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***Negative***

US – Turkey Relations – Like TNWs

Removing TNW kills US relations

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

However, the fundamental reason why Turkish officials want to keep the weapons has more to do with the nature and the scope of Turkish_/American relations in particular, and Turkey’s place in the Western alliance in general. First and foremost, the deployment of the remaining tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey is believed to strengthen the bonds between the US and Turkey; these bonds were severely strained during and after the crisis in Iraq in late 2002 and neither party got what it wanted.24 Withdrawing the US nuclear weapons from Turkey during such a delicate period could weaken the bonds in the longstanding strategic alliance (or the ‘partnership’ as many Turkish and American analysts would prefer to term it)


US – Turkey Relations Low – Iran

Strong US/Turkey relations at risk over Iran

PAP News Wire, 2010

(PAP News Wire, 3/17, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Washington: The United States urged Turkey on Wednesday to support more sanctions against Iran over Tehran's nuclear program, saying Ankara could face consequences if it moves out of step with the international community.

Assistant Secretary of State Philip Gordon, the State Department's top diplomat for Europe, said U.S.-Turkey relations were strong despite a row over a resolution by U.S. lawmakers branding the 1915-era killings of Armenians byTurkish forces as "genocide."

But he said Turkey, a non-permanent member of the U.N. Security Council that has been leery of the U.S.-led push to further punish Iran, must show it is "on board" with the move toward new sanctions.

"Many would be disappointed if Turkey is an exception to an international consensus on dealing with Iran," he told a news briefing before a speech on U.S. relations with Turkey, a fellow NATO member and pivotal regional ally to Washington.>


US – Turkey Relations Low – Genocide

Turkey/US relations damaged over Genocide Resolution

Trend Daily News, 2010

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

<The process of recognition of the so-called "Armenian genocide" will not go on in the U.S. Congress after its recognition by the Foreign Affairs Committee, as in this case, the United States and Turkey would suffer irreparable damage, experts say.

"If this resolution will be recognized in the U.S. Senate that would have an extremely negative effect on the U.S-Turkish relations, which in turn could destabilize the important region in such a potentially promising moment," European expert on the Caucasus Ziba Norman told Trend News. "The adoption of such resolution is not of U.S. interests."

U.S. House Committee on Foreign Affairs on Thursday adopted 23 votes to 22 a resolution recognizing the so-called "Armenian genocide".

Armenia claims that the Ottoman Empire committed genocide against Armenians living in Anatolia in 1915. Making greater efforts to promote the issue internationally, Armenians have achieved its recognition by parliaments of some countries.

The Turkish government has expressed dissatisfaction with the decision of the U.S. Congress committee and said that it was a blow to Turkish-American relations.>

Genocide resolution angers Turkey

Nasaw, BBC online producer and writer, 2010

(Daniel, The Guardian, 3/5, LexisNexis, 6/23/10, SLE)

<Turkey recalled its ambassador from the US last night after a House of Representatives committee approved a resolution describing the massacre of more than a million Armenians by the Ottoman empire during the first world war as genocide.

The non-binding measure passed despite objections from the Obama administration, which had warned the house foreign affairs committee that it would harm relations with Turkey - a Nato ally with about 1,700 troops in Afghanistan - and could imperil fragile reconciliation talks between Turkey and Armenia. 

Turkey's president, Abdullah Gul, reacted angrily last night, saying: "Turkey will not be responsible for the negative results that this event may lead to." The US vote "was taken with political concerns in mind" and was "an injustice to history and to the science of history", he said.

Armenia applauded the resolution. Edward Nalbandian, its foreign minister, described it as "an important step towards the prevention of crimes against humanity".

It is unclear whether the measure will come to a vote in the full house. A similar 2007 resolution died after intense lobbying by the Bush administration.>


US – Turkey Relations Low – Genocide 

Genocide Resolution will hurt turkey/us relations

AssA-Irada, 2010

(AssA-Irada, 3/3, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<Influential defense, air and space industry groups in the United States have warned against the passage of a bill on the alleged 1915 genocide of Armenians in Ottoman Turkey during Thursdays discussion in a congressional panel. The heads of Lockheed Martin, Boeing, Raytheon, United Technologies and Northrop Grunman wrote in a letter to Howard Berman, chairman of the House of Representatives Committee on Foreign Affairs, that approving the draft law in the committee would hurt US-Turkey relations and jeopardize exports to Turkey, CNN Turk TV channel reported. Estranging a major NATO ally and trade partner would adversely affect US geo-political interests, exports as well as efforts to expand areas for doing business, the letter said. 

It points out that Americas defense and space industries exported goods worth a staggering $7 billion to Turkey in 2009 and companies operating in these fields plan to maintain this level in 2010. The Association of Aviation and Space Industries - an organization representing more than 270 companies - has also sent an appeal to the House of Representatives, calling on Congressmen not to threaten the future of US ties with Ankara, Washingtons key trading partner, considering the current economic conditions. A total of 130 congressmen, including more than a dozen who sit on the House committee, support recognizing the 20th century developments in the Ottoman Empire as genocide. The committee is expected to decide whether the bill will be submitted to Congress for its consideration. Armenians claim 1.5 million of their descendants died at the hands of Ottoman Turks. Armenians residing in the Anatolia region started riots in 1890, which intensified during World War I, and fought against the Ottoman army in support of Russia. In an effort to end the stand-off, the Ottoman government decided to resettle the Armenians to other parts of the country in 1915. Armenians claim their forefathers were subjected to genocide in the process. Ankara dismisses the claims and has offered to research the events through a joint commission of historians.>


US – Turkey Relations Low – Genocide A2: No Pass

Congress will pass genocide recognition resolution

Crowley, senior editor of The New Republic, 2010

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

As its relations with Washington have frayed, Turkey has threatened to deport 100,000 Armenians.

But Congress marches to its own beat. And a powerful Armenian-American lobby in certain key districts and states, like California, has managed to keep alive genocide resolutions in the House and Senate. Despite the stated opposition of the Obama team--including Clinton, who, as a senator, co-sponsored the same resolution but has recently traded her appeals to historical justice for talk of strategic partnerships--the resolution may have enough support, including from Nancy Pelosi and Harry Reid, to pass both chambers of Congress.


US – Turkey Relations Low – Flotilla

Flotilla incident soured US/Turkey relations

Krieger, Jerusalem Post correspondent, 2010

(Hilary Leila, The Jerusalem Post, 6/2, LexisNexis, 6/23/10, SLE)

<The fallout over the deadly Gaza flotilla confrontation is threatening to disrupt efforts for another round of UN sanctions against Iran and could sour US-Turkey relations.

