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Nuclear Terrorism Advantage - Defense

Failure in Afghanistan is hurting cohesion

The Guardian June 30, 2010 (http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2010/jun/30/liam-fox-afghanistan-foreign-policy, SP)
A failure in Afghanistan would damage the credibility of Nato. "The first objective of armed conflict is to win it. To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure.

"Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened and the alliance undermined. It would be a betrayal of all the sacrifices made by our armed forces in life and limb."

No 10 denied that Fox was at odds with Cameron, who said at the G8 summit in Toronto on Friday that he wanted troops to be home within five years.

Nuclear Terrorism Advantage – Defense

Russian TNWs are at risk of terrorist access by Chechen terror groups and al- Qaida 
Saradzhyan 9 Saradzhyan, Simon. 10 August 2009. (Research fellow at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center. He is the author of several papers on security and terrorism) International Relations and Security Network. “Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability?” < http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=4888CAA0-B3DB-1461-98B9-E20E7B9C13D4&lng=en&id=103631>

TNWs are also more vulnerable to unauthorized access and use than strategic nuclear weapons. Chechnya-based terrorist groups are known to have sought nuclear weapons and so has al-Qaida, which has close ties with groups operating in Chechnya and other parts of Russia’s troubled North Caucasus.

These external and internal costs and risks associated with keeping TNWs outside the domain of arms control are too serious to ignore. Russia should join the US in negotiating the reduction and control of TNWs with the subsequent involvement of other nuclear weapons countries in this process. 


Nuclear Terrorism Advantage – Defense

Terror Threat Overblown- More likely to be hit by a comet

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

But while keeping such potential dangers in mind, it is worth remembering that the total number of people killed since 9/11 by al Qaeda or al Qaeda­like operatives outside of Afghanistan and Iraq is not much higher than the number who drown in bathtubs in the United States in a single year, and that the lifetime chance of an American being killed by international terrorism is about one in 80,000 -- about the same chance of being killed by a comet or a meteor. Even if there were a 9/11-scale attack every three months for the next five years, the likelihood that an individual American would number among the dead would be two hundredths of a percent (or one in 5,000). Although it remains heretical to say so, the evidence so far suggests that fears of the omnipotent terrorist -- reminiscent of those inspired by images of the 20-foot-tall Japanese after Pearl Harbor or the 20-foot-tall Communists at various points in the Cold War (particularly after Sputnik) -- may have been overblown, the threat presented within the United States by al Qaeda greatly exaggerated. The massive and expensive homeland security apparatus erected since 9/11 may be persecuting some, spying on many, inconveniencing most, and taxing all to defend the United States against an enemy that scarcely exists.

Jihadists have abandoned violence- they do not want to attack

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

The results of policing activity overseas suggest that the absence of results in the United States has less to do with terrorists' cleverness or with investigative incompetence than with the possibility that few, if any, terrorists exist in the country. It also suggests that al Qaeda's ubiquity and capacity to do damage may have, as with so many perceived threats, been exaggerated. Just because some terrorists may wish to do great harm does not mean that they are able to. Gerges argues that mainstream Islamists -- who make up the vast majority of the Islamist political movement -- gave up on the use of force before 9/11, except perhaps against Israel, and that the jihadists still committed to violence constitute a tiny minority. Even this small group primarily focuses on various "infidel" Muslim regimes and considers jihadists who carry out violence against the "far enemy" -- mainly Europe and the United States -- to be irresponsible, reckless adventurers who endanger the survival of the whole movement. In this view, 9/11 was a sign of al Qaeda's desperation, isolation, fragmentation, and decline, not of its strength.

Iran – US Relations Add-On – Defense

DIPLOMACY IS NOTHING BUT APPEASEMENT, WILL NOT STOP THE IRANIAN PROGRAM

Efraim Inbar, Professor, Political Studies, Bar-Ilan University, “The Imperative to Use Force Against Iranian Nuclearization,” PERSPECTIVES ON CURRENT AFFAIRS 12, Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, December 15, 2005, http://www.biu.ac.il/Besa/perspectives12.html, accessed 3/12/07.

