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Turkey Proliferation 1NC 

Thesis: Reduction in TNWs causes worldwide arms race, nuclear war

US increasing relations now; avoids Turkish nuclearization by military relations
Hürriyet Daily News 9-13-2009. [Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13]
 “The sale of Patriot missiles does not have a direct link with the U.S. missile shield program,” said Arif Keskin, an expert on Iranian affairs. “Nevertheless, with this huge military deal, Washington wants to improve Turkey’s military capacity against Iran as it also block Turkey’s likely desires to nuclearization.”

Keskin said any American missile could only be placed in Turkey if NATO gives a green light for the program. “However, if Turkey agrees to open its soil to the missile shield program, it would worsen its relations with not only Iran, but also Syria and Russia.”

Aksu agreed with Keskin, adding: “For now, The Turkish government might take steps in harmony with the United States. However, the ongoing internal debate and hot political agenda could complicate the situation for the ruling Justice and Development Part [AKP] and Washington may lose the opportunity to solve Iranian problem. So, if the U.S. wants to achieve any progress on Iran, it should take actions immediately.”

Carol Migdalovitz, an expert on the country at the research service, said the proposed sale showed Turkey was hedging its bets on improved ties with Iran. “While it has improved (bilateral) trade and energy ties, Turkey remains wary of Iran's nuclear program,” she told Reuters.

Recalling the chill in Turkey-US relations after the Iraq invasion, Keskin said the United States also seeks a clean page with Turkey and wants to refresh its relationship with the country, which has witnessed rising anti-American sentiment over the past few years. “With the new military deals, Washington signals its willingness to improve its ties with Turkey. The latest package is a firm indicator of this willingness,” he said

TNW reductions cause Turkish nuclearization even though weapons symbolic

Arbman and Wigg 02 (Gunnar Arbman and Lars Wigg, security analysts at Pugwash. From the Pugwash meeting number 270, Workshop on Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Sigtuna, Sweden. May 24th-25th, 2002, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/situgna.html)

The discussion then turned to American TNWs deployed in some NATO states. Arguments for and against this deployment were presented, and it was regretfully concluded by the participants that there seems to be no unanimous European wish to have them removed at present, even if they mostly have a symbolic, political value. One view was that Turkey might decide to develop an indigenous nuclear arsenal if NATO TNWs were withdrawn from its territory. Moreover it was argued that there is a general American belief, perhaps erroneous, that its European allies want TNWs to remain deployed in some NATO countries.
Turkey nuclearization leads to Middle Eastern proliferation, nuclear war
Sokolski 7 (Henry Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center (NPEC), adjunct professor at the Institute of World Politics member of the Congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, 6-14-2007. What Nuclear Challenges Might the EU Meet? The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, http://www.npec-web.org/Presentations/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf)
One country that might disagree with this view, though, is Turkey. It is trying to figure out how to live with a nuclear weapons armed neighbor, Iran; is disappointed by its inability to be fully integrated into the EU; and is toying with getting its own nuclear capabilities. Whether or not Turkey does choose to go its own way and acquire a nuclear weapons-option of its own will depend on several factors, including Ankara’s relations with Washington, Brussels, and Tehran. To a very significant degree, though, it also will depend on whether or not the EU Members States are serious about letting Turkey join the EU. The dimmer these prospects look, the greater is the likelihood of that Turkey will chose to hedge its political, economic, and security bets by seeking a nuclear weapons-option of its own. This poses a difficult choice for the EU. Many key members are opposed to letting Turkey join the EU. There are arguments to favor this position. Yet, if Turkey should conclude that its interests are best served by pursuing such a nuclear weapons-option, it is almost certain to fortify the conviction of Egypt, Algeria, and Saudi Arabia to do the same. This will result in the building up a nuclear powder keg on Europe’s doorstep and significantly increase the prospect for nuclear terrorism and war.
2NC Uniqueness Extensions 

U.S. nuclear commitment to Turkey is credible now. That’s the 1NC Hurriyet ev

Warrants :

a. Washington just negotiated large military deal with Turkey in order to deter Iran

b. US is indicating it wants clean page, improved relations with Turkey
Hürriyet Daily News 9-13-2009. [Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13]
 “The sale of Patriot missiles does not have a direct link with the U.S. missile shield program,” said Arif Keskin, an expert on Iranian affairs. “Nevertheless, with this huge military deal, Washington wants to improve Turkey’s military capacity against Iran as it also block Turkey’s likely desires to nuclearization.”

Keskin said any American missile could only be placed in Turkey if NATO gives a green light for the program. “However, if Turkey agrees to open its soil to the missile shield program, it would worsen its relations with not only Iran, but also Syria and Russia.”

Aksu agreed with Keskin, adding: “For now, The Turkish government might take steps in harmony with the United States. However, the ongoing internal debate and hot political agenda could complicate the situation for the ruling Justice and Development Part [AKP] and Washington may lose the opportunity to solve Iranian problem. So, if the U.S. wants to achieve any progress on Iran, it should take actions immediately.”

Carol Migdalovitz, an expert on the country at the research service, said the proposed sale showed Turkey was hedging its bets on improved ties with Iran. “While it has improved (bilateral) trade and energy ties, Turkey remains wary of Iran's nuclear program,” she told Reuters.

Recalling the chill in Turkey-US relations after the Iraq invasion, Keskin said the United States also seeks a clean page with Turkey and wants to refresh its relationship with the country, which has witnessed rising anti-American sentiment over the past few years. “With the new military deals, Washington signals its willingness to improve its ties with Turkey. The latest package is a firm indicator of this willingness,” he said

2NC Uniqueness Extensions – Turkey won’t nuclearize now (on brink)
Turkey won’t prolif now – but doubts in US security could cause Turkey prolf 
Udum 07 (Sebnem Udum, Ph.D., candidate at Bilkent U. in IR, research associate at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2007. ISYP Journal on Science and World Affairs, Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status: A theoretical assessment, p. 57—65)

These developments had implications on all three main pillars that sustain Turkey’s NNWS position. First – regarding realist explanations which focus on Turkey’s NATO deterrent and military power along with the post-Cold War strategic cooperation with the United States and Israel –, the 2003 operation in Iraq demonstrated that the NATO collective defence guarantee would not come automatically, because Turkey’s request to bolster its defences in case of an Iraqi aggression was turned down [15]. In addition, the change in the US post-9/11 foreign and security policy affected relations with Turkey severely as a result of a series of misperceptions: Turkey refused to let the US troops use Turkish land for the Iraq Operation on March 1, 2003. On July 4, 2003, Turkish ‘Special Forces’ in Iraq’s north were detained by US counterparts, reportedly due to false intelligence from Kurdish groups [16]. This event (called the ‘Hood Event’ since the Turkish soldiers were detained and transported with hoods on their heads) caused outrage in the Turkish public because of the significance of the army in the Turkish security culture and that of the Special Forces, which are a special group of soldiers in the Turkish General Staff. Above all, Turkey has been fighting with separatist terrorism by the PKK since the early 1980s, which finds shelter and support in the same region. The war in Iraq led to a power vacuum and terrorist attacks resumed. Turkey’s expectations from the United States to address terrorist infiltration from Iraq’s north in order to put an end to these attacks were not met for at least four years. This increased resentment and anti-Americanism among the Turkish public. The reports that Israel is also conducting activities in Iraq’s north and supporting the Kurdish groups were not well received in Turkey [17]. Last but not least, the public opinion turned very low after the Israeli attacks on Lebanese civilians. All these developments resulted in questioning the reliability of the Atlantic Alliance, the United States and Israel. Anti-Americanism and anti-EU positions sentiments rose among the Turkish public following the tension in Turkish-American and Turkish-EU relations.