A previously scheduled meeting between US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu on Tuesday was slated to focus on Iran sanctions. But it was instead overshadowed by the death of at least four Turkish citizens at the hands of the IDF when its raid designed to keep a ship bearing a Turkish flag from breaking the Gaza blockade turned bloody.

The US and Turkey have already been at odds in recent days over the UN process to pass a fourth Security Council resolution sanctioning Iran for continuing to enrich uranium in defiance of the international community.

Turkey, a non-veto-wielding member of the council, has opposed further sanctions and recently helped broker a deal with Iran over its enriched uranium stock that was seen as complicating the push for a new resolution.

A senior administration official on Friday said Turkey has seen the deal "as perhaps a means to put the sanctions efforts through the council on hold."

He said that in contrast the US thinks that "it's necessary to continue to apply pressure in order to get the ultimate result that we seek, which is Iran to be far more forthcoming than they've been willing to be so far in revealing the true nature of their nuclear program."

But the Gaza flotilla incident early Monday turned the focus to Turkish-Israel relations and the ramifications of the violent encounter.

Turkey expert Soner Cagaptay of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy said that while the agenda for Tuesday's meeting would have been topped by sanctioning Teheran, "now Iran sanctions drop to number two or number three" on the list.

In this charged environment, according to Cagaptay, Turkey will likely up its opposition to sanctions. Where once Turkey was expected to abstain in a Security Council vote, he now predicted an outright nay vote.

"Turkey is now freer to vote with its heart on Iran sanctions," he said, "which means that Turkish-US relations are heading towards a major crisis if we don't end up defusing the storm gathering over Iran sanctions."

In that volatility comes the Turkish-Israel crisis, in which Ankara is blaming the US for not being critical enough of Israel.>


US – Turkey Relations Low – Public

US unfavorably seen in Turkey

Logoglu, former Ambassador of Turkey to the U.S., 2008

(O. Faruk, Turkish Daily News, 11/20, LexisNexis, 6/25/10, SLE)

<6. Surveys consistently indicate a very unfavorable opinion of the U.S. in Turkey. This underlines the need to implement a broad public diplomacy strategy to win the hearts of the Turkish public. That should be one of the tasks of your Administration.

7. The efforts of the Armenian and other anti-Turkish lobbies to take our relationship hostage should be rendered harmless. You need to convince the Turkish public that you are being fair and not giving in to the demands of special interest groups, especially when those demands are at least questionable.>


US – Turkey Relations Low – Middle East Policy

Opposing Middle East policies hurt US/Turkey relations

Trend Daily News, 2010

(U. Sadikhova, Trend Daily News, 1/4, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<As we saw with recent visits of Erdogan to Iran and the Turkish-Brazilian Nuclear deal, Turkey is playing a leadership role in the region's conflicts.

The U.S does not want to provoke it into leading a revolt of the middling powers against U.S policy, Landis said.

Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at George Washington University Nathan J. Brown believes that the current crisis in the relations of Turkey and Israel will provoke real problems for the U.S.
"The U.S-Turkish alliance is as actually even older than the U.S-Israel alliance and it is more formal (since Turkey is a member of NATO and Israel is not). This crisis presents real problems for the US for that reason, since both sides will look very much to the US for support and it can not satisfy both at the same time," Brown told Trend via e-mail.

He said that the Turkish-Israeli relationship is under severe stress and the Turkish-U.S relationship under less severe but still serious stress.

Director of the Program on Arab Politics at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, David Schenker, said that the recent actions of Turkey in the Middle East are increasingly contrary to U.S. policy in the region. The support for international humanitarian convoy is one of them.

"The Turkish-sponsored flotilla to Gaza complicates the newly resumed U.S-brokered proximity talks between Israelis and Palestinians. A few weeks before that, Ankara brokered a problematic deal with Brazil and Iran, which would allow Tehran to continue enriching Uranium, and make it more difficult for Washington to build a coalition to sanction Iran, " Schenker told Trend via e-mail.
The flotilla incident will not necessarily deepen the rift between Ankara and Washington. But it is important, because this Turkish provocation and other recent Turkish initiatives that seem geared toward frustrating Administration policies in the Middle East are indicative of how deep the rift between Washington and Ankara has already become, he said.

However, U.S political analysts do not think that Turkey will leave Western anti-terrorism coalition, led by the U.S. in the Middle East.

Landis said that Turkey is trying to play a leading role while solving a problem in the Middle East. The fact that it headed to the east testifies its diplomatic and economic interests.

George Washington University Professor Brown believes that Turkey is trying to contain any fallout in U.S-Turkish ties. So, Ankara is unlikely to fully reconsider its policy.>


US – Turkey Relations Low – Middle East Policy

Competition in the Middle East is killing US/Turkey relations

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

<Cook says: The Obama administration has yet to grapple with the ways the structural changes in the international system have affected U.S.-Turkey relations. All the talk about strategic cooperation, model partnership, and strategic importance cannot mask the fundamental shift at hand. The stark reality is that while Turkey and the United States are not enemies in the Middle East, they are fast becoming competitors. Whereas the United States seeks to remain the predominant power in the region and, as such, wants to maintain a political order that makes it easier for Washington to achieve its goals, Turkey clearly sees things differently. The Turks are willing to bend the regional rules of the game to serve Ankara's own interests. If the resulting policies serve U.S. goals at the same time, good. If not, so be it... 

Given the mythology that surrounds the relationship, the divergence between Washington and Ankara has proved difficult to accept. Once policymakers recognize what is really happening, Washington and Ankara can get on with the job of managing the decline in ties with the least possible damage. Obama's goal should be to develop relations with Turkey along the same lines the United States has with Brazil or Thailand or Malaysia. Those relations are strong in some areas, but fall short of strategic alliances. "Frenemy" might be too harsh a term for such an arrangment, but surely "model partnership" is a vast overstatement. It's time to recognize reality.>


US – Turkey Relations – Alt Caus

More contacts needed to maintain US/Turkey relations

Logoglu, former Ambassador of Turkey to the U.S., 2008

(O. Faruk, Turkish Daily News, 11/20, LexisNexis, 6/25/10, SLE)

<10. Proper maintenance of our relationship might also require a refurbishing of the various bilateral consultation mechanisms and joint commissions that are in place. These different bodies have generally fallen short of expectations. The only exception is the mechanisms between the two militaries that have met regularly and performed efficiently. You might ask for a review of the current situation in order to ascertain what steps are necessary to put Turkish-American relations on a sounder footing. A step that should surely be taken would be to widen the spectrum of bilateral official contacts. At present, our contacts are limited to heads of state or government, foreign ministers and to ministers in charge of the treasury and trade. We need to expand the network of our contacts to cover other government departments to help diversify our relationship.>


US – Turkey Relations – No Impact

Despite rhetoric, Turkey will stay with the West

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)

The failure of negotiations and the ensuing hardening of international sanctions against

Iran would, on the other hand, force Ankara into a very uncomfortable corner. Turkey has recently been elected to the UN Security Council. Thus Ankara cannot stay neutral in a game where the stakes are being raised. Ankara would eventually face the unpalatable choice between supporting international sanctions and alienating the regime in Tehran or siding with Iran and risking disavowal from the West. At that point, there is no doubt that Ankara would side with its Western allies, but in doing so it will have to sacrifice a long cultivated relationship with a neighboring and important regional power. For these reasons, the US can count on Ankara’s unambiguous support on the issue of Iran. Turkish and US interests and expectations from the regime in Tehran are fully compatible. Depending on the level of (non) progress with the nuclear negotiations, Washington may therefore find it useful to compel Ankara to Small Gulf States.

