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Topicality AT: Presence isn’t TNWs

1. We meet- their definition says “combat forces”, doesn’t specify troops. Nuclear weapons are forces deployed for combat

2. C/I: 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).

3. (Find 2nd C/I with list of 2-5 things that are military presence)

4. We meet the C/I- TNW’s in Turkey are part of the global US nuclear umbrella

5. Standards:


a. Fairest Limits- our C/I only justifies one more case, all other weapon systems are checked by T-Substantial. The neg can still easily access generic arguments like Politics, Appeasement, and Prolif D/As and the Consult NATO CP.


b. Framer’s Intent- US troop presence in Turkey is almost nonexistent; the only reason Turkey is in the resolution is its nuclear weapons.

6. Reasonability- we only justify one additional case, one that is fundamentally related to the resolution. If we prove we are reasonable, there is no reason to vote us down.
2AC Terror
First on terrorism:


There are 90 TNW’s in Turkey extremely vulnerable to terrorists - That’s Kibaroğlu. There have been attempts to steal. Our evidence suggests they will continue - That’s Tumer. If a terrorist were aquire a TNW they would definitely use them. Even if the attempt fails, the impact is extinction - that’s sid-ahmed. The plan is the ONLY way to ensure stability.

On to the line-by line:

1nc 1. They say non-unique but terrorists empirically tried to steal them. Terrorists view Incirlik as an easy target. Cross apply their evidence that nuke terror is inevitable. This is a try or die scenario.
1nc 2. They say weapons safe but TNWs are extremely vulnerable to theft. Prefer evidence. It is case specific.
1nc 3. They say logistical problems, but terrorists have the will to use a nuclear weapons. If they steal TNWs then they would go to any length to detonate the bomb no matter the difficulty or the logistical problems
1nc 4. They say Turkey not key but our tumer evidence states that there have already been attempts to steal TNW’s from turkey and the location of turkey is prime for a terrorist attack unlike italy like their evidence highlights.
Iran Prolif Add-on [1/2]

Turkey credibility key to prevent Iran nuclearization

Ben-Meir Senior Fellow at the Center for Global Affairs in New York University and teaches courses on the Middle East and international negotiations, 2009
(Alon Ben-Meir,, The Whitehead Journal of Diplomacy and International Relations, Spring 2009. Nuclear Iran is Not an Option: A New Negotiating Strategy to Prevent Iran from Developing Nuclear Weapons http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/shjdir/v10i1/f_0018635_15959.pdf)
The second set of negotiations should be held between the United States and Iran, with a third party acting as a mediator. The chances for success in these negotiations will dramatically improve only if Iran is assured that the US and the mediating country will not reveal or leak any part of the deliberations. Turkey is an ideal choice for its unique relationship with both countries as well as its recent diplomatic efforts in the Middle East. The presence of a third party mediator is necessary, particularly if this mediator represents a major Muslim state of a certain stature, such as Turkey. Apart from Turkey’s recent diplomatic achievements between Israel and Syria, there are many reasons why Turkey may succeed in mediating a peaceful solution to the nuclear impasse. To begin with, Turkey has a vested interest in the success of the negotiations. Many Turkish officials and academics have expressed grave concerns about the growing danger of yet another potentially devastating war in the Middle East, especially one which may be avoidable. For the Turks, finding a diplomatic solution is not one of many options, but is the only option. Other than being directly affected by regional events, Turkey generally enjoys good relations with all states in the region; it has not been tainted by the war in Iraq. It is also a predominantly Muslim state, but comfortably straddles the identity of being European as well as Middle Eastern. Turkey shares the longest-standing border with Iran, and has maintained good neighborly relations with Tehran for centuries with expanding trade relations. Moreover, Turkey and Iran have collaborated recently on the Kurdish issue, and both have a shared interest in this regard for the emergence of a stable Iraq. Turkey, as a fellow Muslim state, stands a much better chance of conveying to Iran the sentiments of Israel in trying to prevent a terrible miscalculation. Because of Turkey’s standing in the region, and as a credible bridge between East and West, it has the potential to succeed where others have failed. Turkey is a close ally and a reliable friend of the United States; it is an important member of NATO, it has worked fervently to maintain the democratic nature of the state, and it has received due praise for its recent diplomatic mediating efforts. Turkey can better understand the nature of why Iran feels threatened threats, specifically in connection with the United States who has made no secret of its efforts to support Ahmadinejad’s opponents. Turkey may also be in a better position than the EU representatives to bypass Ahmadinejad and reach out directly to Iran’s supreme leader Ayatollah Khamenei.8 Khamenei, whose power goes practically unchecked in the Iranian government and institutions, has refused to speak to any American representatives. Turkey plays a strategic role in this sense because it can appeal to Khamenei, who will ultimately be responsible for any course of action the Iranian government decides to make on the nuclear issue. In addition, Turkey may offer an alternative where Iran can be persuaded to enrich uranium on Turkish soil under strict IAEA monitoring. Turkey, in short, can change the dynamics by offering a new venue for Americans and Iranians to meet and by generating a new momentum for serious dialogue. Finally, Turkey can provide Iran with a dignified disengagement plan, because if Iran is to make any concessions it will more likely make them to a fellow Muslim-majority state with which it has long and friendly relations. 
Iran Prolif Add-on [2/2]

Iran prolif causes regional arms race and nuclear war.
Joseph Cirincione (Senior Vice President for National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress), April 4, 2006, Interviewed by Bernard Gwertzman, Consulting Editor, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/10331/
They want to deter a United States or possibly Israeli attack, and they want the prestige that such a weapon would give them for their regional ambitions. And it's exactly for those reasons that other countries in the region would react. Saudi Arabia could not tolerate the political, military, and diplomatic power that a nuclear weapon would give Iran. And that's the great danger—that other countries in the region would start exploring their nuclear options.
There are already stories that Saudi Arabia is cooperating with the Pakistanis on nuclear research. We don't know if this is true, but we do know that the Saudis bankrolled the Pakistani nuclear program. My great fear is that the Saudis might take a nuclear shortcut, and invite Pakistan to station some of its nuclear weapons on Saudi territory. This, in fact, would actually be legal under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which Saudi Arabia is a member of, just the way the United States stations nuclear weapons in Europe. Egypt might also react. They used to have a nuclear program in the 1960s; they might decide that they have to beat the Iranian challenge in their own way. So might Turkey.

In fact, if there's a unified government of Iraq within five years, Iraq—long-term foe of Iran—might consider that it needs to balance Iranian power. So that's really the great threat, is that you would go from a Middle East with one nuclear weapons state, Israel, to one with three, four, or five nuclear weapons states with the remaining political, economic, and ethnic conflicts unresolved. That's a recipe for nuclear war.
Ext- Turkey Key to Iran Negotiatons

Turkey is the key mediator to dimplomatically prevent Iran from proliferating

The Guardian 6/15 Kinzer, Stephen, "Turkey and America should kiss and make up." The Guardian New. The Guardian News, 15/6/2010. Web. http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/15/turkey-america-relations
Turkey's political stock has plummeted in Washington over the last few weeks. For decades Turkey was widely viewed as a reliable Nato ally, prickly at times but safely in America's corner. Now, suddenly, it is being denounced as a turncoat, a "frenemy", a defector from the coalition of the virtuous and budding convert to to the Islamist cause.

This sudden turnabout is an emotional misreading of an evolving strategic relationship. Turkey is a new player on the global scene and has made some diplomatic missteps in recent weeks, but its new activism is actually positive for the United States. Both countries share long-term strategic goals and have open, democratic societies. By cooperating, they can achieve more in the Middle East than either can achieve alone.

Turkey's key interest in the region is the same as America's: stability. Only in a stable region can Turkey's economy continue to boom. For the US, only stability will allow the withdrawal of combat forces from the region, assure energy security, and calm tensions that stoke terror. So any policy that helps calm the Middle East is good for both countries.

That sounded fine until Turkey's desire to calm regional crises led it to Tehran.

Turkish prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and President Luis Ignacio Lula da Silva of Brazil thought they did the US a favour by negotiating the framework of a nuclear deal with Iran last month. But instead of welcoming the accord as a foundation for future talks, the Obama administration angrily rejected it as a transparent ploy by Iran, and suggested that the two leaders who brokered the deal were bumpkins who had been fooled by crafty Iranians.

Anger at Turkey escalated after a privately owned Turkish vessel challenged the Israeli occupation of Gaza, setting off a confrontation in which Israeli commandos killed nine Turkish nationals.

This was offered as further evidence that Turkey is turning on its old friends, not just in the US but in Israel. But the breach between Turkey and Israel is mainly over the occupation of Gaza, which has outraged prime minister Erdogan and many Turks; it is not part of a larger Islamist or anti-Israel policy.

Erdogan bears some of the blame for last week's tragedy on the high seas. He abandoned his government's proclaimed policy of conciliation and chose confrontation instead. Now Turkey is in a state of national outrage, and that is never a good time to make calm, forward-looking decisions.

Yet by showing its independence from Washington, Turkey has further strengthened its credibility in the Middle East. This credibility can be a strategic asset for the west, because Turkish diplomats can go places, talk to factions and make deals that Americans cannot. Yet the US has not been able to take advantage of it.

That is because beneath the new tension in American-Turkish relations lies a deep conceptual disagreement that goes beyond Iran or Gaza. It is over the best way to approach geopolitics, particularly in the Middle East.

Fearing the effect of violence and upheaval, Turkey seeks to resolve regional problems through diplomacy and compromise. It opposes sanctions on Iran and insists, to Washington's consternation, that there is still a diplomatic alternative.

2AC AT: DOD Counterplan [1/2]

1. The “Global Security, no date” card does not include Turkey in the areas over which CENTCOM has authority. Therefore the entire Counterplan does not apply to the Turkey since the Neg has no cards stating that DOD has control over Turkey

2. No where in the “Global Security, no date” card does it also state that DOD has power to remove TNWs. It gives other powers to DOD but NOTHING THAT STATES THEY HAVE THE POWER TO REMOVE TNWs. 

