation that might encourage it to behave like a commercially driven company. As Gazprom's economic power grows, surely its political clout will too, making attempts to regulate it even more difficult. As it is, the Economy Ministry's attempts to reform Gazprom have gone nowhere: "The company is big and strong and enjoys political influence, so of course for the regulator it's quite complicated to work with," says Sharonov.  There are still some optimists who think the impact of Gazprom's expansion will be limited. In their view, Putin's main objective all along was to curtail the excessive power of oligarchs such as Mikhail B. Khodorkovsky, Yukos's major shareholder, who acquired their vast wealth through dubious means in the 1990s. Gazprom's acquisition of Yugansk is merely an unfortunate side effect: "It's not the first step in a well-thought-out strategy to buy out Russian oil. It's just convenient: The Russian government needed someone, and no one else could bid," says Steven Dashevsky, head of research at Moscow's Aton Brokerage.  But convenience is producing a mega-company that could end up crimping competition, rolling back market reforms, and damaging Russia's investment climate. "Considerations of efficiency didn't play any role. It was a political and financial decision because the authorities believe that big money should be controlled by the state," says Yevgeny Yasin, director of research at Moscow's Higher School of Economics and a former Economy Minister under Boris N. Yeltsin. Gazprom will end up big, powerful, and scary -- not what Russia needs.  

Increasing competition from the Caspian kickstarts Russian gas reforms

Tsereteli, Executive Director of the America-Georgia Business Council and Adjunct Professor at the School of International Service at American University, 11/30/05 (http://www.cacianalyst.org/view_article.php?articleid=3848)

It is in the interest of Eastern European countries, and Europe in general, to diversify supply and find alternative ways of access to natural gas. This is stated in Europe’s energy policy priorities. The Caspian region is a sound alternative to the current limited number of suppliers. But Europe needs a clear strategy to bring Caspian gas to its consumers. Such a strategy will require close cooperation with the countries of the region, including producer and transit states. Caspian natural gas will help Europe diversify its energy supply and reduce dependence on the state-owned Russian monopoly, Gazprom. The diversification and competition is in the long-term interest not only of Europe but of Russia as well. Diversification of supply routes and gas sector reforms in Europe will eventually drive Gazprom, as well as the Russian gas sector in general, towards much needed reforms.


Nabucco Scenario Ext – Gazprom Reform Key to Russian Econ 

Reforming Gazprom saves the Russsian economy

Burns, Ambassador to Russia, 9/30/05 (http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/index.cfm?fa=eventDetail&id=846&&prog=zru)

Natural gas has become a global commodity of geopolitical importance. World gas consumption is projected to more than double over the next three decades, with gas surpassing coal as the world’s number two energy source. Gas could even overtake oil’s market share in many large industrialized economies. The advantages of gas include ample supply; its greenhouse advantage over other fossil fuels; and its economic competitiveness as a feedstock for electrical power generation.  According to presentations made at the Baker Institute-Carnegie Endowment 2005 conference, Russia must jumpstart stalled energy-sector reforms and make new investments to realize the potential of its huge gas reserves. Speakers included: William Burns, United States Ambassador to the Russian Federation; Edward P. Djerejian, Director of the Baker Institute; and Jessica Matthews, President of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Senior Russian industry figures, government officials, international energy specialists, and U.S. petroleum industry representatives attended the event, sponsored by Baker Botts L.L.P. and Chevron Corporation.  To fully tap the markets of the future, Russia will face new transportation challenges. Gas will have to travel greater distances to reach growing markets for the commodity in the U.S., Western Europe and Asia. Russia is already moving in this direction with the implementation of major LNG projects in the Sakhalin Islands, north of Japan. However unresolved debate about reform in the overall sector has delayed the adoption of a gas strategy that will allow Russia to reach its potential. Domestic political concerns and resource nationalism influence decisions on investment and sector regulation. Noted one top Western analyst, “Major projects take a long time. They should have been debated, discussed, and commissioned in terms of the front-end work by now. Zapolyarnoye, which is going on stream now, was perhaps discussed and commissioned a decade ago. We are very late in delivering new projects into the Russian market.” The conference participants took as a given that Gazprom, the Russian state gas monopoly, would continue to be the dominant force in the Russian gas sector, with 88 percent of current production and 70 percent of proven reserves under its control. Presenters argued that unless reforms are handled properly both inside and outside the energy sector, “state domination could prove to be a severe brake on development.” They also said that Gazprom could drive the expansion of gas resources. But as its management recognizes, this will require restructuring and reform in many aspects of its operations. The key, as one put it, was for Russia to improve the conditions “where private investment can effectively complement state decisions and where state decisions do not handicap private investment.” Russian analysts argued that political barriers exist to the implementation of Gazprom’s reform strategy, which involves the liberalization of domestic gas prices. This would be an important first step toward energy efficiency and many economists believe it would spur general economic reform. A recent Carnegie Moscow Center working paper on “The Problem of Energy Policy,” by Vladimir Milov and Ivan Selivakhin, argues that the key problem for the Russian economy is its energy intensive nature, encouraged by domestic energy subsidies.  
Nabucco Good—Heg Module (1/2) 

Energy dependence guarantees European conflict and Russian aggression.

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., Senior Fellow at the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 11-5-2007. [Heritage Foundation, Europe's Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy, p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/11/Europes-Strategic-Dependence-on-Russian-Energy]

First, Europe should expect higher prices in the coming decades, especially because its supply is becoming concentrated in Russian hands. Moscow has already demonstrated its willingness to raise oil and gas prices and to use energy as a foreign policy tool, as recent incidents in the Baltic States, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Georgia have clearly shown.
Second, Europe should expect increasing disruptions of its energy supply. The long and intense cold wave in 2006 increased Russian demand for gas and strained Gazprom's delivery capability.[52] Another cold wave could knock refineries and pipelines off-line. Such disruptions would impose economic costs and could cost lives.

In the future, because of insufficient production, Russia may be unable to satisfy Europe's growing demand for gas. Output from Gazprom's three giant fields in West Siberia, which account for three-quarters of its production, is declining by 6 percent to 7 percent per year, and the output from a gas field brought on-line in 2001 has already peaked.[53] Gazprom has decided to develop a field on the Yamal peninsula, but it will take years for that field to start producing.

Gazprom has been reluctant to invest in new fields. Many hopes are connected to exploration of the Shtokman gas field, which is over 550 kilometers offshore in the Barents Sea and under 300 meters of water.[54] After many delays, Gazprom reconsidered its decision to "go it alone" and on July 13, 2007, signed a framework agreement with France's Total for the first phase of Shtokman development. However, under the agreement, Gazprom retains full ownership rights to the gas through its subsidiary Sevmorneftegaz.[55]

Gazprom's choice of a partner was politically motivated, and it took a phone conversation between French President Nicolas Sarkozy and Russian President Putin to clinch the deal. Total is cash rich but has no experience working in Arctic conditions.[56] The chances that this joint venture will succeed are unclear. In late October 2007, recognizing that it cannot launch Shtokman even with Total, Gazprom sold another 24 percent of the project to StatoilHydro, a Norwegian state-controlled company, which reportedly will pay $800 million for its stake.[57]

Meanwhile, Russia's own demand for gas is growing by over 2 percent per year. Comparing Russia's uncertain supply with Europe's growing demand, a senior European Commission official estimated that the EU's annual energy needs will increase by 200 million metric tons of gas by 2020, while Russia envisions expanding its gas exports by just 50 million metric tons.[58] In this scenario, even Russia may be unable to meet European demand.[59]

Policy Implications for the United States

From the American perspective, growing European dependence on energy from and infrastructure owned by Russia is a negative geopolitical trend. The Kremlin has demonstrated its readiness to use energy as a political tool. Russia's assertive Cold War-like posture is a growing concern for Washington.

It is in the U.S. strategic interest to mitigate Europe's dependence on Russian energy. The Kremlin will likely use Europe's dependence to promote its largely anti-American foreign policy agenda. This would significantly limit the maneuvering space available to America's European allies, forcing them to choose between an affordable and stable energy supply and siding with the U.S. on some key issues.


Nabucco Good—Heg Module (2/2) 

Eurasian leadership is key to hegemony
Mahmood Monshipouri, (professor of political science at Quinnipiac College), October 2004, The Muslim World, Volume 94 Issue 4 Page 565-586.

Well before the tragic events of September 11, the Bush administration was contemplating a new strategy for transforming the Middle East region in ways that would ensure it maintained its hegemonic position vis-à-vis the rising united Europe, China, and Japan. As the sole remaining global superpower, the United States has for some time turned its attention to Eurasia with a vengeance. Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's National Security Adviser, explains why Eurasia's potential power resources need to be taken into account in the post-Cold War era: Eurasia is the world's axial supercontinent. A power that dominated Eurasia would exercise decisive influence over two of the world's three most economically productive regions, Western Europe and East Asia. A glance at the map also suggests that a country dominant in Eurasia would almost automatically control the Middle East and Africa. With Eurasia now serving as the decisive geopolitical chessboard, it no longer suffices to fashion one policy for Europe and another for Asia. What happens with the distribution of power on the Eurasian landmass will be of decisive importance to American's global primacy and historical legacy.  Oil and other strategic calculations in Central Asia and the Persian Gulf region occupy a special place for projecting U.S. global hegemony. With U.S. control over Afghanistan established, its occupation of Iraq could give it a tremendous edge over redrawing the political landscape of the region. These calculations are clearly based on security considerations and pose long-term problems for promoting human rights and democratic values in the region. The post-September 11 era has given impetus to such a strategic sense, resulting in new interventionist policies least concerned with defending human rights. The fact remains that the U.S. methods and degrees of success in removing foreign leaders and instilling democracy are not glaring. Minxin Pei, an analyst with the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, argues that despite the post-World War II success stories — Germany, Japan, and Italy —"the U.S. record of installing democracy is very dubious, with less than a 20 percent success rate."25 In some cases, quick and easy military responses, including using massive military force, may be emotionally and temporarily gratifying, but are unlikely in the long run to prove effective and could fuel greater radicalization and anti-Americanism.26

Global nuclear war
Zalmay Khalilzad, (Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia), 1995 Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

NATO Advantage Ext – Cohesion on the Brink

NATO cohesion low now – recent issues of NATO

(Senator Raynell Andreychuk, Chair of the Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights, 6/30/09, “Alliance Cohesion,” NATO Parliamentary Assembly http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=2078)

 In recent years NATO Allies had to tackle a number of issues that have challenged the cohesion of the Alliance.  The Strategic Concept of NATO which is currently being updated will be an important document that will reinvigorate the Alliance.  However, it remains a document that reflects the least common denominator among the Allies.  Thus, how NATO, as an alliance, will develop will depend to a large degree on how the member States will interpret and implement the Strategic Concept in an operational context.  This report briefly identifies the main issues that put the cohesion of the Alliance to the test.  It will be updated for the autumn session and will include suggestions of how NATO can meet current and future security threats. 
***

Deterrence
AT: Removal Kills Deterrence

Turkey will still be protected by NATO’s nuclear security guarantee.  

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D., Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, June 2010. [Arms Control Today, Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25]

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.

AT: Deterrence – Terrorists

Terrorists are immune to deterrence- they lack assets to retaliate against

Harold Brown, former U.S. Secretary of Defense under Jimmy Carter; January 5, 2008; http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/996385_731508578_918258382.pdf

Even if governments, however problematic their behavior and intentions, can with considerable confidence be deterred from using nuclear weapons, with the possible exception of their behavior in the face of total military defeat and prospective loss of national existence, there remains the problem and prospect of acquisition of nuclear weapons by nonstate actors. Some of these entities, with transnational character and motivations that go beyond normal political goals, have shown a willingness to employ any available weapon to cause maximum damage to civilian targets. There is no reason to believe that they would balk at the use of nuclear weapons (or biological ones, which have less predictable, less immediate, and less controllable effects). These groups have few assets to be held at risk of retaliation, though in the case of religiously motivated groups there may be shrines or centers that could serve that purpose. It has been suggested that the threat to destroy religious centers sacred to the extremists might work. The effect on relations with the rest of their nonterrorist coreligionists, however, would make that deterrent less than convincing. The possibility of nuclear weapons acquisition by transnational terrorists creates dangers of a new dimension. Acquisition might occur through deliberate transfer from a state for its own ends, though transfer from some group within a fractured state, by theft of bombs or of fissile material of a sort that can be made into a bomb with modest technical and industrial facilities, or, much less feasibly, by building a bomb from scratch. That argues for greatly increased efforts to prevent to the extent possible further proliferation and to safeguard existing stocks of fissile material.

TNWs Deter – Yes

TNWs no longer an effective deterrent to Russia, other countries and are unpopular

Jeff King, Chris Lindborg, and Phillip Maxon, 2008 writers and analysts for the British American Security Information Council “NATO Nuclear Sharing: Opportunity for Change?” BASIC Getting to Zero Papers Number 9
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) long-standing policy of “nuclear sharing,” in which the United States maintains tactical nuclear weapons with its allies in Europe, has been subjected to increased scrutiny since the end of the Cold War.  These out-dated weapons offer no additional deterrent capability to the strategic nuclear weapons deployed by the United States, France and United Kingdom.  In the European states that host these weapons, public opinion is in favor of moving towards a nuclear-free Europe.1 Moreover, the legality of the arrangements under the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is highly contested. These developments have led to increased pressure on the United States and NATO to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe.  The Alliance’s summit in April of 2009, where plans are afoot to open the Strategic Concept for revision, could see serious discussion about the future of NATO nuclear weapons and a potential opportunity for change. Recent developments in the relationship with Russia may tempt policymakers to resist revision to NATO’s nuclear policy.  That would be a serious mistake. Explanations for the low-key way in which the United States has withdrawn the B-61s have been speculated upon elsewhere.  A critical aspect in understanding this process is NATO’s virtual admission that these weapons have taken on a sensitive political symbolism of their own.  By not playing up their withdrawal, or using them as bargaining chips for the retraction of Russian tactical nuclear weapons, there is a sense that these weapons have simply lost their utility and are no longer worth maintaining at European sites.  To have them become bargaining chips with Russia may have led some Alliance leaders to wonder whether their own security was being traded away or that Alliance ties were weakening.    

TNWs Deter – No

US Weapons in Turkey no longer needed

Warden, March 5, 2010 (John K,  “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.

Non-state actors make deterrence obsolete

Kibaroglu 5 

(Mustafa, professor at the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Journal of European Security, “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” Dec 2005 http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf) ATL

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.

TNWs Deter – No

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 and a Truman National Security Fellow, and Benjamin Loehrke, a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund; Nov 23, 2009; 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.

A2: On Alert

Takes at least 30 days

Jeffrey A. Larsen, PhD, NATO’s 2005-06 Manfred Wörner Fellow, Senior Scientist with Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), October 31, 2006, “The Future of U.S. Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons and Implications for NATO: Drifting Toward the Foreseeable Future,” http://www.docstoc.com/docs/1036420/Is-there-a-Nuclear-Future-for-NATO

DCA alert response levels are so low today that it makes the weapons militarily unusable without advance notice of an adversary threatening NATO. The necessary time to prepare a nuclear strike would apparently be at least 30 days (since the highest alert level today is “months,” according to NATO publications).259 And given the consensus nature of Alliance decision-making, political control over nuclear weapons, and recent experience of mission cancellations by allies during NATO combat operations in Kosovo in 1999, the chances that SACEUR could actually ever recommend a nuclear strike are extremely low. If deterrence credibility rests on the combination of will and capability, both factors would appear to be considerably weaker than they were during the Cold War.