Iranian Prolif – Alt Cas

U.S. must reduce nuclear weapons for anti-nuclear terrorism support

Kimball, Executive Director of Arms Control Association, 2010

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

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.


Iranian Prolif – inevitable

Iran prolif inevitable

Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 2005
(Henry, Getting Ready For a Nuclear-Ready Iran, October, 6/26/10, SLE)
Little more than a year ago, the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center (NPEC) completed its initial analysis of Iran’s nuclear program, Checking Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions. Since then, Tehran’s nuclear activities and public diplomacy have only affirmed what this analysis first suggested: Iran is not about to give up its effort to make nuclear fuel and, thereby, come within days of acquiring a nuclear bomb. Iran’s continued pursuit of uranium enrichment and plutonium recycling puts a premium on asking what a more confident nuclear-ready Iran might confront us with and what we might do now to hedge against these threats.


Iranian Prolif  - Israel Solves

Israel deters Iran

Klug, special advisor on the Middle East to the Oxford Research Group and is vice-chair of the Arab-Jewish Forum, 2010

(Dr. Tony, The Guardian, 1/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/jan/11/bombing-iran-arab-peace-initiative, 6/26/10, SLE)

<What, one may ask, is the point of Israel possessing a nuclear deterrent, albeit never officially admitted, if not to face down a potential nuclear threat? Indeed, this is its only practical function. For decades, it served its purpose between the US, the Soviet Union and China. And nowadays it performs a similar role between the neighbouring states of India and Pakistan. None of this is by any means ideal – nuclear disarmament for everyone, as President Obama has recently proposed, would by far be a preferable aim – but meanwhile a nuclear standoff is probably better than igniting world war three.

Today, Israel is estimated to have between 200 and 400 warheads, plus a second-strike capacity, to Iran's current total of none. Despite its president's inflammatory rhetoric and confrontational style, we should avoid getting the Iranian threat out of proportion. Israel could obliterate Tehran overnight in the far-fetched event that the Iranians launched a future nuclear war – a scenario that would incidentally annihilate the Palestinians and other Arab and Muslim neighbours alongside the Israelis. All concerned parties know this, including the Iranian leadership. It is not stupid.>


A2 – Iranian Prolif Bad – Balance Israel

Iranian prolif is a means to balance israel

Russell PhD. Professor of National Security Affairs at the National Defense University's Near East and South Asia Center for Strategic Studies ‘05

(Richard, Getting ready for a nuclear-ready Iran, October 2005, 6/26/10, SLE)

<The public disclosures in 2002 and 2003 about the scope and sophistication of Iran’s nuclear weapons program is just beginning to seep into the strategic calculations of Arab diplomats, officials, and military officers. The Arab states have been slow to perceive the strategic threat posed by Iranian nuclear weapons. As Judith Yaphe observes, the Gulf Cooperation Council states, “have shrugged off dire predictions of the dangers of a nuclear armed Iran.”1 The author’s discussions with a wide array of senior military officers and diplomats from the Middle East reveal a fairly commonly held view that Iranian nuclear weapons would have a stabilizing effect on the region. These officials and officers observe that Israel and the United States both have robust nuclear weapons capabilities while Arab states do not, and only one Muslim state, Pakistan, does. They reason that Iranian nuclear weapons would have salutary effects on regional security because Tehran’s nuclear arsenal would “balance” Israeli and American nuclear weapons. The implicit assumption of this line of reasoning is that Israel and the United States have political, military, and economic ambitions in the region that could only be checked by Muslim nuclear weapons, even if in the hands of the Farsi-speaking Islamic regime in Tehran.

TNW Good – Russia

NATO sees TNW’s as bargaining chip

Thränert, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs,08
(Oliver, Carnegie Endowment, December 10, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp, accessed 6/26/10, DM)

At a minimum, NATO should use the U.S. nuclear weapons based in Europe as a bargaining chip. However, Russia will not go to zero with its own non-strategic nuclear forces. Moscow perceives them as a counterweight to NATO’s overwhelming conventional superiority and its ongoing expansion ever closer to the Russian border. Today, we do not even know how many non-strategic nuclear forces Moscow possesses, nor do we know where they are located and whether they are appropriately protected against unauthorized use. For NATO, therefore, a more important first step than bringing Russian non-strategic nuclear forces to zero should be enhanced transparency. Removing all U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe without transparency and reciprocal reductions in return would run counter to Western interests.


TNW Good – Turkish Security

American TNW’s key to Turkey security perceptions

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, N.P.)

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

TNWs key to US/Turkey relations- security commitment.  

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 signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-nuclear weapon state in 1969, ratifying it in 1980, and is subject to extensive IAEA compliance monitoring through both its Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and its voluntary membership in the Additional Protocol. Ankara has also ratified the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and participates in nuclear export control efforts such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and the Zangger Committee.

As part of NATO's nuclear umbrella, Turkey continues to host approximately 90 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons on its territory at Incirlik Air Base.[4] There is some speculation in the Turkish press regarding possible conflict between Turkey's leaders and the United States should President Obama's commitment to "seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons" lead to the near-term withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkey.[5] While the weapons serve little strategic purpose, they provide tangible evidence of a continued American commitment to Turkish security.


A2 – Russia Reciprocation

TNW’s fail to act as a bargaining chip

Penketh, writer at The Independent, 2010

(Anne, The Independent, April 5, http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/commentators/anne-penketh-edging-towards-a-nuclearfree-world-1935993.html, 6/29/10, JX)

As Obama looks ahead to the next steps in his security agenda, there is an opportunity for real disarmament, in the heart of Europe, which would lead to the removal of the 200 or so US nuclear weapons from five European countries under the Nato umbrella.