Second, in 2003, it was revealed that Iran had made important failures in meeting the requirements of the safeguards agreement with the IAEA, and that the United States could not prevent North Korea to produce nuclear weapons and to withdraw from NPT membership. Turkey feels very strongly about the nuclear nonproliferation regime and the NPT, but these developments undermine the effective functioning of the regime and of the Treaty. Therefore, non-nuclear-weapon states started to question the effectiveness and meaning of the Treaty, absence of conflict owes to the rough strategic balance. If the international community cannot prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapons capability, it will create strong proliferation dynamics in the Middle East.
Third, Iran’s nuclear program and North Korea’s withdrawal relate to the significance of nuclear weapons for the status of a state, and the international norms that evolved through the regime. Although they were included in the ‘Axis of Evil’ as the states of concern, if the international community would sink into acquiescence after the acquisition of nuclear weapons and withdrawal from the Treaty, that would affect the norms of the regime: possession of nuclear weapons would be considered as an act that could go with impunity, and nonpossession as a security deficiency.

As a result, Turkish nonproliferation experts point to the possibility that Turkey may want to have the basic infrastructure to have a nuclear option, and may choose to go nuclear when needed and not be constrained by an ineffective Treaty [18]. However, it should be underlined that proliferation is a political decision, and that Turkish policymakers would need to go through a cost-benefit analysis – which is addressed in the next section.

Turkey belief in NATO on the brink; doubts cause Turkey proliferation 

Oguzlu 09 (Tarik Oguzlu, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, July 2009. [SETA Foundation for Political Economic and Social Research Policy Brief No. 33, Turkey and the Transformation of NATO, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-182507-159-turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato.html]
Today, there is an intra-alliance consensus that contemporary threats concern transnational terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, drug trafficking, organized crime, cyber-terrorism, the spreading of epidemics, piracy, environmental pollution, and the lack of good governance in failed or weak states. From the contemporary perspective, the maintenance of standing mass armies in anticipation of conventional territorial attacks no longer serves to address today’s global and soft security challenges. The old strategies of deterrence and containment do not 

<Card continues, no text removed>
suffice in dealing with the asymmetrical threats posed by non-state actors. This consensus, however, does not relieve Turkey of anxiety regarding the question of whether NATO’s transformation will erode its traditional territorial/nuclear security commitments. Two occasions in the recent past appear to have led Turkish decision-makers to doubt whether the European members of the alliance continue to view Turkey’s territorial defense as part of their responsibilities. Both took place in the context of Turkey’s proximity to Iraq. First, although in 1991 and 2003 Turkey asked NATO to deploy early warning systems and Patriot missiles to Turkish territory against the possibility of an Iraqi attack, some European members of the alliance initially hesitated to respond to Turkey’s demands positively. Second, the reluctance of some western European members of the alliance to recognize the PKK as a terrorist organization or to commit to ending the PKK’s activities in their territories has worried Turkey. As long as Turkish public opinion remains convinced that the PKK owes its existence, at least in part, to support coming from European countries, Turkey’s commitment to NATO will be bound to decrease in the years to come.4
Turkey has signed on to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and has thus far adopted a position of non-nuclearization in its foreign policy. However, the changing nature of regional politics in the Middle East in the wake of the latest war in Iraq might pose challenges in this regard. For example, Iran’s nuclear ambitions raise strong concerns that it may acquire the technology to produce nuclear weapons. It is no secret that other countries in the region might then follow suit. Turkish decision-makers will find it hard to resist domestic calls for nuclearization if NATO prevaricates in offering a full nuclear commitment to Turkey.
2NC Link Extensions
Reductions will cause nuclearization. That’s the 1NC Arbman and Wigg.

Warrants:

a. Europe doesn’t mind TNWs in Turkey

b. Turkey will nuclearize if withdrawn (no warrant) regardless of military value

TNW reductions cause Turkish nuclearization even though weapons symbolic

Arbman and Wigg 02 (Gunnar Arbman and Lars Wigg, security analysts at Pugwash. From the Pugwash meeting number 270, Workshop on Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Sigtuna, Sweden. May 24th-25th, 2002, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/situgna.html)

The discussion then turned to American TNWs deployed in some NATO states. Arguments for and against this deployment were presented, and it was regretfully concluded by the participants that there seems to be no unanimous European wish to have them removed at present, even if they mostly have a symbolic, political value. One view was that Turkey might decide to develop an indigenous nuclear arsenal if NATO TNWs were withdrawn from its territory. Moreover it was argued that there is a general American belief, perhaps erroneous, that its European allies want TNWs to remain deployed in some NATO countries.

Link Extensions – Withdrawal ( Turkish Prolif 
TNW withdrawal causes Turkish nuclearization because security concerns

Tertrais 08 (Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow at the Foundation for Strategic Research. Real Instituto Elcano article titled The Coming NATO Nuclear Debate from 9/26/2008http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLO
BAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/zonas_in/defense+security/ari117-2008.)
Ankara deserves particular attention. The presence of US nuclear weapons on Turkish soil is fairly unpopular within the country, but the military elite view it as a significant component of their relationship with the US. The US nuclear presence reassures allies that might otherwise be tempted to go nuclear. A withdrawal could affect Ankara’s perception of its security if faced with a nuclear-capable Iran. Should this be the case, many observers agree that Turkey could consider a nuclear programme for itself. Turkey currently has a significant civilian nuclear research programme, but does not have the installations required for making fissile material. It would need to either construct a uranium enrichment plant or build a dedicated plutonium production reactor. This would require a break in its current nuclear policy. Furthermore, producing fissile material with such installations would imply a withdrawal from the NPT. To be fair, such an option would appear credible only if three conditions were met: a severe crisis of confidence between Ankara and Washington, a crumbling of the NPT regime and expectations that the EU will refuse to admit Turkey (for it is difficult to imagine the EU admitting in its ranks a new nuclear nation).

Decrease in military presence causes Middle Eastern proliferation

Sherwood-Randall 07 (Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, Ph.D., a senior research scholar at the Freeman Spogli Institute's Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford, senior director for European affairs at the National Security Council, Fall 2007.  [Democracy Journal of Ideas #6, Tend to Turkey, p. fsi.stanford.edu/publications/tend_to_turkey/]

There is another security dynamic to consider: Experts focused on diminishing the threat of nuclear proliferation are debating whether the United States should withdraw its nuclear weapons from Europe. While in the future this may be plausible if fully supported by all NATO members, this is not the time to raise further questions about America’s commitment to extended deterrence or the reliability of the security guarantees that undergird its alliances and provide reassurance. Otherwise, countries like Turkey may seek to develop their own nuclear programs, which will not only set back nonproliferation goals but could stimulate others to follow suit.