Takes months

Hans M. Kristensen, Natural Resources Defense Council, independent nuclear weapons policy analyst, February 2005, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” http://www.nrdc.org

The most compelling opportunity to end the forward deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe may be the announcement by NATO that it has reduced the readiness level of the aircraft that are intended to delivery the U.S. nuclear bombs to “months.” The very low readiness level suggests that the electronic and mechanical interfaces that enable the aircraft to carry and deliver the nuclear bombs may have been dismantled and placed in storage. Since training at nuclear bases does not require live nuclear weapons but is done with “dummy” weapons, such a low readiness level calls into question the need to continue to forward deploy U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe because it allows for plenty of time to transfer the weapons in a crisis if needed.

US nuclear weapons in Europe are dormant. 

Tertrais 8

Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow, Foundation for Strategic Research, 9-26-2008. [Real Instituto Elcano, The Coming NATO Nuclear Debate, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT

=/Elcano_in/Zonas_in/ARI117-2008]

The current total number of US nuclear weapons in Europe is classified –estimates vary considerably– but it is probably around 150 to 350. All weapons are under US control, and would remain so, even in the event of a crisis, when carried by European aircraft. Although the NATO Council would make a recommendation on their use, the final decision would remain in US hands, as it would remain in the hands of London for the use of British submarine-launched missiles in support of NATO. Today, this stockpile has an almost ‘dormant’ status. It was reduced by around 90% in the early 1990s. Further reductions were made in 2001, when all weapons were withdrawn from Greece, and in 2005, when they were removed from the Ramstein US Air Force base in Germany. In addition, the dual-capability aircraft which are equipped and trained for nuclear missions are now on a very low level of alert (months).

A2: On Alert

Not anymore

Jeffrey A. Larsen, PhD, NATO’s 2005-06 Manfred Wörner Fellow, Senior Scientist with Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), October 31, 2006, “The Future of U.S. Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons and Implications for NATO: Drifting Toward the Foreseeable Future,” http://www.docstoc.com/docs/1036420/Is-there-a-Nuclear-Future-for-NATO

The total number of warheads in the NSNW stockpile includes some 580 B-61 bombs, of which as many as 480, according to some widely quoted sources, are in storage at eight bases in six European nations.122 None of these are on alert, as they were during the Cold War; preparing the aircraft and associated bombs for use would likely take 30 days or longer, as shown in Figure 2. In the 1988-1994 time frame the number of sites capable of storing NSNW was reduced by some 75-80 percent worldwide. Similarly, in Europe, the number of NSNW weapons storage facilities has been reduced from 125 to just 10 since the height of the Cold War in the mid-1980s, as seen in Figure 6.123 Outside of Europe, no American NSNW are deployed in any other country anywhere else in the world, nor on U.S. ships at sea.124

EU – Yes

Islamisation Results from Turkey’s Accession to EU

Jean Monnet/Robert Schumann “Turkey’s Membership Application: Implications for the EU”, University of Miami, August 2005

In the period between the December 2002 and December 2004 summits, several leading EU practitioners - including national leaders - made clear their reservations about proceeding with the Turkish application. For example, the President of the Constitutional Convention - the body which largely drafted the EU’s Constitutional Treaty – Valery Giscard D’Estaing, warned that Turkish accession would be ‘the end of Europe’ (The Times, September 23, 2004: 34) and ‘would change the nature of the European project’ (EUobserver, 26 November 2004). In even more dramatic language, the (outgoing) European Commissioner for the Internal Market, the Dutchman Frits Bolkestein, warned of the ‘Islamisation of Europe’ and pronounced that should Turkey become an EU member ‘The relief of Vienna in 1683 [by a Catholic army from an Ottoman siege] will have been in vain’ (The Guardian, 22 September, 2004: 17).President Chirac of France attempted to canvass support for a privileged partnership between the EU and Turkey rather than Turkish EU membership - an idea that was also floated by Giscard D’Estaing and by the outgoing Austrian Commissioner for Agriculture, Franz Fischler (European Voice, 16-22 September:7; EUoberver, 26 November 2004).
It is in EU’s Best Interest to Grant Turkey Admission to EU

Ruud A. DeMooij and Arjan LeJour, “Turkish Delight – Does Turkey’s Accession to the EU Bring Economic Benefits, CESifo (Center for Economic Studies and Institute for Economic Research) May 2004

"We explore the economic implications of the possible Turkish accession to the European Union. We focus on three main changes associated with Turkish membership: (i) accession to the internal European Market; (ii) institutional reforms in Turkey triggered by EU membership; and (iii) migration in response to the free movement of workers. Overall, the macroeconomic implications for EU countries are small but positive. European exports increase by around 20 percent. Turkey experiences larger economic gains than the EU: consumption per capita is estimated to rise by about 4 percent as a result of accession to the internal market and free movement of labour. If Turkey would succeed in reforming its domestic institutions in response to EU-membership, consumption per capita in Turkey could raise by an additional 9 percent. These benefits would spill over to the EU."

EU Accession—Nabucco Linkage 

Nabucco and Turkey’s EU accession are linked. 

Jelena Vukotic, security analyst, 9-10-2009. [Roubini, Turkey’s EU Dreams and European Energy Security: In the Pipeline? , http://www.roubini.com/euro-monitor/257663/turkeys_eu_dreams_and_european_energy_security_in_the_pipeline]

If Turkish multilateral energy diplomacy irks Brussels, the Turks bear grudges of their own. Turkey’s EU membership talks have been blocked since 2006. Main stumbling blocks are Ankara's longstanding refusal to officially recognize Cyprus and Turkey’s own sluggish reforms. Yet, the more fundamental problem is a lack of support for the accession process in the EU, with Germany and France openly promoting a lesser alternative dubbed “privileged partnership” for Turkey. Frustrated and offended by the stalled accession process, Turkey in January tried to use energy leverage, suggesting it might withhold support from the Nabucco, unless Brussels unblocks the energy chapter.
Worried European officials asserted that energy issues should not be linked to Turkey's accession talks, yet clearly, the linkage exists. Cyprus has used its status as an EU member to block the opening of the energy chapter in Turkey’s accession talks because Ankara opposes Cypriot plans to explore for energy in the eastern Mediterranean. Turkey, on the other hand, still has not signed the Energy Community Treaty, aimed to extend relevant EU energy laws across neighboring countries. Ankara quoted technical problems, yet Katinka Barysch of Centre for European Reform suggests that Turkish officials are not very keen to accept EU laws in the energy field without receiving something in return.
***

Turkish Proliferation
Turkish Proliferation – Yes

US nuclear weapons in Turkey key to preventing Turkey from nuclearizing

Thomas Young, research associate in the Newly Independent States Nonproliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, May 1 2010, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/missile-defense-the-future-of-nato-burden-sharing

Historically, Washington has viewed deployment of nonstrategic nuclear weapons in Europe as a contribution to nonproliferation, arguing that it prevented allies such as Germany from seeking their own nuclear weapon capability. Although this role is less relevant today, it continues to be applicable to Turkey--an alliance member that attaches particular value to NATO security assurances. In particular, NATO can influence Ankara's threat calculations (especially vis-à-vis Iran) by reassuring it of the alliance's commitment to defend its territory--something that is currently achieved, in large part, by the forward-deployed U.S. nuclear weapons hosted at Incirlik Air Base in Turkey.

Even if current nukes are removed, Turkey will inevitably gain nukes

Mehmet Kalyoncu, International Relations Analyst and author of book titled A Civilian Response to Ethno-Religious Conflict: The Gulen Movement in Southeast Turkey; Sept. 19, 2008
Given that Turkey’s Western allies do not condone Turkey becoming a nuclear power, Ankara is forced to seek non-Western partners and suppliers for its nuclear program. Turkey does not have difficulty in finding them. Actually, most likely, they would find Turkey anyway. Respectively, Pakistan, Russia, Israel and finally Iran are among the possible partners in Turkey’s nuclear endeavor. Historically, Pakistan has always been supportive of the idea of Turkey becoming a nuclear power. Islamabad first approached Ankara to offer Pakistan’s assistance to Turkey in developing nuclear weapons during the rule of Gen. Zia Ul-Haq in the 1960s and then during the rule of Nawaz Sharif in the late 1990s. However, Ankara had to disregard both offers because of concerns about alienating its Western allies. However, under the current circumstances, the national security threat Turkey faces and the Western allies’ refusal to address Turkey’s concerns make it imperative for Ankara to seek Pakistan’s help in developing a nuclear weapons program.
Turkey is in primary position to start building 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’s location on the border of the world’s most volatile region puts it in a unique position both strategically and politically. Though considered to be a relatively stable nation, Turkey continues to struggle internally with at least two separatist groups that have been named as Foreign Terrorist Organizations by the U.S. Department of State. In addition, Turkey shares borders with Iran, Iraq, and Syria, nations which have been the subject of intense scrutiny by the international nuclear community. Turkey is a candidate for both of the classic motivations for attempting to acquire a nuclear weapon: the need for national security and the desire for national prestige.

Turkish Proliferation – Yes

Turkey will nuclearize - security

(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)

9/11 is a turning point for the international nuclear nonproliferation regime as a result of the dramatic shift in US foreign and security policy and its impacts on international politics, and on the definition of war and peace. The new security strategy of the United States has a new definition of threat and response: the new threat is terrorism operating trans nationally,seeking WMDs and getting support from states of concern or failed states, mainly through illicit trade of arms and drugs. Terrorists are regarded to wage an apocalyptic war against the United States and the West. Therefore, the United States and its allies aim to prevent these attacks by means that are not limited to military, and can bypass Cold War institutions for swift and effective action. Nuclear weapons are not weapons of last resort in this war against terrorism [12]. Beginning from the Iraq War of 2003, this new strategy deteriorated relations with allies and adversely affected nonproliferation efforts and regimes, for which multilateralism and legitimacy is essential. The Bush administration drew clear lines between ‘good and bad’, and called Iran, Iraq and North Korea the ‘Axis of Evil’ [13]. The US stance before the Iraq War adversely affected relations with the allies, and challenged the functioning of international institutions [14]. Iran’s nuclear program has been worrisome, and the American position did not help to address the issue. North Korea carried out a successful nuclear test on the grounds of national security reasons. Furthermore, the United States initiated nuclear cooperation with India. These developments had implications on all three main pillars that sustain Turkey’s NNWS position. First – regarding realist explanations which focus on Turkey’s NATO deterrent and military power along with the post-Cold War strategic cooperation with the United States and Israel –, the 2003 operation in Iraq demonstrated that the NATO collective defence guarantee would not come automatically, because Turkey’s request to bolster its defences in case of an Iraqi aggression was turned down [15]. In addition, the change in the US post-9/11 foreign and security policy affected relations with Turkey severely as a result of a series of misperceptions: Turkey refused to let the US troops use Turkish land for the Iraq Operation on March 1, 2003. On July 4, 2003, Turkish ‘Special Forces’ in Iraq’s north were detained by US counterparts, reportedly due to false intelligence from Kurdish groups [16]. This event (called the ‘Hood Event’ since the Turkish soldiers were detained and transported with hoods on their heads) caused outrage in the Turkish public because of the significance of the army in the Turkish security culture and that of the Special Forces, which are a special group of soldiers in the Turkish General Staff. Above all, Turkey has been fighting with separatist terrorism by the PKK since the early 1980s, which finds shelter and support in the same region. The war in Iraq led to a power vacuum and terrorist attacks resumed. Turkey’s expectations from the United States to address terrorist infiltration from Iraq’s north in order to put an end to these attacks were not met for at least four years. This increased resentment and anti-Americanism among the Turkish public. The reports that Israel is also conducting activities in Iraq’s north and supporting the Kurdish groups were not well received in Turkey [17]. Last but not least, the public opinion turned very low after the Israeli attacks on Lebanese civilians. All these developments resulted in questioning the reliability of the Atlantic Alliance, the United States and Israel. Anti-Americanism and anti-EU positions sentiments rose among the Turkish public following the tension in Turkish-American and Turkish-EU relations. Second, in 2003, it was revealed that Iran had made important failures in meeting the requirements of the safeguards agreement with the IAEA, and that the United States could not prevent North Korea to produce nuclear weapons and to withdraw from NPT membership. Turkey feels very strongly about the nuclear nonproliferation regime and the NPT, but these developments undermine the effective functioning of the regime and of the Treaty. Therefore, non-nuclear-weapon states started to question the effectiveness and meaning of the Treaty, and that of the UN to deal with such cases. Iran and Turkey have had tough relations, and the absence of conflict owes to the rough strategic balance. If the international community cannot prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapons capability, it will create strong proliferation dynamics in the Middle East. Third, Iran’s nuclear program and North Korea’s withdrawal relate to the significance of nuclear weapons for the status of a state, and the international norms that evolved through the regime. Although they were included in the ‘Axis of Evil’ as the states of concern, if the international community would sink into acquiescence after the acquisition of nuclear weapons and withdrawal from the Treaty, that would affect the norms of the regime: possession of nuclear weapons would be considered as an act that could go with impunity, and nonpossession as a security deficiency. As a result, Turkish nonproliferation experts point to the possibility that Turkey may want to have the basic infrastructure to have a nuclear option, and may choose to go nuclear when needed and not be constrained by an ineffective Treaty [18]. However, it should be underlined that proliferation is a political decision, and that Turkish policymakers would need to go through a cost-benefit analysis – which is addressed in the next section.
Turkish Proliferation – No
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.

Turkish prolif impossible

Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, ’10 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf

Even if the political will was in place, it would be difficult for Turkey to develop a nuclear weapon given the safeguards and treaties that are in place. Turkey would have to violate not just the NPT, including the AP, but presumably the various test ban treaties as well. It would have to build enough reprocessing or enrichment capacity to make nuclear weapons without the international community noticing, a difficult task. Any effort to build a nuclear weapon would almost certainly be discovered, and the consequences for Turkey would outweigh the benefits of having a nuclear weapon.  The most likely scenario for nuclear proliferation originating in Turkey doesn’t come from the Turkish state, but from any of the non-state actors in the region. There are many groups operating in the region acting independently of the established governments. Independent terrorist  groups are much harder for the international community to influence and since the 9/11 attacks in New York have been seen as the primary nuclear threat to national security.  

Turkish Proliferation – No

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.
Turkish Proliferation – No

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.

Turkish Proliferation – No

Turkey won’t nuclearize—US conventional umbrella would fill in. 

Perkovich 8

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.


Turkish Proliferation – No 

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.


Turkish Proliferation – No 

Multiple crisis developments before Turkis nuclearization. 

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]
Under what conditions might Turkey consider running these very considerable risks to acquire a nuclear deterrent? Internal politics could influence the attractiveness of a nuclear option, but it would probably require a complete reversal of Turkey’s secular, Western-oriented path—in short, an anti-western revolution. This is extraordinary unlikely. Externally, some combination of highly disruptive developments could make a nuclear option attractive, if no more practical. A short list of such developments would include the collapse of NATO and its nuclear-backed security guarantee; a dead- end in Turkey’s EU candidacy; a formal collapse of the international nonproliferation regime and the rise of multiple new nuclear weapons states; and the emergence of real, proximate flashpoints in Turkish-Iranian relations outside the nuclear realm—taken together, regional and international anarchy as seen from Ankara.

Turkey won’t nuclearize absent COMPLETE collapse of NATO. 