The current European approach, which Washington decided to go along with for a while, is to provide incentives to Iran to cooperate on the nuclear issue. Yet, this policy, that cannot but be termed appeasement, has little chance of halting the progress of those components in the Iranian nuclear program that are significant in producing a bomb. Indeed, the Iranians have rejected the European "carrots" offered to them. The naked truth is that the West has nothing to offer that can dissuade the Ayatollahs from going nuclear, particularly since their nuclear program is viewed as the best insurance policy for the current leadership, and is probably the single most popular policy associated with this regime.


Turkey – US Relations Add – On – Defense

Removing TNWs kills relations.

Mustafa Kibaroglu, December 2005. Assistant professor in the department of international relations at Bilkent University. “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” European Security 14.4, Ebsco.

The decision to keep US nuclear weapons on Turkish soil owes to a number of political and military considerations. Turkish officials consider nuclear weapons more as political weapons than as having a significant military value and they do not seriously think of contingencies where nuclear weapons could or even should be used. Having said that, they do believe in the deterrent value of US nuclear weapons stationed in Turkey. It is true that the Middle East and adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable and that this situation is unlikely to change soon. Adding to the unrest arising from the political situation in Iraq, and the Palestine-Israel conflict, is Iran’s substantial nuclear development program that may have weapons development potential. Uncertainty about Iran’s capabilities as well as its intentions further complicate the threat assessments of Turkish security elite, especially those in the military domain. Hence, retaining the US nukes in Turkey ‘to be on the safe side’ sounds like a better option to them.12 Another fundamental reason why Turkish officials wanted to keep these weapons, at least to date, has 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 when the US wanted to deploy tens of thousands of troops in Turkey as part of its war plans against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and the Turkish Parliament did not approve such a request. Hence, neither party got what it wanted.13 Withdrawing the US nuclear weapons from Turkey in the aftermath of such a delicate period was feared to weaken the bonds in the longstanding strategic alliance (or the ‘partnership’ as many Turkish and American analysts would prefer to term it). 


Turkey – US Relations Add – On – Impact Turn

US-Turkey relations will drive the US to make concession to Turkey over the division of the Agean Sea at the cost of Greek security and stability, this risk flashpoints for war at major global hotspots, such as, Taiwan, North Korea, Israel, India/Pakistan and the Persian Gulf because the division to territorial dispute will be modeled

John Sitilides (Government Relations Specialist at Western Policy Center) May 19 1997 “Dividing the Aegean Sea : A Plan in Progress?”, http://www.hri.org/forum/intpol/sitil.html