Withdrawals cause Turkish doubts in US commitment, feelings of abandonment
Prager 03 (Rachel Prager, Research Assistant at the Naval War College, M.A. in Turkish Studies, 2003. Text taken from Turkish-American Relations: Historical Context and Current Issues, www.tusiad.us/content/uploaded/Prageltusiadsubmission.pdf)

Ankara’s refusal on March 1, 2003 to base 62,000 American troops on Turkish territory set off ripples of doubt regarding the stability of long-heralded Turkish-American relations. In his March 27th testimony to the House Appropriations defense subcommittee, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz described the denial of Turkish territory as a launching pad for the Pentagon-planned northern front as a “big, big mistake” responsible for lengthening the war operation. Turkey’s belated decision to open its airspace to coalition planes and continued insistence on deploying Turkish troops into Northern Iraq did little to boost Ankara in Washington’s estimation. One American official dismissed the opening of Turkish airspace, stating, “the Turks were until last week Saddam’s allies, now they are just about neutral.”1 More telling, Washington did not re-extend its initial offer of $6 billion in aid, which had been withdrawn from the table after the Turkish parliament rejected the stationing of American troops. Following the end of major combat in Iraq, Washington downsized the U.S. Incirlik Air Base in southern Turkey, withdrawing 1,400 personnel and 50 jets and refueling planes. Only U.S. personnel serving in a NATO capacity remain at the base. The downsizing of Incirlik, coupled with cool relations between Washington and Ankara, has fueled Turkish fears that Turkey now possesses diminished strategic importance to Washington. Ilnur Cevik, editor-in-chief of the Turkish Daily News remarked, "The fact that the U.S. is decreasing its military presence in Turkey means that the U.S. now feels like it will not need Turkey strategically in the future."2

2NC Impact Extensions
Reductions will cause nuclear war. That’s the 1NC Sokolski.

1. Warrants:

a. Turkey nuclearization causes neighbors to proliferate (no warrant)

b. This causes powder keg in Europe since many states have nuclear weapons

c. Powder keg increases chances of nuclear war and terrorism

2. Reason to prefer evidence:

a. Qualifications – Sokolski is Executive Director of NPEC (Nonproliferation Policy Education Center) and adjunct professor
Turkey nuclearization leads to Middle Eastern proliferation, nuclear war
Sokolski 7 (Henry Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center (NPEC), adjunct professor at the Institute of World Politics member of the Congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, 6-14-2007. What Nuclear Challenges Might the EU Meet? The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, http://www.npec-web.org/Presentations/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf)
One country that might disagree with this view, though, is Turkey. It is trying to figure out how to live with a nuclear weapons armed neighbor, Iran; is disappointed by its inability to be fully integrated into the EU; and is toying with getting its own nuclear capabilities. Whether or not Turkey does choose to go its own way and acquire a nuclear weapons-option of its own will depend on several factors, including Ankara’s relations with Washington, Brussels, and Tehran. To a very significant degree, though, it also will depend on whether or not the EU Members States are serious about letting Turkey join the EU. The dimmer these prospects look, the greater is the likelihood of that Turkey will chose to hedge its political, economic, and security bets by seeking a nuclear weapons-option of its own. This poses a difficult choice for the EU. Many key members are opposed to letting Turkey join the EU. There are arguments to favor this position. Yet, if Turkey should conclude that its interests are best served by pursuing such a nuclear weapons-option, it is almost certain to fortify the conviction of Egypt, Algeria, and Saudi Arabia to do the same. This will result in the building up a nuclear powder keg on Europe’s doorstep and significantly increase the prospect for nuclear terrorism and war.

2NC Impact Extensions – Nuclearization ( Arms race
Turkey nuclearization causes world arms race, largest threat of century
Spyropoulos 99 (P. D. Spyropoulos, Esq., Executive Director, American Hellenic Media Project, 12-9-1999. Boston Globe, http://www.ahmp.org/bosglob8.html)
Many are now convinced that a nuclear Turkey, already among the most highly militarized states in the world, will be the surest way to usher in a nuclear arms race in the Balkans and Mideast, two of the world's most volatile regions, and both at Europe's doorstep.
Turkey's military adventurism in the Balkans, Cyprus, Central Asia and the Middle East should further underscore the fact that placing nuclear power into the hands of governments that have not yet developed the maturity to harness it can soon develop into the greatest global security threat of the coming century.

Turkey Wants its Own Nuclear Weapons

Turkey will proliferate because Middle East, Iran security reasons

Walsh 07 (Brian  Walsh, journalist and broadcaster,and Casper  Holmgreen; from the article Potential Nuclear Proliferation in Turkey; 2007 from the site www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/.../Turkey_rep.pdf)
Located as it is on the border of the world’s most volatile region, the need for a strong national defense would seem to be self-evident. Since the end of World War II and the debut of nuclear weapons on the world stage, the Middle East has been home to 23 official conflicts and countless other skirmishes  (1). One of these conflicts, the Iran‐Iraq war, saw the use of weapons of mass destruction by Saddam Hussein’s army  (2). Iraq has continued to be an issue even following the invasion of the country by the United States and Great Britain and the subsequent removal of Saddam Hussein from power. The unrest in the country has given extremist groups an environment in which to operate. 


The current prime suspect in the region is of course the Islamic Republic of Iran, which borders Turkey on the east. Iran’s pursuit of nuclear technology, specifically enrichment technology, has raised suspicions around the globe that Iran is pursuing a nuclear weapon.    If Iran is in fact pursuing nuclear   weapons, and if it succeeds in building and deploying them, the security status in the region will change   dramatically.    Turkey and Iran have historically had good relations, and today they are major economic and trading partners, so the risk of attack on Turkey by Iran is low  (3). However, the same cannot be said about relations between Iran and the rest of the nations in the Middle East.    If  Iran  were  to  get  into armed  conflict  with  another  nation,  or  if  they  were  to  supply  an  organization  like  Hezbollah  with  a   nuclear  weapon,  the  regional  security  situation  could  go  downhill  very  quickly,  especially  given  the   consideration  that  the  likely  target  of  any  attack  is  Israel,  a  nation  that  is  also  believed  to  possess nuclear  weapons.
Iran plays a large role in the other motivation for obtaining a nuclear weapon as well. Iran clearly wants to take a political leadership role in the region. Excluding Israel, Iran has the highest GDP of the non-gulf states  (4). If it succeeds in developing a nuclear weapon, it would be the final feather in   the captor secure Iran’s place as a global player and as the leader of the region. Turkey’s economy is not far behind Iran’s, and not possessing a nuclear weapon if Iran has one may not be something Turkey is comfortable with. Turkey has historically limited its involvement in the affairs of the Middle East, preferring instead to look west to Europe and the United States, but this has changed in recent years  (5). Iran’s emergence as a clear leader in the region could run counter to Turkey’s hopes of becoming a leader in its own right, and it may feel the need to develop a nuclear weapon of its own to keep pace. 

From the TNW Aff file: Turkey will nuclearize
Turkey won’t build nuclear weapons.
Walsh 10 (Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, 2010 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf)
Turkey is also in the midst of a decades long effort to accede to the European Union. As a part of this process Turkey has had to make numerous changes to its laws and culture, in order to fit the model required of European Union member states (8). It is hard to imagine that Turkey would jeopardize its relations with both the United States and Europe by attempting to develop a nuclear weapon of its own. It would almost certainly result in a total rejection of Turkey’s bid to become a member of the European Union, and the United States would have significant economic leverage to apply in the form of loss of aid payments and the end of military cooperation. From a national security perspective, Turkey has no need to develop a nuclear weapon to protect its territory. The United States is heavily invested in Turkey militarily, and as a member of NATO Turkey is under the nuclear umbrella, and enjoys the guaranteed protection brought by the NATO treaty. In addition, Turkey has the second largest standing military force in NATO, second only to The United States. Turkey will be able to respond militarily to any foreseeable attack, including one using a nuclear weapon. An attack with a large number of nuclear weapons would be devastating, but would 5 surely trigger a response from the other nuclear 
<Card continues, no text removed>
nations, as well as with the NATO weapons currently stationed in Turkey.  Though Turkey certainly possesses the economic might and technical knowledge to produce nuclear weapons of its own, it has very little incentive to do so. Turkey would risk alienating itself from the West if it ever made an attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. It would stand to lose billions of dollars in international investment and aid, as well as a possible loss of membership in NATO and the removal of the weapons stationed in Turkey under the nuclear weapons sharing program. Turkey’s bid for full EU membership would also almost certainly be denied if a clandestine nuclear program were ever discovered.