Kaye and Wehrey 7

Dalia Dassa Kaye, Ph.D., associate director of the Center for Middle East Public Policy @ RAND, Frederic M. Wehrey, international policy analyst @ RAND, June 2007. [Survival 49(2), A Nuclear Iran: The Reactions of Neighbours, p. 111 – 128]

In terms of non-Arab states, some analysts mentioned Turkey as a possible candidate for going nuclear, although experts also suggest that Turkey is very unlikely to go in this direction absent significant strategic shifts (for example, the collapse of NATO).22 Finally, there is the question as to whether a nuclear-armed Iran would force Israel to change its posture of ambiguity in order to strengthen its deterrence, a development that could significantly impact the calculations of other states in the region. Some Israeli analysts believe Israel's current posture has served it well and would prove sufficient to deter a nuclear Iran.23 Others, however, argue that the measures Israel would need to take to ensure a credible deterrent and second-strike capability - a likely movement toward a sea-based, submarine, retaliatory force, the dispersal of aircraft and ballistic missiles in hardened structures, and the possibility of testing for more advanced warheads - would make Israel's current posture of ambiguity increasingly difficult to maintain.24

Turkey won’t nuclearize.

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 act more radically, outside multilateral arrangements, to meet risks posed by a nuclear-ready Iran? The short answer is yes, but it is not very likely. Could Turkey “go nuclear”? Again, the answer is yes, but it is most unlikely. The key in both cases would be a sharp deterioration in the quality of Turkish defense cooperation with the West, and a sense that Turkey was being left to go it alone in a dangerous geo-strategic setting. Overall, the existence of a nuclear-ready Iran poses some direct risks to Turkish security— and many indirect but highly consequential ones. Implications for U.S. and Western policy abound.


Turkish Proliferation – No 

Turkey will not develop nuclear weapons—too many costs. 

Udum 6

Sebnem Udum, Ph.D., candidate in International Relations at Bilkent U., visiting instructor at the Turkish Military Academy, November 2006. [56th Pugwash Conference Cairo, Egypt, Paper presented at the 2006 ISYP Conference, 9-10 November 2006, Cairo, Egypt, “Turkey’s Non-Nuclear Weapon Status -A Theoretical Assessment,”

http://www.pugwash.org/reports/pic/56/1-8-Udum_ISYP_BD.pdf]

Having said that, I argue that Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a viable decision: If Turkey decides to go nuclear, international pressure will be intense: Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective. It ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardize this process and would have high political costs. Likewise, relations with the United States are too important to be jeopardized: The United States is an indispensable ally despite all the tensions. Economic sanctions would be applied to the already sensitive Turkish economy, that would impair micro and macro balances. What is more, the place of nuclear weapons in the military strategy is doubtful, i.e. against which country would Turkey use it or threaten to use it? If it is Iran, there are other more powerful actors. Turkey has other leverages that it could use against Iran in diplomatic relations. Last but not least, it would make Turkey a target.14

NATO’s nuclear posture irrelevant to Turkish nuclearization. 

Lewis 8

Jeffrey Lewis, director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, July/August 2008. [Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 64, No. 3, Minimum Deterrence, pp. 38-41]
Will allies feel protected by the U.S. nuclear umbrella if the United States were to have 1,000 nuclear weapons for the sole purpose of retaliating against a nuclear attack? It isn’t clear to me that nuclear weapons can or should bear the burden of maintaining the credibility of any alliance. Take Turkey, for example. If the United States and Europe get the big questions about Turkey right—its interests in Northern Iraq and membership in the European Union—then NATO’s nuclear posture is probably irrelevant. And if they get those things wrong, then, well, NATO’s nuclear posture is still irrelevant. Nuclear weapons are one tool, but they aren’t—and really never have been—a substitute for alliance diplomacy.


Turkish Proliferation – No 

No Turkey prolif

Sebnem Udum, Bilkent University, Department of International Relations, Ankara, Turkey, 2007, “Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status: A theoretical assessment,” in Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2, 47-55

On the other hand, a decision for Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a rational choice: if Turkey would decide to go nuclear, international pressure would be intense. Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective, which ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Becoming an EU/EC member has been a state policy, based on the modernisation process dating back to the Ottoman times. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardise this process and would have high political costs. Likewise, it would have adverse effects on relations with the United States, which is an indispensable ally despite all the tensions. Economic sanctions would be applied to the already sensitive Turkish economy, which would impair micro and macro balances. Condemnation and isolation from the international community would be unbearable militarily, politically and economically. What is more, the place of nuclear weapons in the military strategy is doubtful, that is, against which country would Turkey use it or threaten to use it? If it were Iran, there are other more powerful international and regional actors. Turkey has other leverages that it could use against Iran in diplomatic relations. Last but not least, it would make Turkey a target [20].

Fear of United States backlash prevents Turkish proliferation

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

The reaction of the United States, the leader of NATO, to Turkey's decision to build a nuclear force would be critical. These two close allies are bonded to each other with common core national interests in the geopolitical region that Turkey is beginning to dominate. Turkish security managers would be very careful not to alienate the United States and might consider the political costs involved in going nuclear to be high compared to the benefits. 

Turkey won’t go nuclear – it feels that its conventional capabilities are sufficient

Dietrich Jung, Research Fellow @ the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute and External Lecturer at the Political Science Department, Aarhus University, and Wolfgango Piccoli, Associated with the Center for Studies on Eastern, Central, and Balkan Europe @ U of Bologna, March 2000 (“The Turkish-Israeli Alignment: Paranoia or Pragmatism?” – Security Dialogue, Vol. 31, no. 1) p. 101

If there is a potential military risk to Turkish security in the region, it is the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and tactical ballistic missiles (TBMs). Turkey has no known national WMD capability, no anti-missile capability and no offensive missile capability. In contrast, Iran, Syria and Iraq all have WMD programmes. Iran, in particular, is widely believed to be pursuing a nuclear weapons programme. Yet, the sense of alarm and urgency about the possibility of WMD proliferation is not overwhelming - at least not yet. Thus, it is not surprising that in his analysis 'Turkey's Security Perceptions', Erguvenc does not indicate the proliferation of WMDs as a major threat for Turkey, rather, he asserts that 'Turkey's military capabilities are presently superior to those of most of its neighbours."'

Turkish Proliferation – No 
Turkey will only proliferate if lots of other stuff  happens

Dr. Peter R. Lavoy, Formerly CCC Director, Senior Lecturer, and Robin Walker, Research Associate, July 2006, “Conference Report: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: 2016,” Center for Contemporary Conflict, www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/events/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.asp

While Tertrais stressed that nuclear proliferation of any sort is unlikely in Europe, he identified Turkey as the biggest long-term threat, with Ukraine and Serbia as even more unlikely and an EU member dismissed as wild speculation. If Turkey were to move toward nuclear weapons it would be in a post-2010 timeframe and follow the continued breakdown of U.S.-Turkey relations. Catalysts for Turkish proliferation would include failure to be accepted into the European Union and the continued progress of Iran’s nuclear weapons program and would be exacerbated by a breakdown of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and the United States withdrawing the nuclear weapons it has based in Turkey.

Turkish Proliferation – No

Obama administration doesn’t oppose Turkey – wants to fix relations between Israel and Turkey to move forward

(Laura Rozen, foreign policy reporter for Politico, 6/21/10, “Obama’s Turkey Bind,” The Politico, 

http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0610/Obamas_Turkey_dilemma_.html?showall)

Congress is expressing alarm and demanding that Turkey pay a price for its leaders’ increasingly antiIsrael rhetoric in the wake of Israel’s interception of a Gaza aid flotilla last month and Turkey’s recent vote against a U.S.-backed Iran sanctions resolution. But in a region where the U.S. is stretched thin and short of even semireliable allies, the Obama administration is keeping its public criticism of Turkey muted and trying to move forward. The Obama administration “is in the worst of all worlds,” Eric Edelman, former U.S. ambassador to Turkey, told POLITICO. “The fundamental problem, I believe, which hasn’t been addressed, is that at this stage, the Turks believe we need them more than they need us. But they need us for a lot of things, too.” President Barack Obama and Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan will both attend the G-20 meeting in Canada later this week. But U.S. officials were still vague about whether the two will meet on the sidelines, saying no meeting had been firmed up. Meanwhile, officials suggested that the Obama administration might try to use the quiet visit of Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak to Washington this week as an opportunity “to try to patch things up,” if possible, between Israel and Turkey, which have had strong defense ties. Turkey’s highly regarded envoy to Washington, Namik Tan, could be a constructive intermediary for Washington but may have limited room for maneuver given the government he serves. A veteran diplomat who served as Turkey’s ambassador to Israel from 2007 to 2009, Tan is a colleague and friend to many senior officials in Israel’s Foreign Ministry. In an interview with POLITICO, Tan described being on the phone with Israel’s ambassador to Washington, Michael Oren, late last month to arrange a meeting between Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu that was supposed to take place in Washington on June 1. A few hours after they set up the meeting, and as Davutoglu was sitting on the tarmac in Brazil waiting for his flight to the United States, Israeli commandos intercepted the Gaza aid flotilla, in an operation in which eight Turks and one Turkish-American were killed. .... But Tan insisted there has been no breach in the U.S.-Turkey relationship in the wake of either the flotilla episode or Turkey’s vote against the Iran sanctions resolution. ... Tan said Turkey shares the United States’ concern about the prospect that Iran could get a nuclear weapon. But he said Turkey’s vote against the Iran sanctions resolution will allow Turkey to remain an intermediary with Iran and therefore enable the U.S. and the international community “to keep the door open to” Iran’s returning to the negotiating table. ... “We don’t doubt Turkey’s sincerity in trying to find a diplomatic way forward and a genuine way to prevent Iran from getting nuclear weapons,” a senior administration official told POLITICO. “And they assert that what they were doing is consistent with our objectives.” “You will see that we have not rejected the Tehran declaration or denounced it,” the senior official continued. “We have said if Iran wants to transfer 1,200 kilograms of low-enriched uranium to Turkey, that would be good. All we said was that it was not sufficient — it doesn’t deal with the problem and does not obviate the need for sanctions.” ....

***

Politics
Politics – Turkey Popular

Response from Congress of Gaza won’t affect Turkey’s popularity in the White House – Mogahed justifies actions of IHH and Hamas

(Larry Hart, Director of Government Relations for the American Conservative Union, 6/21/10, “Turkey Continues to Pull Away from the West with More Sanctions Against Israel,” LA Conservative Examiner http://www.examiner.com/x-45209-LA-Conservative-Examiner~y2010m6d21-Turkey-continues-to-pull-away-from-the-west-with-more-sanctions-against-Israel)

Turkey continues to pull away from the west with more sanctions against Israel. Turkey announced new sanctions against the State of Israel including, forbidding access to Turkish airspace by Israeli planes, freezing of 16 different bilateral, military agreements and spearheading a world wide boycott against the Jewish State. Debka file is reporting that Turkey will pay a heavy price for this with the west according to some high ranking members of both parties of the U.S. Congress. Mike Pence, Representative from the 6th congressional district from Indiana said, "There will be a cost if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel." Democratic Representative from New York Eliot Engel called Turkey's actions "disgraceful." The L.A. Times is reporting that “The U.S. worries that the eastward tilt of Turkey's Islamic-oriented government runs counter to Washington's ambitions.” If the Times is correct, you couldn’t prove it by the White house reaction to all of this. Obama has been very silent on the issue. That is not unusual for the Obama administration as it has been silent on many important issues to the United States in recent months. But, this one might indeed have the Oval Office calculating its moves. The President’s advisor on Muslim affairs, Dalia Mogahed, who is giving him guidance on this issue, has a history of making excuses for Muslim extremism, and defends the actions of groups like IHH and Hamas. 

US doesn’t oppose Turkey – bond from being a US ally and member of NATO is strong enough

(Rowan Scarborough, Washington Times reporter, 6/13/10, “Turkey’s Shift Spurs Concern on Capitol Hill,” The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/13/turkeys-shift-spurs-concern-on-capitol-hill/?page=3)

The AKP and Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan have won two successive parliamentary elections and an increased voter share. Turkey's constitutional court has warned the AKP about its growing anti-secular positions. The military in Turkey stands as a check against any political movement to abandon secular government. In 2000, for example, it purged Islamists from senior government posts.

Mr. Erdogan has sided with Iran in its dispute with Washington, which has worked to impose new economic sanctions on Tehran to stop its suspected nuclear-weapons program. Turkey voted last week in the United Nations against a U.S.-sponsored sanctions resolution that won Security Council support.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates was guarded in his response to Turkey's vote.

"I'll be honest. I was disappointed in Turkey's decision on the Iranian sanctions," he told reporters Friday. "That said, Turkey is a decades-long ally of the United States and other members of NATO. Turkey continues to play a critical part in the alliance. We have a strong military-to-military relationship with Turkey. We obviously have facilities in Turkey. So allies don't always agree on things."

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Turkey unpopular in Congress – Gaza massacre turns Turkey into the next Hitler

(Philip Giraldi, recognized authority on international security and counterterrorism issues, 6/27/10, “Punishing Turkey, Antiwar.com http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/index.php?q=node/10441)

The Turkish prime minister’s Hitler-like leanings first appeared when he dared confront Israel’s President Shimon Peres at an international meeting in Davos in January 2009. Referring to the slaughter of Gazan civilians earlier that month, Erdogan told Peres "…you know well how to kill." But if there was any lingering doubt, Erdogan definitely became Hitler through his support of the flotilla that sought to bring aid to Gaza three weeks ago followed by his denunciation of the massacre initiated by Israeli commandos. His diabolical intent was made manifest when he then demanded justice for the nine Turkish citizens who were murdered. Hitlerization is the price one inevitably pays for criticizing Israel or opposing its policies. Whenever Israel discovers that yet another foreign nation has turned Nazi and is intent on recreating the Holocaust, the American lap dog soon picks up the scent. Andrew Sullivan has recently described the phenomenon as "Israel Derangement Syndrome," which he describes as a "…form of derangement, or of such a passionate commitment to a foreign country that any and all normal moral rules or even basic fairness are jettisoned. And you will notice one thing as well: no regret whatsoever for the loss of human life, just as the hideous murder of so many civilians in the Gaza war had to be the responsibility of the victims, not the attackers. There is no sense of the human here; just the tribe." The Gaza flotilla has been handled by the mainstream media in precisely that fashion – blaming the victim with a unanimity that overwhelms both justice and fairness. No humanity, no mention of the deliberate attempt to starve Gaza most recently endorsed by alleged United States Senator from New York Charles Schumer who said "strangle them economically." Or, if one prefers the wisdom of Representative Eliot Engel, also from New York, the flotilla was "filled with hate-filled provocateurs bent on violence." Confronted by such hatred it is surprising that the Israeli commandos were so restrained, killing only nine passengers and wounding about forty more. As the popular narrative in the media has unfolded, Turkey was the aggressor and Israel yet again the victim. Turkey now has to be punished. Congress is already considering passing the frequently shelved Armenian Genocide resolution and Representative Mike Spence warns "There will be a cost if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the State of Israel." Representative Shelley Berkley agrees, saying that she would actively oppose Turkey’s attempt to join the European Union. Just exactly how she will do that is not completely clear. The American media and the punditry in Washington has obediently been lining up to condemn Ankara, using two basic arguments. The first contention is that Turkey has become a stronghold of Islamism, is edging towards a political and economic alliance with Iran, and is even acting friendly to terrorism-supporting neighbors like Syria. The second narrative is that Turkey is no longer reliable due to its support of initiatives like the flotilla and also its bid to negotiate a solution to the Iranian nuclear program dilemma.