Greece's position that issues of national sovereignty and territorial integrity are non-negotiable is well-grounded and legally incontestable. It is highly problematic from the geopolitical standpoint which Washington's policy planners view the region. For American foreign policy makers, the preservation of secularism in a pro-U.S. Turkey is paramount. Turkey's violations of international law, its aggressions against peaceful nations, and its abuses of the human rights of millions of own citizens are countenanced for the sake of American strategic interests in the region. Greece's continued failure to confront this fundamental reality, while Turkey accuses Greece violating international law in asserting its right to extend its territorial waters, defend its eastern Aegean islands, and maintain a ten-mile airspace, permits Ankara to effectively argue that its claims on the Aegean Sea are meritorious and well-intentioned. Public evidence of this success has been glaringly evident in recent months.  During the summer of 1996, a geostrategic analysis entitled "Aegean Angst: The Greek-Turkish Dispute," was published in a U.S. Department of the Navy journal. Among the recommendations was a demarcation line through the Aegean Sea, drawn along the midpoint of two median lines, one between the Greek and Turkish coasts without regard to the Greek islands, and one between the islands' baseline and that of the Turkish coast. A similar model was used to demarcate the continental shelf between Great Britain and France, allowing twelve nautical miles of territorial waters around the British Channel Islands and awarding all waters beyond those limits to the French.  The Navy report also held that "it is necessary to move beyond the confines of purely legal analysis," and that resolution of the disputes "must blend law with both practicality and a sensitivity to the reasonable concerns of the other side," positions with which Turkey completely agreement and energetically advances.  In early 1997, the Institute for National Strategic Studies, an independent institute providing academic research and analysis for the Pentagon, published its annual Strategic Assessment. The section analyzing Greece and Turkey included a map of the Aegean Sea divided by the maritime borders established with precision by the Italy-Turkey Peace Treaty of 1932. In the institute's view, however, the official, internationally recognized border was merely the "Greek position on the continental shelf." To its west lies a jagged line depicting the "possible Turkish position on the continental shelf." It slices through the heart of the Aegean Sea, separating the Cyclades Islands from the Dodecanese Islands, and cutting in half the territorial waters surrounding the northern Aegean islands of Limnos and Samothrace. For more than a year, a similar map has been on display inside a high-level State Department office, with the eastern Aegean Sea shaded in along roughly the same demarcation line.  In March 1997, the U.S. Naval Institute, a private, non-profit group focusing on American naval interests, published an analysis of Greek-Turkish tensions entitled "The Aegean Sea: A Crisis Waiting to Happen." Acknowledging that "Greece is far weaker than Turkey, and its Aegean islands close to the Turkish are hopelessly exposed," the author warns that the Law of the Sea Convention is ill-equipped to provide legal solutions to the Aegean questions. He also maintains that the Aegean question, involving international maritime for Russian, Ukraine, Bulgaria and Romania, as well as commercial air traffic between Europe and Asia, transcends Greek and Turkish national interests.  In the event the Turkish military reacts to a Greek extension of territorial waters, it is proposed that the United Nations be called in to suspend all jurisdiction claims in the Aegean and bring the region under the international body's authority. A U.N. naval peacekeeping force would occupy the Aegean Sea to ensure safe international air and sea passage, while the Security Council would advance a Greek-Turkish treaty permitting "a creative division of the continental shelf."  In 1975, Greece and Turkey agreed to submit the delimitation of the Aegean continental shelf for adjudication before the International Court of Justice [ICJ]. Shortly afterward, Ankara decided that a political course relying upon bilateral negotiations was the only fruitful means for resolution and withdrew from the ICJ process.  As this position continues to be successfully promulgated into the journals and debates of U.S. policy planning and the foreign policy establishment, Greece needs to urgently revisit its American strategy. Its apparent lack of concern for American public opinion, and for the planning process which guides policy makers beyond that small group whose professional titles happen to include the words "Greece" or Cyprus," has contributed to the success of the Turkish effort to push for the division of the Aegean Sea. The voters of Greece may well believe that international law is sufficient to protect Greece's sovereign rights, but the strength of their government's arguments is eroding in Washington. The profit potential of expanded business opportunities in a Turkish economic market of 62 million, coupled with a growing reliance on the Turkish military to stem the tide of Islamic fundamentalism, has allowed Ankara to squeeze a series of unique concessions from its Western allies.  As long as geopolitical and strategic considerations -- such as Iranian muscle-flexing, Iraqi aggression, untapped Caspian oil reserves, and Israeli-Syrian tensions -- dominate American interests in the region, legal matters such as Greece's protections under international law, as well as the ongoing occupation of Cyprus, will remain relegated as secondary impediments to a strong U.S.-Turkish relationship.  Greece must transform its insistence on legal protections into an authentic warning to the world that Turkish success at forcibly redrawing international borders threatens not only their respective inviolability, but world order on a urgent scale. Instability in the Persian Gulf, around Israel, in the Taiwanese Straits, the former Soviet republics in the Caucuses region, on the Korean peninsula, and other global flashpoints have been spawned by attempts to gain riches, resources and power through the use of force to gain territory and redraw international borders. The conflict in the Balkans, requiring 35,000 American servicemen to impose a tenuous peace, was triggered by the military efforts to reconfigure the provincial borders of a nation-state which no longer exists.  If Greece decides it is willing to defend its sovereignty, muscular diplomacy and military vigor, coupled with American media and mass communications strategies, must be forcefully utilized to demonstrate to Washington:  the consequences of a NATO ally and European Union member forced to choose between territorial dismemberment and all-out war against the predominant military power in the region;  the divisive national debate over dispatching tens of thousands of America's men and women in uniform to the Aegean Sea, between two of the most heavily armed nations in the world, fully at war utilizing some of the most technically advanced, U.S.-built weapons systems available;  the staggering economic, political and strategic costs to the United States of such a confrontation, unwittingly spurred by misguided American tolerance of Turkey's illegal provocations. Greece's options are not many. Its recent successes in garnering serious American support are even fewer. The failure to secure Washington's guarantees that borders remain inviolable, and that destabilizing threats of force are punished, threatens not only the integrity of the Greek state, but the security of Kuwait, Israel, Taiwan, South Korea and others pivotal nations whose borders and sovereignty undergo constant challenge.  As long as influential interests in Washington insist that Turkey's considerations outweigh those of Greece, that the asymmetry between Greece and Turkey in American policy formulation is justified, and that Greece consider negotiating its national sovereignty and territorial integrity in exchange for peace, the plan to divide the Aegean Sea may one day triumph. 


