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***Affirmative***

1AC

Contention One:  Inherency

The US has currently withdrawn the majority of its tactical nuclear weapons in Europe.

The Pugwash Conference in 2009 - Sergey Batsanov (Russia/Switzerland), Ambassador (ret), Pugwash Council Tomas Baum (Belgium), Flemish Peace Institute Werner Bauwens (Belgium), Foreign Office Hugh Beach (UK), Admiral (ret) Martin Butcher (UK), Acronym Institute Paulo Cotta-Ramusino (Italy), University of Milan, Pugwash Council Marco De Andreis (Italy), Fondazione Ugo La Malfa Cihangir Dumanli (Turkey), General (ret) Heinz Ferkinghoff (Germany), NATO International Staff John Finney (UK), University College London, Pugwash Council Ase Marie Fossum (Norway), NATO International Staff Giorgio Franceschini (Italy), Peace Research Institute Frankfurt (PRIF) Karel Koster (The Netherlands), Parliament Rüdiger Lüdeking (Germany), Ambassador, Foreign Office Oliver Meier (Germany), Hamburg Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy Steve Miller (US), Harvard University Alexander Nikitin (Russia), Center for Political and International Studies, Pugwash CouncilTom Sauer (Belgium), University of Antwerp Edmond Seay (US), US NATO Mission Yuri Shevko (Russia), Russian NATO Mission Aleksey Shitikov (Russia), Russian NATO Mission Bob van der Zwaan (The Netherlands), ECN, Pugwash Council (“Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Time for Disarmament?”, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/time_for_disarmament.htm, SP)

The total number of 200 US nuclear weapons stationed in Europe accounts for several reductions achieved during this decade. The tactical nuclear weapons previously deployed in Greece were withdrawn by the US in 2001. Until 2007 US nuclear weapons were located in Germany at two different bases, but the 130 nuclear bombs at the Ramstein airbase were in all likelihood taken away in that year and shipped back to the US. Similarly the 110 US nuclear weapons at Lakenheath in the UK are all thought to have been removed in 2008. Most recently there was speculation that the 40 nuclear bombs deployed at the Ghedi Torre air base in Italy were withdrawn in the summer of 2008. Of the remaining five European countries currently possessing US tactical nuclear weapons, only three (Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands) are in charge of nuclear strike missions for their national air forces, through so-called dual-key arrangements. The other two, both on NATO’s southern flank (Italy and Turkey) – that together possess today 2 out of 3 US nuclear weapons based in Europe – are involved in the nuclear burden sharing of NATO by hosting US airplanes and the nuclear warheads assigned to them.
However, Turkey retains 90 of these weapons and the Obama administration has no plans to withdraw the nukes from Turkey
Press TV, 2010

(Press TV, 4/10, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=122919&sectionid=351020104, 6/29/10, GS)

As Washington and Moscow sign a new arms reduction treaty, skepticism arises in Turkey as to whether those cuts will include US atomic warheads stored in the country. US President Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev signed a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) in Prague on Thursday, which requires both sides to reduce their nuclear arsenals to 1,550, or about one-third below current levels.  Meanwhile, the Obama administration has revised the US policy on atomic weapons as part of a new Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) that, among other things, is said to be aimed at reducing the US stockpile.  But silence over anticipated US plans to withdraw nuclear bombs deployed in the Incirlik Air Base in southern Anatolia, has left many speculating on whether Washington has any intentions to remove the weapons at all. When asked about a possible US move to withdraw its nuclear weapons from five European countries, including Turkey, Turkey's Defense Minister Vecdi Gonul said that Ankara had no information about such plans. “No information has been officially announced,” Gonul told reporters on Wednesday.  The US has positioned a total of 200 B61 thermonuclear gravity bombs in Turkey, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and Germany since the Cold War. Turkey is believed to be hosting 90 bombs at Incirlik Air Base.


1AC

Advantage One: Iran Prolif

Iran is rapidly enriching uranium now – this will become weapons grade fissile material

Global Security Initiative 6-23-2010

(Accessed 7/2/10, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100623_4232.php, GS)

Iran today announced it holds more than 37 pounds of uranium enriched to 20 percent, Reuters reported (see GSN, June 22).The Persian Gulf nation in February began further refining low-enriched uranium from its stockpile, ostensibly for producing medical isotopes at an existing research reactor in Tehran. The United States and other Western powers, though, have feared the process could help Iran produce nuclear-weapon material, which has an enrichment level around 90 percent. Tehran has insisted its nuclear ambitions are strictly peaceful. "We have already produced 17 kilograms of 20 percent-enriched uranium, and we have the ability to produce 5 kilograms each month but we do not rush," said Iranian Atomic Energy Organization head Ali Akbar Salehi, according to state media. "We do not want to produce anything which we do not need and we don't want to convert all our uranium reserves to 20 percent enriched uranium, so we produce 20 percent of enriched uranium according to our needs," he said. Iran could extract enough nuclear-weapon material for a bomb from about 440 pounds of 20 percent-enriched uranium, former U.S. State Department nonproliferation official Mark Fitzpatrick said (Reuters I, June 23).

1AC

A nuclear Iran destabilizes the region and results in multiple scenarios for nuclear war culminating in extinction – the probability of the these scenarios are high

Morgan, Professor of Foreign Studies at Hankuk University, 2009

(Dennis, Futures, December, Vol. 41 Issue: Number 10, Ebsco, GS)
Given the present day predicament regarding Iran’s attempt to become a nuclear power, particular attention should be given to one of Moore’s scenarios depicting nuclear war that begins through an attack on Iran’s supposed nuclear facilities. According to Seymour Hersh the nuclear option against Iran has, in fact, been discussed by sources in the Pentagon as a viable option. As Hersh reports, according to a former intelligence officer, the lack of “reliable intelligence leaves military planners, given the goal of totally destroying the sites, little choice but to consider the use of tactical nuclear weapons. ‘Every other option, in the view of the nuclear weaponeers, would leave a gap,’ the former senior intelligence official said. ‘Decisive is the key word of the Air Force’s planning. It’s a tough decision. But we made it in Japan.” The official continues to explain how White House and Pentagon officials are considering the nuclear option for Iran, “Nuclear planners go through extensive training and learn the technical details of damage and fallout - we’re talking about mushroom clouds, radiation, mass casualties, and contamination over years. This is not an underground nuclear test, where all you see is the earth raised a little bit. These politicians don’t have a clue, and whenever anybody tries to get it out – remove the nuclear option – they’re shouted down”. Understandably, some members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were not comfortable about consideration of the nuclear option in a first strike, and some officers have even discussed resigning. Hersh quotes the former intelligence officer as saying, ‘‘Late this winter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sought to remove the nuclear option from the evolving war plans for Iran - without success. The White House said, ‘Why are you challenging this? The option came from you”’. This scenario has gained even more plausibility since a January 2007 Sunday Times report of an Israeli intelligence leak that Israel was considering a strike against Iran, using low-yield bunker busting nukes to destroy Iran’s supposedly secret underground nuclear facilities. In Moore’s scenario, non-nuclear neighboring countries would then respond with conventional rockets and chemical, biological and radiological weapons. Israel then would retaliate with nuclear strikes on several countries, including a pre-emptive strike against Pakistan, who then retaliates with an attack not only on Israel but pre-emptively striking India as well. Israel then initiates the “Samson option” with attacks on other Muslim countries, Russia, and possibly the ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ cities of Europe. At that point, all-out nuclear war ensues as the U.S. retaliates with nuclear attacks on Russia and possibly on China as well. Out of the four interrelated factors that could precipitate a nuclear strike and subsequent escalation into nuclear war, probably the accidental factor is one that deserves particular attention since its likelihood is much greater than commonly perceived. In an article, “20 Mishaps that Might Have Started a Nuclear War,” Phillips cites the historical record to illustrate how an accident, misinterpretation, or false alarm could ignite a nuclear war. Most of these incidents occurred during a time of intense tension between the U.S. and the Soviet Union in the Cuban Missile Crisis, but other mishaps occurred during other times, with the most recent one in 1995. Close inspection of each of these incidents reveals how likely it is that an “accident” or misinterpretation of phenomena or data (“glitch”) can lead to nuclear confrontation and war. In his overall analysis, Phillips writes: The probability of actual progression to nuclear war on any one of the occasions listed may have been small, due to planned “failsafe” features in the warning and launch systems, and to responsible action by those in the chain of command when the failsafe features had failed. However, the accumulation of small probabilities of disaster from a long sequence of risks adds up to serious danger. There is no way of telling what the actual level of risk was in these mishaps but if the chance of disaster in every one of the 20 incidents had been only 1 in 100, it is a mathematical fact that the chance of surviving all 20 would have been 82%, i.e. about the same as the chance of surviving a single pull of the trigger at Russian roulette played with a 6-shooter. With a similar series of mishaps on the Soviet side: another pull of the trigger. If the risk in some of the events had been as high as 1 in 10, then the chance of surviving just seven such events would have been less than 50:50. Aggression in the Middle East along with the willingness to use low-yield “bunker busting” nukes by the U.S. only increases the likelihood of nuclear war and catastrophe in the future. White House and Pentagon policymakers are seriously considering the use of strategic nuclear weapons against Iran. As Ryan McMaken explains, someone at the Pentagon who had . . .not yet completed the transformation into a complete sociopath leaked the ‘Nuclear Posture Review’ which outlined plans for a nuclear ‘end game’ with Iraq, Iran, Libya, North Korea, and Syria, none of which possess nuclear weapons. The report also outlined plans to let the missiles fly on Russia and China as well, even though virtually everyone on the face of the Earth thought we had actually normalized relations with them. It turns out, much to the surprise of the Chinese and the Russians, that they are still potential enemies in a nuclear holocaust.
1AC

And a Middle East conflict escalates to extinction

Steinbach, DC Iraq Coalition, 2002 (John, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm, March)

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

1AC

Thus the plan:

The US federal government should substantially reduce its military presence by removing all B61 gravity bombs from the Republic of Turkey.
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Advantage Two: Nuclear Terrorism
Tactical nukes are potential targets for theft by terrorists due to portability and lack of security
Andreasen, Former  Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National Security Council,08

(Steve, Star Tribune, June 26, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentary/21828734. html?page=1&c=y, accessed 5/25/10, DM)

That U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe have not been under the most stringent lock and key could and should spark a long-overdue discussion within NATO regarding the role of short-range, or "tactical," nuclear weapons in European security -- and whether the benefits of continuing these nuclear deployments outweigh the risks.  For much of the Cold War, the United States deployed thousands of tactical nuclear weapons on the territory of its European NATO allies. The purpose of these deployments was to underscore the political link between America and Europe and provide a military capability to deter and if necessary defeat Soviet tank armies poised to invade NATO through Germany.  The Red Army -- one of the most formidable in history -- withdrew from Eastern Europe and returned to Russia shortly after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Seventeen years later, the military rationale for the estimated 150 to 240 U.S. nuclear weapons that remain in Europe is difficult to discern. Does NATO fear that the Russian Army today -- a shell of its former self -- might intervene in new NATO-member states as the alliance expands eastward, and that nuclear weapons are necessary to manage that threat? Or does NATO believe that hundreds of American nuclear weapons deployed across Europe are necessary to deter or defeat the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran?  Both of these scenarios seem a bit far-fetched, especially given that any residual military-deterrence mission for nuclear weapons vis-à-vis Russia or Iran could be dealt with by U.S. and British strategic nuclear forces on submarines patrolling at sea. As to the argument that U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe today are the political glue that holds NATO together -- it increasingly sounds like a historical shibboleth repeated by nuclear bureaucrats rather than a true assessment of the political and security bonds that continue to hold NATO together as an alliance of like-minded states.  One of the most important security threats relevant to those bonds is the threat of nuclear terrorism. The presence of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has little if any relevance to dealing with this problem -- terrorists are unlikely to be deterred by the threat of nuclear retaliation. More likely, the continued existence of tactical nuclear weapons exacerbates the terrorist threat, as these weapons are smaller and more portable and thus are inviting targets for theft -- especially if the bases storing these weapons are not adequately secured.
Nukes in Turkey are particularly at risk – removal of those nukes solves the danger of theft

Kibaroglu, Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, 2007

(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, Ebsco, 6/26/10, SLE)

<The probability that states or terrorist groups will detonate elaborate or crude nuclear devices increases with the spread of the materials and technology used in the manufacture of these weapons. Before it is too late, every nation must start thinking about effective ways to get rid of their existing nuclear arsenals. To that end, Turkish officials should seriously consider returning the U.S. tactical nuclear weapons that have been deployed in Turkey since the 1960s as part of NATO’s nuclear posture. Turkish officials still believe these weapons have a deterrent value because the Middle East and the adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable due to the chaos in Iraq and the interminable Palestinian- Israeli conflict. Added to these concerns are the unknowns about Iran’s nuclear capabilities and intentions, as well as Russia’s negative stance regarding the implementation of the Intermediate- Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty. Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that nuclear weapons have become inappropriate in the face of the new threats posed to the free world by terrorist organizations. The sui generis conditions of the superpower rivalry during the Cold War period cannot and therefore should not be used as a pretext for keeping the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons or developing new ones.>

1AC

Nuclear terrorism will escalate to mass extinction via global nuclear war

Sid-Ahmed, Al-Ahram Weekly political analyst, 2004 
(Mohamed, Al-Ahram Weekly, 8/26, no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm, SP)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

1AC

Contention Two: Solvency

Initially, removing TNWs increases Turkey’s credibility, checks Iran prolif and establishes a nuclear weapon-free zone in the region – allowing for Turkey to mediate Middle East disputes.

Kibaroglu, Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, 2007

(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, Ebsco, 6/26/10, SLE)

<New opportunities exist for taking region-wide initiatives such as revitalizing efforts to establish a nuclearweapon- free zone (NWZ) in the Middle East. Turkey has supported the idea of a regional NWZ since Iran and Egypt first proposed it to the United Nations in 1974. Yet, because Turkey was hosting U.S. nuclear weapons, Turkish officials did not consider becoming part of the zone. In a nod to geopolitical realities, other countries in the region did not insist on having Turkey on board either. However, the tide has turned since the early 1990s, and Turkey has become more entrenched in Mideast politics. Dramatic events such as the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the collapse of the Soviet Union shifted Turkey’s attention from its northeastern border to its southern border. Turkey started to play a more active role in the Palestinian question, thanks to its Muslim identity and its strategic relations with Israel. And since the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, the situation in Iraq has become the number one issue on Turkey’s foreign policy agenda—primarily due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of northern Iraq, where the local Kurdish administration aspires to an independent state. Indeed, many analysts now see Turkey as a full-fledged regional player. Some Iranian security elite even go so far as to characterize Turkey as a “nuclear weapon state” due to the presence of U.S. weapons on its soil. This serves as yet another justification of their ambitions to develop nuclear weapons. Sending back U.S. nuclear weapons will strengthen Turkey’s position vis -à- vis the aspiring nuclear states in the region and will also improve the prospects of a NWZ in the Middle East. This decision would be perfectly compatible with Turkey’s long-standing efforts to stem proliferation. As a significant regional military power and a NATO member, Turkey will also send a message to Israel, Iran, and the Arab states that nuclear weapons are no longer vital for security considerations. Indeed, U.S. nuclear weapons have not been useful or instrumental in Turkey’s fight against Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) terrorism over the last quarter century. On the contrary, these weapons have aggravated the animosity of Turkey’s neighbors, such as Syria, Iraq, and Iran, prompting them to increase their support for the PKK. If the family of sovereign nations is lucky enough, it may not be too late to implement a number of sober- minded steps to get rid of existing nuclear weapons, wherever they may be stockpiled or deployed. A Turkish initiative could help lead the way.>
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Specifically, removing nukes from Turkey stops the impetus for Iranian prolif and conflict by increasing Turkish legitimacy on non-proliferation efforts.

Lamond, writer on international relation and Ingram Executive Director of the British American Security Information Council, 2009,(Claudine and Paul, BASIC Getting to Zero Papers No.11, 1/23, accessed 6/26/09,GS) 
There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey, more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone. There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament.  Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey’s legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support.