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Congress opposes Turkey – stronger support for Israel after the Gaza massacre

(Hilary Leila Krieger, Washington correspondent for the Jerusalem Post, 6/17/10, “US Congressmen Express Ire Toward Turkey,” Jerusalem Post, http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=178687)

WASHINGTON – US Congressmen ratcheted up their criticism of Turkey Wednesday, warning that Ankara was risking its historically warm ties with Congress by reaching toward Iran and breaking with Israel. In a press conference defending Israel’s raid on a Turkish-flagged aid ship trying to break the Gaza blockade, several dozen of whose passengers had ties to terror organizations, numerous members of Congress turned their ire toward Turkey. “Turkey is responsible for the nine deaths aboard that ship. It is not Israel that’s responsible,” declared Rep. Shelley Berkley (D-Nevada), who pointed to Turkish funding and support for the expedition. “If Israel is at fault in any way, it’s by falling into the trap that was set for them by Turkey.” She continued: “The Turks have extraordinary nerve to lecture the State of Israel when they are occupiers of the island of Cyprus, where they systematically discriminate against the ecumenical patriarch, and they refuse to recognize the Armenian genocide.” Her comments – which were accompanied by an announcement that Turkish representatives were no longer welcome in her office – touched on sensitive issues with Turkey that the US has often shied away from pressing Ankara on aggressively. Her words raised the prospect that the US Congress at least would be more assertive about its displeasure with Turkey. Speaking at the same press conference, Rep. Mike Pence (R-Indiana) said he recently warned the Turkish ambassador that “With regard to Congress of the United States, there will be a cost if Turkey stays on its current path of growing closed to Iran and more antagonistic to the State of Israel.” Among other issues, he said, he was now likely to switch his vote to support a resolution recognizing the mass killing of Armenians during the Ottoman empire as a genocide, a move he had voted against in the past because he thought relations with Turkey were more important. Turkey has vehemently opposed the resolution, briefly recalling its ambassador to the US when the measure passed a House committee earlier this year.

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Turkey unpopular in Congress – Turkey is distancing itself with the West and Gaza incident spurs more support for Israel

(Hilary Leila Krieger, Washington correspondent for the Jerusalem Post, 6/17/10, “US Congressmen Express Ire Toward Turkey,” Jerusalem Post, http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=178687)


The Obama administration, in keeping with past administrations, has opposed the resolution moving to the full chamber for a vote because of Turkish sensitivities. Many Jewish lobbies in Washington opposed the resolution on the same grounds. That argument also resonated in the past with Rep.Peter King (R-NY), another participant in the press conference who said he was now likely to switch positions – as were many other of his colleagues. King stressed that this wasn’t just about Turkey’s support of the Gaza flotilla and its heavy criticism of Israel, but the government’s move toward Iran and its turn away from running a secular democratic state. “This is a clear effort, I believe, by Turkey to distance itself from the West, and there have to be consequences for that,” he said. Indeed, Adam Schiff (DCalifornia) cited Turkey’s opposition to sanctions against Iran in circulating a letter Tuesday calling for his colleagues to take up the Armenian genocide resolution. “Now is the time to recognize the Armenian genocide. As Turkey sides with Iran, why defend its campaign of genocide denial?” asked Schiff, who sponsored the resolution. At this point, Capitol Hill watchers don’t see enough momentum to force a floor vote, given how explosive the resolution would be in the current state of tension between the US, Turkey and Israel. But that could change, and insiders did see dissatisfaction with Turkey pushing forward initiatives to investigate the country’s connection to the flotilla and other moves opposed by Ankara. The shift in tone, at least, was also evident in a letter Gary Ackerman (D-New York) sent to the Woodrow Wilson Center Tuesday afternoon calling on the think tank to rethink honoring Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu with its public service award. “Publicly honoring Foreign Minister Davutoglu at this time is absolutely inconsistent – absolutely inconsistent – with the mission of the WWC and the ideals that animated President Wilson’s administration and foreign policy,” he wrote in a letter to the center. At the same time, members of Congress are reaffirming their strong support of Israel and calling on the White House/administration to do the same. A letter collecting signatures among members urges US President Barack Obama “to remain steadfast in the defense of Israel in the face of the international community’s rush to unfairly judge and condemn Israel in international fora such as the United Nations Security Council.” The letter has the support of many American Jewish groups, including the Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations, which put out a statement strongly backing the measure Wednesday. But some have taken issue with it. The progressive J Street lobby urged senators and representatives to amend the letter, or write their own. “The sign-on letters now circulating in the House and Senate, while expressing strong American support for Israel – a position we endorse – fail to address the impact of the present closure of Gaza on the civilian population, the deep American interest in resolving this conflict diplomatically, or the urgency of moving forward with diplomacy before it is too late,” J Street writes. “By ignoring these critical issues in favor of a simplistic statement that supports Israeli policy and actions, Congress is serving neither the best interests of the United States or of Israel.”

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Congress strongly opposes Turkey – Gaza massacre and relations with Iran

(Chad Pergram, political Congress reporter for FOX news, 6/16/10, “Lawmakers Threaten Turkey with Reprisals Over Israel,” FOX news 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. Turkey has been a prominent ally of the U.S. for decades. It served as an eastern bulwark against Warsaw Pact nations and was home to Jupiter Missiles pointed at the Soviet Union during the Cuban Missile Crisis. The U.S. used Incirlik Air Base to launch strikes against Iraq during the Gulf War. Turkey also played key roles in operations in Afghanistan after September 11th and during the war against Iraq in 2003.

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Congress opposes Turkey – transition in focus toward the Middle East and Gaza (The World Tribune, 6/15/10, “Congress Calls on Obama to Challege Turkey on Ties with Iran, Hamas, “ The World Tribune http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/ss_turkey0524_06_15.asp) Leading members of Congress have expressed concern that Turkey was drifting away from the United States and NATO and toward such adversaries as Iran and Syria, Middle East Newsline reported. They said Obama, regarded as close to Prime Minister Recep Erdogan, has refused to take a position regarding Turkey's alliance with Iran and Hamas as well as Ankara's hostility toward Israel. "We can not allow these same old tactics to prevent us from taking the right position," Rep. Frank The concern in Congress has been bipartisan. Leading Republicans said Turkey's hostility toward Israel raised questions regarding whether Congress should continue to support Turkey, a leading client of U.S. combat platforms such as the F-16 multi-role fighter. In a letter to Obama in June, Pallone cited Ankara's decision to organize a flotilla to break the Israeli and Egyptian siege on the Gaza Strip. The representative said Turkey, in wake of the bloody Israeli interception of the flotilla, has resorted to threats against Israel and formed an alliance with forces that threaten the West. "Rather than engaging in an open dialogue, Turkey has chosen to recall their ambassador from Israel and disrupt diplomatic relations," Pallone said in the letter. "Turkey has chosen to ignore the facts and force its own view of events through threat." Some of the representatives, including Pallone, demanded that Obama condemnTurkey's IHH, the Islamist organizer of the flotilla. IHH has been linked to Al Qaida and Hamas and was said to have recruited scores of fighters to resist the Israel Navy. Nine people, eight of them Turks, were killed in the Israeli seizure of the Turkish-flagged Hava Marmara on May 31. "I also ask that you condemn Turkey's reaction to the incident involving the flotilla," Pallone said. "The complicity of Turkey in launching a flotilla to challenge the blockade in Gaza, the ensuing violence that occurred, the grievous loss of life is deeply troubling to those of us who have supported the U.S. Turkish alliance in the past," Rep. Mike Pence, a leading Republican and member of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, said. "Turkey needs to decide whether its present course is in its long-term interest." Rep. Peter Hoekstra, a former chairman of the House Intelligence Committee, said Ankara's drift from NATO has been encouraged by Obama. Hoekstra cited Obama's counter-terrorism adviser, John Brennan, who has repeatedly expressed support for so-called moderate elements in the Iranian-sponsored Hizbullah. "Obama over the last 18 months has sent a clear signal to people in the Middle East that it's okay to reach out to these organizations, Hamas, Hizbullah," Hoekstra told The Washington Times. "I think Turkey believes, watching Obama, this is not necessarily inconsistent with the Obama administration." On June 14, a Turkish parliamentary delegation left for the United States for talks with Congress and the administration. The delegation from Turkey's ruling Justice and Development Party, known by its Turkish acronym, AKP, intended to allay fears that Ankara was moving away from the West. "The AKP has no agenda of shifting its axis or of Turkey becoming Middle Eastern," party deputy chairman and delegation chief Omer Celik said. "This is just rhetoric." Still, administration officials said Washington has become heavily dependent on Turkey for U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. They said Ankara, the only NATO ally to vote against United Nations sanctions on Teheran, has exploited this to develop a strategic relationship with neighboring Iran and Syria. "I'll be honest," Defense Minister Robert Gates said. "I was disappointed in Turkey's decision on the Iranian sanctions. That said, Turkey is a decades-long ally of the United States and other members of NATO. Turkey continues to play a critical part in the alliance. We have a strong military-to-military relationship with Turkey. We obviously have facilities in Turkey. So allies don't always agree on things." 

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Congress opposes Turkey – poor relations with Israel and increased relations with Iran trade off with US relations and could have catastrophic results

(Ariel Cohen, Ph. D Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Dougas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at the Heritage Foundation, 6/21/10, “Congressmen Talk Turkey,” The Heritage Foundation, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/21/congressmen-talk-turkey/)

At a Washington, DC, press conference held by Members of Congress in support of Israel, Turkey received its taste of changing attitudes on Capitol Hill after sponsoring a flotilla to breach Israel’s blockade of the terrorist organization Hamas-run Gaza strip. Congressmen warned that Turkey’s break from its traditionally warm relations with Israel in exchange for cozying up with the United States’ public enemy number one – Iran – could result in a chill in its relations with the American government, according to The Jerusalem Post. At the same time, Turkey pulled out all the stops in its diplomatic and media attacks on Israel, recalling their ambassador, reducing their diplomatic representation, freezing the implementation of past Turco-Israeli economic agreements, and placing an embargo on Israeli weapons – all of which took a serious toll on Turkey’s most reliable partner in the Middle East. Turkey-Israel relations, warm and cozy until the Islamist AK Party came to power in 2002, are now in their terminal stage. While Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan stirred the anti-Israeli sentiment since the 2002 election, and especially after the landslide victory in 2007, things really came to a head in January 2009. At the Davos Economic Forum , Erdogan attacked the 87-year-old president of Israel, Shimon Peres, calling him a “murderer” because of Israel’s anti-terrorist operation in Gaza. Erdogan then demonstratively stormed from the podium. Erdogan, of course, ignored the fact that Shimon Peres has always been a life-long dove who pushes for a peace settlement with Palestinians and a two-state solution, and also that the Israeli presidency is a ceremonial position. Erdogan’s attack, crass and unprofessional, nevertheless gained him a lot of voter support, with throngs of fans coming to the airport to greet him. The launch of the “peace flotilla” was Turkey’s deliberate move to send already bad relations with Israel into a death spin. Erdogan masterfully used the opportunity granted by Israeli marine commando’s inept attempt to take control of the MAVI MARMARA, to staunchly put Turkey into the camp of Hamas supporters – and Israel’s opponents. Having Ankara in the same camp as Iran and Syria will radically change the geopolitics of the Middle East. Turkey used to be a staunch member of NATO, a stalwart friend of the Israelis, a nation that aspired to join the European Union. But under Erdogan and his AK Party, its direction is quite different. Erdogan is buying Iran time to develop its nuclear program by negotiating the Iran-Turkey-Brazil enriched uranium deal, rejected even by Russia and China, and by voting against UN Security Council sanctions that even Moscow and Beijing supported. It does not have to be that way, U.S. Congressmen are saying to Erdogan. There is nothing wrong with Turkey wanting to develop ties with its Islamic neighbors, especially as Iran becomes a dominant voice in the region. But if ties with Israel are worth sacrificing for Turkey, this sends an unmistakable message to Washington. The Ayatollah Khomeini-authored call of “Death to Israel” is heard in the street of Istanbul. It also has the second half: “Death to America.” And the United States and its moderate Arab allies will not sit idly if the Turks and Iranians are planning to divide up the Middle East. What the Turks did not predict, though, was the U.S. Congress backlash they’d received on Capitol Hill. Congressmen are promising Turkey that they would pass legislation blaming the Ottoman Empire for the Armenian massacres in 1915-1923 and calling it a “genocide” – something all prior U.S. Administrations have opposed due to the warm relations and a strong alliance with Turkey. Is this the result Mr. Erdogan intended? The U.S. Congress won’t be alone: parliaments around the world, including France and Russia, have already recognized the genocide. Given that congressmen like Rep. Mike Pence (R-IN), Peter King (R-NY), Elliott Engel (D-NY), and other self-described friends of Turkey are concerned about the Turkish AKP government policy, and that Jewish and Armenian organizations may start working together on the genocide issue – it may be time for Turks to take a pause and think its policy through. While the relations between Turkey and the West is long and illustrious, the consequences for harming that relationship can also be difficult, if not tragic, for both sides.

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Congress opposes Turkey – US support for Israel is too strong

(CNN, 6/16/10, “Lawmakers Warn Turkey of Payback of Iran, Israel Politics” CNN wired, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/06/16/us.turkey.armenia/)

Washington (CNN) -- Supporters of Israel in the U.S. House warned Turkey on Wednesday they might support a resolution recognizing the Armenian genocide that so far has failed to come up for a vote by the full chamber. Turkey opposes the resolution that would bring formal U.S. recognition of the 1915-1923 campaign by Turkey's Ottoman Empire against the Armenian population of eastern Anatolia region as genocide. The resolution passed the House Foreign Affairs Committee by a single vote in March, but so far has not come up for debate by the full House. Turkey called home its U.S. ambassador to protest the House committee vote. However, House members who have been unwilling to support the resolution now say they might change their minds due to Turkey's pro-Iranian moves and support for the recent effort to break Israel's blockade of Gaza. "There will be a cost if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel," Rep. Mike Pence, R-Indiana, told a news conference. "It will bear upon my view and I believe the view of many members of Congress on the state of the relationship with Turkey." In particular, Pence, said, "They need to understand going forward there's going to be a cost regarding the Armenian resolution." Rep. Peter King, R-New York, echoed Pence in saying he was reconsidering his past opposition to taking up the Armenian genocide resolution. King said he and "many" other House members believe there was an Armenian genocide, but have been reluctant to support the resolution due to the strategic U.S. relationship with Turkey. "I think that's about to change," King said. Turkey provided support to the recent flotilla of six ships that was stopped by the Israeli military from bringing aid to Gaza. Nine people -- all Turkish citizens -- died when Israeli commandos boarded the ships and violence ensued. In response, Turkey has condemned Israel and led calls for an international investigation of the incident. Turkey also has stepped up relations with Iran, joining Brazil recently in brokering an agreement with Iran intended to head off new U.S. sanctions over Iran's nuclear program. The U.S. questioned the agreement and proceeded to win U.N. Security Council approval for the additional sanctions. Pence and others told the news conference that such steps by Turkey must be opposed by the United States to demonstrate unwavering U.S. support for Israel. Rep. Eliot Engel, D-New York, called the actions by Turkey "disgraceful" because Turkey is a NATO ally, while Rep. Shelley Berkley, D-Nevada, said she would actively oppose Turkey's bid to become part of the European Union. "They don't deserve that recognition and they don't deserve to be a part of the EU until they start behaving more like European nations and a whole lot less like Iran," Berkley said.

Bipartisan criticism towards Turkey – Gaza massacre

(Rowan Scarborough, Washington Times reporter, 6/13/10, “Turkey’s Shift Spurs Concern on Capitol Hill,” The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/13/turkeys-shift-spurs-concern-on-capitol-hill/?page=3)

The deadly May 31 flotilla clash off Gaza has prompted some in Congress to condemn Turkey, not Israel, and to note with concern Ankara's steady shift in favor of U.S. adversaries Iran and Hamas.
While the world press reported international criticism of Israel, away from the headlines was a bipartisan group of Washington lawmakers criticizing Turkey for home-porting the flotilla that Israel says carried terrorist-linked activists. The ships were organized by the Turkish Humanitarian Relief Foundation (IHH), whose leaders acknowledge their aim was to break the Israeli blockade of Gaza.