Turkey – US Relations Add – On – Impact Turn

Any flashpoint war the US will be sucked into and risk global nuclear war

Jonathan S. Landay (staff) March 10 2000 “Top administration officials warn stakes for U.S. are high in Asian conflicts:, Knight Ridder Washington Bureau, l/n 

WASHINGTON _ The 3,700-mile arc that begins at the heavily fortified border between North and South Korea and ends on the glacier where Indian and Pakistani troops skirmish almost every day has earned the dubious title of most dangerous part of the world. Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe.  "Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile," said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. "We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster." In an effort to cool the region's tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia's capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia _ with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources _ indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.


Turkey – US Relations Add – On – Impact Turn

US tilt toward Turkey hurts US-Greek relations 

Andrew Borowiec Oct 22 2003
Mr.  Burns and the United States have often been targets  of the Greek media, and despite official, and often solemn, pledges of U.S.-Greek friendship, the relations between the two countries have not always been smooth.     There are myriad reasons.  Washington has complained that Athens has done little to stem terrorism, mainly by the notorious 17th November terrorist organization whose victims over the past 25 years have included five members of  the U.S.  Embassy here killed and 20 wounded. Greece - and particularly its freewheeling press - has accused Washington of  tilting toward Turkey, Greece's historic foe, and of not doing enough to end the division of Cyprus, where Turkey had carved out a separate area for the Turkish  Cypriot minority, protected by 35,000 mainland Turkish troops.     More recent accusations from Greek media include charges that by excessively  stressing the danger of terrorism, the United States is trying to destroy Greece's tourism and is undermining its ability to guarantee security for the 2004 Olympics. 
US-Greek relations are key to stability in the Balkans

John Stilides October 13 2000 http://www.westernpolicy.org/Conferences/20001013/welcome.asp

In the Balkans, the stirring triumph of democracy may help to bring an end to a decade of war and ethnic cleansing that has wrought instability in the heart of Europe. As the only member of both NATO and the European Union in the Balkans, Greece is the very model of political, economic, and military development for most Balkan nations.  After a series of policy errors by both Washington and Athens in the first half of the previous decade, corrective measures since 1995 have delivered new hope across from Greece's northern borders. Greece can play a decisively constructive role, most recently evidenced by Foreign Minister Papandreou's bold and influential initiatives in Belgrade last month.  Now is the time for Greece to join the informal Balkan Strategy Group, or "The Quint," as it is known in diplomatic circles. Composed of the United States, Britain, Germany, France, and Italy, the group's top officials convene to plan and implement strategies to facilitate efforts toward peace and stability in southeastern Europe. Washington's support of Greece's inclusion can be key to capitalizing on Athens' contributions to stabilizing this still tenuous region, as developments in Serbia, Kosovo, and Montenegro make clear. 
Balkan wars escalate and go nuclear

Charles Glaser (Assistant Professor in Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago) 1993 International Security

However, although the lack of an imminent Soviet threat eliminates the most obvious danger, U.S. security has not been entirely separated from the future of Western Europe. The ending of the Cold War has brought many benefits, but has not eliminated the possibility of a major power war, especially since such a war could grow out of a smaller conflict in the East. And, although nuclear weapons have greatly reduced the threat that a European hegemon would pose to U.S. security, a sound case nevertheless remains that a major European war could threaten U.S. security. The United States could be drawn into such a war, even if strict security considerations suggest it should stay out. A major power war could escalate to a nuclear war that, especially if the United States joins, could include attacks against the American homeland. Thus, the United States should not be unconcerned about Europe’s future.