3. Permutation do both

4. Permutation do the counterplan – we don’t have to defend the entire USFG, counterplan isn’t competitive
5. Obama must exert his control now to repair CMR-CP kills them 

Cohen 6/23 Eliot A. Cohen, writer for the Wall Street Journal, 6/23/2010. 

There are two lessons here. For Mr. Obama it is the imperative of taking charge of this war and owning it—reshaping the team waging it, and communicating a resolve that, alas, one doubts he actually feels. Failing that, he owes it to the soldiers and civilians we have sent there to liquidate the war and accept the consequences for our country and the region.     The president has not spoken publicly about Afghanistan in any serious way since December, and one wonders whether he has the nerve to act, in respect to Gen. McChrystal, like a serious commander in chief. If he leaves a wounded—and therefore more malleable—commander in place, he will have shown a calamitous weakness masquerading as political cleverness.  For the rest for of us, there is a lesson about re-establishing fundamental norms of civilian-military relations. For years both political parties have used generals as props. Democrats cheered when disgruntled generals snarled at Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. Republicans, to their equal discredit, played up military disquiet with President Bill Clinton and may do so again in this case.     In wartime, generals become public heroes. In some cases—in Stanley McChrystal's—they really may be heroes. But that does not change the fundamental imperative of maintaining order and discipline. And if doing so means relieving a hero of command, so be it. 

2AC AT: DOD Counterplan [2/2]

6. Civilian control is key to readiness, cohesion and democracy

Michael C. Desch, Assistant director of the John M. Olin institute for strategic studies @ Harvard University, Civilian Control of the Military, 1999 http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/olin/pubs/no3.htm
Let me recap the importance and sometimes counterintertuitive findings about civil-military relations presented so far. First, this is an extremely broad and multifaceted issue. Obviously, the ideal is to prevent coups, keep the military within its proper sphere, reduce the number of instances of civil-military conflict over issues of national importance, ensure that civilian and military leaders like and respect each other, and produce effective national policies. However, the most important issues of civil-military relations in developed democracies is civilian control: can civilian leaders reliably get the military to obey when civilian and military preferences diverge? There does not have to be any danger of a coup for there to be a problem with civilian control of the military, as the cases of post-Cold War America and Russia both make clear. Second, despite its greater expertise in military matters, excessive influence by the military on national policy jeopardizes the successful conduct of war. This is illustrated by the German, Japanese, and Argentine cases. Far from making the effective prosecution of war more likely, lack of civilian control makes it less likely. Obviously, the American failure in Vietnam shows that civilian control does not always ensure good national policy, but the other cases studied in this book show that excessive military influence never does. Third, not only is lack of civilian control bad for the country, it is also bad for the military itself. The experiences of the German, Brazilian, Argentine, and Chilean militaries clearly suggest that prolonged military rule undermines the cohesion and effectiveness of the organization. Thus, it is in the interest of he military itself to remain subordinate to civilian authority. Finally, and perhaps most surprisingly, war—or at least challenging external threats –can under certain conditions, enhance civilian control of the military and thereby strengthen, rather than weaken, democracy. This was Stanislaw Andreski’s very important intuition. This was the case in the United States and France during the Cold War. While the Cold War Soviet Union was certainly not a democracy, it at least had firm civilian control of its military. Far from producing Lasswell’s nightmare—the garrison state—the Cold War actually bolstered civilian control. 

2AC AT: Consult NATO [1/3]

1. Currently NATO is trying to consolidate all TNWs into Turkey,  NATO says no to plan. That's weitz 10 from the 1ac

2. 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.
3. All their link evidence is outdated and talks about broad removal of TNWs from European soil, prefer our newer, specific evidence on Turkish removal of TNWs

4. perm- consult NATO about plan, then do plan regardless. Solves the net benefit and but still does plan

5. Their uniqueness on the net benefit talks about Obama's relationship with the court, nowhere does in mention Obama's actions being detrimental to relations with NATO

6. No Unique I/L- cant prove plan is tipping point for NATO relations

2AC AT: Consult NATO [2/3]

7. 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.

8.  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 AT: Consult NATO [3/3]

9. US heg is the internal link to NATO's viability, only hegemony can keep the US and its allies on top in the new world order
Sener Akturk Ph.D. Candidate Department of Political Science University of California, Berkeley  

Volume 5, 1 and 2, spring and summer 2006 Alternatives: Turkish journal of international relations “A Military History of the New World Order and the Emergence of the U.S. Hegemony” page 69
How does the NWO work if its institutions archaically represent the material conditions and power structures of a world that no longer exists? This is where the role of the U.S. military manifests itself as the indispensable feature of the NWO. Because the economic, social and cultural changes in the last fifty years have made the post-war settlement unsustainable in these respects, the post-war settlement must be enforced with brute military force on an overwhelming scale. How is this a viable option? The reason is simple: Even though the U.S. does not command half of the world’s industrial production and wealth, as it did in 1945, it still spends more on its military ($300 billion annually) than the next fourteen major powers combined, giving the U.S. unchallenged global military superiority. In this sense, U.S. military hegemony is indispensable to the preservation of a world order that has been outdated by the social, economic and cultural changes (progress?) that the last fifty years have brought. Moreover, if the U.S. insists on sustaining the post-1945 arrangements – ironically, under the rubric of defending the ‘New’ World Order – it has and will have to increasingly resort to military force, since global economic and political transformations such as the diffusion of industrialization, would otherwise delegate more power to newly industrializing third world countries and countries like China and India than what the post-war settlement prescribes. In summary, the U.S. military has set for itself the ‘impossible mission’ of reversing history and serving the most conservative and reactionary cause possible—keeping the world as it was fifty years ago.
10. consult counterplans bad for debate


a. steal 1AC – killing debatability, 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.


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


d. not textually or functionally competitive, just plan plus consult as per their solvency. If 
theres no competition, no reason to prefer the cp over plan. They'll argue they pic out of 
the  word resolved, but simultaneously advocating 100% solvency means that they meet 
the definition of resolved

2AC AT: Terrorism Appeasement DA

1. Non-Unique- Terrorist can’t be deterred by nuclear weapons anyway, so TNW’s in Turkey are not currently preventing terrorism

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.

2. No Link- Their withdrawal means running away card is talking about Iraq and Afghanistan, which are obviously the major focus of terrorists in the Middle East. By only removing nukes from Turkey, we still maintain the dominant U.S. presence in the region.

2AC AT: Russia Appeasement DA [1/2]

1. Non-Unique- TNW’s in Turkey are not currently deterring Russia in any way

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, November 23, 2009- Bell is the project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow who has frequently traveled to Turkey. Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund. http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey
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 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.

So in effect, U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey are without military value or purpose. That means removing them from the country should be simple, right? Unfortunately, matters of national and international security are never that easy.
2. Moderating foreign policy doesn’t mean appeasement – and our brand is already dead

Ron Kampeas, Washington Bureau Chief for Jewish Telegraphic Agency, the leading news source for the American Jewish community, 4/22/10
http://blogs.jta.org/politics/article/2010/04/22/2293979/ackerman-ripping-obama-critics
Sadly, what counts in the world, and no where more so than in the Middle East, is power, hard and soft, and the will and capacity to use it. And during the years from 2005 to 2009, all the bluster notwithstanding, our foes took our measure, and found the United States to be clearly lacking. Nearly all the reverses Damascus and its allies suffered from the Cedar Revolution have now mostly been undone. And from the policymakers and supporters of the previous Administration, who in decency ought to have slunk off in shamed silence for having watched fecklessly as this disaster—like Iran’s steady march toward nuclear weapons-capability—unfolded under their watch, what do they have to say today? “Appeasement! Appeasement!” they cry, attempting to evoke the days leading to World War II. This charge is grotesque. Apart from the indecency of comparison with the unique horror and evil of Nazi Germany, the cheap demagoguery of the word utterly fails to capture what the Obama Administration is actually doing. Where, one might ask, is the long list of concessions from America to Syria? Where is the surrender and sell-out of allies? Where is the retreat in the face of challenge? A few airplane parts? A few inconclusive meetings? The string of defeats and failures that brought us to the current impasse occurred, let us not forget, during the previous Administration. The seeming limits of American power were brutally exposed well before Barack Obama was even elected to his high office. Appeasement? Shameless nonsense. And more empty words. It is true that the Obama Administration is pursuing a different policy than the spectacular failure of its predecessor. But that’s just good sense. Everywhere but Washington, not repeating mistakes is considered a good, or even a very good thing. 

AT: Russia Appeasement DA [2/2]

3. Link turn- Removing TNW’s would “reset” US-Russian relations and lessen regional tension

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
.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. 

4. Turkey is still defended from Russia through NATO’s broader 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 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.

2AC AT: Iran Appeasement DA [1/2]

1. Non Unique- Obama is already appeasing Iran by promising to negotiate

John Bolton, former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, New York Daily News, May 12, 2010, http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/05/12/2010-05-12_obama_fiddles_a_rogue_schemes_the_us_strategy_toward_north_korea_leaves_us_in_da.html

Why, if North Korea's threat remains grave, have we heard so little about it from the Obama administration? Ironically, Obama's negotiating posture with the North is, so far at least, somewhat less objectionable than that of the Bush administration's last years. Bush's negotiators were, in effect, negotiating with themselves, making unforced concessions to create the illusion of diplomatic progress, while North Korea did little or nothing.  By contrast, the Obama team, at least optically, has seemed more prepared to have China make the grease payments necessary to persuade Kim's regime to resume the long-stalled six-party talks.  But beneath the optics is a disturbing reality. Obama's underlying strategy remains fixed in the belief that once everyone returns to the bargaining table, progress on denuclearizing North Korea is still possible. It is a major article of faith, closely linked to Obama's view that negotiations with Iran might actually divert the mullahs from their determined pursuit of nuclear weapons.  This makes the United States weaker. Both Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and Kim Jong Il fully understand the Obama administration's obsession with the process of negotiations over the substance of actually stopping nuclear weapons programs - and will continue exploiting this insistence on talk essentially for its own sake.