For years, Turkey has held a special place on Capitol Hill as a NATO ally and Muslim country maintaining close economic and military ties to the Jewish state. Turkey has acted as a go-between in Israel-Arab dialogue. But that relationship started to sour several years ago, and now some in Congress are taking a second, more critical look at Turkey.

"I urge you to condemn Turkey's support of IHH which has been known to maintain ties to terrorist organizations such as Hamas and Al Qaeda," Rep. Frank Pallone Jr., New Jersey Democrat, wrote in a letter to President Obama. "I also ask that you condemn Turkey's reaction to the incident involving the flotilla. Rather than engaging in an open dialogue, Turkey has chosen to recall their ambassador from Israel and disrupt diplomatic relations. … Turkey has chosen to ignore the facts and force its own view of events through threat. We can not allow these same old tactics to prevent us from taking the right position."

Politics – Turkey Unpopular

Congress opposes Turkey – errs to Israel in Turkey-Israel conflict

(Rowan Scarborough, Washington Times reporter, 6/13/10, “Turkey’s Shift Spurs Concern on Capitol Hill,” The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/13/turkeys-shift-spurs-concern-on-capitol-hill/?page=3)

Since taking power in 2002, Ankara's Justice and Development Party (AKP) has developed closer ties to Iran and Hamas, a U.S.-designated terrorist organization that controls Gaza. One of the harshest attacks came from the Republican House leadership. "The complicity of Turkey in launching a flotilla to challenge the blockade in Gaza, the ensuing violence that occurred, the grievous loss of life is deeply troubling to those of us who have supported the U.S. Turkish alliance in the past," Rep. Mike Pence of Indiana, a member of the House Foreign Affairs Committee who heads the House Republican Conference, said on the House floor. "Hamas used the Gaza Strip to launch vicious and brutal attacks, thousands of rockets on civilians," he said. "It cost lives in Gaza, it cost lives in Israel. Turkey needs to count the cost. Turkey needs to decide whether its present course is in its long-term interest." Rep. John Sarbanes, Maryland Democrat, said the U.N. inquiry should not look just at Israeli actions when commandos boarded the Turkish cruise ship Mavi Marmara, were attacked and responded by killing nine on board. Mr. Sarbanes attacked Turkey's "readiness to condone this kind of brinksmanship. Further inquiry will reveal to what extent activists on the Mavi Marmara were connected to extremist organizations that are implementing a broad strategy of confrontation with Israel." Asked about congressional criticism of Turkey, Michael Hammer, a spokesman for the National Security Council, said, "As we have said, we support an Israeli-led investigation into the flotilla incident that is prompt, credible, impartial and transparent."

US opposes Turkey – support for Iran and poor relations with Israel created backlash from the US

(Rowan Scarborough, Washington Times reporter, 6/13/10, “Turkey’s Shift Spurs Concern on Capitol Hill,” The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/13/turkeys-shift-spurs-concern-on-capitol-hill/?page=3)

But some see Turkey differently. "I think Turkey has been drifting away from the Western alliance and from Israel since Erdogan's AKP party came to power," said Jim Phillips, a foreign-policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation. "The AKP is an Islamist political party that seeks to undermine Turkey's long-standing secular nationalism and replace it with an assertive Islamism that seeks better ties with Muslim nations and a reorientation from the West."

Mr. Phillips said Turkey's willingness to allow pro-Hamas activists to launch the flotilla from its ports is part of a new foreign policy strategy.

"When the Turkish Islamists successfully provoked a violent reaction from Israeli soldiers boarding the ship it aroused a backlash of Turkish popular opinion against Israel and the United States, which the AKP will exploit to further its Islamist goals in Turkey and the region," he said.

Steven A. Cook, a Middle East analyst at the Council on Foreign Relations, said there is a "whole host of reasons" why Turkey is criticizing Israel and supporting its enemies.

"I think the most important one to remember is that the Turks don't necessarily see themselves as realigning," Mr. Cook said. "They see themselves as having a 360 foreign policy, that they are standing on principle when it comes to the situation in the Palestinian areas. This is their way of pressuring the Israelis into doing the right thing. There is a lot of debate about whether that is effective. My own sense is that it is not."

A 2008 Congressional Research Service report noted that Turkey had begun to broaden its foreign policy ambitions.

"The AKP has drawn closer to Iran, partly because Turkey believes that it would be harmed by a possible conflict over Iran's nuclear program and partly because it seeks to diversify its sources of energy," the CRS said. "The AKP's policies toward Iran, Syria, Hamas and Sudan differ from those of the United States and some in the international community. It acts in what it views as Turkey's national interests, at times seeming to disregard the possible reaction in Washington."

Turkey's outreach to Iran was underscored last month when it announced, with Brazil, a proposal to exchange Iran's enriched uranium for special fuel used in medical reactors.

Politics – Turkish Lobby Powerful

Turkish Lobby Large & Active in the US

ARMINFO News Agency, August 25, 2009, Armenian News Agency “Turkish lobby in the USA has become more active: Armenian Export. ARMINFO, lexis

The Turkish lobby in the USA represented by the "US Turkish forum" with the budget of tens of millions dollars has become more active in recent years, Director of the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Armenian National Academy of Sciences Ruben Safrastyan told ArmInfo."In particular, I think that just the Turkish lobby is related to the decision of the US Federal court about recognition of the California law on payment of indemnities to the heirs of the Armenian Genocide victims unconstitutional. Moreover, this decision of the US Federal court is nothing more than an unpleasant episode for us, as the court decision is not a political decision, though it has a political coloring in this case", he said.According to Safrastyan, if the Jewish, Armenian or Greek lobby in America is a normal phenomenon, I consider the Turkish lobby a nonsense, while two Armenian lobby organizations of the USA - the Armenian Assembly of America and the Armenian National Committee of America have a great experience and weight in the USA. I am sure the Armenian lobby will shortly become more active regarding the decision on recognition of the California law on payment of indemnities to the descendants of the Armenian Genocide victims unconstitutional, and will active essential results", he resumed.

Turkish Lobby powerful and empirically succeeds at getting its way

Encyclopedia of the New American Nation, 2010 the first comprehensive reference tool to focus specifically on the formative period of the united States as it evolved from a diverse group of European colonies to a distinctive new nation “Special-Interest Lobbies- Ethnic Lobbies” Encyclopedia of the New American Nation http://www.americanforeignrelations.com/O-W/Special-Interest-Lobbies-Ethnic-lobbies.html 
By the end of the twentieth century Armenian lobbyists, responding to the growing tendency of state governments to adopt positions on foreign policy issues important to their citizens, had pushed their campaigns to the individual states and obtained resolutions in fifteen state legislatures condemning the Turkish massacre of Armenians as genocide. By 2001 the increasingly powerful Armenian Assembly of America, the central Armenian lobby, had purchased a headquarters building two blocks from the White House. The Turkish side of the dispute had no natural constituency in the United States, but representatives of the Turkish embassy engaged in their own lobbying in Washington and in state capitols. An articulate Turkish lobby consistently succeeded in frustrating Armenian demands for 

resolutions regarding the massacres by reminding members of Congress of the importance of the U.S.–Turkish alliance.

Politics – Turkish Lobby Powerful

Turkish interests powerful in US

Chris Deliso, August 14, 2005, blogger for Antiwar.com “Hastert, Helicopters, Textron, Turkey, Cash…” Antiwar.blog, http://www.antiwar.com/blog/2005/08/14/hastert-helicopters-textron-turkey-cash/ Accessed June 27, 2010

Indeed, the potential ill effects of irritating Turkey were vocally stated, not least of all by the Turkish authorities themselves. And this pressure probably meant the death of the bill regardless. But if Hastert was able to bluff the Turkish lobby into giving him 500G unnecessarily, hey, more power to him. But the tale is more complex. Consider this contemporary report on human rights and military sales to Turkey: “…Once House leaders decided to move the resolution, it easily passed in committee and headed to the House floor. Outraged representatives of Turkey’s government threatened to halt negotiations with Textron and instead buy helicopters from a Russian-Israeli consortium, according to Bloomberg News Service. Worried that the $4.5 billion deal might collapse, Textron lobbied the congressmen who represent the area surrounding the company’s Fort Worth plant to kill the resolution. ‘We felt it was important to support Turkey,’ explains [Textron Spokesman Gene] Kozicharow.” It’s also very interesting to look at the context, five years ago. From the same article: “…President Bill Clinton warned earlier this year that angering Turkey could have ‘far-reaching negative consequences for the United States.’Eager to bolster its stock price, which has lost more than half its value in the last 18 months, Textron is using Clinton’s views to its advantage. ‘We agree with the State Department,’ says Gene Kozicharow, Textron’s Washington-based director of public affairs, referring to Clinton’s warning. But when asked whether Textron agrees with the State Department’s damning assessment of human-rights abuses in Turkey, Kozicharow responded, ‘I think I’m going to cut this off, Steve [the journalist]. Talk to you later,’ and hung up.”Another contemporary report put the deal in context- and raised further serious questions about whether it would result in short-term profit and long-term losses.

Turkish Lobby Strong

F. Stephen Larrabee, September 30, 2004, Chair in European Security at RAND Corp. with a PhD in political science and a renowned scholar of US- Turkish relations “American Perspectives on Turkey and Turkish-EU Relations http://www.aicgs.org/adaview.aspx?pageid=375 Accessed June 27, 2010. 

The Turkish-American community in the United States is relatively small (about 300,000-350,000) in comparison to the Greek-American and Armenian-American communities in the U.S., and it has little political influence. On the other hand, there is a large Turkish "lobby" within the United States government, especially the Pentagon, which has a strong strategic interest in maintaining close ties to Turkey.

Politics – Turkish Lobby Weak

Turkish Lobby Weak

Yasemin Dobra-Manco, April 21, 2004 writer for the Istanbul-Turkish Daily News “The Birth and Growth of the Turkish-American Community” Istanbul-Turkish Daily News http://www.lobicilik.com/Unit5.htm Accessed June 27, 2010

The difficulties and problems experienced by the Turkish-American community can be attributed to many factors. One reason is the history of a weak and passive Turkish-American lobby. The main reason for this is that many members of the community were born overseas, and were not able to develop the skills necessary to be involved in complex domestic issues and in the U.S. political system. Very little research on this ethnic community has been done, and it is odd that only a few scholars have researched reasons behind the untrue accusations and negative images that have been created by the self-serving interests of anti-Turkish lobbies. The community and lobby have thus suffered because they have not effectively reacted to issues that target their interests. Turkish-Americans are still trying to devise ways of rapidly responding to issues as they emerge, as well as strategies that lead to informed involvement in the political process.

Politics – Generic Plan Popular 2ac

Plan bipartisan—cost

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.

Congress doesn’t care about nuclear posture changes

Hans Kristensen, Director, Nuclear Information Project, Federation of American Scientists, and Amy Woolf, Specialist in National Defense Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Congressional Research Service, November 13, 2007, Policy Dialogue Brief, US Nuclear Weapons Policy and Arms Control, http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/pdb/US_NukePDB508.pdf 

Congressional interest in nuclear weapons is, by and large, minimal. Few members of Congress are deeply interested and well-versed in nuclear weapons issues, and several are focused on nuclear issues only as they affect their constituents (for example, if their constituents work in the arms industry or if there are nuclear weapons-related bases in their district). Congressional dialogue about nuclear issues is usually limited to discussion of programs that require money—and sometimes the rationales for those programs. Rarely does dis- cussion deal with the effect of our nuclear posture on US security.  There have been some relatively high-profile con- gressional debates in the past, for example over national missile defense, the Peacekeeper missile, the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator, and the Reliable Replacement Warhead, but those did not address US nuclear posture as a whole. There have been discussions—but no serious debate—about the relationship between US nuclear posture and nonproliferation. Congress simply does not have the time, resources, expertise, and money to focus on big-picture questions about nuclear issues. There are only about a half dozen staffers on the Hill for whom nuclear weapons issues are part of their day-to-day work. In addition, most members of Congress with significant national security expertise are focused on the Iraq war.  Despite the lack of resources and expertise, there has been some recent congressional interest in nuclear issues. In 2007 Congress included lan- guage in the defense authorization bill that echoed elements of The Wall Street Journal op-ed by Shultz et al., calling for ratification of the CTBT and a moratorium on development of the Reliable Replacement Warhead. Congress has also restrict- ed funding for nuclear weapons projects until the next administration completes an assessment of US nuclear posture in 2009.  Congress may not be equipped to sustain a major debate about the US nuclear posture, but the silver lining to this relative ignorance is that only a few members of Congress are truly opposed to changes in our nuclear posture. For example, congressional arms control advocates successfully mandated the review of US nuclear posture because no one in Congress cared enough to strip the provision out of the bill. That said, as we saw with the CTBT, there are many in Congress who will oppose arms con- trol initiatives for political reasons if they are moti- vated by outside pressure groups.

Politics – Generic Plan Popular 2ac

Plan would be a massive win

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.

Politics – Generic Plan Popular 2ac

Turn—Winners Win

a) Obama pushing TNW removal now—this also non-uniques the disad—that’s Tertrais

b) Winners win—winning on controversial issues is key to Obama’s agenda

Jonathan Singer, JD candidate at Berkeley and editor of MyDD, 3-3-9, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.  Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.  So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

 Politics – Obama Pushing

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.

Obama will pull TNWs out of Europe

Atsuo Kaneko, Former Principal of Osaka International University, Former Journalist of Kyodo News, August 2009, “‘Abolition of nuclear weapons” and the only nation that was bombed with atomic weapons,’ http://sciencelinks.jp/content/view/952/33/

The U.S. widely deployed tactical nuclear weapons around the world during the Cold War era. President Bush (Sr.) had started working on the withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons to mainland U.S. upon the end of the Cold War, as he was concerned that their widespread deployment could trigger a nuclear war depending on unexpected turn of events. Under the Obama Administration, the direction is to eventually withdraw the tactical nuclear weapons left in Europe. This is not an era in which ships or aircrafts equipped with tactical nuclear weapons go in and out of Japan.