Pipelines Add – On – Defense

Pipeline fails-not enough gas

Larrabee, 2010 ( F. Stephen, Ph.D. in political science and m.i.a. (international affairs), Columbia University; B.A., Amherst College, “Troubled Partnership: U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change”, RAND)

However, the Nabucco project faces a number of obstacles that have raised questions about its viability. The most serious problem is finding sufficient gas to make the pipeline commercially viable. To date, only Azerbaijan has committed to supplying gas for the pipeline. But Baku can supply only a fraction of the pipeline’s capacity. To be commercially viable, Nabucco needs to find other suppliers that will contribute toward its annual transport capacity of 31 bcm. 

Iraq fills in

Larrabee, 2010 ( F. Stephen, Ph.D. in political science and m.i.a. (international affairs), Columbia University; B.A., Amherst College, “Troubled Partnership: U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change”, RAND)

However, Nabucco’s prospects have been given a boost by several developments. On July 13, 2009, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, and Austria signed an intergovernmental transit agreement with Turkey.16 The agreement is expected to give Nabucco new impetus and enhance its credibility with suppliers. In addition, Iraq has offered to supply 15 bcm of gas—nearly half of the 31 bcm of gas needed for Nabucco to operate at full capacity.17 Turkmenistan has also offered to ship some of its gas via Nabucco in the second stage. In addition, falling commodity and steel prices have reduced the estimated cost of building the pipeline, enhancing the prospects that the project will receive the necessary financing. 

Needs gas from Azerbeijan

The guardian, 09 ( “Gas deal between Turkey and European Union breaks Russian stranglehold”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2009/may/11/eu-turkey-nabucco-gas-pipeline)

If Nabucco is to happen, it will initially need the gas from Azerbaijan's BP-run Shah Deniz-2 field. But officials in Brussels view Turkmenistan, with its vast gas deposits, as the key to its longer-term viability.

Pipelines Add – On – Defense

Turn-destroys Russia natural gas industry

The guardian, 09 ( “Gas deal between Turkey and European Union breaks Russian stranglehold”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2009/may/11/eu-turkey-nabucco-gas-pipeline)

The European Union and Turkey have struck a ground-breaking gas pipeline deal unlocking a potential energy bonanza in the Caspian basin after more than a year of deadlock, according to senior EU officials.

The agreement, to be signed in Ankara on 25 June, represents a major boost to the EU's ill-starred Nabucco pipeline project, which is intended to transport natural gas to Europe from central Asia, the Caucasus and the Middle East, and is the key to breaking the Kremlin's stranglehold over Europe's gas imports. "This is a complete breakthrough," said a senior EU official involved in the tough negotiations with Turkey. "The Turks have accepted our terms. There is no conditionality."
The €9bn Nabucco project is at the centre of a contest pitting Russiaagainst the EU and involving Turkey, Germany, Austria, Azerbaijan and the authoritarian regimes of central Asia in the effort to secure Europe's gas needs while curbing the hold Moscow and the gas monopoly Gazprom have over the supply lines. The case for Nabucco is debated, but was reinforced by Russia's gas war with Ukraine in January, which caused havoc with Gazprom supplies to eastern and central Europe. There had been similar disputes in 2006 and 2007.

Nabucco, stretching more than 2,000 miles from Turkey's eastern border to Europe's main gas hub outside Vienna, would be the main route for pumping gas to Europe not controlled by Gazprom. But the plan had faltered over deadlock between the EU and Turkey over the pipeline transit agreement. More than half the pipeline is to be located in Turkey, making it the gatekeeper of Europe's energy supplies.

Ankara has been driving a hard bargain, insisting on collecting a "tax" on the gas being pumped and demanding 15% of the transit gas at discounted prices. This, say EU officials and the six-company consortium that is to build and run the pipeline, would render Nabucco financially unviable.