1AC

Turkey is the only country that Iran will trust in negations of its nuclear program.  Turkish credibility is critical to nuclear diplomacy. 
Ben-Meir, Senior Fellow at the Center for Global Affairs in New York University, 2009 (Alon, The Whitehead Journal of Diplomacy and International Relations, Spring, http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/item/2009/0103/comm/benmeir_iran.html, accessed 7/2, DM)
The presence of a third party acting as mediator between the United States and Iran may prove to be necessary, particularly if this party represents a major Muslim state with the stature of Turkey. Apart from Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan’s recent claims that “[Turkey is] ready to be the mediator” between the United States and Iran, due to its recent diplomatic achievements between Israel and Syria, there are many reasons why Turkey may succeed in mediating a peaceful solution to the nuclear impasse. To begin with, Turkey has a vested interest in the success of the negotiations. Many Turkish officials and academics have expressed grave concerns about the growing danger of yet another avoidable and potentially devastating war in the Middle East. For the Turks, finding a diplomatic solution is not one of many options but the only sane option to prevent a horrific outcome. Other than being directly affected by regional events, Turkey generally enjoys good relations with all states in the region; it has not been tainted with the war in Iraq; and it is a predominantly Muslim state, Middle Eastern as well as European. Turkey shares the longest border with Iran, and has maintained good neighborly relations with Tehran for centuries, with expanding trade relations. Moreover, Turkey and Iran have collaborated recently on the Kurdish issue, and both have a shared interest in this regard for the emergence of a stable Iraq. Turkey, as a fellow Muslim state, stands a much better chance to convey to Iran Israel’s sentiments to prevent a terrible miscalculation. Because of Turkey’s standing in the region, and as a credible bridge between East and West, it has the potential to succeed where others have failed. Turkey is a close ally and a reliable friend of the United States; it is an important member of NATO; it has worked fervently to maintain the democratic nature of the state; and it has received due praise for its recent diplomatic mediating efforts. Turkey can better understand the nature of Iran’s threats, specifically in connection with the United States, which has made no secret of its efforts to support Ahmadinejad’s opponents. Turkey may also be in a better position than the EU representatives to bypass Ahmadinejad and reach out directly to Iran’s supreme leader Ayatollah Khamenei. Khamenei, whose power goes practically unchecked in the Iranian government and institutions, has refused to speak to any American representatives. Turkey plays a strategic role in this sense because it can appeal to Khamenei, who will ultimately be responsible for any course of action the Iranian government decides to make on the nuclear issue. In addition, Turkey may offer an alternative where Iran can be persuaded to enrich uranium on Turkish soil under strict IAEA monitoring. Turkey, in short, can change the dynamics by offering a new venue for Americans and Iranians to meet and by generating a new momentum for serious dialogue. Finally, Turkey can provide Iran with a dignified disengagement plan, because if Iran is to make any concessions it will more likely make them to a fellow Muslim-majority state with which it has long and friendly relations.

***Case Extensions***

Iran Proliferation – Proliferating Now

Iran’s nuclear energy program is an effort to proliferate

Chilcott, Deputy Head of the Mission, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, 6/30/10 

(Dissuading Iran from Developing a Nuclear Weapon, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/106413-dissuading-iran-from-developing-a-nuclear-weapon, SP)

Iran's efforts to develop a nuclear weapon (and no one thought their uranium enrichment programme had any other purpose) is in clear breach of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Iran has thrown down the gauntlet at the feet of those countries that support the treaty, that believe in its aims of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and facilitating the sharing of non-military nuclear technology. The international community cannot afford to do other than act decisively to address Iran's challenge.


Iran Proliferation – Proliferating Now

Iranian nuclear energy program in question – country is threatening retaliation for searches

Las Vegas Sun, 7-2-10 (Iran Postpones any Nuclear Talks Until Late August, SP)

Iran will not hold talks with the West over its nuclear program until late August to "punish" world powers for imposing tougher sanctions against the country, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said Monday.

He also vowed that Iran will retaliate should its ships be searched over suspicions that the cargo may violate the new sanctions approved by the U.N. Security Council earlier this month.

The European Union and U.S. Congress followed with additional new punishing measures of their own to discourage the Iranian government from continuing its uranium enrichment program, which they fear could be used to produce a nuclear weapon.

Russia's U.N. Ambassador Vitaly Churkin criticized all measures that go beyond U.N. sanctions, "especially ones of an extra-territorial nature," and said countries should "refrain" from imposing them.

He told the U.N. Security Council it was "unacceptable" that "third states" had stopped shipments to Iran that are allowed under council resolutions.

Diplomats said this was an apparent reference to Germany's seizure of items bound for Iran's Russian-built Bushehr nuclear reactor, which are exempt under U.N. sanctions but not under the tougher EU sanctions.

Iran insists its program is for peaceful purposes, aimed solely at producing nuclear energy.

Ahmadinejad accused the world powers of approving the latest sanctions to give them the upper hand in talks over the issue.

"We call this bad behavior," he told a news conference, adding talks on the issue would be postponed until the end of the Iranian month of Mordad, which would be about Aug. 20. "This is a fine to punish them a bit so that they learn the custom of dialogue with our nation."

The Iranian leader also set three conditions for an eventual resumption of talks, saying countries who want to participate should make clear whether they oppose Israel's purported atomic arsenal, whether they support the Nonproliferation Treaty and whether they want to be friends or enemies with Iran.

However, he said, participation in the talks was not contingent on the answers.

The U.S. and its allies accuse Iran of seeking to use its civilian nuclear program as a cover to develop atomic weapons. Iran has denied the charge.

Iran Proliferation – A2 Bomb Iran

Using force against Iran would unite citizens under the current regime and damage US credibility

Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 2005
(Henry, Getting Ready For a Nuclear-Ready Iran, October, 6/26/10, SLE)
<Certainly, targeting Iran’s nuclear facilities risks leaving other covert facilities and Iran’s nuclear cadre of technicians untouched. More important, any overt military attack would give Tehran a casus belli either to withdraw from the NPT, or to rally Islamic Jihadists 3 to wage war against the United States and its allies more directly. Whatever might be gained in technically delaying Iran’s completion of having a bomb option would have to be weighed against what might be lost in Washington’s long-term efforts to encourage more moderate Islamic rule in Iran and the Middle East; to synchronize allied policies against nuclear proliferation; and to deflate Iran’s rhetorical demonstrations against U.S. and allied hostility. Meanwhile, merely bluffing an attack against Iran―sometimes urged as a way around these difficulties―would only aggravate matters: The bluff would eventually be exposed, and so only embolden Iran and weaken U.S. and allied credibility further.

Attacks against Iran would result in total Middle Eastern proliferation

Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 2005
(Henry, Getting Ready For a Nuclear-Ready Iran, October, 6/26/10, SLE)
<As for eliminating Iran’s nuclear capabilities militarily, the United States and Israel lack sufficient targeting intelligence to do this. In fact, Iran long has had considerable success in concealing its nuclear activities from U.S. intelligence analysts and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors. (The latter recently warned against assuming the IAEA could find all of Iran’s illicit uranium enrichment activities). As it is, Iran already could have hidden all it needs to reconstitute a bomb program, assuming its known declared nuclear plants were hit. Compounding these difficulties is what Iran might do in response to such an attack. After being struck, Tehran could declare that it must acquire nuclear weapons as a matter of self-defense, withdraw from the NPT, and accelerate its nuclear endeavors. This would increase pressure on Israel (which has long insisted that it will not be “second” in possessing nuclear arms in the Middle East) to confirm its possession of nuclear weapons publicly, and thus set off a chain of possible nuclear policy reactions in Cairo, Damascus, Riyadh, Algiers, and Ankara. On the other hand, Iran could continue to pretend to comply with the NPT, which could produce equally disastrous results. After being attacked, Iran might appeal to the IAEA, the Arab League, the Non-Aligned Movement, the European Union (EU), and the United Nations (UN) to make Iran’s nuclear program whole again, and once again, use this “peaceful” program to energize and serve as a cover for its covert nuclear weapons activities. This would again 6 put the entire neighborhood on edge, debase the NPT, and set a clear example for all of Iran’s neighbors to follow on how to get a weapons option. In addition, as more of Iran’s neighbors secured their own nuclear options, Washington’s influence over its friends in the region (e.g., Egypt and Saudi Arabia) would likely decline, as well as Washington’s ability to protect North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies (e.g. Turkey) and non-NATO allies (e.g., Israel) in the region. In addition, Iran might respond to an overt military attack by striking back covertly against the United States, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, or Israel through the support of non-Iranian terrorist organizations. The ramifications of any of these responses are difficult to minimize. Finally, Iran could take any and all of these actions without actually ever testing, sharing, or deploying, nuclear weapons. Certainly, as long as most nations buy Tehran’s argument that the NPT’s guarantee to “peaceful” nuclear energy gives it and all other members the right to develop everything needed to come within a screwdriver’s turn of a nuclear arsenal, Iran will be best served by getting to this point and going no further. Indeed, by showing such restraint, Iran’s mullahs could avoid domestic and international controversies that might otherwise undermine their political standing, along with possible additional economic sanctions, and the added costs of fielding a survivable nuclear force. Meanwhile, as long as Iran could acquire nuclear weapons quickly, Tehran could intimidate others as effectively as if it already had such systems deployed.

Iran Proliferation – A2 Negotiations

Negotiating with Iran will backfire, delegitimize NPT

Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 2005
(Henry, Getting Ready For a Nuclear-Ready Iran, October, 6/26/10, SLE)
As for negotiating directly with Tehran to limit its declared nuclear program―an approach preferred by most of America’s European allies―this, too, seems self-defeating. First, any deal the Iranian regime would agree to would only validate that the NPT legally allows its members to acquire all the capabilities Iran mastered. Second, it would foster the view internationally that the only risk in violating required NPT inspections would be to be caught and then bribed to limit only those activities the inspectors managed to discover.


Iran Proliferation – A2 Missile Defense

Alt. cause: missile defense is key to anti-proliferation

Independent Working Group, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 2009

(Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 2009, Accessed 06/22/2010, N.P.)

In light of the growing threat from ballistic missiles, the United States, preferably with the support of allies, needs to deploy missile defenses as part of a broader non- or counter​proliferation strategy. As noted earlier, a global missile de​fense would also contribute to crisis management by dem​onstrating a capability to prevent a ballistic missile from reaching its target. Therefore, missile defense can contrib​ute vitally to crisis escalation control and to preventing the outbreak of a crisis by demonstrating the futility of missile launches by a would-be aggressor. Ideally, such a capability should be space-based in conjunction with the ground- and sea-based missile defense assets supplied by both our allies and the United States and deployed to the crisis area. The space-based element, however, provides the greatest flexi​bility since in most cases it would already be in place, ready to provide boost-phase intercepts. The result would be a dampening effect on the crisis because an adversary would be unsure if his missiles would reach their targets. Thus a U.S.-allied system of systems would make it extremely diffi​cult to undermine U.S. crisis decision making by threats to launch ballistic missiles against either the United States or its forces deployed abroad, or against the territory or forc​es of its allies or coalition partners.

Iran Proliferation – Escalation

Iran proliferation can occur quickly
Postol et al, professor of International Security MIT, 2009
(Ted, “Discussion Forum on Missile Proliferation and Missile Defense” EastWest Institute 6/5 http://www.ewi.info/wmd-forum 6/22/2010 FLD)

The JTA Report estimated that if Iran decided to build and deploy nuclear weapons, it could take six or more years to produce a nuclear warhead compact and light enough to fly on a ballistic missile. It concluded also that within that time Iran could produce a liquid propellant ballistic missile capable of delivering a 1000 kg nuclear warhead to 2000 km range. The crucial factor determining how long it would take Iran to develop and deploy nuclear-armed missiles is the time it would take to build a nuclear warhead of the right size and weight. The successful test of the Sejjil ballistic missile does not change that timeline.


Iran Proliferation – A2 Sanctions

Sanctions will fail

Sidhu, Vice-president of Programs at East-West Institute, 2010

(W. Pal, “Iran: No Place for Cowboy Diplomacy” East-West Institute, 5/30, http://www.livemint.com/2010/05/30212155/Iran-no-place-for-cowboy-dipl.html, 6/23/2010, FLD)

While the draft resolution is unlikely to convince domestic opponents and allies of Obama’s toughness, it is also unlikely to affect either Iran’s behaviour or its enrichment programme, quite simply because the sanctions have been significantly watered down to accommodate the interests of Russia and China. Worse, these sanctions are likely to be passed by a majority of the 15-member UNSC rather than unanimously—as is generally the norm. Brazil and Turkey, along with Lebanon (also an elected UNSC member), would find it difficult to support a resolution that dismisses the Tehran agreement altogether. In this light, a resolution passed by the majority will lack credibility. The failure to effectively impose these sanctions will only further signal the growing weakness of the P-5 in UNSC.

Iran Sanctions won’t work

Lesser, Senior fellow at German Marshall Fund, 2010

(Ian, Today’s Zaman, Mar 23, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-210928-turkey-brazil-and-iran-a-glimpse-of-the-future.html, 6/25/10, JX Turkey)

Third, the Iranian nuclear challenge remains. The lackluster history of sanctions regimes makes it hard to be optimistic about the prospects for success this time around if success is measured in terms of halting Iran’s enrichment activity. Much depends on how fast the nuclear clock is ticking in Tehran and how far Iran risks proceeding toward a usable weapons capability. The regime may well settle for a near-nuclear status, just short of action that might trigger a military response. In this case, the international community may be en route to an extended strategy of containment in the Gulf -- one reason why the ban on major weapons sales to Tehran is a significant part of the draft sanctions package. Non-alignment, containment, and nuclear ambiguity -- a nostalgic vocabulary, and a likely guide to the future.


Turkey Credibility Solvency – Econ Strength

Turkey economic strength makes it key influencer of Middle East.

Hulsman, former senior research fellow at The Heritage Foundation, and Schaefer, Jay Kingham Fellow in International Regulatory Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, 2002

( John, Brett, “Cypriot EU Accession: An Impending Crisis in the Turkish-American Relationship”, October 4, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2002/10/Cypriot-EU-Accession-An-Impending-Crisis-in-the-Turkish-American, The Heritage Foundation, Date accessed: June 25, 2010 MM)

Of the 14 nations in the Middle East, Freedom House ranks only Israel and Turkey as electoral democracies. As such, the Ataturk model of Turkey serves as a powerful example to the rest of the region, representing the successful fusion of Islam and secular democracy, which should be encouraged and supported by the United States.

Despite the 2000 economic crisis, which curtailed growth, Turkey remains a regional economic power with a modern industrial economy and a large population of 66.2 million that enjoyed a relatively wealthy per-capita GDP of $2,902 in 2001 (in constant 1995 U.S. dollars), based on data from the World Bank. Turkey is a member of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development group of industrialized nations, joined the World Trade Organization in 1995, and has undertaken economic reform under IMF direction that in general has improved its economic policies.

Turkey is therefore an important economic partner with the West, which is the major source for Turkish imports of goods and services, totaling $60.1 billion in 2001 (in constant 1995 U.S. dollars) as well as a key destination of Turkish exports of goods and services, totaling $66.9 billion in 2001 (in constant 1995 U.S. dollars). Other issues, such as the construction of oil pipelines in the Caspian region, accentuate Turkey's economic importance to the United States and Europe.


Turkey Credibility Solvency – Leadership

Turkey retains unique leadership position

Hen-Tov, doctoral candidate specializing in contemporary Iranian and Turkish affairs; Haykel, Professor of Near Eastern Studies at Princeton; 2010

(Elliot and Bernard, New York Times, 6/18, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/19/opinion/19haykel.html?scp=1&sq=turkey's%20gain%20is%20iran's%20loss&st=cse, 6/29/10, SLE)

<While most in the West seem to have overlooked this dynamic, Tehran has not. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad used a regional summit meeting in Istanbul this month to deliver an inflammatory anti-Israel speech, yet it went virtually unnoticed among the chorus of international condemnations of Israel’s act. On June 12 Iran dispatched its own aid flotilla bound for Gaza, and offered to provide an escort by its Revolutionary Guards for other ships breaking the blockade. 

Yet Hamas publicly rejected Iran’s escort proposal, and a new poll by the Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research found that 43 percent of Palestinians ranked Turkey as their No. 1 foreign supporter, as opposed to just 6 percent for Iran. 

Turkey has a strong hand here. Many leading Arab intellectuals have fretted over being caught between Iran’s revolutionary Shiism and Saudi Arabia’s austere and politically ineffectual Wahhabism. They now hope that a more liberal and enlightened Turkish Sunni Islam — reminiscent of past Ottoman glory — can lead the Arab world out of its mire.>

Turkey mediated peace

Turgut, Times Writer, 2009

(Pelin, Times, Jan 7, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1870188,00.html?iid=sphere-inline-bottom#ixzz0rttC9Egg , 6/25/10, JX Turkey)

But a combination of the failure of the long-established Western and Arab players to manage Israel's conflicts with its neighbors and a seismic political shift underway in Turkey has prompted Ankara to seek to restore some of the regional clout enjoyed by its Ottoman forebears. Since its election in 2002, the Islamist-rooted Justice and Development Party (AKP) has renewed political and trade relations across the Middle East, promoting itself as a mediator in long-standing conflicts. It achieved a breakthrough in May by bringing together Syria and Israel for their first direct talks in eight years, and it played a role in resolving the dangerous presidential standoff in Lebanon earlier in 2008. (See images of Gaza's agony.)

"Turkey is playing a far more proactive role in the region; we recognize that," says a Western diplomat based in Ankara. "A country that is Muslim but secular, with close links to the West and Israel but also good relations with Arab countries, is obviously very helpful in terms of mediation and promoting regional solutions to regional problems."

After Israel began its offensive in Gaza 12 days ago, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan visited Arab leaders in Syria, Egypt, Jordan and Saudi Arabia to promote a cease-fire. He also spoke to Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, and this week Erdogan's Foreign Minister is promoting truce proposals at the United Nations, where Turkey is starting a two-year term as a member of the Security Council.