We don't know how many there are exactly because we have never been told. They are holdovers from the Cold War, when they were deployed secretly in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey under bilateral agreements with Washington.

Why do we need them? We don't. They have been quietly removed from Britain and Greece. It is widely held, even by the military, that the remaining B61 gravity bombs serve no military purpose and will never be used. At a time of war, it would take weeks for them to be operational on US aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons – which are no longer stationed in Turkey anyway.

But these weapons are worthless as a bargaining chip as Russia must have discounted them long ago in its strategic planning. Russian military experts point out that the reason Russia keeps such an overwhelming superiority in tactical nuclear weapons is to balance the US superiority in conventional weapons. Not to mention its strategic concerns about China.


A2 – Accidents

Russia-Turkey sign nuclear deal to prevent accidents

Ria Novosti, 2010

(RIA Novosti, June 8, www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/russia/2010/russia-100608-rianovosti01.htm, 6/29/10, JX)

12:53 08/06/2010 ISTANBUL, June 8 (RIA Novosti) - Russia and Turkey signed on Tuesday an agreement on the monitoring of nuclear safety.

The document was inked by representatives from Russia's state safety watchdog, Rostechnadzor, and Turkey's Atomic Energy Agency.

The signing ceremony was held at a meeting between Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and his Turkish counterpart Recep Tayyip Erdogan.

Putin arrived in Turkey on Tuesday to attend the third summit of the Conference on Interaction and Confidence-Building Measures in Asia (CICA) and hold bilateral talks with top officials from Turkey and other countries.

During his official visit to Turkey in mid-May, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed a deal on the construction of Turkey's first nuclear power plant.

The nuclear power plant is expected to be built near the Mediterranean port of Mersin in the Akkuyu area and put into operation in 2016-2019.


Turkey Wants TNWs

Turkey officials want to keep TNW and Iran will prolif regardless

Kibaroglu, Assistant professor in the department of international relations at Bilkent University, 2010

(Mustafa, Nov-Dec, http://www.mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-Bulletin-USnukesTurkey-NovDev2007.pdf, 6/26/10, JX Turkey)

Iran’s strategy may be to develop ‘break-out’ capabilities by staying in the Treaty for some time and then walking out with a unilateral declaration of its withdrawal, possibly with a small nuclear arsenal in stock.34 Such an eventuality may also lead to the collapse of the nuclear non-proliferation regime. Therefore, preventing Iran from going down that path is crucial and requires taking timely action. One possible action, taken to free the Middle East from all sorts of weapons of mass destruction, might be to ask all the states to agree to a NWFZ/ME (in return for security guarantees).35 These 452 security guarantees could encompass all the countries in the region, including Turkey and Israel (where nuclear weapons are deployed, even though they have never been formally acknowledged).

That said, any negotiations regarding the draw-down of nuclear weapons in Turkey should be very carefully handled so as not to create confusion in the minds of Turkish officials regarding the true intentions behind such an initiative. There are basically two caveas to this proposal. First, most Turkish officials still resent what happened during the Cuban missile crisis.36 They see the nuclear weapons in Turkey as an integral part of the country’s security and they are unlikely to trade off their deployment as part of a bargain with the Iranians to stop developing their nuclear weapons capability. As a foreign policy principle, regardless of the context, Turkish officials are not at all sympathetic with the idea of being part of a deal beyond their control.) Secondly, Iranians may well not be satisfied with the offer, if and when it is proposed. It seems that Iran’s desire ‘to be admitted to the nuclear club’ is an overarching goal and is not solely related to their perception of threat from the US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey. Most Iranians consider the idea of developing nuclear weapons as a function of their national pride and prestige.37 


Turkey Wants TNWs

Turkey wants to keep TNW’s

Kelleher, senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University, 2009

(Catherine, “Getting to zero starts here”, Arms Control Today, October, proquest, 6-24-10, RH)

The role of tactical nuclear weapons in these discussions has not loomed large in much of the public or private Washington discourse. It has received more informal play in Brussels, where the efforts to craft a new NATO strategic concept quickly ran into private concerns about the ultimate fate of tactical weapons. Several new working papers circulated by opponents of continued tactical nuclear deployment in Europe have garnered quiet support from others. Germany, in particular, stimulated the push for elimination of tactical weapons, as Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier, who also was a candidate for chancellor in the September 2009 elections, advocated the elimination position. Turkey, however, has reportedly suggested in internal conversations that a decision by the United States to reduce its tactical nuclear weapons further would mark the end the grand alliance bargain of the 1960s: Turkey, like other hosts, would have the U.S. nuclear shield and would share in the physical control of the weapons in return for Ankara’s promise not to develop its own nuclear weapons.


No Solvency – Flotilla

Flotilla raid decreases Turkey’s roles a mediator in the region

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)

Turkey's image in the world has come into sharp relief with Israel's May 31 raid on the Gaza-bound "Freedom Flotilla," an encounter that ended with the deaths of nine Turkish activists and sharp international criticism of Israel. Turkey's stance since the raid has prompted many to question whether it is abandoning efforts to establish itself as a mediator between Israel and its Muslim neighbors, as well as turning away – to some degree – from Europe.


No Solvency – Hegemony

Turkey Hegemony causes backlash in the region

Hadar, research fellow at the Cato Institute, 2010

(Leon, Cato Institute, 6/9/10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11884, 6/21/10, TW)

And contrary to spin in Washington that portrayed Turkey (and Brazil, another close U.S. ally) as trying to sabotage attempts by the U.S. and its allies to end Iran's nuclear military program, the accord reached with Tehran — under which the Iranians agreed to deposit 1200 kg of low grade uranium in Turkey to be exchanged for 120 kg of higher grade uranium in nuclear fuel rods — was very much in line with earlier UN proposals and seemed to complement American diplomacy.

Nor was the general direction of the Turkish policy towards Israel a demonstration of a new anti-Israeli approach. The serious diplomacy on the part of Erdogan that centered on the idea that Turkey could serve as a mediator between Syria and Israelmade a lot of strategic sense, especially at a time when Washington's power in the region has been eroding in the aftermath of the Iraq War, and offered long-term benefits to all those involved in the process, including the Israelis. At the same time, the 2008 Israeli military operation in Gaza, which led to the collapse of the Israeli-Syrian talks under Turkish auspices, ran contrary to the interests of Turkey which was trying to co-opt the Islamist movement of Hamas and persuade it to moderate its positions. The television images of Palestinian civilian casualties in Gaza helped ignite anti-Israeli sentiments on the government to condemn the Israeli operation that gained more traction following infantile Israeli responses. In a way, the current tensions over the Israeli raid on the Gaza "Peace Flotilla" are a continuation of the disagreements between Ankara and Jerusalem over the policy towards Hamas.