2. Conflict is driven by lack of communication, not perceptions of weakness.  We solve US-Iran relations, which prevents their impact

Lieutenant Colonel Wayne M. Shanks, United States Army, Strategy to Increase US Credibility, 3/9/06

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA449854&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Information, as an element of national power, must be effectively integrated with the other elements of national power to accomplish key provisions within the United States Government’s (USG) National Security Strategy (NSS). The public’s mistrust of the United States is born out of a widespread misunderstanding and mistrust of its policies and a lack of USG credibility, especially in the Greater Middle East. A coordinated strategy of policy adjustments and an integrated communication plan grounded in sound communication practices, using cultural expertise and all available communication means, should increase the USG’s credibility. Credibility will improve USG ability to successfully inform domestic and international audiences and may dispel a portion of the mistrust and hate for its actions and policies. The purpose of this paper is to explore the informational element of national power, examine current public relations processes for developing communication strategy, discuss potential national security policy implications which affect the USG’s credibility, and offer recommendations for a long-term strategy to increase USG credibility. A main premise used in this paper is that the root of most of the USG’s credibility issues is inexorability linked to the mistrust of the USG’s policies or actions and that an effective communication strategy will decrease that mistrust by increasing a relative understanding of those policies and actions. 

2AC AT: Iran Appeasement DA [2/2]

3. Iran appeasement is the best possible option to avoid war
Ted Galen Carpenter is vice president for defense and foreign policy studies, October 25, 2006. What to Do Before Tehran Gets the Bomb http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6742

Few Americans want Iran to get nuclear weapons, but as European Union leader Javier Solana conceded, the European-led negotiations to stop it are going nowhere fast. Unless there is an unexpected breakthrough -- and soon -- our leaders face a set of highly imperfect options. The best by far is to try to strike a grand bargain with Iran. Washington should offer to normalize diplomatic and economic relations with Iran, and pledge to refrain from efforts at forcible regime change. In exchange, Tehran would be expected to open its nuclear program to rigorous, on-demand international inspections to guarantee that no nuclear material was diverted from peaceful purposes. We have little to lose by proposing a deal -- unless we let negotiations drag on endlessly. Making an offer to Tehran and indicating that it would remain on the table for a maximum of six months would have no significant downside. If the Iranians rejected the proposal -- or if they simply stalled -- all other options would still be available. If they accepted the agreement, we would have a reliable way to prevent Iran from joining the ranks of the nuclear-weapons powers. Consider the alternatives. The use of pre-emptive air strikes against Iran's nuclear installations is the worst, most dangerous strategy. Weekly Standard Editor William Kristol lobbies for such strikes with an almost unfathomable disregard for their likely consequences. "Yes, there would be repercussions," writes Kristol, "and they would be healthy ones, showing a strong America that has rejected further appeasement." Yet even fellow hawk Charles Krauthammer admits that attacking Iran would have highly unpleasant results. According to Krauthammer, the costs of such an attack "will be terrible." He predicts that oil prices would spike to at least $100 and possibly as much as $150 a barrel, triggering a global economic recession "perhaps as deep as the one triggered by the Iranian revolution of 1979." At most, such strikes would delay, not eliminate, Tehran's program, and at the cost of thousands of Iranian civilian casualties. There is also a grave risk that Iran would retaliate with terrorist attacks and perhaps even more drastic measures, such as trying to close the Strait of Hormuz to shipping altogether, preventing any Persian Gulf oil from getting through. Attacking Iran would also further alienate Muslim populations around the world, creating the very real prospect of a war of civilizations. If the United States attacks yet another Islamic country, most Muslims from Morocco to Malaysia will be convinced that Washington is out to destroy their way of life. According to enthusiastic proponents of regime change, such as American Enterprise Institute activist Alas, U.S. policymakers have no silver bullet. They have only a choice among problematic options. Some choices, though, are clearly better than others. Pursuing a grand bargain is the best option available, and we should at least give it a shot.

2AC AT: Turkey-Iran Relations DA [1/2]

1. Aff solves, small alternate causalities won’t stop greater political objectives between Turkey and Iran. 

Elin Kinnander, Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, January, 2010, “The Turkish-Iranian Gas Relationship:Politically Successful, Commercially Problematic” http://www.oxfordenergy.org/pdfs/NG38.pdf
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.
2. Squo can’t solve, Large amounts of mistrust due to TNW’s greatly hurts relations. That’s Kibaroglu. 

3. Turn :Their Tavernise evidence says in the un-underlined section that Turkey is not aligning itself with the Middle East. 

4. Turkish-Iranian relations were political, the economic benefit to second place to the politics and they’ve come to a stand still due to the TNW’s, that’s Kinnander and Kibaroglu 

5. New deal pales in comparison to Turkey-Iran deal which provides 20x as much gas then projected numbers for the Turkey-Azerbaijani pipeline. Turkey-Iran deal $10 billion deal, that’s their Silverman evidence (880 million per day that’s UPI = 321  bil/per year and Azerbaijan is 16 bil/per year that’s Abbasov )

6. A new pipeline would improve relations that’s Silverman, however removing TNW’s and more importantly the political mistrust are the only way to solve, that’s Kibaroglu. 

7. There’s no specific timeframe set saying “X time” is the strike, the uncertainty involves removal of TNW’s, so on our Ross or Morningstar evidence, non-unique argument fails. 

2AC AT: Turkey-Iran Relations [2/2]

8. Turkish government denies sanctions, Iran’s only trading partner continues contact, neg’s “sanction attack” is non-unique

Dorian Jones, Chief Information Officer, at Illinois Department of Public Health, CEO-Owner at Amistad Communications Group, 7/1/2010
Adopting the European and American-led sanctions could prove a step too far, Turkish diplomat Selim Yemel said. He claimed that Ankara was well within its rights to reject them. "Well I think Turkey has to be consistent, because we voted against the sanctions at the UN," said Yemel. "First of all, we don't believe sanctions will work and they will hamper diplomatic efforts. Secondly, nobody discussed these unilateral sanctions by the US and EU with Turkey, so we don't feel obliged to abide by them."

9. Their Bell and Loehrke evidence is power-tagged, the card never is never specific to TNWs, it refers to all of NATO’s nukes, and doesn’t take into account current Turkey-Iranian relations. 
2AC AT: Lasers DA [1/2]

1. The DA is non-unique, Defense Spending cuts now

Fox News 09, (Fox News, Defense Official: Obama Calling for Defense Budget Cuts 1/30/09) http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/01/30/defense-official-obama-calling-defense-budget-cuts/
The Obama administration has asked the military's Joint Chiefs of Staff to cut the Pentagon's budget request for the fiscal year 2010 by more than 10 percent -- about $55 billion -- a senior U.S. defense official tells FOX News. Last year's defense budget was $512 billion. Service chiefs and planners will be spending the weekend "burning the midnight oil" looking at ways to cut the budget -- looking especially at weapons programs, the defense official said.
2. Gates sees extreme spending – will cut now

PressTV 5/8 (Press TV, Gates urges cuts in military spending 5/8/10) http://www.presstv.com/detail.aspx?id=125863&sectionid=3510203
Gates noted that since 9/11, the Pentagon's base budget has nearly doubled — not counting the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  He targeted health and defense expenditures in his efforts to tame the Pentagon's runaway spending. He said that he wants to cut between USD 10 billion and USD 15 billion from the Pentagon's nearly 550-billion-dollar baseline budget.  The savings are aimed at allowing the US to maintain force levels and to spend on modernization programs, Gates said.  The call for cuts in budget comes at a time when the department is preparing the defense budget for fiscal year 2012.
3. Their own Roger ‘2 evidence says testing for ABL’s began 7 years ago. 
4. Link: Military contractors can’t demand ABL, ABL exists in SQUO
Bolkom and Hidreth Specialists in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense and Trade Division, , 2007
7/9/2007 CRS Report For Congress“Airborne Laser (ABL): Issues for Congress” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL32123.pdf

 In 2006, Boeing announced successful surrogate low-power laser testing from the ABL aircraft. In October 2006, Boeing rolled out the ABL aircraft in Wichita, Kansas, announcing successful completion of major system integration milestones in preparation for some flight testing that will lead to the lethality test in August 2009. As of January 2007, ABL had completed over 50 flight tests. In March 2007, the ABL successfully completed the first in a series of in-flight tracking laser firings at an airborne target. Officials argue this is an important step toward demonstrating the aircraft’s ability to engage an airborne target. Major ABL subsystems include the lethal laser, a tracking system, and an adaptive optics system. The kill mechanism or lethal laser system (as distinct from the other on-board acquisition and tracking lasers) is known as COIL (Chemical Oxygen Iodine Laser). COIL generates its energy through an onboard chemical reaction of oxygen and iodine molecules. Because this laser energy propagates in the infrared spectrum, its wavelength travels relatively easily through the atmosphere. The acquisition, tracking, and pointing system (also composed of lasers) helps the laser focus on the target with sufficient energy to destroy the missile. As the laser travels to its target, it encounters atmospheric effects that distort the beam and cause it to lose its focus. The adaptive optics system compensates for this distortion so that the lethal laser can hit and destroy its target with a focused energy beam. The current ABL program began in November 1996 when the Air Force awarded a $1.1 billion PDRR contract (Program Definition Risk Reduction phase) to several aerospace companies. The contractor team consists of Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and Northrop Grumman (formerly TRW). Boeing Integrated Defense Systems (Seattle, WA) has overall responsibility for program management and systems integration, development of the ABL battle management system, modification of the 747 aircraft, and the design and development of ground-support subsystems. Lockheed Martin Space Systems (Sunnyvale, CA) is responsible for the design, development, and production of ABL target acquisition, and beam control and fire control systems. Northrop Grumman Space Technology (Redondo Beach, CA) is responsible for the design, development, and production of the ABL highenergy laser. A number of subcontractors are also involved. It is envisioned that a fleet of some number of ABL aircraft would be positioned safely in theater then flown closer to enemy airspace as local air superiority is attained. Although the Defense Department once indicated that a fleet of five aircraft might support two 24-hour combat air patrols in a theater for some unspecified period of time in a crisis, there has been no public discussion in recent years as to how many aircraft might eventually be procured or deployed as part of a future BMD system. It is likely, however, that current plans are to acquire seven production aircraft.