Turkey Credibility Solvency – Leadership

Turkey is not dependent on US for security

Council on Foreign Relation, 2010,(Managing a More Assertive Turkey, June 03, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22302/managing_a_more_assertive_turkey.html, June 29, S.M) 

The downward spiral of relations over the last eighteen months goes back to the Israeli Gaza offensive in December 2008, which marked an important turning point. Relations since then have really gone downhill. Turkey appears to be on a strongly anti-Israeli course, but in a broader sense one has to see this in a historical perspective because this represents the adjustment of Turkey to the aftermath of the Cold War. Turkey became less dependent on the United States for its security. The end of the Cold War opened up new opportunities for Turkish policies in areas Turkey historically has had strong political and economical interests, particularly in the Middle East and Central Asia. Turkey is returning to a more traditional role, one in which it was closely involved in the Middle East for centuries, going back to the Ottoman Empire


Turkey Credibility Solvency – Iran

Credible Turkey checks Iran 

Hen-Tov, doctoral candidate specializing in contemporary Iranian and Turkish affairs; Haykel, Professor of Near Eastern Studies at Princeton; 2010

(Elliot and Bernard, New York Times, 6/18, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/19/opinion/19haykel.html?scp=1&sq=turkey's%20gain%20is%20iran's%20loss&st=cse, 6/29/10, SLE)

<You can get a sense of just how attractive Turkey’s leadership is among the Arab masses by reading the flood of recent negative articles about Ankara in the government-owned newspapers of the Arab states. This coverage impugns Mr. Erdogan’s motives, claiming he is latching on to the Palestinian issue because he is weak domestically, and dismisses Turkey’s ability to bring leadership to this quintessential “Arab cause.” They reek of panic over a new rival. 

Turkey also gained from its failed effort, alongside Brazil, to hammer out a new deal on Iran’s nuclear program. The Muslim world appreciated Turkey’s standing up to the United States, and in the end Iran ended up with nothing but more United Nations sanctions. 

In taking hold of the Palestinian card, Prime Minister Erdogan has potentially positioned Turkey as the central interlocutor between the Islamic/Arab world and Israel and the West, and been rewarded with tumultuous demonstrations lauding him in Ankara and Istanbul. Meanwhile, the streets of Tehran have been notably silent, with Mr. Ahmadinejad’s regime worried about public unrest during the one-year anniversary of last summer’s fraudulent elections. 

Prime Minister Erdogan has many qualities that will help him gain the confidence of the Arab masses. He is not only a devout Sunni, but also the democratically elected leader of a dynamic and modern Muslim country with membership in the G-20 and NATO. His nation is already a major tourist and investment destination for Arabs, and the Middle East has long been flooded with Turkish products, from agriculture to TV programming. 

With Turkey capturing the hearts, minds and wallets of Arabs, Iran will increasingly find it harder to carry out its agenda of destabilizing the region and the globe. For Americans, it may be hard to see the blessings in a rift with a longtime ally. But even if Turkey’s interests no longer fully align with ours, there is much to be gained from a Westernized, prosperous and democratic nation becoming the standard-bearer of the Islamic world.>

Turkey plays a constructive role in Iran-West relations

Sinan 09 (Sinan, “In search of lost time: Turkey-US relations”, Brookings Institution, February 19, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/0219_turkey_ulgen.aspx, 6-22-09, RH)

Turkey therefore has tried to play a constructive role in the nuclear standoff between Iran and the West. Turkish policy makers are well aware that their margin for maneuver is very limited.

The international community’s demands from Iran are very clear. Ankara has so far strived to impress upon the Iranian leadership the need for achieving transparency and international compliance as regards their nuclear program. As a country perceived to be devoid of a hidden agenda, Turkey enjoys the trust of Iranian leadership and has been successful in painting as clear a picture as possible about the consequences for Iran should they continue their current policy of noncollaboration. Ankara’s arguments may eventually help the more realistic and pragmatic constituencies in Tehran gain the upper hand in the internal political struggle over the future direction of its nuclear program. In this particular case, the messenger may be as important as the message. While a strong statement opined from London or Paris could unite Iranian policy makers in defense of their leadership, the same argument, if voiced by trusted Turkish leaders, could actually lead to a constructive internal debate.


Turkey Credibility Solvency – Afghan/Pakistan

Turkey can bridge gap between Afghanistan and Pakistan

Ulgen, chairman of EDAM, 2009

(Sinan, “In search of lost time: Turkey-US relations”, Brookings Institution, February 19, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/0219_turkey_ulgen.aspx, 6-22-09, RH)

A final element enhancing Turkey’s potential in this region is Turkey's ability to bridge the

Afghanistan-Pakistan divide. Turkey's privileged relationship with Pakistan allows Ankara to engage in efforts to improve the bilateral ties between Kabul and Islamabad. In December 2008, Ankara was able to host a meeting between the respective Presidents Karzai and Zardari to discuss security and economic cooperation. Similarly, projects such as cross border energy cooperation between the Orakzai region in FATA and the neighboring region in Afghanistan, which seeks to build transboundary economic interdependence, or the organization of tripartite seminars focusing on drug cultivation and trafficking prevention strategies with a view to increase mutual trust among the border agencies have been planned.

Turkey key to peace in Afghanistan

Ulgen, chairman of EDAM, 2009

(Sinan, “In search of lost time: Turkey-US relations”, Brookings Institution, February 19, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/0219_turkey_ulgen.aspx, 6-22-09, RH)

It is therefore essentially Turkey's soft power rather than its ability to deliver more fighting

troops that should provide the basis for a stronger Turkish commitment to peace and

stability in Afghanistan. Turkey has shown that it can provide valuable assistance to the much

needed objective of local capacity building – an objective which will become the yardstick

for the eventual disengagement of the international community from the region.

Turkey's growing involvement would also be in line with the perceived need to gradually dewesternize the Afghan assistance program. Turkey can thus be a valuable partner for a

new US administration intent on bringing peace and stability to Afghanistan. Given the likely

focus on Afghanistan and Turkey’s ability to provide much needed aid in the social and

economic development of this war-torn country, Afghanistan has the potential to

comprise a strong pillar in future Turkey-US collaboration, provided that an important

condition is fulfilled 


Turkey Credibility Solvency – Middle East

Turkey is a strong mediator in the middle east  

Council on Foreign Relation, 2010,

(Managing a More Assertive Turkey, June 03,  http://www.cfr.org/publication/22302/managing_a_more_assertive_turkey.html, June 29, S.M) 

More recently, Turkey and Brazil negotiated an agreement to trade Iran's low-enriched uranium for higher enriched fuel bars to be used in a research reactor in Tehran, a project which the United States and other powers proposed last October. Now the United States is hostile toward the deal because it gets in the way of a new sanctions vote in the Security Council. What prompted Turkey to take a lead role in these negotiations? 
It's part of their general feeling that they want to be a major player in the Middle East. They've shown that by their willingness to act as a mediator in the dispute between Israel and Syria, and they've continued to play a role as a mediator between the United States and Iran. What they did with the nuclear deal was again to become the broker, but it's part of the larger dimension of Turkish policy. This is part of the changes since the end of the Cold War, which opened up new opportunities for Turkey.

In essence, this doesn't have much to do with Islam. It has much more to do with the change in the Turkish security environment. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, most of the security problems that Turkey has are now in the south, in and around its borders. That includes the fragmentation of Iraq; the possibility that Iran will get nuclear weapons; the Palestinian problem, which, of course, [Prime Minister Recep Tayyip] Erdogan is taking a major role in and siding openly with the Palestinians. It's an important break with previous Turkish policy.

Turkey acting as mediator in Middle East now

Schliefer, writer for the NY Times, London Times, Washington Post, 2010

(Yigal, Christian Science Monitor, 6/16, “Gaza Flotilla Raid: Will it change Turkey’s Regional Role?” EBSCOhost, 6/23/2010, FLD)

Mr. Davutoglu, an academic with a penchant for writing books such as "Alternative Paradigms: The Impact of Islamic and Western Weltanschauungs on Political Theory," has managed to convey Turkey's foreign policy with a simple message: "zero problems with neighbors." That means reaching out to Middle Eastern nations that Turkey has ignored for decades and carving out a niche as mediator of ancient and modern rivalries.

Turkey key to mediate Middle East region
ISRO, International Strategic Research Organization, 2009

(ISRO, International Strategic Research Organization, April 08, http://www.usak.org.tr/EN/myazdir.asp?id=943, Accessed 06/22/2010, N.P.)

The reasons for the United States’ choice of Turkey as a stable country in the region, where it tries to produce solutions in the 21st century, are the positive effects of Turkey’s geo-strategic location, democratic experience, economic creativity, and culture of dialogue. Surely, Turkey cannot claim to resolve all the problems in the region by itself. However, Turkey is in the decision-making mechanism of the world’s largest 2o economies; it is among the 157 countries of the UN Security Council with a “Yes” vote; Ekmeleddin Ihsanoglu holds the position of secretary-general of the Islamic Conference Organization; and it is helping to accurately define NATO’s new strategy. Therefore it is the most important country that can work with the U.S. as partners and can positively and realistically contribute to the solution of the region’s problems.

Removing TNWs Good – Terror

TNW removal solves terrorism

Kimball, Executive Director Arms Control Association, 2009

(Daryl, “Change U.S. Nuclear Policy?”, Arms Control Association, September, ProQuest, Date accessed: June 25, 2010, MM)

As an eminent National Academy of Sciences panel concluded more than a decade ago, "[T]he only remaining, defensible function of U.S. nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War era is 'core deterrence': using the threat of retaliation to deter other countries that possess nuclear weapons from using them to attack or coerce the United States or its allies."

Without significant reductions in the role and number of U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons and without U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the United States' ability to harness the international support necessary to prevent nuclear terrorism and strengthen the beleaguered nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) will be greatly diminished.

A core deterrence approach would also reinforce existing U.S. negative security assurances vis-à-vis non-nuclear-weapon states and support our positive security assurances to allies in the event of nuclear attack on them, which would further strengthen support for the NPT.

US must reduce TNWs to prevent nuclear terrorism

Kibaroglu, Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, 2007

(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, Ebsco, 6/26/10, SLE)

<The probability that states or terrorist groups will detonate elaborate or crude nuclear devices increases with the spread of the materials and technology used in the manufacture of these weapons. Before it is too late, every nation must start thinking about effective ways to get rid of their existing nuclear arsenals. To that end, Turkish officials should seriously consider returning the U.S. tactical nuclear weapons that have been deployed in Turkey since the 1960s as part of NATO’s nuclear posture. Turkish officials still believe these weapons have a deterrent value because the Middle East and the adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable due to the chaos in Iraq and the interminable Palestinian- Israeli conflict. Added to these concerns are the unknowns about Iran’s nuclear capabilities and intentions, as well as Russia’s negative stance regarding the implementation of the Intermediate- Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty. Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that nuclear weapons have become inappropriate in the face of the new threats posed to the free world by terrorist organizations. The sui generis conditions of the superpower rivalry during the Cold War period cannot and therefore should not be used as a pretext for keeping the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons or developing new ones.> 


Removing TNWs Good – Terror

TNWs target for theft by terrorists. 

Mützenich et al, SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament, 2007

(Rolf, “Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons?”, Parliamentarians for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (PNND), http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf, 6/25/10, MM)

The Commission on Weapons of Mass Destruction (Blix Commission) notes that there are over 400 United States tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe and possibly a larger number of Russian tactical weapons deployed in western Russia. The Commission notes that these tactical weapons “would be easier (than strategic weapons) for outsiders to use, such as a terrorist group”, and that “There is a risk of theft or diversion during transport or storage in the field.”

The Commission thus recommends that the US and Russia “should agree to withdraw all non-strategic nuclear weapons to central storage on national territory, pending their eventual elimination.”

TNW’s in Europe aren’t secure and are easily stolen

Andreasen, Former  Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National Security Council,08

(Steve, Star Tribune, June 26, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentary/21828734. html?page=1&c=y, accessed 5/25/10, DM)

That U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe have not been under the most stringent lock and key could and should spark a long-overdue discussion within NATO regarding the role of short-range, or "tactical," nuclear weapons in European security -- and whether the benefits of continuing these nuclear deployments outweigh the risks.  For much of the Cold War, the United States deployed thousands of tactical nuclear weapons on the territory of its European NATO allies. The purpose of these deployments was to underscore the political link between America and Europe and provide a military capability to deter and if necessary defeat Soviet tank armies poised to invade NATO through Germany.  The Red Army -- one of the most formidable in history -- withdrew from Eastern Europe and returned to Russia shortly after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Seventeen years later, the military rationale for the estimated 150 to 240 U.S. nuclear weapons that remain in Europe is difficult to discern. Does NATO fear that the Russian Army today -- a shell of its former self -- might intervene in new NATO-member states as the alliance expands eastward, and that nuclear weapons are necessary to manage that threat? Or does NATO believe that hundreds of American nuclear weapons deployed across Europe are necessary to deter or defeat the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran?  Both of these scenarios seem a bit far-fetched, especially given that any residual military-deterrence mission for nuclear weapons vis-à-vis Russia or Iran could be dealt with by U.S. and British strategic nuclear forces on submarines patrolling at sea. As to the argument that U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe today are the political glue that holds NATO together -- it increasingly sounds like a historical shibboleth repeated by nuclear bureaucrats rather than a true assessment of the political and security bonds that continue to hold NATO together as an alliance of like-minded states.  One of the most important security threats relevant to those bonds is the threat of nuclear terrorism. The presence of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has little if any relevance to dealing with this problem -- terrorists are unlikely to be deterred by the threat of nuclear retaliation. More likely, the continued existence of tactical nuclear weapons exacerbates the terrorist threat, as these weapons are smaller and more portable and thus are inviting targets for theft -- especially if the bases storing these weapons are not adequately secured.


Removing TNWs Good – Terror

Removing TNWs stops nuclear terrorism 

Mustafa Kibaroglu, December 2005. Assistant professor in the department of international relations at Bilkent University. “?” European Security 14.4, Ebsco.
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.

Withdrawal and prevents terrorism

Lander, European Economic Correspondent, 2010

(Mark, New York Times, Apr. 23, Proquest, 6/24/10, JX Turkey)

"We should recognize that as long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance," Mrs. Clinton said. "As a nuclear alliance, sharing nuclear risks and responsibilities widely is fundamental."

The push to withdraw tactical weapons from Europe has gained momentum in recent weeks, with Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Norway jointly petitioning NATO to take up the issue. Many analysts consider these weapons a dangerous relic of the cold war, expensive to safeguard and deadly if they fell into the wrong hands.


Removing TNWs Good – Russia Reciprocate

US reduction of TNWs in other NATO countries key to Russian TNW reduction.

Mützenich et al, SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament, 2007

(Rolf, “Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons?”,Parliamentarians for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (PNND), http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf, 6/25/10, MM)

Russia has indicated some willingness to consider further reducing their tactical weapons stockpile, for example by abstaining on a 2002 resolution at the United Nations General Assembly on the issue (France, the U.K. and U.S. voted against). However, this position has hardened since 2003. The 2006 Russian White Paper on Defence makes no mention of Russian tactical weapons, but instead criticizes US deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on foreign soil (in NATO countries). It is likely that the US plans for forward deployment of Ballistic Missile Defences in former Eastern Bloc countries – the Czech Republic and Poland – have also contributed to this hardening attitude.

Thus progress on Russian tactical weapons would be more likely if there are further reductions in US tactical weapons in NATO countries, a change in NATO nuclear policy, or a change in plans for deployment of BMD defences in the Czech Republic and Poland.

Parliamentarians in Russia, US, NATO countries and other European countries can play a role by encouraging progress on all these fronts. This can be done through parliamentary resolutions, questions in parliament, joint parliamentary appeals and through contact with parliamentary colleagues in these countries.

TNW’s in Europe cause Russian prolif

Bollfrass, Research Assistant for the Nuclear Weapons and International Security Program of the Henry L. Stimson Center., 08 

(Alex, Stimson, October 30, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=703, accessed 6/26/10, DM)

For more than a decade and a half, the conventional military balance has been tipped in NATO’s favor. Russia’s response has been to increase reliance on its tactical nuclear weapons (whose numbers are unknown to other governments, but is estimated to be up to 3,000). This leaves Germany conflicted about its shared tactical arms. While a thorough defense analysis might indicate that the US weapons cannot fulfill either their deterrence or war-fighting mission, the traditions of deterrence doctrine magnify their significance to a counterweight of great symbolic value.  Even by the standards of nuclear weapons, tactical bombs in Europe are unique in their poor risk/benefit ratio.


Removing TNWs Good – Middle East Prolif

Remaining TNW’s in Turkey stops efforts to reduce Middle East prolif

Weitz, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at the Hudson Institute, 2010

(Richard Weitz, Turkey Analyst, April 12, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html, Accessed 06/23/2010, Accessed 06/23/2010, N.P.)