Turkish prolif impossible

Walsh 10 (Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, 2010 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf)
Even if the political will was in place, it would be difficult for Turkey to develop a nuclear weapon given the safeguards and treaties that are in place. Turkey would have to violate not just the NPT, including the AP, but presumably the various test ban treaties as well. It would have to build enough reprocessing or enrichment capacity to make nuclear weapons without the international community noticing, a difficult task. Any effort to build a nuclear weapon would almost certainly be discovered, and the consequences for Turkey would outweigh the benefits of having a nuclear weapon.  The most likely scenario for nuclear proliferation originating in Turkey doesn’t come from the Turkish state, but from any of the non-state actors in the region. There are many groups operating in the region acting independently of the established governments. Independent terrorist  groups are much harder for the international community to influence and since the 9/11 attacks in New York have been seen as the primary nuclear threat to national security.  
No nuclear prolif in Turkey – wants to maintain sustain the accepted membership of NPT, cooperation with other institution, security, and EU membership bid

Udum 7 (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 
<Card continues, no text removed>
helpful in this respect. Bureaucracies and organisations within the state can be effective in motivating or constraining policymakers, because eventually the proliferation decision is taken by governments [10]. In Turkey, the parameters of security policy is basically shaped by the military, and is subject to approval by the National Security Council which has both civilian and military members (chaired by the President, and composed of the Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Ministers of National Defence, Justice, Foreign Affairs and Internal Affairs, the Chief of the General Staff, Commanders of the Army, Air Force, Navy and the General Commander of the Gendarmerie). Governments are sensitive to the public opinion, especially regarding national security issues. Turkey has attempted several times to transfer civilian nuclear technology in order to be able to generate nuclear power, but it was unsuccessful mainly due to international concerns and economic constraints [11]. There has not been a passionate call from the military, politicians or the public for Turkey to acquire nuclear weapons.
Turkey Doesn’t Wants its Own Nuclear Weapons

Turkey won’t nuclearize; unnecessary and leads to weakened US relations, EU rejection
Walsh 07 (Brian  Walsh, journalist and broadcaster, and Casper  Holmgreen; from the article Potential Nuclear Proliferation in Turkey; 2007 from the site www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/.../Turkey_rep.pdf)
While Turkey has some reasons to acquire nuclear weapons, it appears to have many more reasons to not acquire  a  nuclear  weapon. Foremost  among  these  concerns  is  the  response  of  Europe   and  the  United  States  to  a  nuclear  weapons  program  in  Turkey.      
  
Turkey  has  a  long  history  of  strategic  partnership  with  the  United  States,  stretching  back  to  just   after  the  end  of  World  War  II,  when  President  Truman  declared  his  intention  to  support  and  protect  Turkey  against  the  Soviet  Union,  resulting  in  large  amounts  of  both  economic  and  military  aid  for  Turkey  (6).    Turkey  became  a  member  of  NATO  in  1952,  and  as  the  eastern‐most  member  of  that  organization   was  directly  involved  with  Warsaw  Pact  nations  on  a  day-to-day  basis.    Turkey  still  receives  military  aid  from the United  States,  both  directly  and  through  NATO,  and  purchases  large  quantities  of  arms  from   the  government  of  the  United  States  as  well  as  from  private  corporations  located  in  the  United  States.     Additionally,  Turkey  hosts  the  Incirlik  Air  Base,  where  a  wing  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  is  based.    It  is   this  base  that  stores  the  nuclear  weapons  that  Turkey  received  under  the  NATO  Nuclear  Sharing   program  (7).    While  technically  still  controlled  by  the  United  States,  these  weapons  are  meant  to  be  used   by  the  Turkish  military  in  the  event  of  nuclear  war.  

  
Turkey  is  also  in  the  midst  of  a  decades  long  effort  to  accede  to  the  European  Union.    As  a  part   of  this  process  Turkey  has  had  to  make  numerous  changes  to  its  laws  and  culture,  in  order  to  fit  the   model  required  of  European  Union  member  states  (8).    It  is  hard  to  imagine  that  Turkey  would jeopardize  its  relations  with  both  the  United  States  and  Europe  by  attempting  to  develop  a  nuclear   weapon of its own. It would almost certainly result in a total rejection of Turkey’s bid to  become  a   member  of  the  European  Union,  and  the  United  States  would  have  significant  economic  leverage  to   apply  in  the  form  of  loss  of  aid  payments  and  the  end  of  military  cooperation.  

From  a  national  security  perspective,  Turkey  has  no  need  to  develop  a  nuclear  weapon  to   protect  its  territory. The  United  States  is  heavily  invested  in  Turkey  militarily,  and  as  a  member  of  NATO   Turkey  is  under  the  nuclear  umbrella,  and  enjoys  the  guaranteed  protection  brought  by  the  NATO   treaty.    In  addition,  Turkey  has  the  second  largest  standing  military  force  in  NATO,  second  only  to  The   United  States. Turkey  will  be  able  to  respond  militarily  to  any  foreseeable  attack,  including  one  using  a   nuclear  weapon.    An  attack  with  a  large  number  of  nuclear  weapons  would  be  devastating,  but  would surely  trigger  a  response  from  the  other  nuclear  nations,  as  well  as  with  the  NATO  weapons  currently  stationed  in  Turkey. 

Turkey Relationship with NATO

Turkey, vital to NATO, doubts NATO credibility

Oguzlu 09 (Tarik Oguzlu, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, July 2009. Today’s Zaman in collaboration with SETA Foundation for Political Economic and Social Research Policy Brief No. 33, Turkey and the Transformation of NATO, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-182507-159-turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato.html)
As recent years have demonstrated, doubts over NATO’s credibility have been on the rise in Turkey. Critical questions in this regard involve the ways in which NATO’s transformation is being handled; the reasons why Turkey has begun to feel uneasy with some aspects of this process; and the consideration of what Turkey can and should do to ensure that the transformation of the alliance is viewed positively at home. Both the future of NATO and Turkey’s perception of membership will be at stake unless the allies can reach consensus on the core strategic issues of the transformation agenda, such as threat definitions, the enlargement process, the war in Afghanistan, NATO’s role in the Black Sea region, NATO’s relations with Russia, EU-NATO cooperation, the installment of missile defense shields in central and eastern Europe, and so on. As the transformation struggles forward, Turkey will be too valuable an ally to lose, given the fact that the specter of civilization clashes has increased dramatically in the post-9/11 era. In the process leading to the election of the new Secretary General, Turkey played a key role in strengthening the point that the personality of the Secretary General would not only affect the end result of the war in Afghanistan but also the image of the alliance across the Islamic world. Turkey’s input and involvement in NATO in the new era is vital: key factors in ensuring its continuance include understanding how best to handle the transformation process and what Turkey can do to manage the transformation strategically.
Turkey proliferates if nuclear commitment from NATO weakens; Middle East security concerns