But the current crisis also demonstrated the need on the part of the Israelis and the Turks to refrain from turning these policy disagreements into a wide-ranging "civilizational" conflict. Israel needs to recognize and support Turkey's determination to play a more activist diplomatic role and take advantage of it and refrain from trying to demonize Turkey as an Islamofascist entity. At the end of the day, Israel has more at stake than Turkey in repairing the bilateral relations between Ankara and Jerusalem.

At the same time, Erdogan and the AKP should understand that that Turkey does not have the capability to serve as an all powerful regional hegemon, and that any attempt to move in that direction will ignite anti-Turkey backlash from regional and global players. In any case, trying to serve as a mediator between the Israelis and the Arabs could prove to be a difficult and thankless job — if not a mission impossible — as the Americans and other powers have already discovered, and that trying to compensate for their diplomatic weakness by displaying Islamist bravado could backfire against the Turks and will certainly not accelerate the establishment of a New Middle East anytime soon. In short, Turkey is not as threatening as its detractors warn nor as powerful as many Turks and their new fans believe.

No Solvency – Not a Mediator

Turkey is a growing presence in Middle East

Ascribe Newswire, 2010

(Ascribe Newswire, 2/3, LexisNexis, 6/24/10, SLE)

<The study notes that Turkish foreign policy has undergone an important evolution since the end of the Cold War, as the end of the Soviet threat reduced Turkey's dependence on the United States. It also opened new opportunities in areas that previously had been neglected or were off-limits to Turkish policy, particularly the Middle East and the Caucasus/Central Asia. 

Turkish leaders have sought to make use of this diplomatic flexibility and room for maneuverability by establishing new relationships in these areas. This has resulted in a gradual broadening and diversification of Turkish foreign policy, Larrabee says. 

The broadening of Turkish foreign policy has been accompanied by important domestic changes that challenge many of the basic tenets of the Kemalist revolution on which the Turkish Republic was founded, particularly secularism. Kemalism remains an important social and political force in Turkey. However, the democratization of Turkish political life in the last several decades has led to the emergence of new political and social elites that have increasingly challenged the Kemalist elite's traditional dominance of Turkish political life. 

These changes have made the security partnership with Turkey more difficult to manage, according to the report. Turkey today has interests in a number of regions -- particularly the Middle East and Caucasus -- that it did not have two decades ago. As a result, Turkey's government is less willing to automatically follow the United States' lead on many issues, especially when U.S. policy conflicts with Turkey's own interests. At the same time, Turkey has increased its regional influence. >


No Solvency – No Influence

Israel tension proves influence in Middle East is wanning

Eran, director of the Institute for National Security Studies, former ambassador to Jordan and EU, 2010

(Oded, The Jerusalem Post, 3/9, LexisNexis, 6/23/10, SLE)

<TWO DECADES ago when, as a member of the Israeli Embassy in Washington, I approached members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, I was convinced of the strategic importance of Turkey to Israel, and the long-term interests of that relationship. Nothing has altered this conviction, but recent months have weakened the rapport. Turkish- Israeli relations are in free fall. Turkey's current political leaders may be justified in feeling offended by the matter-of-fact approach of their Israeli counterparts; former prime minister Ehud Olmert visited Ankara 72 hours before the start of Operation Cast Lead.

He could not, of course, reveal anything about the impending operation, and so he put his hosts in an awkward position. Prime Minister Recep Tayipp Erdogan then vented his fury by walking out of a joint panel with President Shimon Peres at the Davos Conference last January. A few months later, Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu's government decides to walk away from talks with Syria started by Olmert via Turkish mediation - a legitimate decision, but probably insufficiently explained to the Turkish government.

Israel's concerns with the recent direction of Turkey's foreign policy is equally understandable. Frequent trips by Turkish political leaders to Damascus and Teheran, concluded by "mutual agreements" and "understandings," are a cause for concern. So are the recent manifestations of anti-Semitism in Turkey, which are in stark contrast to its long record - more than 500 years long - of saving Jews in dire circumstances.>


No Solvency – No Influence

Tension over contrasting opinion over Georgia decreasing Turkey influence 

BBC Newspaper, 2008,( Turkey's Caucasus stability initiative driven by own interests - Azeri agency, September 19, LexisNexis.com, June 24, S.M)

Turkey has been heavily hit by the conflict between Russia and Georgia, an analytical piece by APA news agency has concluded. Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan initiated hastily a platform to rescue the situation in the region and minimize negative impact on his country, the article said, adding that too many problems between the regional countries create obstacle for this initiative to be realized. The author adds that that Armenia and Russia are also against keeping Iran aloof from the platform which the West is suspected to be behind. The following is the text of Vuqar Masimoglu report by private Azerbaijani news agency APA news agency on 15 September headlined "Caucasus Stability Pact  Turkey's attempts to defend itself from consequences of confrontation between the West and Russia"; subheadings as published: Baku: APA: The recent events in Georgia have brought to the surface the confrontation between the West and Russia that has been going on in a disguised form for a long time. So far the sole consequence of the confrontation between the superpowers has been the fact that Turkey has found itself in the centre of this rivalry. Having felt pressure by the West and Russia, Ankara has stepped up diplomatic activities for the purpose of self-defence. In this context, the proposed by Turkey platform can undoubtedly be assessed as a means of self-protection


***Disads****

Nato – Link

TNW debate divides NATO

Penketh, writer at The Independent, 2010

(Anne, The Independent, April 5, http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/commentators/anne-penketh-edging-towards-a-nuclearfree-world-1935993.html, 6/29/10, JX)
Russia certainly isn't trembling at the thought of these obsolete weapons in need of refurbishment stored on US bases around Europe. So it should be easy to get rid of them, right?

Wrong. The German foreign minister, Guido Westerwelle, and four of his European counterparts, have at least succeeded in having Nato discuss the issue for the first time at a foreign ministers' meeting in Tallinn, Estonia, later this month. In a letter to Nato secretary-general Anders Fogh Rasmussen in February, the five urged the Western military alliance to move its own nuclear doctrine closer to the US President's overall objective of a world free from nuclear weapons.

The alliance itself is bitterly divided, with the former Soviet bloc states wary of a perceived concession to Moscow. They had become used to seeing the weapons stationed in Western Europe as a way of coupling the United States to European security and as protection against the Russian bear – which has an estimated 2,000 to 5,000 tactical weapons of its own. 