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

Remove TNW = Middle East stability

Tümer, Greenpeace International nuclear campaigner, 2006

(Aslıhan, INESAP, June, 6/28/10, JX Turkey)

The current deployment of NATO nuclear weapons in European countries reflects a Cold War view and mentality. But the Soviet Union ceased to exist and is therefore no longer a threat, if indeed it ever was. The NATO-Russia Council brings the countries together as equal partners and gives the opportunity to identify and pursue joint actions. Apparently, the dangers are now perceived to come from the Middle East. But keeping nuclear missiles on the outer edge of NATO territory is at best provocative and increases the security threats in the region as well as globally. By basing nuclear missiles in this region, the US puts the local people at risk, with the Bull’s Eye being right at Incirlik Air Base. The NATO nuclear weapons should be sent back to the US for dismantling. Not only is this a way to increase the security of Turkey as well as the Middle East, it would also send a positive message to countries in the region and globally by demonstrating the willingness of Turkey to support by words and deeds a nuclear free zone in the Middle East. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in the region and beyond. Sending these nuclear weapons back to the US and moving NATO towards peace-keeping rather than war-making would take us all on a path of peace and true security.


Removing TNWs Good – General Prolif

U.S. must reduce its nuclear weapons for global cooperation

Kimball, Executive Director of Arms Control Association, 2010

(Daryl G. Kimball, Arms Control Today, September 2010, Ebscohost, Accessed 06/23/2010, N.P.)

Rather than reverse his January 2009 pledge to “stop the development of new nuclear warheads,” as some NPR participants are advocating, Obama should make it clear in the NPR and elsewhere that the United States will not develop or produce new-design warheads or modified warheads for the purpose of creating new military capabilities.

Unless the United States reduces its reliance and emphasis on nuclear weapons, other states will have a cynical excuse to pursue or to improve the capabilities and size of their nuclear forces. As Obama himself noted in July, “A balance of terror cannot hold. In the 21st century a strong and global regime is the only basis for security from the world’s deadliest weapons.”

TNW’s in Turkey fail to deter

Bell and Loehrke, Staff Writers, 09

(Alexandra and Benjamin, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, November 23, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)

Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly PDF assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly PDF not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed.  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. 


Turkey Doesn’t Want TNWs

Turkey Prime minister wants b61’s out 

BBC Worldwide Monitoring, Newspaper, 2010 ( BBC Worldwide, April 13, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, June 23, S.M) 

Turkish Premier Recep Tayyip Erdogan said Turkey was against nuclear weapons in the region, regardless of which country possessed it. 

Speaking at a panel on "Alliance of Civilizations" as a global vision of peace at the George Mason University, Erdogan said Turkey was against spread of nuclear weapons in the world.

"Therefore, this will be our message (in the summit) to countries possessing nuclear weapons: we urge them to free their countries of nuclear weapons. We want them to invest in the future of humanity, education establishing peace, eradicating poverty rather than these (nuclear weapons)," said Erdogan.

Referring to the financial crisis in Greece, Erdogan pointed out that over investment on weapons industry was widely believed to be the cause of the huge budget deficit in this country.

Commenting on Iran's nuclear programme, Erdogan said whenever they conveyed Turkey's position against nuclear weapons to senior Iranian officials, they always received the answer that they were building nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes.

"But when we look at remarks of the International Atomic Agency officials they say Iran is not transparent about it's nuclear programme. They say there could be such a development (possess nuclear weapons). They are not certain about it," said Erdogan.

Erdogan said Turkey exerted great efforts to help resolve the differences between Iran and the western world, noting however that no progress was made so far.

Turkey wants TNW removal

Weitz, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at the Hudson Institute, 2010

(Richard Weitz, Turkey Analyst, April 12, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html, Accessed 06/23/2010, Accessed 06/23/2010, N.P.)

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


***Add-Ons***

Iran – US Relations – Add On

Turkey mediates US-Iranian relations and paves the way for better relations

Yackley, Staff Writer Thai Press Reports, 2009 (Ayla, Thai Press Reports, “Turkey would consider mediating between Iran, U.S” L/N, SP)

Turkey would consider serving as mediator between Iran and the United States, Foreign Minister Ali Babacan said on Sunday after meeting U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and shortly before leaving for Tehran.

Turkey would weigh any requests by the two sides to serve as a mediator and current efforts to open a dialogue are "an important opportunity," Babacan told reporters before leaving for Tehran for an Economic Cooperation Organization meeting chaired by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad.

Clinton, who was in Ankara for talks with Babacan, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and President Abdullah Gul, said in an interview on Turkish television on Saturday that the United States would ask Turkey to help push forward U.S. President Barack Obama's plan to engage Iran.

Turkey, the only predominantly Muslim member of NATO, has said it can help resolve the standoff over Tehran's nuclear programme between the United States, its traditional ally, and its neighbor Iran, with which it also enjoys good ties.

"We can contribute to bringing relations between the two countries to a much better place, and our hope is that this search for dialogue will bring concrete results," Babacan said, according to the state-run Anatolian news agency.

Turkish officials are working to create "better understanding" between the United States and Iran and both sides are pleased with its efforts, Babacan said earlier in an interview with the broadcaster NTV.


Iran – US Relations – Add On

Turkey’s nuclear sharing destroys mediation – withdrawal strengthens turkey legitimacy

Lamond and Ingram, British American Security Information Council, 2009, (Claudine, Paul, “Politics Around US TNWs in European Host States,” SP)

Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region.


Iran – US Relations – Add On

Poor US/Iran relations risk miscalculation and war

Parsi, Prez of National Iranian American Council, 2008 (Trita, IPS News, January 9, 2008. http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=40731, SP)

So while President Bush beats an old drum during his Mideast tour, repeating the claim that Tehran is pursuing nuclear weapons at a press conference with Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert Wednesday, regional actors are hearing a different tune. Regardless of Bush's message, the writing many see on the wall reads that Washington's Iran strategy is bound to fail. Though the U.S. embarked on a policy of isolating Iran during the 1979 hostage crisis, the policy was significantly intensified after the end of the Cold War and the initiation of the Middle East peace process. Israel, who only a few years earlier had lobbied Washington to open up to Iran, insisted that it could not pursue peace with the Arabs unless the U.S. adopted a tougher line on Iran. The Bill Clinton administration's commitment to the peace process gave birth to the Dual Containment policy in 1994, which was "designed to reassure Israel that the U.S. would keep Iran in check while Jerusalem embarked on the risky process of peacemaking," according to Kenneth Pollack, who served as an Iran analyst with the CIA at the time. In the words of Martin Indyk, assistant secretary of state under Clinton, Israeli-Palestinian peacemaking and the isolation of Iran were symbiotic. "The more we succeeded in making peace, the more isolated [the Iranians] would become. The more we succeeded in containing them, the more possible it would be to make peace," Indyk said. Consequently, Israeli and U.S. rhetoric on Iran climaxed during this period. While Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin accused Iran of "fanning all the flames in the Middle East," U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher told reporters in March 1995 that "Wherever you look, you find the evil hand of Iran in this region." Iran's own actions did little to cast much doubt on these accusations. Similarly, former British Prime Minister Tony Blair blasted Tehran in December 2006 as he toured the region and sought to shore up Arab support against Iran. Much like Rabin and Christopher before him, Blair wanted to form an "arc of moderation" consisting of Israel and pro-Western Arab dictatorships to isolate Iran. Yet after a decade of making Iran's isolation a central tenet of Washington's Mideast policy, the track record is clear: In spite of all the rhetoric and all the political capital invested in this approach, the policy of containing Iran has failed miserably. Though a significant cost has been imposed on Iran, the isolation policy has neither prevented Iran's rise nor has it compelled Tehran to moderate its foreign policy. As President Bush tours the region, he will seek to give the impression that the U.S. is not deserting this policy and that increased support from regional actors can succeed in containing Iran. Yet his message will likely be met with great scepticism. Now, more than ever before, Washington seems to have little choice but make a shift on Iran. First, Iran has continued its nuclear programme in spite of both U.N. sanctions and Washington's unilateral financial sanctions. The strategy of incrementally tightening the U.N. sanctions has been derailed by the December National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), which ascertained that Iran currently does not have a nuclear weapons programme. Consequently, the much anticipated third U.N. resolution seems nowhere in sight. Russia and China have signaled greater resistance to it in response to the NIE and the Iranian U.N. ambassador has taken a month's vacation, reflecting Tehran's lack of worry. And in a great blow to the effort of forcing Iran to face a united Security Council, Russia has begun delivering nuclear fuel to Iran's Bushehr reactor after years of procrastination. Second, U.S. commanders in Iraq have toned down accusations of Iranian meddling and indicated that Iran is pressuring its Shia allies to cease hostilities. Col. Steven Boylan, spokesperson for David Petraeus, told the Washington Times earlier in January that the U.S. is "ready to confirm the excellence of the senior Iranian leadership in the pledge to stop the funding, training, equipment and resourcing of the militia special groups." The statement stood in stark contrast to earlier assessments by the Pentagon about Iran's intimate involvement in Iraqi violence. Third, Iran's Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, sent a significant signal to Washington only days later during a speech to students at Yazd University. Declaring that the conditions the U.S. has put forth for establishing relations between the two countries currently make it disadvantageous for Iran, he nevertheless made the unprecedented announcement that "nobody said that these relations have to be severed forever" and that "the day when having relations with the U.S. is in our interest, surely I will be the first to approve of such relations." Khamenei's statement passed largely unnoticed in the Western media, but its significance is undeniable. Fourth, and perhaps more importantly, U.S. domestic politics has turned against the current course on Iran. The top three Democratic Presidential candidates -- Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton, and John Edwards -- are all on the record favouring unconditional diplomacy with Tehran. Furthermore, the winner of the Iowa Republican primary, Mike Huckabee, also favors dialogue. Never before has support for diplomacy with Iran -- particularly in the middle of an election season -- been so strong in the U.S. These developments have all contributed to a perception in the region that not only can the U.S. not sustain its isolation policy, but that some dealings between the U.S. and Iran may already be taking place behind the scenes. Consequently, Arab states have initiated their own diplomatic overtures towards Tehran in order to avoid ending up appearing more hawkish on Iran than Washington. Improving ties with Tehran in the wake of a likely U.S.-Iran thaw is the strategically wise thing to do, the Arabs calculate. In December 2007, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was invited to address the Gulf Cooperation Council summit in Doha. Not to be outdone by Qatar, the Saudis invited the firebrand Iranian president to Hajj as the Kings special guest. Both invitations were unprecedented. Moreover, diplomacy between Egypt and Iran has intensified in the last few weeks with several high-level visits. This Arab outreach to Iran -- which largely is a response to a perception of the likely failure of Washington's Iran policy -- has made the U.S. effort to contain Tehran all the more unfeasible. Against this backdrop, the idea of an U.S.- Arab-Israeli alliance being formed to counter Iran's rise -- a key impetus for President Bush's Mideast tour -- seems more farfetched than ever. In this context, the incident between five Iranian vessels and three U.S. Naval ships in the Strait of Hormuz this past Sunday may not, as the Bush administration may have hoped, clarify the threat Iran poses to the region. Rather, the read of regional players may be that the most dangerous source of tension is the current state of no-war no-peace between the U.S. and Iran, which has created an atmosphere in which incidents at sea -- whether intentional or accidental -- can escalate into full-fledged wars with unpredictable regional repercussions. As a result, instead of making the Arabs more receptive to President Bush's message, the naval episode may prompt them to further lose faith in the policy of isolation.  


Iran – US Relations – Add On

The impact is extinction

Chossudovsky, Ottawa Prof of Economics, 2005 (Michel, May 2005, “Planned US-Israeli Attack on Iran,” http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO505A.html, SP)

The Bush Administration has embarked upon a military adventure which threatens the future of humanity. Iran is the next military target. The planned military operation, which is by no means limited to punitive strikes against Iran's nuclear facilities, is part of a project of World domination, a military roadmap, launched at the end of the Cold War. Military action against Iran would directly involve Israel's participation, which in turn is likely to trigger a broader war throughout the Middle East, not to mention an implosion in the Palestinian occupied territories. Turkey is closely associated with the proposed aerial attacks. Israel is a nuclear power with a sophisticated nuclear arsenal. (See text box below). The use of nuclear weapons by Israel or the US cannot be excluded, particularly in view of the fact that tactical nuclear weapons have now been reclassified  as a variant of the conventional bunker buster bombs and are authorized by the US Senate for use in conventional war theaters. ("they are harmless to civilians because the explosion is underground") In this regard, Israel and the US rather than Iran constitute a nuclear threat. The planned attack on Iran must be understood in relation to the existing active war theaters in the Middle East, namely Afghanistan, Iraq and Palestine. The conflict could easily spread from the Middle East to the Caspian sea basin. It could also involve the participation of Azerbaijan and Georgia, where US troops are stationed. An attack on Iran would have a direct impact on the resistance movement inside Iraq. It would also put pressure on America's overstretched military capabilities and resources in both the Iraqi and Afghan war theaters. (The 150,000 US troops in Iraq are already fully engaged and could not be redeployed in the case of a war with Iran.) In other words, the shaky geopolitics of the Central Asia- Middle East region, the three existing war theaters in which America is currently, involved, the direct participation of Israel and Turkey, the structure of US sponsored military alliances, etc. raises the specter of a broader conflict. Moreover, US military action on Iran not only threatens Russian and Chinese interests, which have geopolitical interests in the Caspian sea basin and which have bilateral agreements with Iran. It also backlashes on European oil interests in Iran and is likely to produce major divisions between Western allies, between the US and its European partners as well as within the European Union.

Pipelines – Add On

Nuclear Iran kills Turkish-Iranian relations

Larrabee and Lesser, Distinguished Chair in European Security at RAND and Senior Transatlantic Fellow for the GMF, 2003

(F. Stephen and Ian O., Turkish foreign policy in an age of uncertainty, pg 149, SP)

Over the longer term, however, there are some countervailing con- siderations that could cloud Turkish-Iranian relations. Turks take Iran seriously as a regional actor, and despite points of common in- terest, Turkey and Iran are essentially geopolitical competitors in the Middle East and Central Asia, including Afghanistan. Iran’s nuclear and ballistic missile ambitions—and the Turkish response—will be a central part of this equation. To date, Iranian WMD programs have been overshadowed in the Turkish calculus by more proximate risks from Iraq and, above all, Syria, where proliferation has been com- bined with multiple flashpoints for conflict. Nonetheless, Iran ar- guably poses the most serious long-term proliferation risk for Turkey. A nuclear Iran in possession of missiles capable of reaching all major Turkish cities, while holding the territory of Ankara’s NATO allies at risk, would fundamentally alter the geopolitical landscape facing Turkey. The need to monitor and counter this threat is almost cer- tainly an important part of the current Turkish-Israeli intelligence and defense relationship. It is a key motivator for Turkish participa- tion in U.S., NATO, and Israeli missile defense initiatives. Indeed, Turkish strategists are already beginning to discuss the utility of a Turkish deterrent in the form of a national missile capability. Much more remote, but not beyond the bounds of credibility, would be the development of a Turkish nuclear capability—unthinkable under current circumstances, but not inconceivable over the coming decades if the NATO nuclear guarantee is uncertain.

Relations are key to the success of Nabucco - prevents European oil dependence on Russia

Trend Capital, Major Azerbaijani News Servicer, 2009 (“Turkey May Help Iran Join Nabucco, 11-4-2009, http://en.trend.az/capital/ pengineering/1572257.html, SP)

A gas agreement signed between Turkey and Iran may provide the Nabucco gas pipeline project with additional resources. Turkey's dream to become a European gas supplier is ultimately based on expanding energy cooperation with Iran. Considering the U.S. and EU sanctions on the country due to Tehran's nuclear program, Europe is unlikely to purchase Iranian gas directly. At this stage, it can only be supplied to Europe via re-export through Turkey.

Iran, having the second largest gas reserves in the world, is a lure for the EU. However, a major problem in transforming the country into a gas exporter for the European market is the unstable political situation in the country and the nuclear issue. These questions prevent the participation of foreign investors in developing Iran's largest deposits.

Nevertheless, an Iran-Turkey energy intergovernmental agreement signed in October could pave the foundation for transporting Iranian gas via the Nabucco pipeline. The agreement involves making Turkish investments in the Iranian gas projects, transporting Iranian gas to Turkey and further to Europe, and supplying Turkmen gas to Turkey via Iran.

According to the an at the U.S. Energy Security Analysis company, Andrew Reed, the agreement increases the chances of Iran participating in the Nabucco gas pipeline project, as Turkey through is a participant via the Botas company.