Oguzlu 09 (Tarik Oguzlu, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, July 2009. Today’s Zaman in collaboration with SETA Foundation for Political Economic and Social Research Policy Brief No. 33, Turkey and the Transformation of NATO, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-182507-159-turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato.html)
Today, there is an intra-alliance consensus that contemporary threats concern transnational terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, drug trafficking, organized crime, cyber-terrorism, the spreading of epidemics, piracy, environmental pollution, and the lack of good governance in failed or weak states. From the contemporary perspective, the maintenance of standing mass armies in anticipation of conventional territorial attacks no longer serves to address today’s global and soft security challenges. The old strategies of deterrence and containment do not suffice in dealing with the asymmetrical threats posed by non-state actors. This consensus, however, does not relieve Turkey of anxiety regarding the question of whether NATO’s transformation will erode its traditional territorial/nuclear security commitments. Two occasions in the recent past appear to have led Turkish decision-makers to doubt whether the European members of the alliance continue to view Turkey’s territorial defense as part of their responsibilities. Both took place in the context of Turkey’s proximity to Iraq. First, although in 1991 and 2003 Turkey asked NATO to deploy early warning systems and Patriot missiles to Turkish territory against the possibility of an Iraqi attack, some European members of the alliance initially hesitated to respond to Turkey’s demands positively. Second, the reluctance of some western European members of the alliance to recognize the PKK as a terrorist organization or to commit to ending the PKK’s activities in their territories has worried Turkey. As long as Turkish public opinion remains convinced that the PKK owes its existence, at least in part, to support coming from European countries, Turkey’s commitment to NATO will be bound to decrease in the years to come.4
Turkey has signed on to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and has thus far adopted a position of non-nuclearization in its foreign policy. However, the changing nature of regional politics in the Middle East in the wake of the latest war in Iraq might pose challenges in this regard. For example, Iran’s nuclear ambitions raise strong concerns that it may acquire the technology to produce nuclear weapons. It is no secret that other countries in the region might then follow suit. Turkish decision-makers will find it hard to resist domestic calls for nuclearization if NATO prevaricates in offering a full nuclear commitment to Turkey.
Turkey threatened by NATO disinterest in Turkish security

Oguzlu 09 (Tarik Oguzlu, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, July 2009. Today’s Zaman in collaboration with SETA Foundation for Political Economic and Social Research Policy Brief No. 33, Turkey and the Transformation of NATO, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-182507-159-turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato.html)
During the Cold War era, Turkey’s relations with NATO revolved around Turkey’s commitment to European security and the alliance’s commitment to Turkey’s security in the face of a common Soviet threat. This finely-balanced equation has become difficult to maintain in the post Cold War era, given that the European allies’ need to rely on Turkey’s security cooperation has begun to decrease in the absence of the Soviet threat, and the fact that Turkey’s security has begun to be affected more by Middle Eastern than European developments. Whereas Ankara has continued to perceive itself under conventional security threats and valued NATO mainly for its Article-5 commitments, the European members of the alliance have begun to enjoy the peace dividend of the end of the Cold War and have taken utmost care not to get involved in non-European contingencies.
American troops cause Turk-Kurd war, Turkey withdrawal from West because Turkey feels alienated

Sherwood-Randall 07 (Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, Ph.D., a senior research scholar at the Freeman Spogli Institute's Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford, senior director for European affairs at the National Security Council, Fall 2007.  Democracy Journal of Ideas #6, Tend to Turkey, p. fsi.stanford.edu/publications/tend_to_turkey)
In the wake of the Iraq debacle, the United States will occupy a position of greatly diminished stature and leverage among the many allies that stepped forward to offer unqualified support immediately after September 11, 2001. No relationship has been more badly damaged in this relatively short period of time, or is in greater need of repair, than the alliance between the United States and Turkey. Although America’s standing has declined precipitously across Europe, Turkey is the one NATO country at risk of becoming strategically unmoored.

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

How could such a dramatic rupture with Turkey have occurred? In short, American policymakers ignored or misread Turkish politics, disregarded legitimate Turkish concerns, and launched an invasion of nearby Iraq with substantial negative consequences for Turkish interests. In preparing to go to war, the United States aggressively sought Turkish permission for the Fourth Infantry Division to cross Turkey in order to enter Iraq from the north. The pressure Washington put on Ankara – and the perception in some Turkish circles that the United States sought to bribe the country to secure its agreement–redounded negatively in the domestic debate, resulting in the Turkish Grand National Assembly’s failure on March 1, 2003 to approve a resolution permitting U.S. troop transit into Iraq. In reaction, the Pentagon severely curtailed contacts with the Turkish military, essentially freezing it out of the action precisely at the moment that its leaders felt Turkey’s vital interests were being imperiled. On the policy side, high-level visits were postponed or canceled, and regular consultations between the Department of Defense and the Turkish military’s General Staff were suspended. Further, Turkish offers to send troops to Iraq were repeatedly rebuffed, reinforcing the impression that Turkey was being excluded from shaping events that would have serious implications for its security. At the time of the invasion of Iraq and overthrow of Saddam Hussein, the Americans rejected a proposed Turkish deployment of 20,000 troops in the north on the grounds that it could lead to conflict between Turks and Kurds; later in 2003, when the U.S. sought support for peacekeeping and reconstruction, Turkey’s proposal to send 10,000 soldiers was rejected by Iraq’s Governing Council.

In Turkish eyes, the American war effort has substantially destabilized their neighborhood and severely exacerbated their most important security challenge: the continuing terrorist violence perpetrated by the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK). An unintended consequence of U.S. policy since the first 
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Gulf War has been the emergence of a safe haven for the PKK in northern Iraq. This territory, largely controlled by Iraqi Kurds, has been the only relatively stable region of the country. As a result, American policymakers have resisted appeals to expand the U.S. presence there, concentrating forces on more volatile areas. Concomitantly, the Kurdish leadership of northern Iraq has failed to use its influence to effectively rein in PKK violence.

Finally, a separate but profoundly exacerbating factor in Turkish domestic opinion has been the reaction to the protracted process of negotiating accession to the European Union. As prominent European leaders–including the recently elected French President Nicolas Sarkozy–make xenophobic statements about how Turkey does not belong in Europe, Turkish popular feelings of alienation from the West are being stoked and nationalist and/or Islamist alternatives are becoming more attractive. Unfortunately, because the Bush Administration has squandered American credibility with its allies, Washington’s ability to influence European thinking and decision-making on this matter is at an all-time low. Looking to the future, the EU members’ failure to effectively respond to Turkey’s desire for inclusion may result in an irreparable breach with the Muslim world at a time when many European states face significant internal problems with integrating their own Muslim populations. The schism that could result from excluding the leading example of a Western-oriented, secular democracy from the European club will only reinforce those who believe that co-existence between Western and Muslim civilization is impossible.

All plausible scenarios for Iraq’s future are viewed with suspicion by Ankara, particularly the growing prospect of an independent Kurdistan. The Turkish military views Kurdish statehood as an existential threat to Turkey’s security. Sudden Kurdish autonomy could trigger a war pitting the Kurdish peshmerga–which have strong ties to the United States–against the Turkish army, to whom the United States and its NATO partners have Article V mutual-defense obligations. Although there is legitimate concern about instability on Iraq’s other porous borders, particularly the one it shares with Iran, American policymakers should not allow these preoccupations to distract them from the explosive potential of the Iraqi-Turkish frontier.