The stalemate was broken at a summit in Prague last Friday between the EU and the countries involved. "The 15% demand has gone," Andris Piebalgs, the EU commissioner for energy, told the Guardian. "We've agreed on cost-based transit. We're very close to a conclusion." A senior Czech official organising the summit likened the negotiations to "bargaining in an Istanbul souk", while an EU envoy to the region worried that "nothing is done until it's done".

But the European commission president, José Manuel Barroso, said President Abdullah Gül of Turkey assured him the deal would be signed within weeks. "That's what President Gül told me," he said.

The Turkish leader indirectly linked any Nabucco deal with progress on Ankara's negotiations with Brussels on joining the EU. The negotiations are being blocked by Greek Cypriots, while several big EU states are quietly happy to see Turkey's EU bid frozen. But Barroso and others insisted that Ankara was not setting conditions for a Nabucco agreement.

The EU imports about one-third, or 140bn cubic metres, of its gas from Russia. The "southern corridor" – Nabucco and two other pipelines – is supposed to pump 60bn cubic metres a year, or 10% of requirements by 2020, bypassing Russia.

Building of the Nabucco pipeline has been delayed while the projected costs have soared, leading critics to describe the scheme as a pipedream. But the Prague summit and the imminent pact with Turkey appear to have resurrected the project.

The consortium that is planning to build and manage a pipeline stretching more than 2,050 miles from Turkey's eastern border through the Balkans to Baumgarten, east of Vienna, is headed by OMV, the Austrian oil and gas firm, with four national energy corporations – Botas of Turkey, Bulgargaz of Bulgaria, Transgaz of Romania, and MOL of Hungary, plus RWE, the German energy group that joined the consortium last year even though its government prefers collaboration with Gazprom and opposes Nabucco. All six are grouped in Nabucco Gas Pipeline International.

As well as Nabucco, the Europeans spoke specifically for the first time about supporting the building of a pipeline under the Caspian Sea connecting Turkmenistan and central Asia to Azerbaijan. The central Asian gas was up for grabs, said the senior EU official, and if Europe did not get there first, it would go to Russia or China.

If Nabucco is to happen, it will initially need the gas from Azerbaijan's BP-run Shah Deniz-2 field. But officials in Brussels view Turkmenistan, with its vast gas deposits, as the key to its longer-term viability.

The Russians are pressing the central Asians and Azerbaijan hard to try to put a stop to Nabucco and retain control of all the supply routes to the west. The Turkmens attended the Prague summit, but declined to commit, apparently deciding to try to play the Russians off against the Europeans.
Natural gas exports are a critical component of the Russian economy. 

EIA 2k7 ( Russian Economy: Background” no specific date, Energy Information Administration,”

http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cabs/Russia/Background.html)

In 2007, Russia’s real gross domestic product (GDP) grew by approximately 8.1 percent, surpassing average growth rates in all other G8 countries, and marking the country’s seventh consecutive year of economic expansion. Russia’s economic growth over the past seven years has been driven primarily by energy exports, given the increase in Russian oil production and relatively high world oil prices during the period. Internally, Russia gets over half of its domestic energy needs from natural gas, up from around 49 percent in 1992. Since then, the share of energy use from coal and nuclear has stayed constant, while energy use from oil has decreased from 27 percent to around 19 percent. 

Russia’s economy is heavily dependent on oil and natural gas exports. In order to manage windfall oil receipts, the government established a stabilization fund in 2004. By the end of 2007, the fund was expected to be worth $158 billion, or about 12 percent of the country’s nominal GDP. According to calculations by Alfa Bank, the fuel sector accounts for about 20.5 percent of GDP, down from around 22 percent in 2000. According to IMF and World Bank estimates, the oil and gas sector generated more than 60 percent of Russia’s export revenues (64% in 2007), and accounted for 30 percent of all foreign direct investment (FDI) in the country.

Pipelines Add – On – Defense

Russian economic decline causes civil war—escalates and goes nuclear.

David, 99 – Professor of Politics Science at Johns Hopkins (Steven, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, lexis)

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.