2AC AT: Lasers DA [2/2]

5. I/L: ABL exists now, no laser arms race, the I/L is non-unique, that’s Bolkom and Hildreth.
6. Contractors seeking missile defense, not ABL’s that are in the SQUO
Seattle Times 6/17/10
(Dan Joling, Associated press writer, “Lockheed Martin to seek missile defense contract” http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/businesstechnology/2012145390_apusmissiledefense.html?syndication)

Defense contractor Lockheed Martin will team with Alaska's state-owned aerospace corporation to pursue a U.S. Missile Defense Agency contract to maintain and improve the country's ground-based missile defense system, the companies announced Thursday.  The system is designed to defend against intermediate- and long-range ballistic missiles, and is a main component of the nation's overall missile defense system. Interceptor missiles are stationed at Fort Greely, Alaska, about 100 miles south of Fairbanks, and Vandenberg Air Force Base in California.  Boeing was picked over Lockheed Martin as the original prime contractor for the system. But the Missile Defense Agency on May 14 issued an amended draft request for proposals for a "re-compete."  A final request for proposals is expected this summer, with a five-year contract awarded early next year. The military has valued the contract at about $600 million per year.  Mathew J. Joyce, GMD vice president and program manager for Lockheed Martin Space Systems Co., said his company offers more than 30 years of experience in missile defense development, production and operations and more than 50 years' experience in strategic weapon system operations.  Teaming with Alaska Aerospace Corp., he said, gives Lockheed Martin a lay of the land in Alaska, a conduit to local suppliers and employees, and a partner that has proved it can launch rockets successfully in a harsh northern environment.  "Each one of their launches must work," Joyce said. "That's what their customers depend on them for. That's what the customer depends on us for. I see a whole lot of synergy."  The state Legislature created Alaska Aerospace in 1991 to develop a high-technology aerospace industry. From its complex in Kodiak, the corporation has successfully launched 14 rockets, including eight in support of missile defense.  Its last launch was in December 2008. Alaska Aerospace has two launches - Air Force satellites - scheduled this year.  The partnership with Lockheed Martin is a key part of the corporation's business plan and will allow it to expand, said Thomas R. Case, president and chief operating officer.  Former President George W. Bush directed the Department of Defense to field an initial set of missile defense capabilities, including GMD, by 2004-05. Boeing in late 2004 installed the first ground-based interceptors at Fort Greely and Vandenberg. Initial components also included high-powered radar based on land and at sea, and a command-and-control system. As of November, there were more than 20 interceptor missiles in the field, according to Boeing's website.  Dale Nash, Alaska Aerospace chief executive officer, said the corporation has wanted to expand in interior Alaska for some time and the partnership will take a different approach to maintaining the ground missile defense system, offering a resident work force. That has not been the case at Fort Greely, he said. “They're not building houses. They're not spending money. Their family isn't here," Nash said. "That's completely opposite of what's been going on with us in Kodiak."

To wrest the contract from Boeing, Lockheed Martin will try to demonstrate best value to the Defense Department, including a resolution to reliability issues, Joyce said. Headquartered in Bethesda, Md., Lockheed Martin employs about 136,000 people worldwide. It reported 2009 sales of $45.2 billion. 

7. Impact: Their impact should have happened as ABL’s exist in the SQUO, no WWIII, turn the DA. 

2AC AT: FCS DA

1. The DA is non-unique, Defense Spending cuts now

Fox News 09, (Fox News, Defense Official: Obama Calling for Defense Budget Cuts 1/30/09) http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/01/30/defense-official-obama-calling-defense-budget-cuts/
The Obama administration has asked the military's Joint Chiefs of Staff to cut the Pentagon's budget request for the fiscal year 2010 by more than 10 percent -- about $55 billion -- a senior U.S. defense official tells FOX News. Last year's defense budget was $512 billion. Service chiefs and planners will be spending the weekend "burning the midnight oil" looking at ways to cut the budget -- looking especially at weapons programs, the defense official said.
2. Gates sees extreme spending – will cut now

PressTV 5/8 (Press TV, Gates urges cuts in military spending 5/8/10) http://www.presstv.com/detail.aspx?id=125863&sectionid=3510203
Gates noted that since 9/11, the Pentagon's base budget has nearly doubled — not counting the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  He targeted health and defense expenditures in his efforts to tame the Pentagon's runaway spending. He said that he wants to cut between USD 10 billion and USD 15 billion from the Pentagon's nearly 550-billion-dollar baseline budget.  The savings are aimed at allowing the US to maintain force levels and to spend on modernization programs, Gates said.  The call for cuts in budget comes at a time when the department is preparing the defense budget for fiscal year 2012.
3. No – Impact -  FCS Contracts Now

Defense Industry Daily 07
(1/12 “Four FCS UAV Sub-Contracts Awarded” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/four-fcs-uav-subcontracts-awarded-updated-0928/)

In July 2005, Lead Systems Integrators (LSI) Boeing and SAIC awarded 4 contracts to 3 premier industry partners for the first phase of development for 2 classes of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) as part of the U.S. Army’s Future Combat Systems (FCS) program. The contracts range in value from $3 million to $5 million, and the UAVs were slated for fielding in 2014 with the first fully-equipped FCS brigade-sized combat teams.

4. Their Hockmuth card states that contractors are working on hard on FCS and are trying to improve its image. No where does it states that contractors advocate it.

5. The DA is non-unique. The program went on for 6 years and yet their terminal impact of extinction was never reached. 

6. FCS fragmented, original program in SQUO but separated and upgraded 

Greg Grant, Staff Writer for It’s Official, June 23, 2009, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/06/23/its-official-fcs-cancelled/
Replacing FCS will be the “Army Brigade Combat Team Modernization,” that collects the remaining bits of FCS under a “modernization plan” consisting of a number of “separate but integrated” acquisition programs. These include efforts to provide technological upgrades, or “spin outs” as they’ve come to be called, to seven infantry brigades in the near term and plans to develop and field additional upgrades to communications networks, new aerial drones, unmanned robots and sensors to all Army brigades some time in the future.

2AC – Jobs Bill DA [1/3]

1. Non – unique – their Digital News evidence says Congress is working on the bill – but no where conclusively says it will pass or that it is even likely to pass.

2. 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.
3. Non unique: No jobs bill—Democrats not on board. 

Jake Sherman, staff writer, 7-3-2010. [Politico, Dems in a jam as economy slows, http://fredericksburg.com/News/Web/politico?p_id=2342]

President Barack Obama and the Democrats head into the summer campaign season with the economy slowing, unemployment flirting with double-digits — and few options for a quick fix.

Obama’s economic stimulus plan is winding down, right when Democrats need it most. And a big new jobs bill?

Forget it. House Democrats had to battle this week just to pass a bill to prevent teachers from being laid off, over the objections of 15 mostly conservative House Democrats and even Obama, who threatened a veto over how the House planned to pay for it.

4. Non unique: Standalone bill unlikely, GOP has blocked it in the past

Lori Montgomery (staff writer for the Washington Post, 6/26/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/25/AR2010062504933.html)

One day after voting to block Democratic legislation that would have extended emergency jobless benefits, a Republican senator urged Democrats to try again, saying she would support a stripped-down bill aimed solely at guaranteeing unemployment checks to millions of people who have been out of work more than six months. Sen. Olympia J. Snowe (R-Maine), a key moderate whose vote had been ardently sought by Democratic leaders, sent a letter Friday to Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.), arguing that the plight of the long-term unemployed must be swiftly addressed. "The hundreds of thousands of unemployed Americans who are losing jobless benefits every week deserve our immediate attention," Snowe wrote, calling for "a free-standing extension of unemployment insurance benefits" to be brought to the Senate floor for a vote early next week. "Separating the unemployment insurance provisions [from numerous other provisions in the bill] and passing it as emergency legislation acknowledges the urgency of helping those who continue to look for work." Reid spokesman Jim Manley derided the request, noting that Republicans have in recent weeks blocked efforts to push through the same stand-alone extension of jobless benefits that Snowe is now requesting. If Snowe wants to help jobless workers, Manley said, she should line up support among her GOP colleagues to break a stalemate that has dragged on for more than two months. "We appreciate Senator Snowe's concerns, but the fact is that she is sending the letter to the wrong person and to the wrong party," Manley wrote in an e-mail. "We know that the thousands of unemployed workers in Maine want an explanation as to why she joined with all Republicans several times to vote against legislation to help the unemployed . . . but Senator Snowe provides no evidence that any other Republicans support her proposal."
2AC – Jobs Bill DA [2/3]
5. Obama won’t spend political capital on jobs bill – Dems want to reduce the deficit

Cynthia Tucker (Writer for Atlanta Journal-Constitution, Pulitzer prize winner, 6/16/10, “Priority needs to be on jobs” Lexis Nexis)

With unemployment still hovering around 10 percent and economic anxieties fueling the "wrong track" sentiment in opinion polls, you'd think President Barack Obama would be burning through his remaining political capital to get a major jobs bill through Congress. Instead, Democrats have been captured by the newest conventional wisdom: Voters are anxious about the deficit. So, instead of a strong push to save teachers, firefighters and police officers who are losing their jobs to state and local budget cuts, the White House seems to be settling for a minor jobs bill that won't amount to a bucket of water in a for-bidding desert of joblessness.
6. No Link – their Logan evidence is not in the context of Turkey and not about TNWs. It is actually about grand strategy, which is separate from the aff because TNWs are not perceived as a complete change in US Policy like troop withdrawal.