NATO – Link

Incirlik Air Base is key to NATO and US operations

Migdalovitz, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs, 2008

(Carol, CRS Report, August 29, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL34642.pdf , 6/29/10, JX)

Turkey’s geostrategic importance for the United States depends partly on Incirlik Air Base, located about 7 miles east of Adana in southeast Turkey.31 The United States constructed the base and the U.S. Air Force began using it during the height of the Cold War in 1954. The Turkish government transferred control of the base to its military in 1975 in response to an arms embargo that Congress imposed on Turkey in reaction to Turkey’s intervention/invasion of Cyprus in 1974. The base continued to fulfill its NATO missions. After the embargo ended, the U.S. and Turkey signed a bilateral Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement (DECA)nin 1980 to govern U.S. use of the base and a DECA, under a NATO umbrella, continues to allow the U.S. air force to use it for training purposes. As an executive agreement, the DECA does not require congressional or Turkish parliamentary approval. 

U.S. requests to use of the base for other purposes are made separately and may require Turkish parliamentary authorization. Incirlik is an invaluable instrument for the execution of NATO and U.S. policies in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere in the Middle East. It offers a 10,000-foot main runway and a 9,000 foot alternate runway able to service large cargo planes. Some 74% of all air cargo into Iraq transits Incirlik. The U.S. Air Force prizes the efficiency of the use of the base: six C-17 aircraft based at Incirlik move the same amount of cargo that 9 to 10 aircraft used to carry from Rhein-Main Air Base in Germany, saving about $160 million a year. In addition, thousands of U.S. soldiers have rotated out of Iraq via use of Incirlik for transit. KC-135 tankers operating out of Incirlik have delivered more than 35 million gallons of fuel to U.S. fighter and transport aircraft on missions in Iraq and Afghanistan. On more than one occasion, Turkey has authorized the temporary deployment of U.S. Air Force F-16's from Germany to Incirlik for training. In addition, in 2005, Incirlik served as an air-bridge for the Pakistan Earthquake Relief Effort of seven NATO countries and, in 2006, U.S. forces from Incirlik helped with the evacuation of some 1,700 Americans from Lebanon during the Israeli-Hezbollah war.


Turkey Prolif – Link

Removing TNW’s from Turkey will cause proliferation

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.)

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

Iran is another issue that could affect the future nuclear weapons policies of Turkey. Thus far, neither the Turkish nor the Iranian government has publicly linked Iran’s nuclear policies and “Turkey’s” nuclear weapons. In principle, the connection could run in various directions. On the one hand, Turkey’s ruling Justice and development party (AKP) deny that Iran is seeking nuclear weapons, in which case either the status quo or the elimination of Turkey’s TNWs might be acceptable. On the other hand, those members of Turkey’s national security establishment concerned about Tehran’s nuclear ambitions might either seek to retain the nuclear weapons on Turkish soil as a security hedge or demonstratively eliminate them to encourage Tehran to behave similarly.

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


Turkey Prolif – Link

TNW removal leads to Turkey Prolif

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)

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


Turkey Prolif – Turn

Turn – Turkey prolif:

A.  Turkey is on the brink of proliferation – US security guarantees are vital to constraining Turkey’s nuclear program.. 

Dunn Senior Vice President and Deputy Group Manager at Science Applications International Corporation, 2007 (Lewis, IFRI Security Studies Center, Proliferation Papers, Summer , http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today_Dunn_2007.pdf) 

Growing fears that it will not be possible to head-off Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons are creating new nuclear insecurities among that country’s neighbors and others across the Middle East. Widespread statements of concern about Iran’s nuclear ambitions by officials in Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Egypt, and elsewhere are but one example of that nuclear insecurity. Sometimes those concerns are more general; at other times, off-the-record remarks directly link Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons to other nations’ rethinking of their own non-nuclear postures, e.g., in the case of Turkey.9 New found expressions of interest all across the region from Turkey to Egypt in nuclear energy and power are openly acknowledged to be another signal of heightened nuclear insecurity.10 In turn, there has been periodic speculation – often from reliable sources though officially denied – about Saudi nuclear intentions, including that the Saudi regime already is thinking about how to acquire “dual-key” nuclear warheads from Pakistan if Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons cannot be stopped.11 If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, outside extended nuclear deterrence almost certainly will play an important part in any attempt to prevent a proliferation cascade across the Middle East – including Israel’s open deployment of nuclear weapons. Here, too, the prospect that the United States and other countries would act to counter the potential political-military benefits of Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons could be an incentive for that country to stop short of the bomb. Indeed, there is some evidence that within the Iranian elite one of the questions now being debated is whether going all the way to the bomb ultimately would prove counter-productive, stimulating reactions by neighbors and other countries that would make Iran more insecure. 

B.  Withdrawing TNWs pushes Turkey to develop their own arsenal starting a regional proliferation. 

Sherwood-Randall, Sr. Advisor of the Preventative Defense Project, 2007 
(Elizabeth,“ TheBelferCenter, Fall, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/17425/tend_to_turkey.html, ) 

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

C.  A nuclear Turkey destabilizes the Middle East – flips the case

Deliso, Balkan-based Journalist, 2005 (November21, http://www.antiwar.com/deliso/?articleid=8091) 

Proud Turkey has always wanted to be seen as an important country. Were it to declare itself a nuclear one, it would become, for a time at least, the most important country in the world. The entire balance of power in Europe and the Middle East would be radically altered overnight, and the overall side results would not at all be positive for Turkey or anyone else – except of course for those cashing in on illicit nuclear sales. Nevertheless, the country is probably technologically capable by now. A new question that has thus arisen, as articulated recently by Turkish scholar Mehmet Kalyoncu on Balkanalysis.com, is the following: "If the U.S. and the EU do not approve of Turkey having nuclear weapons, what do they have to offer Turkey instead?"

Turkey Prolif – Uniqueness

Turkish nuclear plans are purely energy related in the SQ. 

Al-Marashi and Goren, Associate Dean of International Relations at IE School of Communication-IE University in Spain & Instructor, College of Arts and Sciences Koc University, 2009 (Ibrahim and Nilsu, Strategic Insights, Center for Contemporary Conflict, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.asp) 

By 2015, Turkey expects to complete the construction of three nuclear power stations based on energy needs, being subject to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguard measures and inspections. These plans have generated controversy within the country among anti-nuclear activists and opposition members of the Turkish parliament.[50]  As official state policy, Turkey complies with the Nonproliferation Treaty, Biological and Chemical Weapons Conventions, Comprehensive test-ban Treaty (CTBT), and Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). Even if Turkey were to build a nuclear arsenal it would not be able to deploy nuclear weapons without disrespecting the rule of international law, i.e. noncompliance with the international regimes it has adhered to. In this case, the benefits of acquiring nuclear weapons do not outweigh the costs of economic and political sanctions that the country would face leaving the NATO umbrella and breaking its strategic alliance with United States.  During an interview on the Al-Jazeera Satellite Channel’s program “Today’s Encounter” in February 2006 the Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan was asked: “Regarding the Iranian nuclear file, we know that the issue is now heading toward escalation, but we also know that Turkey is preparing to launch a nuclear energy program. What are the limits of this nuclear program?” Erdogan responded that: “We have not announced our nuclear program yet, but it is designed for peaceful and humanitarian purposes.” He emphasized that the program was designed for Turkey to secure an energy source without depending on its neighbors.[51] 

Current plans are peaceful but could shift quickly. 