Middle East Add – On – Defense

Middle East conflict won’t escalate – local conflicts do not spillover

Steven A. Cook (fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations) Ray Takeyh (fellows at the Council on Foreign Relations) and Suzanne Maloney (senior fellow at Saban Center) June 28 2007 “Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast”, International Herald Tribune

Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.

Middle East escalation empirically denied

Kevin Drum September 9 2007 The Washington Monthly, “The Chaos Hawks”

Needless to say, this is nonsense. Israel has fought war after war in the Middle East. Result: no regional conflagration. Iran and Iraq fought one of the bloodiest wars of the second half the 20th century. Result: no regional conflagration. The Soviets fought in Afghanistan and then withdrew. No regional conflagration. The U.S. fought the Gulf War and then left. No regional conflagration. Algeria fought an internal civil war for a decade. No regional conflagration.

No escalation- Global Powers have moderated

Dr. Gwynne Dyer (lecturer on international affairs) October 21 2001 “The World Turned Upside Down?”, International Affairs, http://peernet.lbpc.ca/thelink/102502/04IntAffDyer.html

How bad could it get? Very bad." Yet Dyer concluded by pointing out a number of significantly positive indications: that the terrorists are probably not going to succeed in stampeding the Americans into any truly stupid reaction; that direct physical threat from terrorism was statistically less of a threat than smoking (though over-reaction to terrorism could pose a threat to civil liberties); and that the conflict in the Middle East is likely to stay confined to the region because the connections outward have been dismantled. Most significantly, he explained, the larger trends are promising in that "there are no enemies among the Great Powers. World War III has been cancelled." The number of democratic countries has doubled in the lifetime of our Pearson College students, and "democratic countries don’t fight wars with each other." A kind of global culture of values has been emerging. Things are actually changing for the better.

Sanctions Add – On – Defense

· Iran is open to arrangements and will accept the fuel swap.
Washington TV 2/16/10 (Iran says open to new nuclear fuel swap ideas, US news station for Iran, http://www.televisionwashington.com/floater_article1.aspx?lang=en&t=1&id=17673)  

Washington, 16 February (WashingtonTV)—Iran’s Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki said on Tuesday his country would consider any new ideas on a proposed nuclear fuel swap deal with major powers.
On Monday, Iran’s atomic chief said that the United States, Russia and France had made a new proposal regarding the supply of nuclear fuel to Iran after it began work on enriching uranium to 20 percent.
But the three powers denied such a fresh proposal had been made to replace the one offered by the International Atomic Energy Agency in October.
Mottaki said the three powers had submitted a new letter to the nuclear agency, but admitted that it did not contain a new proposal, blaming a translation error for Iran having insisted otherwise.
“These three countries wrote a new letter to the agency, which appeared as a new proposal during translation,” Mottaki was quoted as saying by the semi-official ISNA news agency.
“Therefore Iran, while continuing its nuclear activities, will consider any idea or proposal from the different sides, either given directly or indirectly via the agency [IAEA],” he added.
Under the draft deal, Iran would ship most of its low-enriched uranium abroad to be converted into nuclear fuel rods for a medical reactor in Tehran. Iran wants any such swap to be simultaneous.
Mottaki spoke after meeting his Turkish counterpart, Ahmet Davutoglu, whose country has offered to serve as a venue for the nuclear fuel swap.
The Turkish foreign minister, who did not address the nuclear issue at the joint news conference, was expected to meet President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad later on Tuesday.

China Add – On – Defense

External negotiations solve miscalculation between China and the U.S.
Henry A. Kissinger (Former secretary of State) 6/13/2005 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/06/12/AR2005061201533.html
The problem of Taiwan is an exception and is often invoked as a potential trigger. This could happen if either side abandons the restraint that has characterized U.S.-Chinese relations on the subject for over a generation. But it is far from inevitable. Almost all countries -- and all major ones -- have recognized China's claim that Taiwan is part of China. So have seven American presidents of both parties -- none more emphatically than George W. Bush. Both sides have managed the occasional incongruities of this state of affairs with some skill. In 1972 Beijing accepted a visit by President Nixon, even while the United States recognized Taipei as the capital of all of China, and by another president -- Gerald Ford -- under the same ground rules in 1975. Diplomatic relations were not established until 1979. Despite substantial U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, Sino-American relations have steadily improved based on three principles: American recognition of the one-China principle and opposition to an independent Taiwan; China's understanding that the United States requires the solution to be peaceful and is prepared to vindicate that principle; restraint by all parties in not exacerbating tensions in the Taiwan Strait. The task now is to keep the Taiwan issue in a negotiating framework. The recent visits to Beijing by the heads of two of Taiwan's three major parties may be a forerunner. Talks on reducing the buildup in the Taiwan Strait seem feasible. 