7. Turn: Winners win – political leadership in tough fights builds capital

Singer 9
(Jonathan, My Direct Democracy, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital”, 3-3-9, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)

From the latest NBC News-Wall Street Journal survey: Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House. "What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank." 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.
2AC – Jobs Bill DA [3/3]

8. 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."
9. Double dip recession won’t happen

BusinessWeek 7/2 (Rebecca Christie, Carol Massar, 7/2/10, " White House's Romer Sees No Sign of a Double-Dip Recession ", http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-02/white-house-s-romer-sees-no-sign-of-a-double-dip-

recession.html)

July 2 (Bloomberg) -- The U.S. economy doesn't show signs that it will relapse into another recession, said Christina Romer, President Barack Obama's chief economist. “We certainly do not see any sign of that in the data,” said Romer, who chairs the White House's Council of Economic Advisers, in an interview on Bloomberg Television today. “We're anticipating moderate growth.” The U.S. economy lost 125,000 workers in June while adding 83,000 private-sector jobs, according to Labor Department data released earlier today. Private employers hired fewer workers than forecast, and overall payrolls fell because of a drop in federal census workers. “It's not good enough but it is very much in the direction of slow steady expansion,” Romer said. She said Obama would keep “plugging away” to encourage Congress to approve extended unemployment benefits and aid for small business and local governments.
2AC AT: Obama Good Midterms DA[1/2]

1. Non unique – Democrats will lose the midterms – lack crucial votes

(Andrew Malcolm, Los Angeles Times staff writer, 7/07/10, “Crucial Independent Voters Abandoning Obama, now under 40%, lowest ever,” Los Angeles Times, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/independents-abandoning-obama-gallup-poll.html)

Two new polls this morning augur ill for PresidentBarack Obama and his fellow Democrats who control Congress.

The worst -- from Gallup -- finds that for the first time since Obama took the oath, his support among independents, a key voter segment in his decisive 2008 coalition election win, has fallen below 40%.

The new tracking finds that Obama's support among all voter segments has declined in the past year, but nowhere more than among independents.

Only 38% now support him, an 18-point drop from 52 weeks ago, when polls first began showing the nation's rapidly-growing population of independent voters peeling off, as Obama relentlessly pushed his healthcare plan and ignored polls saying jobs and the economy were uppermost on voters' minds.

In that same time span, support for the Democrat has fallen 9 points among Democrats (from 90% to 81%) and 8 points among Republicans (from 20% to 12%).

Collectively, only 46% of Americans approve of the president's job performance, just 1 point above his worst approval of 45%. Obama's approval has not been above 50% since February.

Despite his professed success with the healthcare legislation, Obama is confronting a stubbornly sluggish economic recovery, continuing high unemployment, growing concerns over deficits and spending, impatience among some supporters such as gays and Hispanics and mounting casualties in his ongoing Afghanistan military campaign.

Other recent presidents suffered similar low ratings in their second year -- Jimmy Carter (40%),Ronald Reagan (42%) and Bill Clinton (43%).

And each of those presidents' parties lost substantial numbers of congressional seats in the ensuing midterm elections.
2. No link: 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.

2AC AT: Obama Good Midterms DA[2/2]

3. No internal link - Cap and trade is dead- Obama’s looking for new ideas.

Norris, 6/16[Teryn Norris Director, Americans for Energy Leadership Posted: June 16, 2010 04:04 AM Obama Signals Need for New Energy Agendahttp://www.huffingtonpost.com/teryn-norris/obama-signals-need-for-ne_b_613835.html]

The biggest news from President Obama's Oval Office address is that cap and trade legislation is probably dead for the foreseeable future, and the administration is seeking new ideas. Instead of using last night's prime-time opportunity to push cap and trade in the form of the Kerry-Lieberman American Power Act -- as many climate advocates saw as their last hope for "comprehensive" climate reform -- President Obama pressed the reset button on energy and climate policy, saying he was "happy to look at other ideas and approaches from either party, as long they seriously tackle our addiction to fossil fuels." He made no mention of setting a price on carbon or establishing an emissions cap and trade system. As Andrew Revkin observed at New York Times Dot Earth, the president "signaled that he is leaving open a variety of paths on energy and climate policy and no longer hewing tightly to the idea of a cap and trade system for restricting heat-trapping emissions -- which he never wavered from during his campaign." David Roberts of Grist, one of the few remaining hopefuls for cap and trade reform, wrote "Final thought: Obama didn't drive the carbon cap tonight, so there won't be a carbon cap in the energy bill this year."
4. No impact - Cap and trade won’t solve warming- doesn’t low temperatures, and other countries are key
The Foundry, 7/21/09 (“A Baker’s Dozen of Reasons to Oppose Cap and Trade”, The Foundry, July 21st 2009, http://blog.heritage.org/2009/07/21/a-baker’s-dozen-of-reasons-to-oppose-cap-and-trade/)

10.) There’s no environmental benefit. Even the flawed and significantly biased cost estimates of $140 per year or $170 per year aren’t worth the alleged benefits since the bill would lower temperatures by only hundredths of a degree in 2050 and no more than two-tenths of a degree at the end of the century. The fact that EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson confirmed the bill would do nothing for global temperatures without commitment from large emitters like India and China following suit, as well as Greenpeace’s adamant opposition due to all the corporate handouts in the bill should be telling signs that the environmental benefits are nonexistent.
2AC AT: Obama Bad Midterms DA

1. Non unique – Democrats will win now

(Bridget Johnson, Staff writer for The Hill, 7/10/10 “Kaine: GOP ‘showing their hand’ in Midterms,” The Hill, http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/campaign-committees/108001-kaine-gop-showing-their-hand-in-midterms) 
Democratic National Committee Chairman Tim Kaine expressed confidence Friday night that his party will fare well in the midterm elections, charging twice that Republicans are bringing back "architects of the lost decade" to propel their campaigns.

"It's going to be tough," Kaine said on MSNBC. "Midterms are always tough for parties in power, but the Republicans are showing their hand. They are adopting a game plan that is basically bringing back the architects of the lost decade -- Karl Rove, Ed Gillespie and others -- and Americans, they might not be happy yet, but they don't want to go backward, and I think we're going to have a very easy time pointing out that's where the Republicans will take us."

Kaine said that the smaller donations coming into the DNC from individuals showed that the party had a strong grassroots campaign force.

"We are climbing a ladder that we built with no help from the other side and the right answer for America is to keep climbing, not to go back in the ditch," Kaine said.

2. Link turn – troop surge hurts Dems in mid terms

(Andrew Malcolm, Los Angeles Times staff writer, 7/07/10, “Crucial Independent Voters Abandoning Obama, now under 40%, lowest ever,” Los Angeles Times, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/independents-abandoning-obama-gallup-poll.html)

Despite his professed success with the healthcare legislation, Obama is confronting a stubbornly sluggish economic recovery, continuing high unemployment, growing concerns over deficits and spending, impatience among some supporters such as gays and Hispanics and mounting casualties in his ongoing Afghanistan military campaign.

Other recent presidents suffered similar low ratings in their second year -- Jimmy Carter (40%),Ronald Reagan (42%) and Bill Clinton (43%).

And each of those presidents' parties lost substantial numbers of congressional seats in the ensuing midterm elections.

3. Dems not key – either the auto trade dilemma will be resolved or SKFTA wont pass 

Manyin, Cooper, Jurenas, Manzer  4-20 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Remy Jurenas Specialist in Agricultural Policy Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business. 2009 “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and
Implications” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501319&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The Obama Administration has not indicated if and when it will send the draft implementing bill to Congress. The Administration has stated that it is developing “benchmarks for progress” on resolving “concerns” it has with the KORUS FTA, particularly over market access for U.S. car exports. While U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk has called attention to the economic opportunities the KORUS FTA presents, he also has said that if the Administration’s concerns are not resolved, “we'll be prepared to step away.... ” Presidents Obama and Lee Myung-bak met on April 2, 2009, and “committed to working together to chart a way forward”on the agreement. The next milestone may come at the two Presidents’ next meeting on June 16, in Washington, DC.
4. No impact – SKFTA has been waiting for ratification since 2007 and relations have not been tanked
2AC: AT: CMR DA [1/3]

1. Civil military relations continue to decrease- McChrystal replacement creates further tensions
Michael Leon, The Progressive, The Advocate, In These Times and CounterPunch, Staff Writer, Editor, 6-27-10, “Nothing is going right for USA in final phase in Afghanistan”, http://www.veteranstoday.com/author/mikeleon/

While grappling with mounting problems in Afghanistan and trying to lessen Washington-Kabul strains, US leadership was faced with yet another challenge of civil-military relations within USA . Gen Stanley McChrystal whom Obama had chosen for Afghanistan ruffled the feathers of Obama and other high officials in his administration as a consequence to his scathing interview he gave to a magazine. He and his aides didn’t mince their words in censuring Obama and top US officials. Some among Obama’s administration as well as US Ambassador in Kabul Eikenberry differed with McChrystal’s policies in Afghanistan.  Disagreements surfaced after McChrystal asked for additional troops in September 2009 to recapture southern and eastern Afghanistan . His opponents who were not in favor of troop surge and risky stretching out strategy became more vocal once McChrystal failed to show results. Other grouses against him were his inability to rein in Karzai who of late had become belligerent, and to train Afghan National Army (ANA) to takeover security duties from coalition troops. Most weaknesses pointed out are command failures, but these could have been over looked and he retained despite his diatribe had he been a winning General.  Although Gen McChrystal has been sacked and replaced with Gen David Petraeus but not without creating tension in civil-military relations. In case the situation in Afghanistan spins out of control and coalition forces are forced to hurriedly exit in disgrace, or fatalities mount up, it is bound to further aggravate civil-military relations in USA. 
2. Their uniqueness evidence states that civil-military relations have eroded for the last 20 years. This means that their disad is inevitable.
3. No backlash from reduction - military will follow orders even if they disagree 

Ackerman 8 [Spencer, The Washington Independent, 11/13, “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible,” http://www.washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible]

Some members of the military community are more sanguine. Several say that if they disagree with the decision, they respect Obama’s authority to make it.