Al-Marashi and Goren, Associate Dean of International Relations at IE School of Communication-IE University in Spain & Instructor, College of Arts and Sciences Koc University, 2009 (Ibrahim and Nilsu, Strategic Insights, Center for Contemporary Conflict, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.asp) 

Within Turkey, the agreement fanned debate over the future of nuclear energy in the country. So far, that debate has been framed in terms of the country’s energy needs and safety and environmental concerns. It is possible, however, that national security issues will also become a factor in the discussion, with some elements in Turkey arguing that mastering nuclear technology through a peaceful nuclear power program will provide an essential foundation upon which Turkey could build, if at some future time it became necessary for it to develop an independent deterrent to counter a nuclear-armed Iran. Such national security considerations, it may be noted, appear to be a factor motivating Egypt’s recently announced plans to restart its nuclear power program.[60] 


Turkey Prolif – Link

TNW are a key assurance against Iranian proliferation. 

Blechman, Stimson Distinguished Fellow 2009 (Barry, Stimson, 2/28 http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=811 )  

In Europe, US nuclear commitments were made credible during the Cold War by the stationing of thousands of US nuclear weapons on the continent. Although only a few hundred US nuclear weapons remain in Europe, NATO’s new “strategic concept” may require that difficult decisions be made about them. Maintaining a credible extended deterrent in Europe requires spending money to modernize storage facilities, ensuring that the weapons themselves remain safe and reliable, and replacing the aircraft that had been planned to deliver them with more modern fighters with special electronics required for nuclear attack capabilities.  Some of the newer NATO members, especially those who previously were occupied by Soviet forces, worry about a resurgent nationalist Russia which, itself, has thousands of short-range nuclear weapons on its European territory, and argue that the weapons and the policy should be retained to deter Russian nuclear-use in the event of conflict. The strong possibility that Iran will soon have nuclear weapons adds another motivation as Turkey, a NATO member with US nuclear weapons on its soil, sees their presence as deterring any future Iranian aggressiveness.  The problem is that most of the NATO allies would hate to see the issue debated in their parliaments, as might result from the new “strategic concept,” or would certainly result if appropriations were requested for nuclear-related facilities or aircraft. European publics are generally strongly anti-nuclear, so while the officials of defense and foreign ministries may wish to retain the policy, their political masters are desperate to avoid any action that might renew public debate on nuclear weapons and adversely affect elections for sitting governments. 
 Turkey’s security hinges on a robust US nuclear presence – any cuts could spark overreaction. 

Guray First Lieutenant, Turkish Army, 2001(Al, Naval Post Graduate School, http://theses.nps.navy.mil/Thesis_01dec_Al.pdf, December)
Dramatic changes have occurred in Turkey’s security environment, but NATO’s security guarantees and U.S. extended deterrence commitments with a robust nuclear presence in Turkey remain essential elements of Turkey’s security. Therefore, NATO’s security guarantees, which hinge ultimately on the U.S. nuclear presence and U.S. extended deterrence commitments in Europe, and Turkey’s own national defense and deterrence posture must remain convincing and credible to Turkey and to nations that possess WMD and potential WMD proliferators in the region. As Duygu Bazoglu Sezer, a prominent professor of international relations at Bilkent University of Ankara, has observed, “Turkey needs to be reassured that it would be protected against proliferation if and when it indeed occurs.”379 

 A failure to meet the commitment to credibly defend Turkey will lead to speedy nuclearization. 

Clawson Deputy Director of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy 2003 (Patrick, http://www.npec-web.org/Essays/Presentation030401%20Clawson%20Nuclear%20Prolif%20TB.pdf, April)
Historically Turkey has been at peace with Iran, and the two countries have generally paid relatively little attention to each other, compared to what one might expect from two neighbors with considerable economic interaction. That said, Turkey has many reasons to worry about meddling by an Islamic Republic which is ideologically opposed to Ankara’s secular policies. If Turkey faces serious internal problems – be it from Islamists or from Kurds – Iran might seek to take advantage of that situation, and Iranian nuclear weapons would make Turkey think long and hard about how much it could complain about such Iranian meddling. In other words, an Iranian nuclear capability could make the Turkish General Staff nervous. Faced with a nuclear-armed Iran, Turkey’s first instinct will be to turn to NATO. Turkey places extraordinary value on its NATO membership, which symbolizes the West’s acceptance of Turkey – a delicate issue for a country which feels it is excluded from the EU on civilizational grounds more than for any other reason. The cold reality is that NATO was not designed to defend Turkey: assisting Turkey faced with a general Warsaw Pact invasion of Western Europe is one thing; defending Turkey when it alone faces a threat is an altogether different matter. It is not clear how much NATO members want to take on this burden. It will be only natural for Turkey to wonder how much it can rely on NATO. Were Turkey to decide that it had to proliferate in order to defend itself, it has good industrial and scientific infrastructures which it could draw upon to build nuclear weapons on its own. It would be difficult to prevent a determined Turkey from building nuclear weapons in well under a decade

Turkey Prolif – Impact

Turkish proliferation collapses the NATO nuclear umbrella and cause regional war

Kibaroglu, Professor at Bilikent University  2005 (Mustafa, February 9,  “http://www.iranwatch.org/privateviews/WINEP/perspex-winep-beyondiran-rapporteur-021505.htm)
An additional factor is the perceived weakness of NATO, which is seen as being in a protracted process of soul searching since the end of the Cold War. Moreover, NATO, which used to be the international organization most trusted by the Turks, turned down Turkey's request to enact Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty in the days leading up to the United States war in Iraq.  Furthermore, a huge number of Turks are unhappy with the policies of the United States toward the Kurdish groups in northern Iraq, a region that was ruled by the Turks for centuries and then lost to the British after the demise of the Ottoman Empire. Many believe that the United States is helping the Kurds build an independent state, regardless of what the American diplomats are asserting publicly. Some even argue that a confrontation with the United States over northern Iraq is a scenario, if a far-fetched one. Having heard what was said and written in U.S. media after the failure of the troop-basing resolution in the Turkish Parliament on March 1, 2003, many that Turks maintain Turkey must be powerful against the United States.  Turkey should not develop a nuclear weapons capability. Turkey does not need to possess nuclear weapons to protect itself from its rivals. A Turkish nuclear weapons capability would lead to the closure of NATO's nuclear umbrella, which is still a credible deterrent. Also, such an eventuality could, in the future, bring more trouble to Turkey in the form of war by proxy by the country's neighbors. 