Affirmative A2: Link

Aff A2 Link: TNW reduction doesn’t kill deterrence; Turkey still protected by NATO guarantee
Kibaroglu 10 (Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D., Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, June 2010. Arms Control Today, Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#25)
One concern might be the contingencies in which the security situation in Turkey’s neighborhood deteriorates, thereby necessitating the active presence of an effective deterrent against the aggressor(s). Yet, given the elaborate capabilities that exist within the alliance and the solidarity principle so far effectively upheld by the allies, extending deterrence against Turkey’s rivals should not be a problem. Turkey would continue to be protected against potential aggressors by the nuclear guarantees of its allies France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, the three NATO nuclear-weapon states. Turkey’s reliance on such a “credible” deterrent, which will not be permanently stationed on Turkish territory, is less likely to be criticized by its Middle Eastern neighbors[27] and should not engender a burden-sharing controversy with its European allies.

One cannot argue that once U.S. nuclear weapons that are stationed in Turkish territory are sent back, the nuclear deterrent of the alliance extended to Turkey will be lost forever.
Aff A2 Link: Terrorists unaffected by deterrence; unafraid of retaliation
Brown 8 (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.
Aff A2: Link – Nuclear weapons not needed for extended deterrence – conventional weapons enough 
Davis et al 09 (Jacquelyn Davis, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes", February 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, p. 7-8)
As the Interim Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, previously cited, points out:

Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack.
From the TNW Aff file:

Aff A2 Link: Turkey won’t nuclearize
Turkey won’t build nuclear weapons.

Walsh 10 (Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, 2010 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf)
Turkey is also in the midst of a decades long effort to accede to the European Union. As a part of this process Turkey has had to make numerous changes to its laws and culture, in order to fit the model required of European Union member states (8). It is hard to imagine that Turkey would jeopardize its relations with both the United States and Europe by attempting to develop a nuclear weapon of its own. It would almost certainly result in a total rejection of Turkey’s bid to become a member of the European Union, and the United States would have significant economic leverage to apply in the form of loss of aid payments and the end of military cooperation. From a national security perspective, Turkey has no need to develop a nuclear weapon to protect its territory. The United States is heavily invested in Turkey militarily, and as a member of NATO Turkey is under the nuclear umbrella, and enjoys the guaranteed protection brought by the NATO treaty. In addition, Turkey has the second largest standing military force in NATO, second only to The United States. Turkey will be able to respond militarily to any foreseeable attack, including one using a nuclear weapon. An attack with a large number of nuclear weapons would be devastating, but would 5 surely trigger a response from the other nuclear nations, as well as with the NATO weapons currently stationed in Turkey.  Though Turkey certainly possesses the economic might and technical knowledge to produce nuclear weapons of its own, it has very little incentive to do so. Turkey would risk alienating itself from the West if it ever made an attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. It would stand to lose billions of dollars in international investment and aid, as well as a possible loss of membership in NATO and the removal of the weapons stationed in Turkey under the nuclear weapons sharing program. Turkey’s bid for full EU membership would also almost certainly be denied if a clandestine nuclear program were ever discovered.

Turkish prolif impossible

Walsh 10 (Brian Walsh, Senior Legal Research Fellow Heritage Foundation, 2010 http://www.ne.ncsu.edu/faculty/yim/documents/NE591-S2010/Report/Turkey_rep.pdf)
Even if the political will was in place, it would be difficult for Turkey to develop a nuclear weapon given the safeguards and treaties that are in place. Turkey would have to violate not just the NPT, including the AP, but presumably the various test ban treaties as well. It would have to build enough reprocessing or enrichment capacity to make nuclear weapons without the international community noticing, a difficult task. Any effort to build a nuclear weapon would almost certainly be discovered, and the consequences for Turkey would outweigh the benefits of having a nuclear weapon.  The most likely scenario for nuclear proliferation originating in Turkey doesn’t come from the Turkish state, but from any of the non-state actors in the region. There are many groups operating in the region acting independently of the established governments. Independent terrorist  groups are much harder for the international community to influence and since the 9/11 attacks in New York have been seen as the primary nuclear threat to national security.  
No nuclear prolif in Turkey – wants to maintain sustain the accepted membership of NPT, cooperation with other institution, security, and EU membership bid

Udum 7 (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 
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a political constraint, because Turkey is within a liberal zone of security with the West (that is, based on cooperation), and a ‘nuclear Turkey’ would be disadvantageous to Turkey’s EU membership bid. Motivations and constraints with regard to proliferation should also be understood by opening the black box. Decisionmaking theories and organisational theories are helpful in this respect. Bureaucracies and organisations within the state can be effective in motivating or constraining policymakers, because eventually the proliferation decision is taken by governments [10]. In Turkey, the parameters of security policy is basically shaped by the military, and is subject to approval by the National Security Council which has both civilian and military members (chaired by the President, and composed of the Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Ministers of National Defence, Justice, Foreign Affairs and Internal Affairs, the Chief of the General Staff, Commanders of the Army, Air Force, Navy and the General Commander of the Gendarmerie). Governments are sensitive to the public opinion, especially regarding national security issues. Turkey has attempted several times to transfer civilian nuclear technology in order to be able to generate nuclear power, but it was unsuccessful mainly due to international concerns and economic constraints [11]. There has not been a passionate call from the military, politicians or the public for Turkey to acquire nuclear weapons.
Turkey will not nuclearize- lacks materials and fears international pressure

Arslan 7 (Erkan Arslan, Naval Postgraduate School graduate writing his thesis, December 2007; http://edoc.bibliothek.uni-halle.de:8080/servlets/MCRFileNodeServlet/HALCoRe_derivate_00003460/Defense%20implications%20of%20a%20nuclear%20Iran%20for%20Turkey.pdf)
Turkey, being a state party to the NPT and a voluntary ratifier of additional IAEA protocols, has never sought the ways to become a nuclear-weapons-capable state and is unlikely to become one in the future; however, as Turkish scholar Mustafa Kibaroglu argues: “The loyalty of an increasing number of Turks, especially from the younger generations, be they in politics, in academia, in the military or in state bureaucracy, to the norms of the nonproliferation regimes cannot be taken for granted indefinitely, if the United States and the European Union fail to convince Iran to forego the nuclear weapons option. Otherwise, Iran’s nuclear ambitions may trigger young Turks to think nuclear more seriously.” It is important to examine Turkey’s nuclear activities in order to determine future capabilities and assess whether Turkey might become another nuclear proliferator in the case that “young Turks” start to consider nuclear options in the face of security challenges. It’s important to highlight that currently there are no nuclear power reactors in Turkey other than two small research reactors, but in the shadows of energy shortfalls, building a nuclear power station has become a highly debated issue. Turkey’s nuclear power research started with the establishment of the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center (CNRTC) with a one megawatt thermal pool type research reactor in 1962. Later in 1966 the Nuclear Research and Training Center (ANRTC) was established for planning and utilizing Turkey’s natural uranium reserves. Feasibility studies were conducted for the construction of a 300- to 400- megawatt reactor; however, economic and political crises halted the project. Later similar research was conducted in 1972 to install a 600-megawatt reactor, but again the project was interrupted by military intervention in 1980. Too many attempts and failures, on the other hand, supplied Turkey with a well-educated cadre of Turkish scientists, scholars, and technicians in the fields of nuclear engineering and nuclear physics. Turkey can be argued to have a nuclear weapon production capability, as Bowen and Kidd highlight in their article. However, common wisdom depending on open sources suggests that a nuclear-capable-Turkey is unlikely, given the openness of Turkey’s nuclear research program, small uranium reserves, lack of enrichment and reprocessing capabilities, and especially international pressure. In this regard, it is difficult to believe that Ankara could develop a weapons program in the near future as long as Turkish leaders keep their rationality in governing the country.
Turkey won’t nuclearize—US conventional umbrella would fill in. 