“In the end, we are not self-employed. And after the military leadership provides its best military advice, it is up to the policy-makers to make the decision and for the military to execute those decisions,” said a senior Army officer recently back from Iraq, who requested anonymity because he is still on active duty. “Now, if those in the military do not like the decision, they have two choices. One, salute smartly and execute the missions given them to the best of their ability. Or, the other, leave the military if they do not feel they can faithfully execute their missions. That is one way the military does get to vote in an all-volunteer force.”

Moss agreed. “The military will just follow the order,” he said. “The great majority of Americans want U.S. forces out of Iraq. This is part of the reason Obama was sent to the White House.”

2AC: AT: CMR DA [2/3]

4. CMR is resilient – Gates and high ranking generals will respect any Obama decision and shield it from opposition.

Schake, fellow at the Hoover Institution and holds the Distinguished Chair in International Security Studies at the United States Military Academy, 9-4-‘9 (Kori, “So far so good for civil military relations under Obama,” Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/04/so_far_so_good_for_civil_military_relations_under_obama)

Crucial to Feingold's argument is that the Afghan people resent our military involvement. Both McChrystal, and now Gates, are persuaded that is not true. They argue that how we operate in Afghanistan will determine Afghan support to a much greater degree than the size of the force. Gates for the first time yesterday signaled his support for further force increases on that basis, indicating he will not be a political firewall for the White House if McChrystal and Mullen advocate politically uncomfortable increases. Afghanistan was always going to be a central national security issue, because President Obama had campaigned and carried over into governance his argument that it was the "right" war and negligently under-resourced during the Bush administration. Even with domestic anti-war sentiment on the rise and a potential rebellion by Congressional Democrats against funding the Afghan mission, Obama is seemingly trapped into supporting the military commander's troop requests. Hard to imagine the Houdini contortion that lets him sustain his claim that his predecessor neglected the most important war and then refuse troops to a commander who you put into position and who is supported by a well-respected Defense Secretary. Yet the President may -- and perhaps should -- do exactly that, and for reasons that are laudable in our system of civil-military relations. The American way of organizing for warfare has distinct responsibilities for the leading military and civilian participants. To work up the ladder, it's the military commander's job to survey the requirements for success and make recommendations. It's the job of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the military judgment of that strategy and resourcing, advising the Secretary and the President on its soundness and other possible courses of military action. It's the Secretary of Defense's job to figure out how to provide those resources from a limited pool of people and equipment, to identify and manage the risk it creates for other operations and objectives (e.g., Iraq, managing China's rise, deterring North Korea, etc). It is the Commander in Chief's job to establish the war's objectives and determine whether they merit the resources it would require to be successful. He may determine the objectives are too costly in themselves, or that achieving them would distract too much effort from other national priorities, or that we do not have the necessary partners in the Karzai government to achieve our objectives. It should go without saying that it is not the National Security Advisor's job to intimidate military commanders into dialing down their requests to politically comfortable levels, although that is what Jim Jones is reported to have done when visiting Afghanistan during the McChrystal review. Such politicization of military advice ought to be especially noxious to someone who'd been both the Commandant of the Marine Corps and a Combatant Commander. When the Bob Woodward article recounting Jones' attempted manipulation as published, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen commendably defended McChrystal's independence. It is also curious that the one person invisible in this debate, as in the debate about relieving General McKiernan, is the CENTCOM commander, General Petraeus. But beneficially and importantly for our country, policy debates over the war in Afghanistan indicate that the system of civil-military relations is clearly working as designed. We owe much to Gates, Mullen, and McChrystal for shielding the process from politicization and providing military advice the President needs to make decisions only he can make.
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5. US military readiness already low despite security gains- terrorism

Lolita C. Baldor, Associated Press, The Examiner, San Francisco Chronicle, ’08, “War Demands Strain US Military Readiness”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/02/08/war-demands-strain-us-mil_n_85797.html
WASHINGTON — A classified Pentagon assessment concludes that long battlefield tours in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with persistent terrorist activity and other threats, have prevented the U.S. military from improving its ability to respond to any new crisis, The Associated Press has learned.  Despite security gains in Iraq, there is still a "significant" risk that the strained U.S. military cannot quickly and fully respond to another outbreak elsewhere in the world, according to the report.  Last year the Pentagon raised that threat risk from "moderate" to "significant." This year, the report will maintain that "significant" risk level _ pointing to the U.S. military's ongoing struggle against a stubborn insurgency in Iraq and its lead role in the NATO-led war in Afghanistan.  as the need to replace equipment worn out and destroyed during more than six years of war. 
2AC AT: Heg DA [1/2]

1. No link, their Poffenbarger and Schaefer card talks about a dramatic change in strategy, plan still leaves tnws in Europe, and we are already fighting maultiple wars. Plan is more of a cleaning up than anything else.
2. TNWs not key to heg - they serve NO strategic purpose- that's Ball and Loehrke from the 1ac
3. No brink- the negative cant prove that plan is the tipping point

4. Empirically denied, Obama signed the START treaty earlier this year, if reduction of nuclear weapons decreased hegemony, then the impact should have already happened
5. US heg here to stay: Benevolent hegemony and no counterbalancing

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

In retrospect, U.S. dominance of the unipolar world since the Soviet Union’s collapse seems like a foregone conclusion. Yet, almost from that moment, there has been a vigorous debate involving both the scholarly and policy communities about the following questions: How long can unipolarity last? Should U.S. grand strategy seek to maintain unipolarity and American hegemony? Will other states attempt to balance against the United States?5 Some neorealist scholars warned that unipolarity would boomerang against the United States.6 They expected that unipolarity would be transitory. Drawing on balance of power theory and defensive realism, these scholars noted that in international politics there is an almost-ironclad rule that great powers balance—internally or externally, or both—against aspiring hegemons. They buttressed their forecasts by pointing to the historical record concerning the fates of past contenders for hegemony: the attempts to gain hegemony in Europe by the Hapsburgs (under Charles V and Philip II), France (under Louis XIV and Napoleon), and Germany (under Wilhelm II and Adolph Hitler) were all defeated by the resistance of other great powers. The United States, they argued, would suffer the same fate by attempting to maintain its post–Cold War hegemony. As events transpired, however, the fate of earlier hegemons has not befallen the United States.7 Whether there has been balancing against U.S. hegemony since 1991 is an intensely debated issue.8 It is beyond dispute, however, that the United States still enjoys a commanding preponderance of power over its nearest rivals. Drawing on neorealism, hegemonic stability theory, balance of threat theory, and liberal international relations theory, a number of prominent American international relations theorists have advanced several explanations of why U.S. hegemony has endured for nearly two decades without any major challenges and have suggested that the United States can prolong its primacy far into the future. “Unipolar stability” realists have argued that the present unipolar distribution of capabilities in America’s favor is insurmountable and that other states will not counterbalance because they receive important security and economic benefits from U.S. hegemony.9 Invoking balance of threat theory, other realists claim that the United States has negated counterhegemonic balancing by adopting accommodative policies that allay others’ fears of American dominance. 10 Liberal international relations theorists and balance of threat realists assert that the United States has been successful because it is a “benevolent” hegemon.11 Other states, they say, will acquiesce to U.S. hegemony if the United States displays self-restraint by exercising its predominance multilaterally through international institutions.12 Moreover, the United States’ “soft power”—the purportedly singular attractiveness of its political and economic institutions, and its culture—draws other states into Washington’s orbit.
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6. Heg wont fall- insurmountable military and economic power

Brooks & Wohlforth 08 Associate Professors of Government at Dartmouth College (Stephen G. & William C., World Out of Balance, p. 27-31)
“Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing,” historian Paul Kennedy observes: “I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close.” Though assessments of U.S. power have changed since those words were written in 2002, they remain true. Even when capabilities are understood broadly to include economic, technological, and other wellsprings of national power, they are concentrated in the United States to a degree never before experienced in the history of the modern system of states and thus never contemplated by balance-of-power theorists. The United spends more on defense that all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make any effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting that the gross spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investment that give the United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. As table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were more than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American. And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has invested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D. These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest U.S. forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally. This capacity arises from “command of the commons” – that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space. As Barry Posen puts it, Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the U.S global power position. It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power, including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies. Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military, and political assistance….Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had. Posen’s study of American military primacy ratifies Kennedy’s emphasis on the historical importance of the economic foundations of national power. It is the combination of military and economic potential that sets the United States apart from its predecessors at the top of the international system. Previous leading states were either great commercial and naval powers or great military powers on land, never both. The British Empire in its heyday and the United States during the Cold War, for example, shared the world with other powers that matched or exceeded them in some areas. Even at the height of the Pax Britannica, the United Kingdom was outspent, outmanned, and outgunned by both France and Russia. Similarly, at the dawn of the Cold War the United States was dominant economically as well as in air and naval capabilities. But the Soviet Union retained overall military parity, and thanks to geography and investment in land power it had a superior ability to seize territory in Eurasia. The United States’ share of world GDP in 2006, 27.5 percent, surpassed that of any leading state in modern history, with the sole exception of its own position after 1945 (when World War II had temporarily depressed every other major economy). The size of the U.S economy means that its massive military capabilities required roughly 4 percent of its GDP in 2005, far less than the nearly 10 percent it averaged over the peak years of the Cold War, 1950-70, and the burden borne by most of the major powers of the past. As Kennedy sums up, “Being Number One at great cost is one thing; being the world’s single superpower on the cheap is astonishing.”
2AC AT: Turkey Coup Disad [1/3]

1. Coups are empirically peaceful—the military has stage 5 coups since 1923, and NONE of them have destabilized Turkey. Only resulted in a democratic, stable state. 