Pipelines – Add On

European-Russian war will draw in Ukraine, Georgia and other EasternEuropean countries

Kagan, Senior Associate Carnegie Enowment for International Peace, 2008 (Robert, The Return of History and the End of Dreams, Pg 23-24, SP)

It is not hard to imagine the tremors along the

Euro-Russian fault line erupting into confrontation. A crisis

over Ukraine, which wants to join NATO, could provoke

Russian belligerence. Conflict between the Georgian

government and separatist forces in Abkhazia and South

Ossetia supported by Russia could spark a military conflict

between Tbilisi and Moscow. What would Europe

and the United States do if Russia played hardball in either

Ukraine or Georgia? They might well do nothing. Postmodern

Europe can scarcely bring itself to contemplate

a return of conflict involving a great power and will

go to great lengths to avoid it. Nor is the United States

eager to take on Russia when it is so absorbed in the

Middle East. Nevertheless, a Russian confrontation with

Ukraine or Georgia would usher in a brand-new world—

or rather a very old world. As one Swedish analyst has

noted, "We're in a new era of geopolitics. You can't pretend

otherwise."29


Pipelines – Add On

A Russia-Ukraine war would kill millions, go nuclear, and draw in foreign powers 

Mearsheimer Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago, 1993

(John, "The Case for a Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrent" Foreign Affairs, Summer, 1993, SP)

A war between Russia and Ukraine would be a disaster. Great power wars are very costly and dangerous, causing massive loss of life and worldwide turmoil, and possiblv spreading to involve other countries. The likely result ot that war—Russia's reconquest of Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrence Ukraine—would injure prospects for peace throughout Europe. It would increase the danger oi a Russian-German collision, and sharply intensify the security competition across the continent. 

A conventional war between Russia and Ukraine would entail vast military casualties and the possible murder of many thousands of civilians. Russians and Ukrainians have a history of mutual enmity; this hostility, combined with the intermixing oí their populations, raises the possibility that war between them could entail Bosnian-style ethnic cleansing and mass murder. This war could produce mil-lions of refugees clamoring at the borders of Western Europe. 

In addition, there are 14 operational nuclear reactors in Ukraine that might produce new Chernobyls if left unattended or attacked during a conventional war. The consequences of such a war would dwarf the death and suffering in the Balkans, where more than50,000 people have died since the summer of 1991. Needless to say, if nuclear weapons were used the costs would be immeasurable. 


There is also the threat of escalation beyond the borders of Russia and Ukraine. For example, the Russians might decide to reconquer other parts of the former Soviet Union in the midst of a war, or might try to take back some of Eastern Europe. Poland and Belarus might join forces with 1 IL i-iii-|Hn nuclear Russia against Ukraine or gang up with Ukraine to prevent a Russian resurgence. The Weapons are trie Only Germans, Americans or Chinese could get reliable dctCrrCllttO pulled in by their fear of a Russian victory. (Doubters should remember that the United Kl-ISSian aggression. States had no intention of fighting in Europe when war broke out in 1914 and again in 1939.) Finally, nuclear weapons might be used accidentally or purposefully against a third state. 

The security environment in Europe would certainly become heated and competitive in the wake of a Russian war with Ukraine. Other great powers would move quickly and sharply to contain fur-ther Russian expansion. The Russians would then think seriously—for security reasons—about controlling their many smaller neighbors. Other great powers would move to check them.


Pipelines Add On – Reliance Increasing

Turkey increasing reliance on pipeline 

BBC Monitoring Europe, News Paper, 2010,(May 17, Lexisnexis.com, June 24, S.M)

Assessing the criticism that Turkey is slowly becoming more dependent on Russia, Ogan said this should be called an interdependence. Ilyas Kamalov, a Eurasian analyst from the Centre for Middle Eastern Strategic Studies (ORSAM), said in an interview with Sunday's Zaman that the visa deal is not linked to the number of tourists but shows Russia's increase of trust in Turkey. Noting that previously meetings were carried out at foreign minister level, Kamalov said now presidents were involved in cooperation and partnership meetings.

BOTh countries are experiencing difficulties in their relations with the European Union, and neither are satisfied with the bloc's policies regarding a number of issues. Russia is hell-bent on having a stranglehold on energy routes to Europe and is overjoyed by Turkey's readiness to open its territory to serve as a transit corridor. The two countries also enjoy good relations with Middle Eastern countries, relations which continue to improve every year. The uncertainty and danger of the Cold War-era have now subsided.

Speaking about Russia's partnership with other countries, Kamalov said Russia had only held high-level council meetings with three countries - Italy, France and Germany. "Now there is Turkey and that shows the importance Russia attaches to Turkey," Kamalov noted. The expert also rejected arguments that Turkey is becoming more dependent on Russia, noting that Russia has been exporting gas to Turkey since 1987 and there have never been any problems. Considering this fact, Kamalov asserted, it is pointless to talk of Turkey's dependence. "On the other hand, there is interdependence," he added


Pipelines Add On – Russia Internal

Russia key to Turkish oil.

Fedyashin, RIA Novosti political commentator, 2010

(Andrei, “Medvedev’s visit to strengthen Russian-Turkey rapproachment”, RIA Novosti, May 11, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/05/mil-100512-rianovosti06.htm, Global Security, Date accessed: June 25, 2010, MM)

Russian energy giant Gazprom supplies 63% of Turkey's gas needs (the third largest amount after Germany and Italy). The two countries are building the Blue Stream gas pipeline along the Black Sea bed and have decided to build a second line of the pipeline. Turkey is also considering joining the South Stream project to transport Russian natural gas across the Black Sea to Bulgaria and on to Italy and Austria.

Russia supplies approximately $1.8 billion worth of oil and between $1.1 billion and $1.3 billion of refined oil products to Turkey annually.

Russia is ready to contribute to the construction of the Samsun-Ceyhan oil pipeline, which Turkey approved in 2006. The 550-km (342-mile) pipeline is to link Samsun, a Turkish port on the Black Sea, with the Kirikkale refinery located 15 km (9 miles) from Istanbul, where it will be connected to the Kirikkale-Ceyhan pipeline.

The new pipe will annually transport 50-70 million metric tons of oil from Russia and Kazakhstan to Ceyhan on the Mediterranean.

The question of who needs the oil and gas friendship more, Russia or Turkey, and if they would have been friends without their pipeline projects is impossible to answer because it is difficult to say where pipes begin and politics end.


Pipelines Add On – Escalation

Recent treaties have brought Nabucco back into the international scene - now is key

Wall Street Journal 2009 (“Pipeline Project Emerges from Deep Freeze, 7/14/09, SP)

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

Diplomats and energy-company officials involved with the project said Monday's agreement, signed in the Turkish capital Ankara, has brought Nabucco out of a deep freeze, overcoming a long-running dispute over terms of transit through Turkey and showing the political will to build it.

"We have started to confound the skeptics, the unbelievers," said European Commission President José Manuel Barroso. "Now that we have an agreement, I believe that this pipeline is inevitable rather than just probable."

Under the agreement, Turkey and four EU countries -- Austria, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria -- agreed to allow the pipeline to transit their countries.

European oil dependence on Russia ensures division of European alliance weakening the West

Kagan, Senior Associate Carnegie Enowment for International Peace, 2008 (Robert, The Return of History and the End of Dreams, Pg 17-18, SP)

It is not just that Russia is wealthier. It has something that other nations need—and need desperately. Europe now depends more on Russia for its supply of energy than on the Middle East. In theory, of course, Russia depends on the European market as much as the European market depends on Russia. But in practice Russians believe they are in the driver's seat, and Europeans seem to agree. Russian businesses, in close cooperation with the central government in Moscow, are buying up strategic assets across Europe, especially in the energy sectors, thereby gaining political and economic influence and tightening Russian control over European energy supply and distribution. 18 European governments fear that Moscow can manipulate the flow of energy supplies, and Russian leaders know this gives them the means to compel European acquiescence to Russian behavior that Europeans would not have tolerated in the past, when Russia was weak. Russia can now play European nations off against one another, dividing and thus blunting an EU that is less coherent and powerful than its proponents would like, even on economic and trade matters. As the EU commissioner for trade, Peter Mandelson, has complained, "No other country reveals our differences as does Russia."19


Pipelines Add On - Escalation

That makes war inevitable

Cohen, Senior Research Fellow at The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 2007 (Ariel, Europe's Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy, November 5th, http://www.heritage.org/ Research/Europe/bg2083.cfm, SP)

These developments have dire implications for European energy security
.

First, Europe should expect higher prices in the coming decades, especially because its supply is becoming concentrated in Russian hands. Moscow has already demonstrated its willingness to raise oil and gas prices and to use energy as a foreign policy tool, as recent incidents in the Baltic States, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Georgia have clearly shown.

Second, Europe should expect increasing disruptions of its energy supply. The long and intense cold wave in 2006 increased Russian demand for gas and strained Gazprom's delivery capability.[52] Another cold wave could knock refineries and pipelines off-line. Such disruptions would impose economic costs and could cost lives.

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

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

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

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




Pipelines Add On - Escalation

Conflict is already emerging – we are on the brink of escalation

Kagan, Senior Associate Carnegie Enowment for International Peace, 2008 (Robert, The Return of History and the End of Dreams, Pg 19, SP)

So what happens when a twenty-first-century entity

like the EU faces the challenge of a traditional power like

Russia? The answer will play itself out in coming years, but

the contours of the conflict are already emerging—in

diplomatic standoffs over Kosovo, Ukraine, Georgia, and

Estonia; in conflicts over gas and oil pipelines; in nasty

diplomatic exchanges between Russia and Great Britain;

and in a return of Russian military exercises of a kind not

seen since the Cold War.


Middle East – Add On

Turkish public supports TNW removal – maintaining TNW hurts diplomacy

Lamond and Ingram, British American Security Information Council, 2009, (Claudine, Paul, “Politics Around US TNWs in European Host States,” SP)

There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency.

There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. 

Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for tactical nuclear weapons. The risk, of course, is that stationing tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US tactical nuclear weapons on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region.


Middle East – Add On

Successful Turkish diplomacy is key to Middle East stability

Çetinsaya, Ph.D and Professor of History and IR at ITU, 2008 (Gökhan Çetinsaya, Istanbul Technical University, “The New Middle East, Turkey, and the Search for Regional Stability,” Atlantic Council, http://www.acus.org/publication/us-turkey-relations-require-new-focus/cetinsaya, SP)

Finally, it appears in recent months that there emerges a new division or a new cold war in the Middle East: on the one hand the so called radicals (or anti-American actors: Iran, Syria, Hamas, Hizbullah); on the other, the so called moderates (or pro-Americans: Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait). They struggle for power over Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine, and both sides fight proxy wars. In this new picture, all groups look to Turkey, and all groups want Turkey in their camp. But Turkey is extremely anxious over these developments in the region. What Turkey wants? Turkey does not want confrontation or a new cold war in the Middle East between the Shiites and Sunnis or pro-Americans and anti-Americans; Turkey wants an engaging dialogue, security building measures, peace and stability, cooperation and integration. Turkey wants to play a constructive, facilitating and balancing role in the new Middle East. Turkey wants to establish balanced and equal relations with all actors on all levels. Turkey argues that discourses based on confrontation should be abandoned; an active, constructive and multidimensional discourse and policy which emphasizes peace, security, democracy and stability should be developed. To this effect, Turkey is ready to pursue a comprehensive public policy towards the people and actors of the region and international actors. On the level of discourse, participatory democracy based on territorial integrity, effective use and fair share of resources, ethnic-sectarian integration, pluralist unity, security for all, constitution of basic rights and freedoms, political consensus and stability should be emphasized as Turkey’s expectations. From Turkey’s point of view, the new Middle East needs four fundamental features for peace and stability: a) a regional security system for all; b) mutual political dialogue; c) economic integration and interdependence in the region; d) cultural pluralism in the region.

Global nuclear war

Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, 2002 (John, March 3, Center for research on Globalization, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm)

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."

Middle East – Add On

B61s lead to terrorist attacks on European bases

Kristensen, Director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, 2005 (Hans M, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Review of Post-Cold War Policy, Force Levels, and War Planning” National Resources Defense Council, February, SP) 

There is also the issue of safety. Throughout the 1990s, NATO and U.S. officials assured the public that the nuclear weapons in Europe were secure, only to admit in internal upgrade programs and inspections that serious concerns existed. At one point in 1997, they found, this even included the risk of an accidental nuclear detonation.

Despite efforts to improve nuclear proficiency of its nuclear personnel, the U.S. Air Force continues to experience serious deficiencies. In 2003, the pass rate for Air Force Nuclear Surety Inspection hit an all-time low, with only half of the inspections resulting in a pass (the historical pass rate is 79 percent).224

And then there is the question of how forward deployment fits the new reality of war on terrorism. Are the benefits of deploying 480 nuclear weapons at a dozen installations throughout Europe justified considering the potential threat from a terrorist attack?

In October 2003, Tunisian born Nizar Trabelsi was sentenced to 10 years in prison for plotting to bomb the Kleine Brogel Air Base in Belgium. Trabelsi joined the al Qaeda terrorist network and planned to drive a car containing a bomb into the canteen of the base to kill American soldiers. Two accomplices received lesser sentences. Trabelsi said he did not plan to detonate nuclear weapons stored at the base.225 The incident followed a drug-related case in 2001, where six Belgian servicemen from Kleine Brogel were taken into custody and charged with exporting hashish to other NATO countries onboard army aircraft.226

After the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the U.S. government has changed the way it views security of its nuclear weapons. Prior to 2001, the nuclear weapons security philosophy was based on the premise that “people would try to steal them,” according to National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Director Linton Brooks. But now it is obvious that there are individuals who are willing to sacrifice their lives just to create a nuclear incident, he said. As a result, NNSA has expanded its security perimeters so that potential attackers can be stopped farther away from a nuclear facility.227

In the case of the nuclear weapons deployed in Europe, however, the aircraft shelters that store the weapons are dispersed across eight different bases in six countries. In many cases, the shelters are located only a few hundred meters or less from the fence surrounding the base (see Appendix C). The idea of dispersing the weapons to shelters across the bases instead of storage in a central Weapons Storage Area at each base emerged in the 1970s as a way of ensuring survival of nuclear weapons in case of a Soviet surprise attack. With the Soviet threat gone, however, the assessment of security of nuclear weapons on forward locations must be based on the threats that exist today. The question is whether the vague and nonessential role that U.S. forward-deployed nuclear weapons in Europe play today can any longer be argued to outweigh the potential consequences of a successful terrorist attack – no matter how theoretical that may be.

Withdrawing the remaining U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe would alleviate that unnecessary risk, finish the withdrawal process that was begun in 1991 but which has been dormant for a decade, and enable NATO to focus on the security challenges that are relevant for the future. Perhaps changes might be possible under the current U.S. global posture decision and the impending Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process.


Middle East – Add On

A nuclear terror attack causes miscalculation and nuclear war

Speice, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, 2006 (Patrick, “Negligence and Nuclear NonProliferation,” William & Mary Law Review, Feb 2006, LN, SP) 

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53 


Middle East Add On – A2 Turkey Doesn’t Influence ME

Only Turkey possesses the ability to deter ME instability

Bal, Turkish Weekly Staff Writer, 2009 (Ihsan, April 6, Turkish Weekly, Obama’ Critical Visit to Turkey, http://www.turkishweekly.net/columnist/3129/obama-39-s-critical-visit-to-turkey.html, SP)

Turkey’s geo-strategic and geopolitical importance is undoubtedly among the important reasons for this visit. The U.S. considers Turkey as a main base to resolve the region’s problems, such as transportation problems to the energy basin, the chronic Israel-Palestinian conflict, and the problematic intervention process of the U.S. in Iraq since 2003. Turkey’s ability to contribute to the solution of the region’s problems has quickly increased within the last ten years. Maybe it will be very familiar but it is worth repeating: Turkey can talk to the Arabs and Palestinians and be close to them; they are also able to talk to, and be close to, the Israelis. Turkey also has a considerable relationship with Iran, which was declared a troubled state by Western countries due to its desire for access to nuclear power. The Caucasus can be added to the problems of region. Looking from this perspective, Turkey has a close relationship with Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Ukraine. It is absolutely possible to add Central Asia and the Balkans to this relationship and countries category.       

The reasons for the United States’ choice of Turkey as a stable country in the region, where it tries to produce solutions in the 21st century, are the positive effects of Turkey’s geo-strategic location, democratic experience, economic creativity, and culture of dialogue. Surely, Turkey cannot claim to resolve all the problems in the region by itself. However, Turkey is in the decision-making mechanism of the world’s largest 2o economies; it is among the 157 countries of the UN Security Council with a “Yes” vote; Ekmeleddin Ihsanoglu holds the position of secretary-general of the Islamic Conference Organization; and it is helping to accurately define NATO’s new strategy. Therefore it is the most important country that can work with the U.S. as partners and can positively and realistically contribute to the solution of the region’s problems.




Middle East Add On – Probability

We control probability - the media will spin it

Chossudovsky, Professor of Economics at Ottawa University, 2006

(Michael, The Next Phase of the Middle East War, Global Research, September 4)

The Western media is beating the drums of war. 

The Sunday Times views Israel's war plans as legitimate acts of self defense, to prevent Tehran from launching an all out nuclear attack on Israel:   "Iran and Syria have ballistic missiles that can cover most of Israel, including Tel Aviv. An emergency budget has now been assigned to building modern shelters." 