Politics – Nuke Cuts Popular—Momentum

Momentum growing—plan would be popular 

Joseph Cirincione, Vice President for National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress and as Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2009, “US nuclear policy: the open window for transformation,” Harvard International Review, Vol. 31 Iss.1, Spring, Goliath

The urgency of these threats combines with three other trends--the failure of past policy, the development of a strategic alternative, and the near simultaneous emergence of new leaders in the major nations--that together create a rare policy moment in which dramatic global shifts--such as that envisioned by President Obama--are not just possible, but probable.  The first trend is the widespread recognition that the Bush Doctrine failed. The policies of the last US administration not only did not make the United States safer, but they made the world's nuclear threats worse. The Bush policy posited that the greatest danger came from the nexus of terrorists, outlaw states and weapons of mass destruction. The solution was said to lie in direct military action to overthrow rogue regimes. Iraq was the first implementation of the policy. The war's architects expected regime change in Iraq to lead to regime change in Syria, Iran, North Korea, and other states.  The opposite occurred. North Korea and Iran accelerated their nuclear programs, making more progress in the past five years than they had in the previous ten. US legitimacy and credibility in the world weakened as political, financial, and human resources drained into the Iraq and Afghanistan wars. Meanwhile, relations with Russia, whose cooperation is necessary for resolution of many of these issues, deteriorated. While the terrorist threat increased, programs to secure global stockpiles of nuclear weapon materials languished. Seeing this record of results, many nations and the US public rejected the policy and the policy-makers. This strategic collapse left a policy vacuum.  Into the breach stepped "the four statesmen", unlikely heroes carrying a bold strategic alternative: the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Republicans George Shultz and Henry Kissinger and Democrats William Perry and Sam Nunn promoted this once utopian dream in a bipartisan appeal in two Wall Street Journal op-eds for "A World Free of Nuclear Weapons." This is the second trend. Their call led to an organized campaign and won the endorsement of two-thirds of the living former national security advisors and secretaries of state and defense, including James Baker, Colin Powell, Melvin Laird, Frank Carlucci, Warren Christopher, and Madeleine Albright. The group detailed a series of practical steps that can lead towards this goal, including deep, negotiated reductions in US and Russian forces, the US ratification of the nuclear test ban treaty, and an end to global production of nuclear weapon fissile material.   There is growing domestic and international support for this agenda across ideological lines. Public opinion polls show that 84 percent of Americans would feel safer knowing that no country--including the United States--had nuclear weapons. The European Union has proposed a detailed non-proliferation agenda, presented by conservative French President Nicholas Sarkozy, who called it an "ambitious program that is truly capable of achieving concrete progress on the path of disarmament." Labor Party Prime Minister Gordon Brown has pledged that the United Kingdom "will be at the forefront of the international campaign to accelerate disarmament amongst possessor states, to prevent proliferation to new states, and to ultimately achieve a world that is free from nuclear weapons." 

Politics – Nuke Cuts Bipart

Plan bipartisan—terror, outdated, and NPT

Grotto,  08

Andrew Grotto, Center for American Progress, and Joe Cirincione,  Ploughshares Fund, November 2008, Orienting the 2009 Nuclear Posture Review A Roadmap, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf

There is an emerging bipartisan consensus that America’s current nuclear weapons posture—the policies governing the role, mission, and size of the U.S. nuclear weapons arsenal—imposes an unnecessary burden on U.S. efforts to prevent nuclear terrorism andcurtail the spread of nuclear weapons, materials, and technology to additional nation-states.This consensus, which includes more than two-thirds of living former national securityadvisors and secretaries of state or defense, acknowledges the ongoing role of U.S. nuclearweapons as a strategic deterrent for the United States and its allies. But the consensus alsoembraces the vision of “a world free of nuclear weapons” articulated by former Secretariesof State George Shultz and Henry Kissinger, former Secretary of Defense William Perry,and former Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) in a pair of Wall Street Journal op-eds.1The emerging consensus rests on two propositions. First, it holds that the current posture is based on outdated Cold War assumptions about nuclear targeting that emphasize theneed to deter large-scale, preemptive nuclear strikes by Russia, our former Cold Waradversary. Cold War hostilities ended more than 15 years ago with the collapse of theSoviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. Although the United States and Russia have seriousdifferences over a range of international security issues and retain large nuclear arsenals,the two nations no longer consider each other as irreconcilable ideological adversaries.China has an estimated two dozen ballistic missiles capable of delivering a nuclear payloadto the continental United States and is slowly modernizing its nuclear forces. Taiwanremains a potential flashpoint in U.S.-China relations, but as long as all parties respectthe principles laid out in the three U.S.-China Joint Communiqués and the one Chinapolicy, armed conflict is a remote possibility and nuclear conflict even more so. Althoughthe United States will retain a nuclear arsenal for as long as other countries possess them,these developments have brought the world a step closer to achieving President RonaldReagan’s dream that one day “nuclear weapons will be banished from the face of the earth.”The second proposition underlying the bipartisan consensus is that many countries consider U.S. compliance with its nuclear disarmament obligations under Article VIof the Non-Proliferation Treaty, or NPT, a precondition before supporting additionalU.S. nonproliferation initiatives that are vital to countering 21st century nuclear threats.These threats are characterized by the diffusion of nuclear materials, know-how, andtechnology—much of it with a civilian dimension—to state and non-state actors enabledby globalization and economic development. In the words of secretaries Shultz, Kissinger,Perry, and Sen. Nunn, “Without the vision of moving toward zero [nuclear weapons], wewill not find the essential cooperation required to stop our downward spiral.”2

Politics – Deterrence Unpopular

Deterrence unpopular.

Colby 8

Elbridge Colby, staff member in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and on the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, 2008. [Orbis 52(3), Nuclear Abolition: A Dangerous Illusion, p. 424-433]

Signs are aborning that public—and especially congressional and elite—support for a strong and credible American nuclear deterrent is weakening. In an influential and widely noted Wall Street Journal op-ed in January 2007, four of the nation's most distinguished statesmen—Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, William Perry and Sam Nunn—called for pursuing “a world free of nuclear weapons” by “reducing reliance on nuclear weapons globally.”1 While the four were careful to couch their proposal for disarming in the nebulous language of the undefined future and to propose mostly sensible individual steps, their subtlety was overshadowed by the overarching conceptual point they made.2 They argued that non-proliferation is now an ascendant strategy, and one that overshadows the advantages of our nuclear arsenal. In July 2007, Perry testified before the House Armed Services Committee that the op-ed was part of a broader effort to revive President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev's vision laid out at Reykjavik in 1986, the “valid” goal of “eliminating not only nuclear weapons but also their delivery means.”3

Politics – Plan Popular—Hawks

Hawks want to abolish nuclear weapons

Colby 8

Elbridge Colby, staff member in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and on the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, 2008. [Orbis 52(3), Nuclear Abolition: A Dangerous Illusion, p. 424-433]

Meanwhile the nuclear disarmament trend is having a real effect. In the Congress, House Armed Services Strategic Forces Subcommittee Chairwoman Ellen Tauscher has led the push to cut funding for the Administration's Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) program, as well as for efforts aimed at modernizing the nuclear force and related infrastructure, an increasingly pressing need.4 In the Senate, Senators Feinstein, Durbin, Kennedy, and others in August 2007 introduced a bill to require the next President to conduct a top-to-bottom review of the U.S. nuclear posture. The bill, sponsored by legislators hardly known for their fondness for nuclear weapons, is clearly meant to supersede the Administration's 2002 Nuclear Posture Review. Indeed, it specifically restricts funding for the RRW program through 2010.5 In March 2008, the Congress established a Strategic Posture Commission to “examine U.S. strategic posture and the appropriate role of nuclear weapons.”6 And at the presidential level, Democratic nominee Barack Obama has committed to “seek[ing] a world in which there are no nuclear weapons.”7 Hillary Clinton expressed similar positions.8 Nor is such pressure confined to the left. Many hawks, in part anxious to exploit overwhelming U.S. conventional supremacy, seek to marginalize, if not actively abolish, nuclear weapons.9 It therefore seems clear that we are at the beginning of yet another reappraisal of the value of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, recalibrated for the first decades of the 21st century. Given that sustained, bipartisan congressional and popular support is necessary to maintain a credible nuclear deterrent, this reappraisal is important. For these reasons, it is worth restating the benefits of maintaining a nuclear arsenal and responding to its detractors’ criticisms.

Politics – Bipart—Empirical

Reductions have had bipartisan support – reductions have occurred regardless of party in power

Coyle, '09

Philip E. Coyle, III, Senior Advisor World Security Institute, Prepared Remarks before the:House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Energy and Water, The Future of the DOE Complex Transformation Program, March 17, 2009, http://appropriations.house.gov/Witness_testimony/EW/Philip_Coyle_03_17_09.pdf

Notably, for three decades Congress has supported the continuing reductions in the stockpiles of US nuclear weapons regardless of the political party in power. Going beyond the Moscow Treaty reductions, nuclear strategists are entertaining prospects of lower and lower totals of nuclear weapons. A sum of 500 US nuclear weapons seems to be emerging as a straw man, and various posture proposals with a 500- warhead figure and also 1000 are being advocated.1 The Fiscal Year 2007 Defense Authorization Act mandates two separate nuclear posture reviews that may affect future US policy.2 Yet recent posture proposals still do not persuasively articulate the contemporary missions of the American nuclear forces that might remain after further reductions. If many of the proposed missions for nuclear weapons are inconceivable or irrational, those missions will not justify the retention of nuclear weapons to carry them out.

Politics – Nuclear Lobbies Weak

Nuclear lobbies are weak

Paul Rogers, professor of peace studies at Bradford University, August 10, 2009, “The

Nuclear-Weapons Opportunity,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888CAA0-B3DB-1461-98B9-E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=104338

There are also less obvious factors underlying the shift in attitudes. In the two decades since the end of the cold war, the nuclear-weapons laboratories in the United States and other nuclear countries have lost much of their political influence. Similarly, the largest defence companies have moved away from working on nuclear delivery-systems such as long-range bombers and ICBMs, and are simply not so interested in lobbying on these issues. 

Politics – Anti-Nuke Lobby Powerful

Antiprolif lobby powerful

Asia Times, 2004, “India caught in Washington's political mangle,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/FA22Df04.html

Washington's non-proliferation lobby, principally entrenched in the State Department and influential policy think tanks that proliferate in the city, has been a persistent thorn in the side of US-India relations.  The significant hurdle posed by this group was reflected in a recent speech made by Mitchell Reiss at a conference at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. Reiss, director of the State Department's policy planning bureau, said that not only North Korea, but also India, Pakistan and Israel should be stripped of their nuclear weapons. He asserted that the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty which all three countries, along with Cuba, have resisted signing "should be made universal".

Politics – No Congress Action

Plan doesn’t require Congressional action

Bailey et al '07

Kathleen C. Bailey, et al Senior Associate at the National Institute for Public Policy, White Paper On The Necessity of the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent  Updated, August 15, 2007, http://www.nipp.org/Publication/Downloads/Publication%20Archive%20PDF/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf
Important decisions regarding the nature and future of the U.S. nuclear deterrent are being made with little or no debate by the U.S. public at-large or by Congress. While it is generally accepted that the deterrent must be kept, there has not been sufficient attention to the questions of what types of weapons should be in the arsenal and what capabilities must be retained or developed to assure the viability and credibility of the deterrent. And, very importantly, there has been no input from the 31 nations that rely on our deterrent regarding what they believe is required for their defense and what they would expect us to do to maintain the deterrent on which they depend.

Politics—No Deterrence Link

Congress not concerned with decline in nuclear deterrent
Murdock, 08

Clark A. Murdock, a senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, March 2008, The Department of Defense and the Nuclear Mission in the 21st Century, A Beyond Goldwater-Nichols, Phase 4 Report, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080305-murdock-nuclearmission.pdf

Growing polarization in the policy community during 2007 clearly contributed to the continued decline in congressional support for actions to stem the post–Cold War erosion of U.S. nuclear capabilities. For those, including the author, who believe this dismaying course of events must be decisively reversed, the Nuclear Plus strategic option must be embraced by the next administration. This report will now present the analytic narrative that, hopefully, makes a compelling case for making this choice.

Politics – AT Public Popularity Links

Public not care
Loukianova, 09

Anya Loukianova,  Monterey Institute for International Studies, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, August 19, 2009     NTI Issue Brief , The Nuclear Posture Review Debate,  http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_nuclear_posture_review_debate.html
Unlike the 2002 NPR, which was leaked to the press, an unclassified version of 2009 document will be made public. Yet, the public largely remains inactive on nuclear issues. Public opinion on nuclear weapons policy—traditionally an "elite issue"—is notoriously difficult to measure and mold. Some polls conclude that majorities of people around the world "favor an international agreement" towards nuclear elimination.[37] Public opinion studies with a U.S.-focus, however, suggest that the public is somewhat suspicious and cautious of grand proposals for "a world free of nuclear weapons," and might exhibit a greater support for presidential initiatives on nuclear reduction if administration officials frame the end goal as "keep[ing] nuclear weapons and nuclear materials away from terrorists."[38]
Politics – Plan Unpopular 

TNW removal would provoke a political firestorm

Dr. Nikolai N. Sokov, Senior Research Associate at James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, July 2009, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” in “Four Emerging Issues in Arms Control, Disarmament, and Nonproliferation: Opportunities for German Leadership,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_full.pdf

If some in the Obama administration support withdrawal of the weapons once the arms control agenda allows the issue to come forward, some politically powerful figures outside the administration are taking the opposite point of view. The bipartisan congressional commission on the U.S. strategic posture in its report referenced above stressed the value of “extended deterrence” and said that this mission could force the United States to retain weapons it does not need for its own security. The report gave considerable weight to the opinion of those allies in Europe who consider these weapons essential to prevent coercion by Russia and Iran. It should be noted that recent studies and interviews with representatives of these countries challenge the accuracy of this representation of their countries’ views by the commission. 35 The strong emphasis on the argument that some European countries are staunchly opposed to the withdrawal of TNW is widely attributed to commission co-chairman James Schlesinger, who has been championing this theme of late.36 Still, the political salience of this message, particularly among congressional Republicans is undeniable.  The U.S. public is also likely to be divided on the issue. Indeed, a recent public opinion poll indicates that Obama’s call for eliminating nuclear weapons has been greeted skeptically by the American public; on the other hand, keeping nuclear weapons away from terrorists registers as a top security concern.37  Thus, when the issue becomes ripe for decision, it is likely to provoke considerable controversy in Washington. Given such political constraints, it is likely that the Obama administration will not want to act unilaterally, but rather will seek to take action in the context of the upcoming decisions on a new NATO Strategic Concept— the first such document in a decade. Indeed, NATO has been preparing for this task for some time having authorized in 2007 an internal review of nuclear deterrence requirements for the twenty-first century.38 Working through this process would allow the United States and selected other allies (most likely the United Kingdom and, to a lesser extent France) to find means for reassuring the most concerned states that their Article V protections will remain intact without the forward deployment of TNW. Some European sources indicate that the United Kingdom in fact has been pushing for such discussions to take place, but has been held back by Germany, which wants to postpone any discussion until after its September 2009 national elections.

Politics – Plan Unpopular

Nuclear reductions cost political capital. 

Sharp 9 [Travis, Military Policy Analyst at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, Local priorities vs. national interests in arms control, 28 AUGUST 2009, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/local-priorities-vs-national-interests-arms-control]

While beliefs about national sovereignty and international law matter, when it comes to arms control treaties, ideological considerations rarely trump pork-barrel politics. Would a senator from a state dependent on the nuclear weapons complex oppose an arms control treaty not on the basis of ideology, but because the treaty would mean the loss of jobs or funding in their home state? Absolutely. As such, the Senate could become a stumbling block in President Barack Obama's plans to reduce the U.S. nuclear arsenal and strategic triad of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and strategic bombers. While past treaties such as START I and SORT were approved overwhelmingly by the Senate, those agreements didn't alter the triad's fundamental configuration. Warheads and delivery vehicles were retired, but the constellation of bases and supporting defense contractors, though reduced, remained in place. The force posture being considered by the Obama administration, however, challenges the long-standing status quo and therefore, threatens the local interests of many senators. With a two-thirds Senate majority of 67 votes needed for approval, treaties in the 111th Congress must not only attract support from all 60 caucusing Democratic senators, they must also win affirmation from at least seven Republicans. Based on the guidelines laid out by Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, the upcoming START follow-on shouldn't be hindered by the 67-vote threshold. But what happens after the next round of negotiations, when warhead numbers will really begin to be lowered? Pushing deeper nuclear reductions through the Senate will be extraordinarily difficult and will require a Herculean political effort from the White House. 

Interest groups and momentum.