2. There Uniqueness evidence is terrible. It is not only from February, but it is from Armenian Public Radio and a Armenian scholar, whose views are poisoned by deep rooted historical and modern hatred of Turkey. 
3. Military is too weak to stage a coup. 

Steven A. Cook, Hasib J. Sabbagh Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studie 2010
http://www.cfr.org/publication/21548/weakening_of_turkeys_military.html
A string of embarrassing incidents have further eroded the military's public standing and allowed the AKP to begin subordinating the officers to civilian authority.  These include the so-called Ergenekon investigation, which implicated several former senior officers and a number of serving junior officers in an effort to destabilize the country and provoke a coup. In addition, the Turkish daily Taraf published alleged documents demonstrating that the military was aware of planned Kurdistan Worker Party attacks on Turkish soldiers before they occurred, but chose to do nothing to undermine support for the AKP. And officers from the Special Forces command were recently accused of plotting the assassination of Deputy Prime Minister Bulent Arinc. The latter incident resulted in civilian prosecutors searching Special Forces headquarters for evidence, an unprecedented development in Turkey.  The Inherent Weakness of Coups  Although the arrest of the forty-nine officers is big news, the fact remains that the popular perception of an all-powerful Turkish military is largely incorrect. The officers regard themselves as the keepers of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk's principles of secularism and republicanism. Yet, Kemalism--at least the officers' interpretation of Ataturk's ideas--demands a drab political conformity that never accommodated Kurds, pious Muslims, Armenians, the small Greek community, and, as Turkish society has become more modern and complex, those who want to live in a more democratic political system.  
1AR Ext 1—Coup Won’t Escalate 
Military Coups would not escalate-empirical example 

Turkey’s MiddleEast Policies Between Neo-Ottomanism and Kemalism Ömer Taspinar 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/cmec10_taspinar_final.pdf
Turkey’s lost decade of the 1990s came to a close in 2000 with a semblance of stability, mainly because the military effectively subdued Islamists and Kurdish separatists. In 1997, the military forced the coalition government of Prime Minister Erbakan to resign in what came to be called the “soft coup,” because the military did not seize power itself. Shortly after taking the upper hand against political Islam, the Turkish military this time took a radical step against Kurdish separatism. The army had already engaged in several cross-border operations in northern Iraq. Going one step further, in 1998, the Turkish military publicly threatened to invade Syria for supporting the PKK. Isolated after the collapse of the Soviet Union and worried by Turkish-Israeli strategic cooperation, Syria yielded to Ankara and forced Abdullah Ocalan out of Damascus. After leaving Syria for several locations, Ocalan was finally captured in 1998 and incarcerated in a remote prison island off Istanbul. As a result, by the end of the decade, both political Islam and Kurdish nationalism seemed to be on the defensive. 
 

2AC – Turkey Prolif DA (1/2)

1- Non-unique - current TNWs in Turkey are Non strategic nuclear weapons or NSNW – means they can’t be deployed – and don’t serve to deter turkey from prolif now. And a previous withdrawal should have triggered the link that’s Bell and Loehrke.

2- No Link – even post-withdrawal Turkey still feels secure under NATO nuclear umbrella – that’s Kibaroglu

3- Uniqueness overwhelms the link – their Hurriyet evidence says relations are high now because we sold them patriot missiles and relations prevent nuclearization. But no link evidence saying aff collapses relations. Relations would stay high despite TNW withdrawal which means no prolif

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 – Turkey Prolif DA (2/2)

5- No Link – The warrant why Turkey would nuclearize is fear from Iran – but aff Turkey mediation scenario solves that. No regional threat means no motivation for prolif.

6- 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.

7- Aff solves the impact to Turkey prolif which is regional arms race. Iran prolif would freak countries out more because they are seen as irrational by other countries.

1AR  Ext – Won’t Proliferate
Turkey won’t proliferate- four reasons
Report to Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 08
[CHAIN REACTION: AVOIDING A NUCLEAR ARMS RACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST R E P O R T TO THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS UNITED STATES SENATE ONEHUNDREDTENTHCONGRESS SECONDSESSION FEBRUARY 2008, http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/fact-book/documents/2008/080315-arms-race.pdf]
At the same time, there are significant disincentives to a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. First, doing so would severely damage United States-Turkish relations, which represent an essential component of Turkish national security. Second, such a development would endanger Turkey’s good standing in NATO, another key component of Turkey’s national security. Third, a Turkish pursuit or acquisition of nuclear weapons would seriously undercut any remaining chance of Turkish accession into the European Union. Fourth, powerful popular voices within Turkey would likely oppose a Turkish attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. Unlike Egypt, Iran, and Saudi Arabia, the democratic system in Turkey would enable these popular forces to influence Turkey’s decisions on these issues. Staff believes U.S.-Turkey relations and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of NATO will serve as the decisive factors in Turkey’s decision regarding nuclear weapons. If the bilateral relationship with the United States is poor and Turkey’s trust in NATO low, Turkey would be more likely to respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by pursuing nuclear weapons as well. However, a fully restored bilateral relationship with the United States and a renewed Turkish trust in NATO provide the best means to discourage a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. 
1AR  Ext – Won’t Proliferate

Turkey won’t proliferate- four reasons
Al-Marashi 9 (Ibrahim al-Marashi, Ph.D., Associate Dean of International Relations at IE School of Communication-IE University, Nilsu Goren, M.A., Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Turkish Perceptions and Nuclear Proliferation” Strategic Insights, Volume VIII, Issue 2, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.html)
By 2015, Turkey expects to complete the construction of three nuclear power stations based on energy needs, being subject to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguard measures and inspections. These plans have generated controversy within the country among anti-nuclear activists and opposition members of the Turkish parliament.[50]  As official state policy, Turkey complies with the Nonproliferation Treaty, Biological and Chemical Weapons Conventions, Comprehensive test-ban Treaty (CTBT), and Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). Even if Turkey were to build a nuclear arsenal it would not be able to deploy nuclear weapons without disrespecting the rule of international law, i.e. noncompliance with the international regimes it has adhered to. In this case, the benefits of acquiring nuclear weapons do not outweigh the costs of economic and political sanctions that the country would face leaving the NATO umbrella and breaking its strategic alliance with United States.  During an interview on the Al-Jazeera Satellite Channel’s program “Today’s Encounter” in February 2006 the Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan was asked: “Regarding the Iranian nuclear file, we know that the issue is now heading toward escalation, but we also know that Turkey is preparing to launch a nuclear energy program. What are the limits of this nuclear program?” Erdogan responded that: “We have not announced our nuclear program yet, but it is designed for peaceful and humanitarian purposes.” He emphasized that the program was designed for Turkey to secure an energy source without depending on its neighbors.[51]  Proving the energy dependency, on January 3, 2007, Iran cut off the natural gas flow, constituting the one third of Turkish gas imports, to Turkey, based on its high domestic demands.[52] Turkish officials announced that this situation wouldn’t affect Turkey drastically due to its access to the Russian Blue Stream and other Western pipelines. Still, the questionable cut and Turkish energy dependency stirred a lot of debate and concerns on electricity shortage. After Ankara’s contacts with Iranian officials, on January 8, Tehran apologized for “the inconvenience” and resumed pumping gas, claiming that a newly-established Iranian refinery had resolved the issue.[53] Based on these developments, Turkish Ministry of Energy decided to accelerate the nuclear plant project.  The proposal to build one of Turkey’s three planned nuclear power reactors in Sinop, for example, a scenic town on the Black Sea, has elicited strong opposition from Turkish environmentalists, as well from the opposition party in the Turkish parliament, which opposes the efforts of the governing Justice and Development Party (known as the “AK Party” in Turkish) to import nuclear technology. For its part, the AK Party has justified these efforts on the ground that Turkey’s demand for energy is growing but the country lacks natural energy resources to meet these needs.  A February 2006 report on the private Turkish news channel NTV quoted Engin Altay, a member of the parliamentary opposition as stating: “Construction of a nuclear plant is a catastrophic project with zero safety.” The lawmaker expressed concern that Turkey would become a “dumping ground” for third-rate nuclear technology that the United States and European countries had already abandoned. He accused the current government of giving in to “nuclear lobbies” and claimed that Turkey could increase electricity supplies by reducing unregistered electricity consumption.[54]  A U.S.-Turkey nuclear agreement was signed on July 26, 2000, and approved by the Turkish parliament on January 14, 2005. On July 9, 2006, the Government of Turkey formally adopted the instrument of ratification for the U.S.-Turkey Agreement for Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy.[55] The underlying purpose of the agreement was to authorize and set the conditions for transfers to Turkey of U.S. civil nuclear technology, equipment, components, and material, including nuclear power reactors and their low enriched uranium fuel.[56] 

1AR Ext – Can’t Proliferate

No technical capabilities for prolif

Bruce Riedel, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy and Gary Samore, Vice President and Director of Studies, Council on Foreign Relations 08
December 2008 “Managing Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East”

Since no Arab state has the technical or industrial capacity to build its own bomb in the next decade or more, the United States should focus its concerns on the possibility that one or more of the super-rich Gulf states might try to buy one. If Saudi Arabia already has such an arrangement with Pakistan, it is conceivable that other wealthy Gulf states—most notably, the United Arab Emirates—might do the same. To reduce this risk, the next administration will have a variety of options. One would be to extend any nuclear umbrella and security guarantees offered to Israel to the Saudis and other Gulf states. Such a formal commitment would reduce the incentive for the Saudis to get a weapon from Pakistan and would make clear to the Iranians that the United States will not tolerate nuclear blackmail in the Persian Gulf. The issue of Israel will again complicate the issue. The Arabs will ask why they must forgo their own nuclear weapons program but Israel does not, and the United States must articulate that any nuclear umbrella does not include U.S. protection for Israel should it initiate conflict against these Gulf states. Of course, the United States already has such a nuclear commitment to Turkey through the NATO alliance. Unlike the Arab states, Turkey has a well-developed industrial and scientific infrastructure, but it has not invested resources in the development of its nuclear sector beyond small-scale scientific research. Therefore Turkey does not have the technical capability to build its own bomb in the near term. Moreover, in our discussions with Turkish officials and experts, we did not detect a strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons to counter Iran. The Turks see Iran as a “peer competitor,” and they believe that Iran’s nuclear program is an element of Iran’s effort to strengthen its influence in the region, but they do not generally see Iran as a military threat that would justify the expense and risk of acquiring nuclear weapons, especially since Turkey already has U.S. nuclear assurances under NATO. 