The fact that Iran does not possess nuclear weapons capabilities as confirmed by the IAEA report does not seem to be an issue for debate. 

Media disinformation has contributed to creating an atmosphere of fear and intimidation. The announcement on August 10 by the British Home Office of a foiled large scale terror attack to simultaneously blow up as many as ten airplanes, conveys the impression that it is the Western World rather than the Middle East which is under attack. 

Realities are twisted upside down. The disinformation campaign has gone into full gear. The British and US media are increasingly pointing towards  "preemptive war" as an act of "self defense" against Al Qaeda and the State sponsors of terrorism, who are allegedly preparing a Second 911. 

The underlying objective, through fear and intimidation, is ultimately to build public acceptance for the next stage of the Middle East "war on terrorism" which is directed against Syria and Iran.


Middle East Add On – Central Asia Extension

Instability in Central Asia means terrorism and a thermo-nuclear war become inevitable

Ahrari, Professor of National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College, 2001

(M. Ehsan, Jihadi Groups, Nuclear Pakistan and the New Great Game, August, SP)

South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world

where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid

crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only

one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at

that, but has an important role to play through engagement

activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has

led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass

destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led

them toward policies which undercut the security of their

neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be

increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued

low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or

a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern

could allow the states of the region to become solid economic

and political partners for the United States, thus

representing a gain for all concerned.


Middle East Add On – China Energy Scenario

Further destabilization of Afghanistan blocks Chinese access to energy

Rhinefield, Lieutenant, United States Navy, 2006

(Jeffrey, Published Graduate Thesis, “Implications of Societal Fragmentation for State Formation: Can Democracy Succeed in Afghanistan”, March, SP)

Like many other regional actors, China is currently progressing towards creating a large economic empire for itself that can globally compete with states like the United States and Japan, while at the same time trying to implement new political reforms that would allow for the economic boom that is occurring domestically. For this reason, “China would wish to avoid Afghanistan becoming a military threat because China requires a long period of time of peace to continue to the process of economic and social transformation.”238 An Afghanistan that might become a failed state creates a great hurdle that China must pass while trying to gain access to Central Asian oil and gas fields, as well as access to the natural resources of the Middle East.


Middle East Add On – China Energy Scenario

Conflict over oil causes resources wars drawing in world powers escalating to nuclear war

Kane and Serewicz, Staff Writers US Army War College Quarterly, 2001

(Thomas and Lawrence, US Army War College Quarterly, Autumn, “China’s Hunger: The Consequences of a Rising Demand for Food and Energy”, SP)

Despite China's problems with its food supply, the Chinese do not appear to be in danger of widespread starvation. Nevertheless, one cannot rule out the prospect entirely, especially if the earth's climate actually is getting warmer. The consequences of general famine in a country with over a billion people clearly would be catastrophic. The effects of oil shortages and industrial stagnation would be less lurid, but economic collapse would endanger China's political stability whether that collapse came with a bang or a whimper. 

PRC society has become dangerously fractured. As the coastal cities grow richer and more cosmopolitan while the rural inland provinces grow poorer, the political interests of the two regions become ever less compatible. Increasing the prospects for division yet further, Deng Xiaoping's administrative reforms have strengthened regional potentates at the expense of central authority. As Kent Calder observes,

In part, this change [erosion of power at the center] is a conscious devolution, initiated by Deng Xiaoping in 1991 to outflank conservative opponents of economic reforms in Beijing nomenclature. But devolution has fed on itself, spurred by the natural desire of local authorities in the affluent and increasingly powerful coastal provinces to appropriate more and more of the fruits of growth to themselves alone. [49]

Other social and economic developments deepen the rifts in Chinese society. The one-child policy, for instance, is disrupting traditional family life, with unknowable consequences for Chinese mores and social cohesion. [50] As families resort to abortion or infanticide to ensure that their one child is a son, the population may come to include an unprecedented preponderance of young, single men. If common gender prejudices have any basis in fact, these males are unlikely to be a source of social stability.

Under these circumstances, China is vulnerable to unrest of many kinds. Unemployment or severe hardship, not to mention actual starvation, could easily trigger popular uprisings. Provincial leaders might be tempted to secede, perhaps openly or perhaps by quietly ceasing to obey Beijing's directives. China's leaders, in turn, might adopt drastic measures to forestall such developments.

If faced with internal strife, supporters of China's existing regime may return to a more overt form of communist dictatorship. The PRC has, after all, oscillated between experimentation and orthodoxy continually throughout its existence. Spectacular examples include Mao's Hundred Flowers campaign and the return to conventional Marxism-Leninism after the leftist experiments of the Cultural Revolution, but the process continued throughout the 1980s, when the Chinese referred to it as the "fang-shou cycle." (Fang means to loosen one's grip; shou means to tighten it.) [51]

If order broke down, the Chinese would not be the only people to suffer. Civil unrest in the PRC would disrupt trade relationships, send refugees flowing across borders, and force outside powers to consider intervention. If different countries chose to intervene on different sides, China's struggle could lead to major war. In a less apocalyptic but still grim scenario, China's government might try to ward off its demise by attacking adjacent countries.

Conclusion

To summarize, China's resource needs have global consequences. The most immediate effect of the PRC's requirements is that Beijing's attempts to buy what it needs will raise the price of food and oil on global markets. Higher prices hurt poorer countries even more than prosperous ones, and this will exacerbate both poverty and political unrest throughout the underdeveloped world. Western countries may feel obliged to offset crises with financial aid and military assistance. This will, among other things, reduce the resources that they have available for responding to other world events. 
A second consequence is that China's needs may also trigger outright wars over resources. The disputes over territorial boundaries within the South China Sea reflect not only political issues of sovereignty, but the concern for the natural resources within those boundaries. In this manner, the PRC's search for oil in the South China Sea brings Beijing into conflict with its neighbors. If China attempts to seize these waters by force, it will unsettle world markets yet further. A war in the South China Sea could also compel outside powers to intervene, if only to uphold the principles of international conduct outlined in the United Nations Charter. If, for whatever reason, the intervening powers failed to win a clear-cut victory, both they and their principles would lose a dangerous amount of influence throughout the world.

Sanctions – Add on

The international community supports Iran economic sanctions – weapon sells to Syria prove

Los Angeles Times 2009 (“U.S. signals new sanctions against Iran,” 12/12/09, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/dec/12/world/la-fg-iran-sanctions12-2009dec12, SP)

The Obama administration signaled its intention Friday to push for new sanctions against Iran, warning that tough new measures are likely now and urging reluctant nations not to circumvent them. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who is visiting Iraq, said world powers soon would agree on "significant additional sanctions." Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, meanwhile, warned in Washington that Latin American countries, in particular, will face "consequences" if they "flirt" with the Islamic Republic.
At the United Nations, top U.S. diplomats, including U.N. Ambassador Susan E. Rice, joined European officials in accusing Iran of sending weapons to Syria in a breach of a U.N. arms export ban. The warnings came as a year-end deadline set by Western countries for Iranian cooperation is about to expire, and they represented the clearest sign yet that President Obama is ending efforts to engage Tehran.

The next move will be international negotiations on a new set of economic sanctions, which may begin within days, to build on U.N. measures dating to 2006. A senior European official said negotiations on the new measures could last until February.

Leaders of 27 European Union nations signaled their support for action at a meeting Friday in Brussels, citing "Iran's persistent failure to meet its international obligations."
U.S. officials have not advocated specific sanctions but favor steps to further constrict trade by freezing international banking activity and shipping. Advocates also hope nations will impose sanctions individually and the European Union also will impose penalties.

Many countries have signaled an openness to additional punishment, including Russia, a onetime holdout. However, the harshest measures, such as targeting Iran's imports of gasoline, remain divisive. And China, which has strong economic ties with Iran, remains leery of new sanctions, adding uncertainty to the coming talks.
Turkey opposes sanctions and wants a diplomatic solution

Hurriyet Daily News 2009 (“US welcomes Turkish intent to mediate between Iran, West,” 12/13/09, http://www.ilmediterraneo.it/it/rassegna-stampa/rassegna-stampa/us-welcomes-turkish-intent-to-mediate-between-iran-west-0002281, SP) 

The United States and its European allies are seeking additional U.N. sanctions on Iran over the controversial nuclear program. Turkey not only opposes such additional sanctions, but Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan also last month qualified Western accusations that Iran is seeking to obtain nuclear weapons as “gossip.”
Erdoğan and U.S. President Barack Obama, when they met at the White House last Monday, sought to minimize their differences on Iran, with Obama suggesting that Turkey could play a role in persuading Tehran to reconcile with the international community.
“I indicated to the prime minister how important it is to resolve the issue of Iran's nuclear capacity in a way that allows Iran to pursue peaceful nuclear energy but provides assurances that it will abide by international rules and norms, and I believe that Turkey can be an important player in trying to move Iran in that direction,” Obama said after his talks with the Turkish prime minister. 

Gordon said Washington believed that Turkey did not want to see an Iran armed with nuclear weapons. “I don't think we have a core difference, because we are convinced that Turkey does not want to see Iran develop nuclear weapons, and we don't either,” he said. “And so we have an exactly common interest in reaching that goal. And the Turks make it clear to us that they don't want to see Iran develop nuclear weapons.”

Sanctions – Add on

Removing tactical nuclear weapons gives Turkey leverage over Iran

Kibaroglu, Former Joint Research Fellow Harvard, Project on Managing the Atom/Science, Technology, and Public Policy Program and International Security Program 7

(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Nov/Dec)

However, the tide has turned since the early 1990s, and Turkey has be-come more entrenched in Mideast politics. Dramatic events such as the1991 Persian Gulf War and the collapse of the Soviet Union shifted Turkey’s at-tention from its northeastern border to its southern border. Turkey started to play a more active role in the Pal-estinian question, thanks to its Muslim identity and its strategic relations with Israel. And since the overthrow of Sad-dam Hussein, the situation in Iraq has become the number one issue on Tur-key’s foreign policy agenda—primarily due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of northern Iraq, where the local Kurdish administration aspires to an independent state. Indeed, many ana-lysts now see Turkey as a full-fledged regional player. Some Iranian security elite even go so far as to characterize Turkey as a “nuclear weapon state” due to the presence of U.S. weapons on its soil. This serves as yet another justi-fication of their ambitions to develop nuclear weapons.

Sending back U.S. nuclear weapons will strengthen Turkey’s position vis-ā-vis the aspiring nuclear states in the region and will also improve the pros-pects of a NWZ in the Middle East. This decision would be perfectly com-patible with Turkey’s long-standing efforts to stem proliferation. As a sig-nificant regional military power and a NATO member, Turkey will also send a message to Israel, Iran, and the Arabstates that nuclear weapons are nolonger vital for security considerations. Indeed, U.S. nuclear weapons have not been useful or instrumental in Turkey’s fight against Kurdistan Workers’ Party(PKK) terrorism over the last quarter-century. On the contrary, these weap-ons have aggravated the animosity of Turkey’s neighbors, such as Syria, Iraq, and Iran, prompting them to increase their support for the PKK.

If the family of sovereign nations is lucky enough, it may not be too late to implement a number of sober- minded steps to get rid of existing nuclear weapons, wherever they may be stock-piled or deployed. A Turkish initiative could help lead the way.
Iran’s military is taking over gas/nuclear industries due to sanctions

Asia Times, 2009 (Iran’s Guards tighted economic grip, 1-5-9)

A move by Iran's Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) to withdraw US$1 billion from the country's Foreign Reserve Fund to complete Phases 15 and 16 of the gigantic South Pars gas project could provoke a serious crisis in view of looming sanctions over Iran's nuclear program, according to analysts. 

The IRGC cash grab reveals the military organization's power over Iran's economy and control over the country's sensitive oil, gas and nuclear industries. 

Last month, Rostam Ghassemi, the commander of Khatam-ol-Anbia Construction Complex, the contractor for the two South Pars fields, told Mehr News Agency that to remedy the "financial

difficulties" facing these phases, the IRGC planned to withdraw a billion dollars from Iran's Foreign Reserve Fund.


Sanctions – Add on

New sanctions against Iran fail and embolden the Iranian regime to close off the Strait of Hormuz

Ward,  The National Staff Writer, 2009 (Will, “Built to Spill,” The National, August 21)
But even this litany of concerns about the efficacy of sanctions leaves aside a critical issue: the potentially disruptive consequences for the wider region. America, the world’s most prolific user of economic sanctions, conceives of them as narrowly directed measures against the target state – the impact on neighbouring states rarely registers in Washington. But sanctions, particularly on consumer products with mass demand like petrol, tend to produce distortions in regional trade dynamics that can have political repercussions. Powerful incentives are generated to meet demand for the sanctioned products, inside and outside of the targeted state, creating economic imbalances in the region and political tensions with the state that has imposed the sanctions. And in the case of petrol sanctions on Iran these consequences are likely to be acute, given the long and storied history of trade relations across the Gulf. 

Consider the following thought experiment. Assume the sanctions act is passed by Congress and signed into law by President Obama. Let’s also assume that, contrary to the loopholes outlined above, US pressure on oil companies and other states does indeed manage to double or treble the price Iran pays for its petrol. What are the regional repercussions?

First, Iran would almost certainly begin industrial scale efforts to import (read: smuggle) petrol from wherever it can; with their high subsidies on petrol, which keep consumer prices artificially low, GCC states will be the most likely targets. The effects might be felt most severely in Oman, where petrol is cheaper than bottled water, and in the UAE; both countries maintain patterns of commerce with Iran that date back centuries. Filling the fuel needs of 65 million Iranians – while taking advantage of subsidies intended for domestic consumers – will stretch GCC government coffers, producing a range of political and economic stresses that could force cuts in social spending or energy investment.

This cross-Gulf smuggling trade will start slowly at first – petrol-filled Coca-Cola bottles thrown into a dhow’s shipping crate – but it will quickly become sophisticated and institutionalised. In Iran, financial and political gains will accrue to the most efficient smugglers. American statements have long identified the Revolutionary Guard as key players in sanctions-busting trade in all types of goods, not just those related to Iran’s nuclear programme. The paramilitary group has experience in operating aircraft and ships, setting up front companies and other related activities – positioning them to move easily into the petrol trade if sanctions are passed. Since much of the smuggled petrol will be coming across the Gulf, the Guards will seek to secure shipping in the waterway and might try to expand networks inside Gulf States themselves.

If the United States is serious about choking off Iranian petrol imports, it will need to coordinate policy extensively with GCC states to stop this informal cross-Gulf petrol trade. This will prove difficult due to the sheer amounts of money involved, and also because of the trade dynamics that sanctions regimes produce. Recent work by the Harvard University researcher Bryan Early demonstrates that friends of the sanctioning state are in fact more likely to trade in violation of sanctions because of the security afforded by the alliance; in the case of the GCC and Iran, Washington may be reluctant to put too much pressure on its Arab allies to help enforce the sanctions regime, lest it jeopardise its valuable strategic partnerships in the Gulf. Historically, then, the desire to preserve security ties has trumped imperatives of sanctions enforcement. This dynamic could change, of course, but at the cost of strained relations between America and the Gulf States – as well as an increase in internal GCC tensions over Iran between countries like Qatar and Oman, which remain friendly with the Islamic Republic, and those, like Saudi Arabia, which do not.

New sanctions would also accelerate brain drain and capital flight from Iran. The Iranian Rial is dropping precipitously in the face of falling oil production – a trend that can only continue if Iran’s energy sector is starved of investment. This could, of course, benefit the UAE – as a hub for trade, services, capital and talent, the Emirates stand to benefit from many types of regional instability, and if implemented, the proposed sanctions make it likely that more Iranians of means will decide to move themselves and their money to Dubai. But the wider consequences remain unpredictable: an exodus across the Gulf could, in fact, bolster the Iranian regime by removing many of its domestic opponents.

It is not clear exactly how the sanctions would be implemented; the current draft legislation seems to provide for financial penalties for individuals and companies, while some critics have described it as a “blockade,” giving the implication of military enforcement. Either way, taking material steps to cut off petrol, the lifeblood of a state’s economy, is an act of war. States respond to such acts in fundamentally unpredictable ways, but history tells us that wars tend to escalate, last longer and cost more lives than participants expected at the outset.
Proponents of further sanctions against Iran have sometimes couched their arguments in terms of the security of America’s Gulf allies, but the GCC states, home to a considerable American military presence, would also become potential targets for Iranian retaliation. Iranian leaders have in the past made direct threats against Gulf States to this effect, while analysts have often contemplated the possibility that Iran will use mines, or small boats, to cut off trade in the Straits of Hormuz, through which 90 per cent of Gulf oil exports travel. 
Sanctions Add On - Escalation

Causes resource wars – major powers get drawn in

Klare, Five Colleges professor of Peace and World Security Studies 2002

(Michael, Resource Wars: The New Landscape of Global Conflict, p. 72-73)

Iran does not pose a direct threat to Saudi Arabia and the Southern Gulf kingdoms – at least not for the time being. However, by building up its navy and deploying antiship missiles along its coasts, Iran may imperil oil shipping in the Persian Gulf and the all-important Strait of Hormuz, the Gulf’s narrow opening to the Arabian Sea and the larger world beyond. Although lacking major warships, Iran has acquired three submarines, twenty missile-armed patrol boats, numerous shore-based missile batteries, and a large inventory of antishipping mines. This is enough, General Zinni testified in 1999, to jeopardize “open access to Gulf shipping lanes.”