Cimbala 8 [Stephen J., Distinguished Professor of Political Science, Pennsylvania State University, Russian-U.S. Nuclear Force Reductions and Nuclear Proliferation, Comparative Strategy, Volume 27, Issue 5 October 2008 , pages 431 – 450]

The third “P” supporting U.S. interest in a second-to-none nuclear arsenal is politics, domestic politics in this instance. Powerful interest groups combine with government bureaucrats and members of Congress to form “iron triangles” on behalf of particular defense programs. Members of Congress need to “bring home the bacon” of military deployments in their districts, including bases and other installations. Although nuclear weapons are not big spenders in domestic politics compared to conventional armies, navies, and air force elements, nuclear weapons programs have their own momentum in the service or Department of Defense bureaucracies, or on Capitol Hill. In addition, the nuclear motivations of prestige and protection also have their own foreign pressure groups and U.S. domestic constituencies.
Topicality – AT: In = Throughout

TNWs are throughout Turkey. 

Fulya Özerkan, staff writer, 4-6-2010. [Hürriyet Daily News, Turkey faces tough choice over Iran nuke row, p. http://hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=turkey-faces-tough-choice-over-iran-nuke-row-2010-04-06]

Several countries say they want the nuclear gravity bombs to be withdrawn because there is no longer any justification for keeping them in Europe. Neither U.S. nor Turkish officials have commented on The Times’ report due to the sensitivity of the matter. More recently, Taner Baytok, a retired ambassador and former advisor to the National Defense Ministry, suggested that the United States had tactical nuclear weapons not at the southern Incirlik Airbase, but in Istanbul, Turkey’s most populated city. According to daily Hürriyet, Baytok said these weapons are in Istanbul and some other cities in the Black Sea region. 
***

Topicality
Topicality – TNWs Are Military Presence 

US military presence inlcudes deployed nuclear weapons.

Russia & CIS General Newswire 8-28-2006. [Korean Peninsula situation is China's main concern – expert, p. ln]

The situation surrounding the Korean Peninsula is a key international concern of China, a representative of the China Foundation for International and Strategic Studies under the Communist Party Central Committee told Interfax on Monday.

"Nowadays Chinese leaders are mostly concerned about the situation surrounding the Korean Peninsula, especially the nuclear program of North Korea and possible Pyongyang nuclear tests," he said.

"The reason is the geographic proximity of the two countries and the growing tensions in North Korean relations with the United States and Japan," he said.

Last week's conference of party and state officials in Beijing expressed this concern, the expert said.

The conference participants agreed that a possible nuclear test in North Korea "will have extremely negative consequences for the security of the region, including China," he said.

"If North Korea holds nuclear tests, tensions will escalate and the U.S. military presence in Asia, including the deployment of nuclear weapons, will enlarge," he said.

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).


Topicality – TNWs are USFG 

TWNs 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. 

Neg – TNWs not at risk

Kurds unlikely to try to steal a TNW

Ferguson and Potter 2006, (Charles D, and William C,  “Improvised nuclear Devices and Nuclear Terrorism” The Weapons of Mass Destruction Committee www.wmdcommission.org Accessed June 25, 2010 p. 6)
Traditional nationalist/separatist terrorist groups, such as the IRA in Ireland, the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka, and the Kurds in Turkey, are less likely to resort to this extreme form of nuclear terrorism because they may be constrained by the values of their base constituencies. In addition, their own location may make them extremely vulnerable to retaliatory attacks or to concerns of harming their own people from a nuclear attack that took place too close to their homeland areas. Nationalist/separatist groups might, however, consider the development of an IND (in contrast to its use) to be an advantageous tool for gaining international recognition and/or for blackmailing adversary governments into making concessions. Single-issue terrorist organizations are also unlikely to see to case massive destruction by using an IND, but extremist factions within such groups might consider doing so. 
***

2ACs
2AC: Politics Plan Popular [1/2]

1- Non Unique.TNW’s being removed from Europe now in SQUO. 

Hans M. Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, June 26, 2008, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons Withdrawn From the United Kingdom,” http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2008/06/us-nuclear-weapons-withdrawn-from-the-united-kingdom.php

The United States has withdrawn nuclear weapons from the RAF Lakenheath air base 70 miles northeast of London, marking the end to more than 50 years of U.S. nuclear weapons deployment to the United Kingdom since the first nuclear bombs first arrived in September 1954.  The withdrawal, which has not been officially announced but confirmed by several sources, follows the withdrawal of nuclear weapons fromRamstein Air Base in Germany in 2005 and Greece in 2001. The removal of nuclear weapons from three bases in two NATO countries in less than a decade undercuts the argument for continuing deployment in other European countries.
2- Plan Popular with congress—reductions have bipartisan support. 

Coyle, '09

Philip E. Coyle, III, Senior Advisor World Security Institute, Prepared Remarks before the:House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Energy and Water, The Future of the DOE Complex Transformation Program, March 17, 2009, http://appropriations.house.gov/Witness_testimony/EW/Philip_Coyle_03_17_09.pdf

Notably, for three decades Congress has supported the continuing reductions in the stockpiles of US nuclear weapons regardless of the political party in power. Going beyond the Moscow Treaty reductions, nuclear strategists are entertaining prospects of lower and lower totals of nuclear weapons. A sum of 500 US nuclear weapons seems to be emerging as a straw man, and various posture proposals with a 500- warhead figure and also 1000 are being advocated.1 The Fiscal Year 2007 Defense Authorization Act mandates two separate nuclear posture reviews that may affect future US policy.2 Yet recent posture proposals still do not persuasively articulate the contemporary missions of the American nuclear forces that might remain after further reductions. If many of the proposed missions for nuclear weapons are inconceivable or irrational, those missions will not justify the retention of nuclear weapons to carry them out.

2AC: Politics Plan Popular [2/2]

3.Plan overwhelmingly popular. 

JosephCirincione, Vice President for National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress and as Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2009, “US nuclear policy: the open window for transformation,” Harvard International Review, Vol. 31 Iss.1, Spring, Goliath

The urgency of these threats combines with three other trends--the failure of past policy, the development of a strategic alternative, and the near simultaneous emergence of new leaders in the major nations--that together create a rare policy moment in which dramatic global shifts--such as that envisioned by President Obama--are not just possible, but probable.  The first trend is the widespread recognition that the Bush Doctrine failed. The policies of the last US administration not only did not make the United States safer, but they made the world's nuclear threats worse. The Bush policy posited that the greatest danger came from the nexus of terrorists, outlaw states and weapons of mass destruction. The solution was said to lie in direct military action to overthrow rogue regimes. Iraq was the first implementation of the policy. The war's architects expected regime change in Iraq to lead to regime change in Syria, Iran, North Korea, and other states.  The opposite occurred. North Korea and Iran accelerated their nuclear programs, making more progress in the past five years than they had in the previous ten. US legitimacy and credibility in the world weakened as political, financial, and human resources drained into the Iraq and Afghanistan wars. Meanwhile, relations with Russia, whose cooperation is necessary for resolution of many of these issues, deteriorated. While the terrorist threat increased, programs to secure global stockpiles of nuclear weapon materials languished. Seeing this record of results, many nations and the US public rejected the policy and the policy-makers. This strategic collapse left a policy vacuum.  Into the breach stepped "the four statesmen", unlikely heroes carrying a bold strategic alternative: the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Republicans George Shultz and Henry Kissinger and Democrats William Perry and Sam Nunn promoted this once utopian dream in a bipartisan appeal in two Wall Street Journal op-eds for "A World Free of Nuclear Weapons." This is the second trend. Their call led to an organized campaign and won the endorsement of two-thirds of the living former national security advisors and secretaries of state and defense, including James Baker, Colin Powell, Melvin Laird, Frank Carlucci, Warren Christopher, and Madeleine Albright. The group detailed a series of practical steps that can lead towards this goal, including deep, negotiated reductions in US and Russian forces, the US ratification of the nuclear test ban treaty, and an end to global production of nuclear weapon fissile material.   There is growing domestic and international support for this agenda across ideological lines. Public opinion polls show that 84 percent of Americans would feel safer knowing that no country--including the United States--had nuclear weapons. The European Union has proposed a detailed non-proliferation agenda, presented by conservative French President Nicholas Sarkozy, who called it an "ambitious program that is truly capable of achieving concrete progress on the path of disarmament." Labor Party Prime Minister Gordon Brown has pledged that the United Kingdom "will be at the forefront of the international campaign to accelerate disarmament amongst possessor states, to prevent proliferation to new states, and to ultimately achieve a world that is free from nuclear weapons."
2AC: Politics Plan Unpopular [1/2]

1- Non Unique.TNW’s being removed from Europe now in SQUO. 

Hans M. Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, June 26, 2008, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons Withdrawn From the United Kingdom,” http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2008/06/us-nuclear-weapons-withdrawn-from-the-united-kingdom.php

The United States has withdrawn nuclear weapons from the RAF Lakenheath air base 70 miles northeast of London, marking the end to more than 50 years of U.S. nuclear weapons deployment to the United Kingdom since the first nuclear bombs first arrived in September 1954.  The withdrawal, which has not been officially announced but confirmed by several sources, follows the withdrawal of nuclear weapons fromRamstein Air Base in Germany in 2005 and Greece in 2001. The removal of nuclear weapons from three bases in two NATO countries in less than a decade undercuts the argument for continuing deployment in other European countries.
2- Plan unpopular in congress - TNW removal would provoke a political firestorm

Dr. Nikolai N. Sokov, Senior Research Associate at James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, July 2009, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” in “Four Emerging Issues in Arms Control, Disarmament, and Nonproliferation: Opportunities for German Leadership,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_full.pdf
If some in the Obama administration support withdrawal of the weapons once the arms control agenda allows the issue to come forward, some politically powerful figures outside the administration are taking the opposite point of view. The bipartisan congressional commission on the U.S. strategic posture in its report referenced above stressed the value of “extended deterrence” and said that this mission could force the United States to retain weapons it does not need for its own security. The report gave considerable weight to the opinion of those allies in Europe who consider these weapons essential to prevent coercion by Russia and Iran. It should be noted that recent studies and interviews with representatives of these countries challenge the accuracy of this representation of their countries’ views by the commission. 35 The strong emphasis on the argument that some European countries are staunchly opposed to the withdrawal of TNW is widely attributed to commission co-chairman James Schlesinger, who has been championing this theme of late.36 Still, the political salience of this message, particularly among congressional Republicans is undeniable.  The U.S. public is also likely to be divided on the issue. Indeed, a recent public opinion poll indicates that Obama’s call for eliminating nuclear weapons has been greeted skeptically by the American public; on the other hand, keeping nuclear weapons away from terrorists registers as a top security concern.37  Thus, when the issue becomes ripe for decision, it is likely to provoke considerable controversy in Washington. Given such political constraints, it is likely that the Obamaadministration will not want to act unilaterally, but rather will seek to take action in the context of the upcoming decisions on a new NATO Strategic Concept— the first such document in a decade. Indeed, NATO has been preparing for this task for some time having authorized in 2007 an internal review of nuclear deterrence requirements for the twenty-first century.38 Working through this process would allow the United States and selected other allies (most likely the United Kingdom and, to a lesser extent France) to find means for reassuring the most concerned states that their Article V protections will remain intact without the forward deployment of TNW. Some European sources indicate that the United Kingdom in fact has been pushing for such discussions to take place, but has been held back by Germany, which wants to postpone any discussion until after its September 2009 national elections.
2AC: Politics Plan Unpopular [2/2]

3- Turkey lobby wants to keep nuclear weapons. 
Cimbala 8 [Stephen J., Distinguished Professor of Political Science, Pennsylvania State University, Russian-U.S. Nuclear Force Reductions and Nuclear Proliferation, Comparative Strategy, Volume 27, Issue 5 October 2008 , pages 431 – 450]

The third “P” supporting U.S. interest in a second-to-none nuclear arsenal is politics, domestic politics in this instance. Powerful interest groups combine with government bureaucrats and members of Congress to form “iron triangles” on behalf of particular defense programs. Members of Congress need to “bring home the bacon” of military deployments in their districts, including bases and other installations. Although nuclear weapons are not big spenders in domestic politics compared to conventional armies, navies, and air force elements, nuclear weapons programs have their own momentum in the service or Department of Defense bureaucracies, or on Capitol Hill. In addition, the nuclear motivations of prestige and protection also have their own foreign pressure groups and U.S. domestic constituencies.
4- Turkish Lobby powerful and empirically succeeds at getting its way

Encyclopedia of the New American Nation, 2010 the first comprehensive reference tool to focus specifically on the formative period of the united States as it evolved from a diverse group of European colonies to a distinctive new nation“Special-Interest Lobbies- Ethnic Lobbies” Encyclopedia of the New American Nation http://www.americanforeignrelations.com/O-W/Special-Interest-Lobbies-Ethnic-lobbies.html
By the end of the twentieth century Armenian lobbyists, responding to the growing tendency of state governments to adopt positions on foreign policy issues important to their citizens, had pushed their campaigns to the individual states and obtained resolutions in fifteen state legislatures condemning the Turkish massacre of Armenians as genocide. By 2001 the increasingly powerful Armenian Assembly of America, the central Armenian lobby, had purchased a headquarters building two blocks from the White House. The Turkish side of the dispute had no natural constituency in the United States, but representatives of the Turkish embassy engaged in their own lobbying in Washington and in state capitols. An articulate Turkish lobby consistently succeeded in frustrating Armenian demands for 

resolutions regarding the massacres by reminding members of Congress of the importance of the U.S.–Turkish alliance.
2AC: Deterrence DA
1. The United States’ TNW’s stationed in turkey serve no purpose in the stability of Central Asia. These nuclear weapons aren’t deterring any country, they can be removed without any harmful effects being seen in Eurasia.

2. Extend our Bell and Loehrke evidence stating that TNW’s have been removed from Europe before, and no neighboring countries responded aggressively. Also that these nuclear weapons are non-operational, and would take months to become operational.

3. US Weapons in Turkey are no longer needed

Warden, March 5, 2010 (John K,  “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.
2AC: Turkish Proliferation DA [1/2]

[Insert A2:Uniqueness]

1. Extend Bell and Loehrke ‘9- The previous withdraw of TNWs should have triggered the link proving the impact is empirically denied

2. Extend Kibaroglu ’10- U.S. withdrawal has no security risks- Nato-security prevents Turkish prolif

3. 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.
2AC: Turkish Proliferation DA [2/2]

4.No nuclear prolif in Turkey – wants to maintain cooperation with allies, international 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.
2AC: Increase Security CP [1/2]
Any presence of TNW’s risks extinction – Even enhanced security won’t remove the risk of nuclear terrorisms.
Kibaroğlu 5 (Mustafa Kibaroğlu, assistant professor in the Department of International Relations of Bilkent University in Ankara, where he teaches arms control, disarmament, non-proliferation, and international security, Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?,http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf

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.

Incirlik is a target for terrorists—they’re trying to get to the base
Aslıhan Tümer, disarmament campaigner for Greenpeace Turkey, 6-8-2006. [International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation, NATO’s Nuclear Sharing and Incirlik, http://www.inesap.org/sites/default/files/inesap_old/bulletin26/art11.htm]

In recent months there were news reports on possible attacks on the Incirlik Air Base by Iran’s Sahab-3 missiles, and newspapers ran a story on plans by Al-Quaeda to attack the base. This fed long-standing discussions on potential dangers NATO nuclear weapons might pose to Turkey.
The current deployment of NATO nuclear weapons in European countries reflects a Cold War view and mentality. But the Soviet Union ceased to exist and is therefore no longer a threat, if indeed it ever was. The NATO-Russia Council brings the countries together as equal partners and gives the opportunity to identify and pursue joint actions.