NATO nuclear umbrella is the lynchpin to prevent global proliferation

Klein US Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense Programs 2004 (Dale, May 10,  http://www.csdr.org/2004book/Klein.htm)
Before I discuss this threat in more detail, I would like to point out some positive action that has already been taken. It is my opinion that the NATO nuclear umbrella agreement has prevented more countries from developing nuclear weapons than all the treaties we have developed. Many, if not all, of the original NATO countries had the technical and financial ability to design and build a nuclear weapon. However, by participating in the NATO agreement, the need to do so, both perceived and real, was reduced.   There are no similar agreements in the Middle East and other regions. Therefore, we have seen the desire of several countries, including Iran, Iraq, Libya, Pakistan, India, and North Korea, to develop nuclear weapons. In fact, since the end of the Cold War the number of countries that possess the knowledge, materials, and technical capability to produce nuclear weapons has nearly doubled. 

That leads to extinction 

Utgoff, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis 2002 (Victor A , Survival Vol 44 No 2 Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions, Ebsco, accessed 6/29

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 


***Counterplans***

Consult Turkey – Solvency

USA and Turkey deciding about B61

BBC Worldwide Monitoring, Newspaper, 2010 ( BBC Worldwide, April 7, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, June 23, S.M) 

Turkish National Defence Minister Vecdi Gonul said [on] Wednesday [7 April] that there was no official information about the USA leaving some of its nuclear weapons in Turkey.  

Gonul visited Governor Mevlu Bilici of the central Anatolian province of Kayseri on Wednesday.

When a reporter recalled the news stories saying the USA had nuclear weapons in Turkey and it would leave some of them in Turkey, Gonul said that an official information had not been made yet.

However, Turkey acceded to the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) to reduce the nuclear weapons, added Gonul.

Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe was signed by the state parties in Paris, on 19 November 1990, during the summit of the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe. Upon its approval by the parliaments of the state parties, the treaty entered into force on 17 July 1992. Turkey is one of the state parties to CFE treaty. CFE treaty is one of the milestones in the way of disarmament and it is legally binding. 


Advantage CP – Iranian Proliferation

Text: The United States federal government should discredit the legitimacy of Iran’s nuclear program under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, increase the Non-Proliferation Treaty violation costs, offer Moscow a United States nuclear cooperation agreement, build a back-up oil and gas capability area in Saudi Arabia, propose a Montreux-like convention to demilitarize the Straits of Hormuz and limit incidents at sea, isolate Iran as a regional producer of fissile materials, and increase naval border security. 

Taking the above steps solves Iranian proliferation and/or the impact if Iran proliferates

Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 2005
(Henry, Getting Ready For a Nuclear-Ready Iran, October, 6/26/10, SLE)
<Considering these shortcomings, the working group decided that, rather than trying merely to eliminate Iran’s ability to develop a nuclear option (something that may no longer be possible), it also would be useful to devise ways to curb the harmful things Iran might do or encourage, once it secured such an option. This approach produced seven recommendations that the workshop participants believed were not receiving sufficient attention currently. These steps, they argued, would increase the credibility of current efforts to prevent Iran from going nuclear and needed to be pursued, in any case, if prevention failed. These recommendations were: 1. Discrediting the legitimacy of Iran’s nuclear program as a model for other proliferators through a series of follow-on meetings to the 2005 NPT Review Conference to clarify what activities qualify as being “peaceful” under the NPT. 2. Increasing the costs for Iran and its neighbors to leave or infringe the NPT by establishing country-neutral rules against violators withdrawing from the treaty and against NPT violators more generally. 4 3. Securing Russian cooperation in these efforts by offering Moscow a lucrative U.S. nuclear cooperation agreement. 4. Reducing Persian Gulf oil and gas production and distribution system vulnerabilities to possible terrorist disruptions by building additional back-up capabilities in Saudi Arabia. 5. Limiting Iran’s freedom to threaten oil and gas shipping by proposing a Montreux-like convention to demilitarize the Straits of Hormuz and an agreement to limit possible incidents at sea. 6. Isolating Iran as a regional producer of fissile materials by encouraging Israel to take the first steps to freeze and dismantle such capabilities. 7. Backing these diplomatic-economic initiatives with increased U.S.-allied anti-terrorist, defense, naval border security, and nuclear nonproliferation cooperation. Would taking these steps eliminate the Iranian nuclear threat? No. Given Iran’s extensive nuclear know-how and capabilities, it is unlikely that the United States or its allies can deny Iran the technical ability to covertly make nuclear weapons. Yet, assuming adoption of the steps described, it would be far riskier diplomatically, economically, and militarily for Iran to acquire nuclear weapons than is currently the case. More important, taking these steps would leverage the comparative strengths of the United States and its friends in a manner that would undermine Iran’s efforts to divide the United States from its allies and to deter them from acting against Iranian misbehavior. It would not only discourage Iran’s neighbors from following Iran’s nuclear example, but force a needed reconsideration of what nuclear activities ought to be protected under the NPT (including those Iran has used to justify completing its own nuclear breakout capabilities). Finally, it would map a non-nuclear future for the Middle East that might be eventually realized (assuming a change of heart by Iran and others) through verifiable deeds rather than dependent on precise intelligence (which is all too elusive). 


Russia CP – Reciprocate

Reduction in Russian TNWs key to US 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)

A Spiegel poll in 2005 indicated that 76% of Germans were in favour of withdrawal while 18% were not. This sentiment was matched in parliament: across the four major parties (SPD, CDU, Gruene, FDP) 77.75% of members supported withdrawal and 18.25% did not.

Similar numbers were reflected in a 2006 Greenpeace poll which found that 69% of citizens in nuclear deployment States supported a nuclear weapons free Europe. This included 88% in Turkey, 71% in Italy, 71% in Germany, 65% in Belgium and 63% in Netherlands, and 56% in Britain.

However, it will be difficult to move towards a complete withdrawal of all US nuclear weapons in Europe if there is not concurrent progress on transparency and control of tactical weapons in western Russia. It is believed that Russia has about 2,330 operational nonstrategic nuclear weapons for delivery by antiballistic missiles, air defense missiles, tactical bombers, and naval cruise missiles and torpedoes – about half of what it had deployed in the early 1990s. However, exact numbers and locations are difficult to determine due to a lack of transparency from Russia.
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