Perkovich 8 (George Perkovich, Ph.D., vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and director of its non-proliferation programme, James M. Acton, physicist, lecturer in the Department of War Studies at King's College London, March 2008. Adelphi Paper 48(396), Chapter One: Establishing Political Conditions to Enhance the Feasibility of Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, p. 15—40)
Recent US discussions of the importance of seeking a world free of nuclear weapons have elicited intense, albeit quietly expressed, concern that this prospect could encourage nuclear proliferation by casting doubt on the viability of extended deterrence, that is, on the commitments made by Washington to project its military power to deter aggression against its allies and friends. Most prominently, it has been suggested that Japan might reconsider its 
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commitment not to develop nuclear weapons because of a fear that US extended deterrence might be withdrawn.24 (Turkey is also frequently cited in this regard.) The reasons for this are not immediately clear. The US would only eliminate its last nuclear weapons at the same time as all other actors, including China, eliminated theirs, with verification and enforcement provisions negotiated to all states' satisfaction. In this scenario, the nuclear threats against which the US currently provides an umbrella nuclear deterrent would have been removed. The US would presumably maintain its security commitments to allies and be prepared to meet these commitments with conventional means. The conventional balancing requirement could be met by building up US and Japanese capabilities to substitute for the loss of nuclear deterrence - assuming this were still necessary in the absence of Chinese nuclear weapons - or by conventional arms control.

No Turkish nuclearization—lack of capability and will. 

Lesser 4 (Ian Lesser, Ph.D., Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, Summer 2004. ISN 3(2), 'Turkey, Iran and Nuclear Risks', Turkish Policy Quarterly, vol. 3, no. 2, Summer 2004)
http://se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/FileContent?serviceID=47&fileid=1F15A7BC-F33E-3302-02A4-10DC7DFA1627&lng=en]

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

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

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

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

Most of these pre-date the current détente between Athens and Ankara, and most allege a Turkish interest in acquiring nuclear material and technology from the Turkic republics of the former Soviet Union. Ankara has been quick to deny these allegations. For the most part, however, Greece and other neighbors with a stake in Turkish nuclear developments have been at least as focused on the environmental risks associated with civil nuclear power projects in Turkey. Few regional analysts have taken seriously the prospects for Turkey becoming a nuclear weapons state.
Multiple crisis developments before Turkis nuclearization. 
Lesser 4 (Ian Lesser, Ph.D., Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, Summer 2004. ISN 3(2), 'Turkey, Iran and Nuclear Risks', Turkish Policy Quarterly, vol. 3, no. 2, Summer 2004)
http://se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/FileContent?serviceID=47&fileid=1F15A7BC-F33E-3302-02A4-10DC7DFA1627&lng=en]
Under what conditions might Turkey consider running these very considerable risks to acquire a nuclear deterrent? Internal politics could influence the attractiveness of a nuclear option, but it would probably require a complete 
<Card continues, no text removed>
reversal of Turkey’s secular, Western-oriented path—in short, an anti-western revolution. This is extraordinary unlikely. Externally, some combination of highly disruptive developments could make a nuclear option attractive, if no more practical. A short list of such developments would include the collapse of NATO and its nuclear-backed security guarantee; a dead- end in Turkey’s EU candidacy; a formal collapse of the international nonproliferation regime and the rise of multiple new nuclear weapons states; and the emergence of real, proximate flashpoints in Turkish-Iranian relations outside the nuclear realm—taken together, regional and international anarchy as seen from Ankara.

Turkey won’t nuclearize absent COMPLETE collapse of NATO. 

Kaye and Wehrey 7 (Dalia Dassa Kaye, Ph.D., associate director of the Center for Middle East Public Policy @ RAND, Frederic M. Wehrey, international policy analyst @ RAND, June 2007. Survival 49(2), A Nuclear Iran: The Reactions of Neighbours, p. 111 – 128)
In terms of non-Arab states, some analysts mentioned Turkey as a possible candidate for going nuclear, although experts also suggest that Turkey is very unlikely to go in this direction absent significant strategic shifts (for example, the collapse of NATO).22 Finally, there is the question as to whether a nuclear-armed Iran would force Israel to change its posture of ambiguity in order to strengthen its deterrence, a development that could significantly impact the calculations of other states in the region. Some Israeli analysts believe Israel's current posture has served it well and would prove sufficient to deter a nuclear Iran.23 Others, however, argue that the measures Israel would need to take to ensure a credible deterrent and second-strike capability - a likely movement toward a sea-based, submarine, retaliatory force, the dispersal of aircraft and ballistic missiles in hardened structures, and the possibility of testing for more advanced warheads - would make Israel's current posture of ambiguity increasingly difficult to maintain.24

Turkey won’t nuclearize.

Lesser 4 (Ian Lesser, Ph.D., Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, Summer 2004. ISN 3(2), 'Turkey, Iran and Nuclear Risks', Turkish Policy Quarterly, vol. 3, no. 2, Summer 2004)
http://se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/FileContent?serviceID=47&fileid=1F15A7BC-F33E-3302-02A4-10DC7DFA1627&lng=en]
Could Turkey act more radically, outside multilateral arrangements, to meet risks posed by a nuclear-ready Iran? The short answer is yes, but it is not very likely. Could Turkey “go nuclear”? Again, the answer is yes, but it is most unlikely. The key in both cases would be a sharp deterioration in the quality of Turkish defense cooperation with the West, and a sense that Turkey was being left to go it alone in a dangerous geo-strategic setting. Overall, the existence of a nuclear-ready Iran poses some direct risks to Turkish security— and many indirect but highly consequential ones. Implications for U.S. and Western policy abound.

Turkey will not develop nuclear weapons—too many costs. 

Udum 6 (Sebnem Udum, Ph.D., candidate in International Relations at Bilkent U., visiting instructor at the Turkish Military Academy, November 2006. 56th Pugwash Conference Cairo, Egypt, Paper presented at the 2006 ISYP Conference, 9-10 November 2006, Cairo, Egypt, “Turkey’s Non-Nuclear Weapon Status -A Theoretical Assessment”)
http://www.pugwash.org/reports/pic/56/1-8-Udum_ISYP_BD.pdf]

Having said that, I argue that Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a viable decision: If Turkey decides to go nuclear, international pressure will be intense: Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective. It ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardize this process and would have high political costs. Likewise, relations with the United States are too important to be jeopardized: The United States is an indispensable ally despite all the tensions. Economic sanctions would be applied to the already sensitive Turkish economy, that would impair micro and macro balances. What is more, the place of nuclear weapons in the military strategy is doubtful, i.e. against which country would Turkey use it or threaten to use it? If it is Iran, there are other more powerful actors. Turkey 
<Card continues, no text removed>
has other leverages that it could use against Iran in diplomatic relations. Last but not least, it would make Turkey a target.14

NATO’s nuclear posture irrelevant to Turkish nuclearization. 