Insider terrorism means increased security is irrelevant.
Pikayev 2008 (Alexander Pikayev, Head of the CNS Nonproliferation Project in Russia, TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS, http://www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf)

Great Britain posed a particular problem here as major terrorist acts in the last few years there were committed by British citizens of Muslim origin. “Internal terrorism”, based on radical Islamist ideology, has a great capacity for planning and carrying out terrorist activity to a greater extent than terrorists of foreign origin. “Internal terrorists” know their country better, know the location and vulnerability of particularly important facilities, and also have better connections which could facilitate their access to such facilities or into organisations that might attack them. The superimposition of radical Islamist ideology on “internal terrorism” is particularly important because, as opposed to traditional “internal terrorism”, it encourages its supporters to seek out the most catastrophic types of terrorist acts, including nuclear.

2AC: Increase Security CP [2/2]

Increasing security fails—terrorists can still get into Incirlik to steal weapons. 
Kristensen May 10, 2010 (Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, Speaking at the NPT-Review Conference, Speaking at the NPT-Review Conference, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2010/05/speaking-at-the-npt-review-conference.php)

Then there is the issue of safety.  This is more significant than people generally think. The 200 weapons are scattered in 87 aircraft shelters at six bases in five countries. Ten years ago, the U.S. Air Force discovered that weapons maintenance procedures at the shelters under specific conditions could lead to accidents with a nuclear yield. Two years ago, the Air Force Blue Ribbon Review determined that security at the host country bases did not meet U.S. security standards. And just a few months ago, peace activists at Kleine Brogel demonstrated loudly and clearly that despite extensive security arrangements unauthorized people can get deep into a nuclear base and very close to the weapons. The widespread deployment was designed to survive a Soviet attack, but in today’s world widespread deployment is out of sync with nuclear weapons storage in the age of extreme terrorism.
Even most advanced security measures can’t solve inherent risk.
Kristensen Nov 20, 2009(Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, JASON and Replacement Warheads, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/11/jason.php#more-2256)
We have repeatedly probed officials about this alleged change, and they say it has to do with fear that terrorists will do anything to steal and use a nuclear weapon. The theory was that terrorists would go to greater length to steal U.S. nuclear weapons than the Soviet Union. Existing security features and well-protected storage sites are no longer sufficient; a nuclear weapon must be as inherently safe against unauthorized use as a coffee table, as one senior official recently put it.

The impact outweighs the solvency deficit—even a failed nuclear attack by terrorists would cause massive retaliation by the U.S., war, and escalate to extinction.
Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, Political Analyst for Al-Ahram Newspaper, 2004.“Extinction!” http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htmWhat 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.
2AC: Consult NATO CP [1/2]

1. perm- do cp, textually and functionally plan plus

2. perm- consult NATO and do plan regardless

3. perms put the neg in a double bind- either cp solves 100% in which case it is plan plus, or the cp doesnt solve 100% in which case there is a solvency deficit and case becomes a da to cp because it doesn't solve for the impacts
NATO wants TNWs because they bind the U.S. to it

Chris Jones writer for Center for Strategic & International Studies 5 7, 2010 

http://csis.org/blog/process-over-politics-nato%E2%80%99s-tnw-decision

The primary reason there is so much disagreement with removing TNW’s from Europe is not because the B61 plays a critical role in deterring the Red Army like it did during the Cold War but because it is a symbol of commitment between the United States and Europe. Elaine Bunn likens them to wearing a wedding ring. She explains: Nuclear weapons are kind of like the wedding ring of the marriage – there are those in cultures that don’t wear wedding rings who are perfectly committed to their spouses, and others who wear them who don’t really have much of a commitment at all. But once you start wearing one, it means something entirely different to be seen without it than it does for someone who never wore one.

5.  Consult counterplans bad


a. they steal 1AC – killing debatability because we can’t leverage our 8 minutes against 
anything 


b. Regressive – we could never prepare for all possibilities – crushing predictability which

is the gateway to fairness and education. 190 some countries, thousands of international

organizations, and billions of humans could all be consulted about the plan. s

c. Reciprocity – For the purposes of disads, the plan has no contingency, but the aff gets the right to alter only the nature of the implementation of the plan only to match neg counterplans.


1. Solves their moving target argument

2. Forces the aff to defend the plan

3. Maintains a balance of aff and neg ground

4. Generates aff predictability which is predicated on the plan.

d. The counterplan isn’t real world – politicians don’t reject a policy because of the need 
to consult someone else 


e. anti​educational – real world consultation is never binding 

2AC: Consult NATO CP [2/2]

f. not textually or functionally competitive, just plan plus consult as per their solvency. If there’s no competition, no reason to prefer the cp

6. Turn—Heg—Consultation destroys heg

Charles Krauthammer, The National Interest, Winter, 2003

America must be guided by its independent judgment, both about its own interest and about the global interest. Especially on matters of national security, war-making and the deployment of power, America should neither defer nor contract out decision-making, particularly when the concessions involve permanent structural constrictions such as those imposed by an International Criminal Court. Prudence, yes. No need to act the superpower in East Timor or Bosnia. But there is a need to do so in Afghanistan and in Iraq. No need to act the superpower on steel tariffs. But there is a need to do so on missile defense. The prudent exercise of power allows, indeed calls for, occasional concessions on non-vital issues if only to maintain psychological good will. Arrogance and gratuitous high-handedness are counterproductive. But we should not delude ourselves as to what psychological good will buys. Countries will cooperate with us, first, out of their own self-interest and, second, out of the need and desire to cultivate good relations with the world's superpower. Warm and fuzzy feelings are a distant third. Take counterterrorism. After the attack on the u.s.s. Cole, Yemen did everything it could to stymie the American investigation. It lifted not a finger to suppress terrorism. This was under an American administration that was obsessively accommodating and multilateralist. Today, under the most unilateralist of administrations, Yemen has decided to assist in the war on terrorism. This was not a result of a sudden attack of good will toward America. It was a result of the war in Afghanistan, which concentrated the mind of heretofore recalcitrant states like Yemen on the costs of non-cooperation with the United States.14 Coalitions are not made by superpowers going begging hat in hand. They are made by asserting a position and inviting others to join. What "pragmatic" realists often fail to realize is that unilateralism is the high road to multilateralism. When George Bush senior said of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, "this will not stand", and made it clear that he was prepared to act alone if necessary, that declaration-and  the credibility of American determination to act unilaterally-in and of itself created a coalition. Hafez al-Asad did not join out of feelings of good will. He joined because no one wants to be left at the dock when the hegemon is sailing. Unilateralism does not mean seeking to act alone. One acts in concert with others if possible. Unilateralism simply means that one does not allow oneself to be hostage to others. No unilateralist would, say, reject Security Council support for an attack on Iraq. The nontrivial question that separates unilateralism from multilateralism-and that tests the "pragmatic realists"-is this: What do you do if, at the end of the day, the Security Council refuses to back you? Do you allow yourself to be dictated to on issues of vital national-and international-security? The new unilateralism argues explicitly and unashamedly for maintaining unipolarity, for sustaining America's unrivaled dominance for the foreseeable future. It could be a long future, assuming we successfully manage the single greatest threat, namely, weapons of mass destruction in the hands of rogue states. This in itself will require the aggressive and confident application of unipolar power rather than falling back, as we did in the 1990s, on paralyzing multilateralism. The future of the unipolar era hinges on whether America is governed by those who wish to retain, augment and use unipolarity to advance not just American but global ends, or whether America is governed by those who wish to give it up-either by allowing unipolarity to decay as they retreat to Fortress America, or by passing on the burden by gradually transferring power to multilateral institutions as heirs to American hegemony. The challenge to unipolarity is not from the outside but from the inside. The choice is ours. To impiously paraphrase Benjamin Franklin: History has given you an empire, if you will keep it.

7. Heg solves nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia, Spring 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; P. 84

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

2AC: Topicality – TNWs ≠ Military Presence

1. We meet – military is an adjective describing presence. The aff must just be OF the military, and TNWs belong to the U.S. military.

2. US military presence includes deployed nuclear weapons.

Russia & CIS General Newswire 8-28-2006. [Korean Peninsula situation is China's main concern – expert, p. ln]

The situation surrounding the Korean Peninsula is a key international concern of China, a representative of the China Foundation for International and Strategic Studies under the Communist Party Central Committee told Interfax on Monday.

"Nowadays Chinese leaders are mostly concerned about the situation surrounding the Korean Peninsula, especially the nuclear program of North Korea and possible Pyongyang nuclear tests," he said.

"The reason is the geographic proximity of the two countries and the growing tensions in North Korean relations with the United States and Japan," he said.

Last week's conference of party and state officials in Beijing expressed this concern, the expert said.

The conference participants agreed that a possible nuclear test in North Korea "will have extremely negative consequences for the security of the region, including China," he said.

"If North Korea holds nuclear tests, tensions will escalate and the U.S. military presence in Asia, including the deployment of nuclear weapons, will enlarge," he said.

3. Counter interpretation: Military presence is limited to nuclear weapons, personnel, and fossil fuels. 

Lutz, 9 – professor of International Studies at Brown (Catherine, The Bases of Empire: The Global Struggle Against U.S. Military Posts, p. 6, google books)
Much of the United States' unparalleled weaponry, nuclear and otherwise, is stored at places like Camp Darby in Italy, Kadena Air Force Base in Okinawa, and the Naval Magazine on Guam, as well as in nuclear submarines and on the navy's other floating bases. The weapons, personnel, and fossil fuels involved in this U.S. military presence cost billions of dollars, most coming from U.S. taxpayers but an increasing number of billions from the citizens of the countries involved. Elaborate bilateral negotiations exchange weapons, cash, and trade privileges for overflight and land-use rights. Less explicitly, but no less importantly, rice import levels or immigration rights to the United States or overlooking human rights abuses have been the currency of exchange (Cooley, 2008).
4. Prefer our interpretation

a) We set the best limit for debate—the aff can topically remove 3 kinds of forces from a country and nothing else.

b) We’re predictable—TNWs are at the core of the literature on Turkey. Removing TNWs is the only viable Turkey Aff. 

5. Other words check—the resolution has functional limits that guarantee sufficient ground. 

6. Competing interpretations is a race to the bottom. The most limiting interpretation isn’t BEST for debate and undermines Aff flexibility. 

7. Default to reasonability. They have to prove that we are UNREASONABLE to debate not just that we make it harder.  As long as we don’t make debating impossible, don’t vote on T. 

2AC: Topicality – AT: In = Throughout

1. We Meet- TNWs are located throughout Turkey

Fulya Özerkan, staff writer, 4-6-2010. [Hürriyet Daily News, Turkey faces tough choice over Iran nuke row, p. http://hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=turkey-faces-tough-choice-over-iran-nuke-row-2010-04-06]

Several countries say they want the nuclear gravity bombs to be withdrawn because there is no longer any justification for keeping them in Europe. Neither U.S. nor Turkish officials have commented on The Times’ report due to the sensitivity of the matter. More recently, Taner Baytok, a retired ambassador and former advisor to the National Defense Ministry, suggested that the United States had tactical nuclear weapons not at the southern Incirlik Airbase, but in Istanbul, Turkey’s most populated city. According to daily Hürriyet, Baytok said these weapons are in Istanbul and some other cities in the Black Sea region. 
3. Counter interpretation – In has limits

Merriam Webster, 2010 (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/in)

Used as a function word to indicate inclusion, location, or position within limits
Throughout means everywhere and everywhere has no limitation. I can be in this room, but not throughout it.

4. Key to aff flexibility—no military presence is in every part of a country. 

5. Hurts topic education—better affs are more specific and require harder research 

6. Competing interpretations is a race to the bottom. The most limiting interpretation isn’t BEST for debate and undermines Aff flexibility. 

7. Default to reasonability. They have to prove that we are UNREASONABLE to debate not just that we make it harder.  As long as we don’t make debating impossible, don’t vote on T. 

2AC Terrorism Advantage Ext. 

TNWs in Turkey are vulnerable to theft by terrorists. They have the means and motive to steal and use them. That’s Kibaroglu. Even if they don’t steal them, terrorists will attempt to attack the TNWs at Incirlik. That’s Tumer. Use of nuclear weapons by terrorists causes extinction. That’s Sid Ahmed. Removing them solves the security risk. That’s Tumer.

2AC Turkish - Iranian Advantage Ext. 

TNWs in Turkey cause tension between Iran and Turkey, Iran sees the weapons being pointed at them. That’s Kibaraglu. Mistrust between the two countries prevents energy cooperation for Nabucco pipeline. That’s Kinnander. The Nabucco pipeline is key to Europe’s energy indepence, shifting European dependence on Russian gas. That’s Vukotic. Overreliance ensures economic collapse. That’s Cohen. European economic decline leads to mass conflict. That’s Friendman. Which results in nuclear war, pulling in U.S. That’s Duffield.

The competition promotes Gazprom market reform. That’s Bryza. Lack of reform leads to collapse of Russian economy. That’s Ahrend and Tompson. Russian economic collapse results in global nuclear war.

TNWs removal is key to restoring Turkish-Iranian relations. That’s Bell and Loehrke. Only Turkey can bring Iran back to negotiating with U.S. That’s Washington Post. U.S.-Iran diplomacy is key to avoid Israeli strikes. That’s Ross. Israeli strikes results in global nuclear war. That’s Morning Star

2AC Middle East Advantage Ext. 

Turkey possession of TNWs results in nuclear war. Withdrawal stops Middle East prolif. That’s Kibaroglu. Turkey plays a leadership role as sole mediator for Middle East peace. That’s Coskuntencel. 

2AC Terrorist Advantage Impact Calc

Probability: It’s extremely high. There have already been reports about terrorists trying to get access to Incirlik. The security is low, so once they gain entrance, all is done for.

Time Frame: It’s a small time frame seeing how attacks have already been issued on the base. It’s only a matter of time when they do get a hold of the weapons due to low security.

Magnitude: The magnitude is nuclear war. Even if the terrorists don’t know how to work it, just the materials alone are deadly. Having acquired the weapons, the presence alone will create distress globally. In all aspects, nuclear war will be inevitable.

2AC Turkish - Iranian Advantage Impact Calc

Probability: The probability is highly possible. Turkey – Iranian relations are already strained. Iran has already declared itself a nuclear state. There’s already mistrust.

Time Frame: Extremely small. Gas is major necessity in the modern world. With the recent spill, the value of gas has escalated. The European economy is on the line as well as the Russian economy, and it doesn’t take long for an economic collapse. The Great Depression happened in just one night. Both economies have equal chances for this. Russia needs the competition to prevent collapse.

Magnitude: With the European economy as well as the Russian economy on the line the magnitude is great. The entire global economy is affected. The result will be global nuclear war.

2AC Turkish – Iranian Advantage Impact Calc

Probability: The possibility is extremely probable. Iran – U.S. relations are already strained. Iran doesn’t want to negotiate and already has nuclear weapons. Turkey is the only way to bring them back into negotiating.

Time Frame: The time frame is really small since they refuse to listen and with all the war going on around it puts a strain on the time frame. As well as the terrorists around the area, it’s only a matter of time before they launch it. Also Israel will launch if U.S. – Iran relations are not rebuilt.

Magnitude: This’ll result in global nuclear war. Relations must be rebuilt to prevent it.

2AC Middle East Advantage Impact Calc

Probability: The Middle East is already in dispute. Tensions are high amongst them all. There are several states that have declared themselves as nuclear states. With all that, there’s already a war being fought this very moment. The possibility is basically inevitable.

Time Frame: With all that happening already, the time frame is tiny. Proliferation is already happening, we just need to stop it.

Magnitude: If the proliferation is not stopped, global nuclear war will be inevitable. 
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