Only six miles wide at its narrowest point, the Strait of Hormuz is described by the US Department of Energy as “the world’s most important oil chokepoint” because of the sheer volume of oil – over 15 million barrels per day – that passé through it. With missile batteries deployed at both entrances to the strait, and a large inventory of anti-shipping mines, Iran is in an ideal position to impede shipping through this vital channel. Pentagon strategists suggest, moreover, that Iran will seek to do so in the event of a future clash with the United States. 

Iran also seeks to extend its control over Abu Musa and both Greater and Lesser Tunb, a small group of islands that guard the western approaches to the strait. Iran seized the Tunbs from Ras alKhaimah (part of the United Arab Emirates) in 1971 and has occupied them since. It shared Abu Musa with Sharjah (another UAE component) until 1994, when it took control of the entire island. When pressed by the UAE to submit the dispute over the islands to international mediation, Tehran declared that they were “an inseparable part of Iran.” Since then, the Iranians have deployed antiship missiles on Abu Musa and fortified their positions on the Tunbs.

Just as it would resist any new Iraqi assault on Kuwait, the United States would greet any Iranian move to impede Persian Gulf shipping with an immediate and crushing military response. Tomahawk cruise missiles and radar-guided bombs would most likely be used to demolish Iranian ships, missile batteries, airfields, and communications facilities. Ships and aircraft already deployed in the region would carry out most of the attacks, backed up by additional units sent in from the United States and Europe. And While the Iranians might succeed in damaging a number of tankers, their ability to imperil the oil flow would quickly be eliminated by superior American firepower. 


Sanctions – A2 No Time Frame

Disaster is on the brink – Iran is preparing to invade Hormuz

Israel News, 2009 (http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3830246,00.html, 1-5, Iran’s Guard plans Hormuz maneuvers, SP)

Iran's elite Revolutionary Guard plans to hold naval maneuvers in the strategic Strait of Hormuz late this month or early in the next, a move that's likely to heighten tension at a time when the West is at a standoff with Iran over its nuclear program.

A report by, Admiral Morteza Saffari, as saying the official Iran News Agency quoted the Revolutionary Guard's naval chief the war games at Hormuz were designed to show the force's "comprehensive power and readiness for confronting any probable threat."

China - Add On 

China models US TNWs; this leads to miscalc

Saalman, Ph.D candidate of Institute for International Studies at Tsinghua University, is a research associate at the Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control, 2009 (Lora, “How Chinese Analysts View Arms Control, Disarmament, and Nuclear Deterrence after the Cold War,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?page544=1&ots591=4888caa0-b3db-1461-98b9-e20e7b9c13d4&size544=10&lng=en&id=98888, SP)

They believe the qualitative gap between the United States and China has increased, such that the United States is making strides toward achieving “absolute security” (juedui anquan)17 and “absolute nuclear advantage” (juedui he youshi),18 while China continues to confront quantitative and qualitative obstacles to military procurement and de- ployment.19 When combined with even a limited missile defense capability (as is now being deployed by the United States), these analysts voice concern that China’s retaliatory capabilities have been diminished.
Chinese analysts by and large see the focus of the major powers and international security remaining firmly tied to nuclear weapons, with a shift from strategic to tactical systems, thereby lowering the threshold on their use and leading to increased chances for conflict and instability that could adversely impact China’s economic growth. According to this view, as long as these other powers retain and emphasize nuclear weapons, so must China.

Leads to war over Taiwan

Millar Ph.D. candidate, Co-Director of the Center on Global Counteterrosim Cooperation and nonresident Senior Fellow at The George Washington University Homeland Security Policy Institute and Alexander, the policy director of the Cuba Policy Foundation, 2003 (Alistair Millar, Brian Alexander is, Tactical Nuclear Weapons, p. 122, SP)

With these important caveats in mind, there are four speculative scenarios for tactical nuclear weapons use in a Taiwan scenario: explosion of a tactical nuclear weapon to demonstrate China’s resolve to prevent Taiwan independence or to compel reunification; use of a tactical nuclear weapon designed to emit an electromagnetic pulse to damage Taiwan’s communications and military forces; a nuclear attack on a US aircraft carrier; and the possible use of tactical nuclear weapons against US bases in Japan or on Guam.


***Disad Answers***

Allied Prolif – Link turn

Removing tnws stops allied prolif

Kimball, Executive Director Arms Control Association, 2009

(Daryl, “Change U.S. Nuclear Policy?”, Arms Control Association, September, ProQuest, Date accessed: June 25, 2010, MM)

Some suggest that deep U.S. nuclear weapons reductions would lead certain U.S. allies, namely Japan and Turkey, to consider building their own nuclear arsenals. Such assertions exaggerate the role of "extended nuclear deterrence," underestimate the role of U.S. conventional forces, and ignore the risks and costs of going nuclear. According to a May 2009 NPT working paper, Turkey, which hosts a handful of U.S. tactical nucle- ar bombs, officially supports "the inclusion of all non-stra- tegic nuclear weapons" in the disarmament process "with a view to their reduction and elimination."

A core deterrence approach would be consistent with current U.S. policy not to design or test new-design warheads, yet would allow the United States to maintain its existing arsenal in a safe, secure, and reliable fashion. Contrary to the suggestions of some, the United States is not on the brink of losing that capability and has never depended on a program of nuclear test explosions to check for stockpile reliability.

In fact, the nuclear weapons laboratories have more information on and higher confidence in the effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear arsenal than ever before. Since the United States halted nuclear test explosions in 1992, new tools and programs have enabled the nuclear labs to discover and fix stockpile issues without test blasts. Independent experts confirm that a conservative program of warhead refurbishment that minimizes alterations can maintain the U.S. stockpile with high confidence into the indefinite future.

Rather than reverse his January 2009 pledge to "stop the development of new nuclear warheads," as some NPR participants are advocating, Obama should make it clear in the NPR and elsewhere that the United States will not develop or produce new-design warheads or modified warheads for the purpose of creating new military capabilities.

Unless the United States reduces its reliance and emphasis on nuclear weapons, other states will have a cynical excuse to pursue or to improve the capabilities and size of their nuclear forces. As Obama himself noted in July, "A balance of terror cannot hold. In the 21st century a strong and global regime is the only basis for security from the world's deadliest weapons."


Turkey Prolif – want peace

Turkey committed to no nuclear weapons in the region 

Davutoglu, Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs; Grossman, Vice Chairman, Cohen Group; 2010

(Ahmet, Marc, Federal News Service, 4/14, LexisNexis, 6/25/10, SLE)

<MR. GROSSMAN: -- about the Iranian nuclear program. And I was interested, given the importance of Iran to the U.S./Turkish relationship and how these lines come together what your assessment of the last two days was here in Washington at the nuclear summit, particularly on the issue of Iran. And if you heard anything here that made you sort of clarify or consider the Turkish position?

MIN. DAVUTOGLU: Yeah. Let me connect this academic analysis to political environment through -- underlining another point. Last year again before the President Obama's visit I came to Washington as chief advisor to prepare the visit and to consult with our American colleagues. Then when I came back I made a statement. I said Turkish/American relations will be having a golden age in front of us because both in the sense of substance and methodology the policies of the Obama administration and Turkish our armaments policies are identical and same.

Why? Because Turkey wants a multilateral approach. Turkey wants a policy of engagement exactly like President Obama's new approach. Policy of engagement, less confrontation, less tense attitude, especially in the region. When I went to look from a Turkish perspective to Middle East, for example, where Iran is there of course, we have a clearer policy of common security framework in the Middle East, political dialogue, economic interdependency and multicultural -- multisectarian coexistence.

And this substance is compatible with the preferences of Obama administration. So our approaches are similar. In the case of Iran, we know it is an important issue for all of us. Again, we have certain principles there which I want to underline. Our foreign policy is a value-oriented foreign policies, not just interest or short-term interest foreign policy. We identified and we are still underlining three basic principles on the Iranian nuclear program.

The first principle is obtaining nuclear technology for peaceful purposes is a right of all nations. There should not be any limit for peaceful nuclear technology, development of peaceful nuclear technology. What is the limit of this is NPT agreement and IAEA regulations. Everybody must respect these two, and as Turkey we are committed to these international arrangements and regulations. And we expect everybody to commit to this.

But if a country commits to this and implements this, there should not be any limit on obtaining this one. Secondly, Turkey is against nuclear weaponry systems -- wherever they are, for which purpose, any country that has these. There cannot be any legitimacy for this because not our generation but our fathers' generation, mothers' generation, they chose -- they experienced this in Nagasaki and Hiroshima. And we don't want to see such a nuclear arms race in world politics.

And a subprinciple of this is we don't want to have nuclear weapons in our region. The Middle East must be a nuclear-free zone. In the Middle East we have enough reasons for tensions -- competition, multi -- the characters, all this. There should not be any other reason. And we made this very clearly to our neighbor Iran and the Iranian administration that Turkey is against any nuclear weaponry system.

Third principle is if there is a dispute the correct way -- the best -- the most feasible way, at least, to resolve this conflict is diplomatic negotiation. Diplomacy, diplomacy, diplomacy, more efficient diplomacy. Not military tension, not economic sanctions, which will affect Turkey as a neighboring country. We had an experience in the past with Iraq -- you know very well, you were in those days in Turkey -- who suffered most because of this military tension or economic sanctions in Europe? Turkey, because of being a neighbor.

Now, in the region we want to have a new era, a new era of stability, peace and prosperity. Therefore we are giving the correct messages to Iranian neighbors, and Turkish/Iranian relations is special in the sense that for almost 350 years we have the same borders. These are two strong state traditions in our region and in Iran, as you know Mark, one third of the Iranian population speaks Turkish. And Tehran is the second-biggest Turkish speaking country after Istanbul. It's the city, of course. Sorry. We don't think -- (inaudible, laughter.) City, of course.>


Turkey Prolif – Non Unique

Turkey committed to NTP and no prolif

Davutoglu, Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs; Grossman, Vice Chairman, Cohen Group; 2010

(Ahmet, Marc, Federal News Service, 4/14, LexisNexis, 6/25/10, SLE)

<Q Let me repeat that. Look, Turkey has 19 nuclear weapons, all tactical weapons left over from the Cold War, which are, from what I understand, quite useless. Does this mean you're going to get rid of them?

And two, when you bring up the question of Israel, why don't you ever bring up the issue of Pakistan, which is actually a neighbor of Iran, has an overt nuclear program but Pakistan is not a member of the NPT.

MR. GROSSMAN: Okay, one here and then Carol (inaudible). Yes, sir.

Q My name is Ralston Deffenbaugh. I'm interested in the situation of the ecumenical patriarchate in Turkey and what are the politics of hosting the ecumenical patriarch, and would it be possible in future to allow a new patriarch not to have to be a Turkish citizen?

MR. GROSSMAN: Thank you. Carol.

Q Thank you. Turkish-Israeli relations have had a bumpy road lately. I wonder if you would give us your idea of the outlook and the prospects for those bilateral ties?

MR. GROSSMAN: Okay, answer all those questions.

MIN. DAVUTOGLU: Thank you. Maybe the domestic issue I will answer at the last so that the other questions are interlinked. About first the nuclear issue: these are the principles which I mentioned and we will follow. We are in favor of nuclear disarmament. In fact, everybody is in favor of peace. President Obama also issued - that's part of the reason why we had this summit, so if there is such an international commitment, of course, the nuclear issues in Turkey have to be resolved in that package.

It is part of that issue, but the difference between Israel, Iran and Turkey is we are partner or part of NPT. We are loyal to NPT and it is not -- the nuclear capacity you mentioned is not our national capacity. It is -- we don't have any nuclear warhead or anything, any nuclear weapon or system in national capacity. We don't have such a thing.

We are subject to NPT and we want all the countries subject to NPT. If NPT is important for the future of humanity, there should not be an exclusion. Both Iran -- I mentioned this -- and Iran must restrict their -- they are member of IAEA, they are party of NPT. Israel is not member of -- is member of IAEA but not part of NPT. We hope that there will be a common criteria in our region and hopefully in the world that everybody will respect the same principles, based on the same framework. Turkey doesn't have any ambition for having nuclear weaponry system.

And we hope that there will be nuclear disarmament and we will achieve this together. It is a more global issue in that sense. Pakistan, that is an issue of subcontinent. Nobody thinks that there is an arms race between Pakistan and Iran on nuclear issue. It is more Pakistan-India balance of power. We implement the same principles there.

Why we don't include Pakistan? Because it is not considered as competition between Iran and Pakistan, but usual contrast in the Middle East is Iran and Israel, not Iran and Pakistan. But we hope that Pakistan and India, they will have the same principles to be implemented there. We don't have any exception here. The principles should be applicable to all.>


Turkey Prolif – Non Unique

Turkey committed to no prolif

Davutoglu, Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs; Grossman, Vice Chairman, Cohen Group; 2010

(Ahmet, Marc, Federal News Service, 4/14, LexisNexis, 6/25/10, SLE)

<But if a country commits to this and implements this, there should not be any limit on obtaining this one. Secondly, Turkey is against nuclear weaponry systems -- wherever they are, for which purpose, any country that has these. There cannot be any legitimacy for this because not our generation but our fathers' generation, mothers' generation, they chose -- they experienced this in Nagasaki and Hiroshima. And we don't want to see such a nuclear arms race in world politics.

And a subprinciple of this is we don't want to have nuclear weapons in our region. The Middle East must be a nuclear-free zone. In the Middle East we have enough reasons for tensions -- competition, multi -- the characters, all this. There should not be any other reason. And we made this very clearly to our neighbor Iran and the Iranian administration that Turkey is against any nuclear weaponry system.>


Turkey Prolif – No Weapons

Turkey has no weapons and won’t prolif: EU ascension proves.

Nuclear Threat Initiative 2009 

(Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Turkey Profile”, June 09, http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/turkey/index.html, Accessed June 26, 2010 MM)

Turkey is not known to possess nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons or weapons programs, and is a member in good standing of all of the major treaties governing their acquisition and use. Turkey is also active in proliferation prevention efforts such as the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).[1] While Turkey is situated in a notoriously "dangerous neighborhood"[2] and is often mentioned as a possible proliferation domino should Iran acquire nuclear weapons, it has relied for its security on the nuclear and conventional deterrence provided by U.S./NATO security guarantees for more than half a century. Turkey's dedication to the nonproliferation regime is further solidified by its commitment to the European Union accession process, as prospects for Turkish EU membership would be gravely diminished should Turkey choose to develop nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.[3] Thanks in part to decades of U.S. military aid and cooperation, Turkey has robust conventional defense capabilities, including short-range ballistic missiles. Ankara is also working to procure advanced ballistic missile defense capabilities.

US – Turkey Relations – Add On

Obama restored US-Turkey relations.

Stratfor, 2009. (April 4, “Geopolitical Diary: Courting Turkey,” http://www.stratfor.com/geopolitical_diary/20090406_geopolitical_diary_courting_turkey. SP)

U.S. President Barack Obama addressed the Turkish Parliament in Ankara on April 6 in one of the most aggrandizing approaches that we at STRATFOR have seen in years. Obama’s personality and diction were set to full-strength shine as he did everything possible to communicate his respect and admiration of Turkey’s position and history. It was a speech meant to impress, and from what we are hearing Obama hit his mark.
The speech comes near the end of seven days of nonstop meetings among Western and world leaders, stretching from the G-20 to NATO to the European Union to the April 6 bilateral meetings between Obama and the Turkish leadership. Obama didn’t get as much as he hoped to out of the Europeans — and in particular out of Germany — so he is looking to Turkey instead. So far it appears that the Americans have either granted, or leaned on the Europeans to grant, Turkey a series of not-so-minor concessions.

Obama’s speech underscored the Americans’ feeling that Turkey is in a prime position to influence events — highlighting that to be Turkish is to balance oneself between the West and the Islamic world as well as between the United States and Russia. The United States wants to use Turkey’s position as the leading Muslim state, with influence from the Middle East to South Asia, to deal with the unrest in the Arab/Muslim world and ideally as a hedge against the Russian resurgence. Between the abject flattery and language indicating that Obama thought highly of Turkey’s ability to act in accordance with mutual best interests, it is fairly clear that Obama’s talks with the Turkish leadership went extremely well.

Nuclear sharing hurts US-Turkey relations

Rofer, Project Leader at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 2009 (US Nukes in Europe, Cheryl, March 11, 2009, http://whirledview.typepad.com/whirledview/2009/03/us-nukes-in-europe.html, SP)

This “nuclear sharing” is a throwback to the Cold War. The bombs are deterrents to the Soviet Union’s designs on Europe and a promise to Europe of American involvement in attempts to beat back those designs. In the event of hostile action from the east, pilots from the countries where these weapons are stationed could deliver the bombs.