Lewis 8 (Jeffrey Lewis, director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, July/August 2008. Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 64, No. 3, Minimum Deterrence, pp. 38-41)
Will allies feel protected by the U.S. nuclear umbrella if the United States were to have 1,000 nuclear weapons for the sole purpose of retaliating against a nuclear attack? It isn’t clear to me that nuclear weapons can or should bear the burden of maintaining the credibility of any alliance. Take Turkey, for example. If the United States and Europe get the big questions about Turkey right—its interests in Northern Iraq and membership in the European Union—then NATO’s nuclear posture is probably irrelevant. And if they get those things wrong, then, well, NATO’s nuclear posture is still irrelevant. Nuclear weapons are one tool, but they aren’t—and really never have been—a substitute for alliance diplomacy.

No Turkey prolif

Udum 7 (Sebnem Udum, Bilkent University, Department of International Relations, Ankara, Turkey, 2007, “Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status: A theoretical assessment,” in Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2, 47-55)
On the other hand, a decision for Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a rational choice: if Turkey would decide to go nuclear, international pressure would be intense. Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective, which ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Becoming an EU/EC member has been a state policy, based on the modernisation process dating back to the Ottoman times. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardise this process and would have high political costs. Likewise, it would have adverse effects on relations with the United States, which is an indispensable ally despite all the tensions. Economic sanctions would be applied to the already sensitive Turkish economy, which would impair micro and macro balances. Condemnation and isolation from the international community would be unbearable militarily, politically and economically. What is more, the place of nuclear weapons in the military strategy is doubtful, that is, against which country would Turkey use it or threaten to use it? If it were Iran, there are other more powerful international and regional actors. Turkey has other leverages that it could use against Iran in diplomatic relations. Last but not least, it would make Turkey a target [20].

Fear of United States backlash prevents Turkish proliferation

Atesoglu 1 (H. Sonmez Atesoglu, Professor of Economics @ Clarkson University, Holds a Ph.D. from U of Pittsburgh, Former Economist @ the IMF, Winter 2001 (“Turkish National Security Strategy and Military Modernization” – Strategic Review) p. 26)
The reaction of the United States, the leader of NATO, to Turkey's decision to build a nuclear force would be critical. These two close allies are bonded to each other with common core national interests in the geopolitical region that Turkey is beginning to dominate. Turkish security managers would be very careful not to alienate the United States and might consider the political costs involved in going nuclear to be high compared to the benefits. 

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

Jung 2000 (Dietrich Jung, Research Fellow @ the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute and External Lecturer at the Political Science Department, Aarhus University, and Wolfgango Piccoli, Associated with the Center for Studies on Eastern, Central, and Balkan Europe @ U of Bologna, March 2000 “The Turkish-Israeli Alignment: Paranoia or Pragmatism?” – Security Dialogue, Vol. 31, no. 1 p. 101)
If there is a potential military risk to Turkish security in the region, it is the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and tactical ballistic missiles (TBMs). Turkey has no known national WMD capability, no anti-missile capability and no offensive missile capability. In contrast, Iran, Syria and Iraq all have WMD programmes. Iran, in 
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particular, is widely believed to be pursuing a nuclear weapons programme. Yet, the sense of alarm and urgency about the possibility of WMD proliferation is not overwhelming - at least not yet. Thus, it is not surprising that in his analysis 'Turkey's Security Perceptions', Erguvenc does not indicate the proliferation of WMDs as a major threat for Turkey, rather, he asserts that 'Turkey's military capabilities are presently superior to those of most of its neighbours."' 
Turkey will only proliferate if lots of other stuff  happens

Lavov 6 (Dr. Peter R. Lavoy, Formerly CCC Director, Senior Lecturer, and Robin Walker, Research Associate, July 2006, “Conference Report: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: 2016,” Center for Contemporary Conflict, www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/events/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.asp)
While Tertrais stressed that nuclear proliferation of any sort is unlikely in Europe, he identified Turkey as the biggest long-term threat, with Ukraine and Serbia as even more unlikely and an EU member dismissed as wild speculation. If Turkey were to move toward nuclear weapons it would be in a post-2010 timeframe and follow the continued breakdown of U.S.-Turkey relations. Catalysts for Turkish proliferation would include failure to be accepted into the European Union and the continued progress of Iran’s nuclear weapons program and would be exacerbated by a breakdown of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and the United States withdrawing the nuclear weapons it has based in Turkey.

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

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

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

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

Affirmative Answers (from Aff file)

US Weapons in Turkey no longer needed

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

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

Non-state actors make deterrence obsolete
Kibaroglu 5  (Mustafa, professor at the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, Journal of European Security, “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” Dec 2005 http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf) ATL
However, the sui generis conditions of the superpower rivalry during the Cold War period cannot be used as a pretext for keeping the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons or for developing new ones when the international security environment is undergoing dramatic changes. The perception of threat to states has been subject to thorough revision especially in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks on the US. Almost every state has started to seriously consider how to deal with the threat posed by the so-called ‘non-state actors’ which are believed to have the capability to build weapons of mass destruction or to have unauthorized access to ready-made weapons of that sort.31 Therefore, it becomes more and more irrelevant to consider nuclear weapons as a symbol of prestige or national pride, or as a perfect deterrent against other states. The probability of use of elaborate or crude nuclear devices by states or non-state actors increases as more and more actors on the world political stage have the capability and/or the intention to build such weapons. To avoid a nuclear catastrophe in the future, every nation must start thinking about effective ways of getting rid of the remaining nuclear weapons or further limiting their numbers and deployment sites. These steps must be taken regardless of previously held policies in order to prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons by terrorist organizations which may use them with no thought for the consequences. Fewer pretexts or justifications may be created for new states to aspire de facto nuclear weapons status.

Nuclear weapons in Turkey don’t provide deterrence; they need weeks or months to be able to fire

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

King et al 8 (Jeff King, Chris Lindborg, and Phillip Maxon, 2008 writers and analysts for the British American Security Information Council “NATO Nuclear Sharing: Opportunity for Change?” BASIC Getting to Zero Papers Number 9)
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) long-standing policy of “nuclear sharing,” in which the United States maintains tactical nuclear weapons with its allies in Europe, has been subjected to increased scrutiny since the end of the Cold War.  These out-dated weapons offer no additional deterrent capability to the strategic nuclear weapons deployed by the United States, France and United Kingdom.  In the European states that host these weapons, public opinion is in favor of moving towards a nuclear-free Europe.1 Moreover, the legality of the arrangements under the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is highly contested. These developments have led to increased pressure on the United States and NATO to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe.  The Alliance’s summit in April of 2009, where plans are afoot to open the Strategic Concept for revision, could see serious discussion about the future of NATO nuclear weapons and a potential opportunity for change. Recent developments in the relationship with Russia may tempt policymakers to resist revision to NATO’s nuclear policy.  That would be a serious mistake. Explanations for the low-key way in which the United States has withdrawn the B-61s have been speculated upon elsewhere.  A critical aspect in understanding this process is NATO’s virtual admission that these weapons have taken on a sensitive political symbolism of their own.  By not playing up their withdrawal, or using them as bargaining chips for the retraction of Russian tactical nuclear weapons, there is a sense that these weapons have simply lost their utility and are no longer worth maintaining at European sites.  To have them become bargaining chips with Russia may have led some Alliance leaders to wonder whether their own security was being traded away or that Alliance ties were weakening.    
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