2AC AT: Turkey Coup Disad [2/3]

4. Turkey’s already embracing anti-West policies—embracing Hamas and Iran.

Bernhard Zand 6/15/10  http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,700626,00.html
A frustrated Ankara is turning away from the West and looking east toward Hamas and Iran. For decades, the Turkish people served as a strong ally of the Jewish state and pursued membership in the European Union as chief foreign policy goal. Now, Turkey is economically strong, enjoys considerable regional power and can call its own shots. Will this be the end of Ataturk's legacy?  At the summit of the European Union in Copenhagen in December 2002, then German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder and French President Jacques Chirac were sitting in a room with Recep Tayyip Erdogan, a newcomer in Europe.  The German and the Frenchman had bad news for the man, who had just achieved a historic election victory at home. The Turkish prime minister was expecting to be given a concrete date, 15 years after Turkey submitted its first formal application, for negotiations over his country's accession to the EU to begin. This was the leverage Erdogan hoped he could use to turn his country around. But, said Schröder, the EU wasn't ready to begin those negotiations yet, and Erdogan would simply have to wait a little longer.  Erdogan sat up in his chair and said: "Hop hop!"  Chirac didn't understand the Turkish phrase, which translates into a combination of "wait a minute" and "you must be out of your mind." But he had served as mayor of Paris long enough to recognize immediately that this man had a very short fuse and didn't take disappointment well. European statesmen, he lectured his Turkish counterpart, had their differences. But they also had established ways of discussing these differences. Erdogan said nothing. It was not a good beginning.  Turning the Tables in Ankara  Now, seven years later, Erdogan has indeed turned Turkey around. He has embarrassed everyone who once treated him as a religious simpleton. He has forced Turkey's all-powerful military against a wall, demoralized the republican establishment and transformed his country on the Bosporus, once known for its coups and crises, into an Anatolian tiger. While neighboring Greece struggles with national bankruptcy, the Turkish economy is expected to grow by more than 5 percent this year.  At the same time, the country is growing into a role that modern Turkey has never played: that of a loud and arrogant regional power that is triggering international uproar as it jettisons a fundamental principal of its foreign policy.  It is a historic change of course. "The Turks have always gone in only one direction," Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, the founder of the Turkish republic, said, "toward the West." But now, after seven years under Erdogan, Turkey is shifting its direction toward the East.  An Alliance Shattered  The most obvious indicator of this shift is its relationship with Israel. As long ago as the 1940s, Turkey was a refuge for Europe's persecuted Jews, and in 1949 it was the first primarily Islamic country to recognize the Jewish state. It is an alliance of convenience and values that the secular elites of both countries have supported and that has been in place for almost 60 years.  But that alliance came apart two weeks ago, after months of mutual provocations and the bloody incident over a flotilla off the Israeli coast. Erdogan accused Israel of "state terrorism," withdrew his ambassador and even went so far as to claim that the world "now perceives the swastika and the Star of David together." "Today is a turning point in history," he said in a speech in parliament, referring to relations with Israel. "Nothing will be same again."  The turnaround is also reflected in the relationship with Iran, a country Ankara has eyed with suspicion since the 1979 Islamic revolution. A sign that has been posted at the Turkish-Iranian border since 1979 reads: "Turkey is a secular state." It is a statement of Turkey's opposition to the theocracy in neighboring Iran.  Last Wednesday, however, the Turkish ambassador raised his hand in the United Nations Security Council and voted against the package of sanctions with which Washington, London, Paris and Berlin -- and even Moscow and Beijing -- hope to stop Iran's controversial nuclear program.  The West is shocked. A country that covered the southeastern flank of NATO for 60 years, and that stood by the side of the United States and Europe, with the second-largest army in the alliance -- from the Korean War to Afghanistan -- is suddenly a 
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ZAND CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED
friend of the mullahs? The State Department in Washington calls it a "disappointment," while some in Israel, the United States and Germany are already predicting a new "axis of evil."  Who is to blame for Turkey's political shift? Erdogan? Israel? The Europeans? Who lost Turkey? 
5. Their Morgan evidence is from a political writer in British politics. Just because he writes on the subject does not mean he is an expert. 

6. Much of there evidence is from 3 years ago! All of the evidence we have in answer of extentions post dates. This is better because IR constantly changes and fluctuates. Prefer it.

7. There evidence that Turkey would start nuking its neighbors is refuted by our newer evidence from Zand that says they are on good terms with other Arab nations. 
1AR Ext 1—Coup Won’t Escalate 
Military Coups would not escalate-empirical example 

Turkey’s MiddleEast Policies Between Neo-Ottomanism and Kemalism Ömer Taspinar 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/cmec10_taspinar_final.pdf
Turkey’s lost decade of the 1990s came to a close in 2000 with a semblance of stability, mainly because the military effectively subdued Islamists and Kurdish separatists. In 1997, the military forced the coalition government of Prime Minister Erbakan to resign in what came to be called the “soft coup,” because the military did not seize power itself. Shortly after taking the upper hand against political Islam, the Turkish military this time took a radical step against Kurdish separatism. The army had already engaged in several cross-border operations in northern Iraq. Going one step further, in 1998, the Turkish military publicly threatened to invade Syria for supporting the PKK. Isolated after the collapse of the Soviet Union and worried by Turkish-Israeli strategic cooperation, Syria yielded to Ankara and forced Abdullah Ocalan out of Damascus. After leaving Syria for several locations, Ocalan was finally captured in 1998 and incarcerated in a remote prison island off Istanbul. As a result, by the end of the decade, both political Islam and Kurdish nationalism seemed to be on the defensive. 
 

2AC - Security K [1/3]

1. Framework – the neg must win that the aff plan is worse than the status quo or a competitive policy option.

 And, Aff choice – they moot the 1AC – puts us 8 minutes behind meaning we always lose

2. Case is a DA to the alternative and outweighs. Terrorism and poor relations lead to nuclear war and extinction. They have no specific scenarios for their impacts.

3. Perm to both – double bind. If the alt is strong enough to overcome the unjust practices of the status quo then it is strong enough to overcome the residual links of the aff plan in the perm.

4. Critique Alone is not adequate to alter the current security environment – Political Action is Necessary to Promote Emancipation Over Security 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent Univ, ‘5 [Regional Security in The Middle East, p. 60-1]
Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997). Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997: 114) writes: Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing .... Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs. In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice. 
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5. Our Scenario Evaluations are Crucial For Ethically Responsible Politics - Purely Theoretical Kritik is Insufficient - We Need “As If” Stories to Offset the Worst International Violence

Michael Williams, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales—Aberystwyth, ‘5 [The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, p. 165-7]

Moreover, the links between skeptical realism and prevalent postmodern themes go more deeply than this, particularly as they apply to attempts by post-structural thinking to reopen questions of responsibility and ethics.8° In part, the goals of post-structural approaches can be usefully characterized, to borrow Stephen White's illuminating contrast, as expressions of 'responsibility to otherness' which question and challenge modernist equations of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'. A responsibility to otherness seeks to reveal and open the constitutive processes and claims of subjects and subjectivities that a foundational modernism has effaced in its narrow identification of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'.81 Deconstruction can from this perspective be seen as a principled stance unwilling to succumb to modernist essentialism which in the name of responsibility assumes and reifies subjects and structures, obscures forms of power and violence which are constitutive of them, and at the same time forecloses a consideration of alternative possibilities and practices.  Yet it is my claim that the wilful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness. On the contrary, its strategy of objectification is precisely an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a willfully liberal vision.  The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculations is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation.  It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by - at least initially - reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability.  It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a willful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited - both epistemically and politically - in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterized as one of mondus vivendi. If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of its weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to skeptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice.  The issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann’s incisive questions concerning postmodern construction of identity, action and responsibility.  As Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities are indebted to otherness, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are ‘sediment’ and conflictually defined.  In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just philosophical practice) the essential dynamics it confronts.  Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices. To take this critique seriously is not necessarily to be subject yet again to the straightforward ‘blackmail of the Enlightenment and a narrow ‘modernist’ vision of responsibility.  While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to otherness for fear that an essential stance is the only (or most likely) alternative expresses legitimate concern, it should not license a retreat from such questions or their practical demands. Rather, such situations demand also an evaluation of the structures (of identity and institutions) that might viably be mobilised in order to offset the worst implications of violently exclusionary identities. It requires, as Neumann nicely puts it, the generation of compelling 'as if' stories around which counter-subjectivities and political practices can coalesce. Willful Realism, 1 submit, arises out of an appreciation of these issues, and comprises an attempt to craft precisely such 'stories' within a broader intellectual and sociological analysis of their conditions of production, possibilities of success, and likely consequences. The question is, to what extent are these limits capable of success, and to what extent might they he limits upon their own aspirations toward responsibility? These are crucial questions, but they will not be addressed by retreating yet again into further reversals of the same old dichotomies. 
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6. [INSERT ANSWER TO LINK CARD DEPENDING ON WHICH LINK THEY RUN, IT WILL PROBABLY BE A STATES LINK OR TERRORISM RHETORIC LINK]

7. No link - Removing TNWs is a negative action, so the aff is not actively securitizing
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