This is one of the things that keep Russia nervous about NATO. Russia itself has about 3,000-6,000 tactical nuclear weapons*, all on Russian territory. But Russia is no longer the Soviet Union and no longer advocates world revolution.

The host states are not pleased about the presence of nuclear weapons, but there is a sort of “don’t ask – don’t tell” to the lack of discussion in those countries. However, relations between the United States and Turkey have been unsettled in recent years, and the fact of US nuclear weapons on Turkish territory, along with Turkey’s being the front line in any attack on Russia or the latest enemy, Iran, could cause further damage to the relationship. Additionally, any accidents in handling those B61s would cause problems for the relationships of the US with the host countries.
US – Turkey Relations – Add On

Relations key to the economy

Hulsman and Schaefer, Research Fellow for European Affairs in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and a Jay Kingham Fellow in International Regulatory Affairs in the Center for International Trade and Economics, 2002 

(John C. and Brett D., Cypriot EU Accession: An Impending Crisis in the Turkish-American Relationship,” BACKGROUNDER #1601, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Europe/bg1601.cfm, SP) 

Despite the 2000 economic crisis, which curtailed growth, Turkey remains a regional economic power with a modern industrial economy and a large population of 66.2 million that enjoyed a relatively wealthy per-capita GDP of $2,902 in 2001 (in constant 1995 U.S. dollars), based on data from the World Bank.14 Turkey is a member of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development group of industrialized nations, joined the World Trade Organization in 1995, and has undertaken economic reform under IMF direction that in general has improved its economic policies.

Turkey is therefore an important economic partner with the West, which is the major source for Turkish imports of goods and services, totaling $60.1 billion in 2001 (in constant 1995 U.S. dollars) as well as a key destination of Turkish exports of goods and services, totaling $66.9 billion in 2001 (in constant 1995 U.S. dollars).15 Other issues, such as the construction of oil pipelines in the Caspian region, accentuate Turkey's economic importance to the United States and Europe.
Economic collapse is extinction

Bearden, Alpha Foundation’s Institute for Advanced Study and Director Association of Distinguished American Scientists, 2000 (T.E.“The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly, June 12, 2K. www.cheniere.org/techpapers/Unnecessary%20Energy%20Crisis.doc, SP)
History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea {2} launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China whose long range nuclear missiles can reach the United States attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all, is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs, with a great percent of the WMD arsenals being unleashed . The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades. 


US – Turkey Relations – High Now/Stable

The new business council for trade cooperation is boosting US-Turkey relations

States News Service, June 29, 2010 
(UNDER SECRETARY S&#193;NCHEZ ANNOUNCES FORMATION OF U.S.-TURKEY BUSINESS COUNCIL, LN, AD: 7/2, SP)

Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade Francisco S&#225;nchez today launched the newly formed U.S.-Turkey Business Council (Council) and announced that applications for membership are now being accepted. The Council will bring together U.S. and Turkish business leaders to provide policy recommendations to both governments jointly on ways to strengthen bilateral economic relations.

The United States and Turkey enjoy a growing commercial relationship, and this Council provides a great opportunity for our two nations to define and discuss issues that can enhance bilateral commercial relations, S&#225;nchez said. Turkey is an important market for U.S. goods and services, and can play a key role in helping us achieve President Obamas goal of doubling exports in the next five years.

In 2009, trade between Turkey and the United States amounted to nearly $11 billion. The United States has a positive trade balance with Turkey, its 28th largest export market.

Turkey – US relations are stable despite Turkey’s changing foreign policy

Politics and Government Week, June 24, 2010

(INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS;  Findings from F.S. Larrabee and co-researchers advance knowledge in international affairs, LN, SP)

According to recent research published in the journal Survival, "While Turkey remains tied to the West through its membership in NATO, the Council of Europe and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, under the leadership of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and his energetic foreign minister Ahmet Davutoglu, the country has launched a number of new foreign-policy initiatives that have increased its international stature and regional influence. Ankara's new foreign-policy activism has been particularly visible in the Middle East, where Turkey has sought to strengthen ties with its Muslim neighbours, especially Iran and Syria."

"Relations with Russia have improved as well, especially in the economic field, and Ankara has recently sought to mend fences with Armenia, another long-time adversary. This does not mean, however, that Turkey is turning its back on the West or that 'Econo-Islamism' (a blend of business and religious-political interests) has taken charge in Ankara. Turkey still wants, and needs, strong ties with the United States," wrote F.S. Larrabee and colleagues.

US/Turkey relations low now but will survive

Dalacoura, lecturer in International Relations at the London School of Economics; Hakura, Turkey Analyst at Chatham House think tank; 2010

(Dr Katerina, Fadi, CNN, 3/5, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Could this harm US-Turkey relations?

Hakura: If the resolution was passed then it could cause lasting damage... although this is not the first time the two countries have been through this. In 2007 the recommendation vote was 27-21 so the vote has narrowed this time. Hillary Clinton (U.S. secretary of state) says that passing the resolution would damage U.S./Turkey relations, although I think this is a fig leaf and the real reason is U.S. national security. Turkey is militarily important to the U.S.... it has a military base at Incirlik and in February several senior defense staff signed a letter asking for the resolution to be withdrawn.

Dalacoura: U.S.-Turkey relations have been going through a relative low in the last few years... there is less warmth in the relationship, but the relationship has been strong for a decade and is very strong on a variety of issues and Turkey will deal with it now.>


US – Turkey Relations High Now – Iran

US is giving Turkey leeway on Iran

Katcher, Policy Analyst for the American Strategy Program, 2010
(Ben, The Washington Note, 6/3, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<On Iran, yes there are differences between the Turkish and American positions, particularly in light of the recent uranium fuel-swap agreement. But Turkey can be forgiven for seeking to chart its own path given that U.S. policy toward Iran has failed for decades. I think Turkey is sincere that it does not want Iran to have a nuclear weapon and time will tell whether there is, in fact, less distance between the Turkish and American positions than may appear at the moment.>


US – Turkey Relations High Now – Flotilla


US – Turkey Relations High Now – Genocide

Obama has backed off discussion of Genocide 

Crowley, senior editor of The New Republic, 2010

(Michael, “White Hot Bosporous” The New Republic, 4/29, ebscoHOST, 6/23/2010, FLD)

Barack Obama is personally far more popular in Turkey than George W. Bush was. But Turkey's political leaders may be warier of Obama than they were of his predecessor. The reason: Obama's stated belief that the Armenian killings were, in fact, genocide. As a candidate in 2008, Obama--influenced by his foreign policy adviser Samantha Power, who takes a passionate interest in the question--vowed that he would be the first American president to officially say as much. But, once Obama was elected, that idealism was quickly snuffed by realpolitik. At the urging of other foreign policy advisers (and reportedly to Power's dismay), Obama concluded that taking a moral stand wasn't worth the trouble.

Genocide Resolution will not affect US/Turkey relations

Xinhua General News Service, 2010

(Cinar Kiper, Xinhua General News Service, 3/5, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Burak Kuntay, head of the American Research Center at Bahcesehir University, told Xinhua that relations with Armenia had been progressing positively in recent years, but "being labeled murderers from the other side of the world can only hurt this process." 

Kuntay is certain that the resolution would not pass. He said the close 23-22 vote was a victory for Turkey. 

But according to him, this would not have much of an impact on U.S.-Turkey relations: the House of Representatives has already passed a resolution in 1974 recognizing the genocide and in 1981 former U.S. President Ronald Reagan used the word "genocide" in a speech. 

"Relations might not be as they were before, but that too will settle into a routine," Kuntay added.>

The media is blowing the Genocide Resolution way out of proportion

Xinhua General News Service, 2010

(Cinar Kiper, Xinhua General News Service, 3/5, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Turkdogan, Aktar and Kuntay agree that this affair has been blown out of proportion by the media, which has been skewing information. Kuntay said the media has been presenting the issue as if the House has already accepted genocide, when it is just a sub-committee passing a non-binding resolution similar to previous ones shot down by the administration. 

As for Turkey's ambassador to Washington Namik Tan being recalled to Ankara for consultation Thursday night, Turkey also took similar action in 2007 House vote, but soon its then ambassador Nabi Sensoy returned back to duty. 

Yet Kuntay admits the media plays a great role in how the public perceive this, and Aktar said "Turkey already sees this as Americans having accepted the Armenian genocide, and that this amounted to a public diplomacy disaster." >

US – Turkey Relations High Now – Genocide

Genocide Resolution won’t affect US/Turkey relations

AlterDestiny, 2010

(AlterDestiny, 3/4, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Today, the House Foreign Relations Committee passed (by a vote of 23-22) a non-binding resolution classifying as "genocide" the Turkish massacre of over one million Armenians during World War I. While I agree that we need to call a spade a spade in this circumstance, I'm also sympathetic to Obama's protestations on the timing of the resolution, as the administration has made progress in reconciling relations between Turkey and Armenia (one of those little diplomatic successes of the administration that get drowned out by health care and other domestic issues). Basically, I agree with committee chairman Howard Berman that this probably won't affect U.S.-Turkey relations, but at the same time, I think Clinton and Obama are more than reasonable in their concern for their efforts on Turkey-Armenia relations. >


US – Turkey Relations High Now – Genocide

Swiss intervention will solve genocide 

Nasaw, BBC online producer and writer, 2010
(Daniel, The Guardian, 3/5, LexisNexis, 6/23/10, SLE)

<Historians say that 1.5 million Armenians were killed by the Ottoman empire between 1915 and 1923, during a forced resettlement. "The overwhelming historical evidence demonstrates that what took place in 1915 was genocide," writes Henri Barkey, a Turkey scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington DC, who nevertheless opposes the house resolution as a needless political manoeuvre.

Turkey insists its historical records indicate that no genocide took place, and points to a lack of common historical understanding about the events.

After centuries of foreign domination, Armenia won independence from the Soviet Union in 1991.

Under Swiss auspices, Turkey and Armenia have been negotiating a normalisation of bilateral relations and an opening of the border, outcomes which are strongly favoured by the US.>

U.S. key to Israel-turkey relations after Flotilla raid

Flanagan, senior vice president at csis, 2010

 (Stephen, The Gaza Flotilla Raid and Its Aftermath, http://csis.org/publication/gaza-flotilla-raid-and-its-aftermath, CSIS, accessed: 6/29/10, TS)
Q2: How has the United States responded to the crisis? A2: (Stephen Flanagan) The Obama administration has held extensive consultations with Israel and Turkey in order to defuse mounting tensions between these two allies and preserve good bilateral relations with each of them. However, initial U.S. comments were so nuanced that they angered Turkey. U.S. diplomats blocked efforts by Turkey and others to secure a UN Security Council statement blaming only Israel, ultimately endorsing a condemnation of actions that led to civilian injuries and deaths. While Turkey and the UN Human Rights Council have called for an independent international fact-finding mission, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has said the United States supports an Israeli probe but is “open to different ways of assuring a credible investigation.” The United States also allowed discussions of the incident to proceed at an extraordinary session of the North Atlantic Council called by Turkey.
Genocide Resolution will not make it through Congress

Trend Daily News, 2010

(E.Tariverdiyeva, Trend Daily News, 3/6, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<According to experts, adoption of a resolution recognizing the so-called "Armenian genocide" will not go on further the Foreign Affairs Committee.

The House of Representatives and U.S. Senate are not likely to support the resolution on the so-called "Armenian genocid" recognized by the International Relations Committee, U.S. expert on South Caucasus and Turkey Mark N. Katz believes.

"But will the resolution then be passed by the House of Representatives as a whole?But will the Senate also pass the resolution? In my view, this is highly unlikely--if only because it is very difficult for the Senate to pass anything that is controversial," Politics Professor at the Public and International Affairs Department at George Mason University Mark Katz wrote Trend News in an e-mail.

Prior to discussions, the U.S. President Barack Obama advised Congress not to adopt resolution on genocide, CNN Turk reported.>

US – Turkey Relations – Laundry List

Turkey and US constitute strategic partnership.

Sadik, Ph.D. candidate in Political Science at the University of Georgia, 2009

(Giray, American Image in Turkey, pg. 17, MM)

After the Cold War, with a waning Communist threat and the NATO's existence becoming a source of heated debate on the both sides of the Atlantic, coupled with declining American military aid," Turkish elites started to question the value of the Turkish-American
alliance. Yet, soon after, the erupting conflicts in the Balkans (Bosnia, Kosovo) and the Middle East (the First Gulf War) once again confirmed Turkey's critical position for NATO in general and for the United States in particular. Structural dynamics has changed (i.e., end of the Cold War bipolarity), but the need for strategic cooperation remains, indeed has increased, in the new era. Therefore, a new security arrangement needed to be introduced to counter the emerging challenges.

Accordingly, "Washington and Ankara have begun to characterize the bilateral relationship between the United States and Turkey as a strategic partnership" (Kay 2000, 24) [emphasis in original]. Initially, the phrase was invoked to broaden the existing alliance relations under NATO, so that the two countries can cooperate over an increased number of issues in a more enhanced manner without the need to involve the remaining members of the Alliance. To be more specific, a strategic partnership, "stresses a range of shared long-term interests: the promotion of stability in the Caucasus and Central Asia, better mutual economic and trade relations, cooperation on global issues like terrorism and anti-narcotics efforts, and monitoring of Iraqi and Kurdish activities in northern Iraq" (Kay 2000, 26). Today, these critical strategic objectives continue to occupy their critical positions in the agendas of Turkish elites.


US – Turkey Relations – PKK Terror Impact

Turkey/US work together against PKK

Gordon; Assistant secretary, Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs; 2009

(Philip H., State Department Documents and Publications, 11/30, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Question: As we know there is close cooperation with the Turkish government and your administration on challenging against PKK terrorism. If the Turkish government or the Turkish army needs more contributions from your administration, are you ready to give more assistance to Turkey including common military incursions into Northern Iraq?

Assistant Secretary Gordon: I won't get into the specifics of military or intelligence issues, but I would say that we consider the PKK to be a terrorist organization, we cooperate with Turkey very closely in our common struggle against the PKK already and we have a very close dialogue with Turkey on how it can pursue that military and political cooperation, so anything that can be helpful in that regard is certainly something we are prepared to talk to the Turks about.>


***Topicality Answers***

T – Its

Turkey TNWs belong to US

Tümer, Greenpeace International nuclear campaigner, 2006

(Aslıhan, INESAP, June, 6/28/10, JX Turkey)

The B61 bombs are easily transportable and fully integrated into the conventional forces. Furthermore, tactical nuclear weapons are not regulated by any arms control or disarmament agreements and are increasingly perceived as “usable.” Combined, this makes them one of the most dangerous weapon types ever produced. At this time, the US is the only country that still deploys nuclear weapons outside its own territory. According to the US-based Natural Resources Defense Council, 90 of the 480 nuclear sharing bombs are deployed in Turkey.[2] They cannot be employed without an explicit command from the US leadership.


***Counterplan Answers***

2AC CP – Consult Nato – Say No

Nato will say no to plan – not reciprocal

Borger, Diplomatic editor for the guardian ,2010,(Julian ,march 30, Lexisnexis.com, June 23, S.M) 

A Nato advisory group helping to draft a new strategy for the military alliance will recommend that US nuclear bombs stay in Europe, the Guardian has learned.

In a report due on 1 May, the group of experts, chaired by the former US secretary of state Madeleine Albright, will say the roughly 200 remaining American B61 bombs on European soil should not be unilaterally withdrawn. The 11 experts will suggest that the bombs only be removed as part of a new treaty with Russia, which has an estimated 2,000 tactical nuclear weapons, mostly on its western flank.

"You cannot get rid of them without reciprocity," a member of the group said.

The group's word will not be final, but it will significantly strengthen the hand of those in the alliance who are opposed to a German-led initiative to remove the bombs unilaterally.

Germany won the support of Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Norway for its stance, and foreign ministers from the five countries delivered a letter to the Nato secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, last month calling for a debate on the future of the tactical weapons.


2AC CP – A2 XO

Normal means the executive does the plan

Greenpeace 2006 (Why US NATO nuclear weapons must go, http://www.greenpeace.org/raw/content/international/press/reports/securing-our-safety.pdf, SP)

US nuclear policy, plans and scenarios include roles for the weapons deployed in Europe. It is the President of the United States that would make these scenarios and plans a reality, and he can do so without the permission of the country hosting the weapons. This year, an article in the New Yorker exposed the frightening reality of current NATO nuclear sharing arrangements.3

Seymour M. Hersh revealed US scenarios that included the use of B61 bombs, the type of US bomb stored in Europe, in a potential strike on Iran.This demonstrates how European NATO nuclear sharing countries risk nuclear weapons being launched from their territories in a US conflict. Eliminating US/NATO weapons from Europe will enable Europeans to disassociate themselves from dangerous US nuclear doctrines of pre- emptive attack and preventative war.
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