 

 
The chance of an accidental launch from China is low.
Philip C. Sanders and Jing-Dong Yuan, Center for Nonproliferation studies.  July 12-14, 2000. Discussion paper Prepared for the Monterey Nonproliferation Strategic Group. “China’s Strategic Force Modernization: issues and Implications”
Although China has been satisfied with a relatively small nuclear force, the credibility of its nuclear deterrent has always been questionable. China’s H-6/B-6 strategic bombers are obsolete aircraft with limited range and little ability to penetrate modern air defenses. The single Xia class ballistic missile submarine has been plagued with technical problems and may no longer be operational. The linchpins of China’s strategic deterrent are the DF-5A and DF-4 missiles, which are liquid fueled and based in silos. Because these missiles are not mobile and require long preparation times for launch, they are potentially vulnerable to a preemptive first strike. The missiles are normally not mated with their warheads, further reducing readiness. China’s strategic forces have a variety of other weaknesses, including deficiencies in early warning system, limited CI, poor mobility and dispersal capabilities and vulnerability to future anti-missile defenses. 

China cannot have an accidental launch because of its storage system.
Bruce G. Blair, President of the Center for Defense Information, and Thomas B. Cochran, Director of Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists. June, 2001. “Towards True Security: A US Nuclear Posture for the Next Decade”
China currently deploys roughly 20 single-warhead liquid-fueled missiles with a range of reaching the United States. Because the missiles and fuel are apparently stored separately from the missiles, the probability of a mistaken, unauthorized, or accidental launch from China is low. Mistaken launch in response to false warning of a US or Russian strategic attack is also unlikely because China does not have a system of early warning sensors to permit it to launch upon detection of an incoming attack.

US – Turkey Relations Disad - UQ – Relations low

We control uniqueness - US-Turkey relations have bottomed out – plan can only increase them

Schliefer 6/28

(Yigal, editor of EurasiaNet’s Kebabistan blog, “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch,” 6/28/10, www.eurasianet.org/node/61426, accessed 7/5/10)

Analysts are warning that relations between Turkey and the United States may be heading for a period of volatility, particularly in the wake of the botched May 31 Israeli commando raid on a Gaza aid flotilla, along with Ankara’s recent decision to vote “no” in the United Nations Security Council on sanctions against Iran.

“There is a ceiling above which Turkish-American relations cannot improve, and there’s a floor which it can’t go below. But we are getting pretty close to the floor and the ability of the two countries to improve their relations really has a huge question mark over it. We are now talking about an undeclared crisis in the relations,” said Bulent Aliriza, director of the Turkey Project at Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies.


US – Turkey Relations Disad - IMPX - Turkish adventurism

Cooperation is a farce – Turkey will grow independent of Washington

Schliefer, EurasiaNet editor, 6/28

(Yigal, editor of EurasiaNet’s Kebabistan blog, “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch,” 6/28/10, www.eurasianet.org/node/61426, accessed 7/5/10)

To a certain extent, tension between Ankara and Washington is nothing new. What is different now, noted Carnegie’s Barkey, is that Ankara’s independent foreign policy course creates more opportunities for Turkey and the United States to have policy disagreements.

“The Turkish-American relationship was always difficult. Let’s not kid ourselves. But on the other hand, the difference between then and now is that Turkish foreign policy used to be more self centered. Now, to their credit, they are playing a more global role, but that has meant that the points of friction have increased as a result,” he said.

Sinan Ulgen, Chairman of the Center for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies, an Istanbul-based think tank, says some of the tension with Washington may be built in to what is a fundamental and ambitious restructuring by the AKP government of Turkey’s previously more cautious and inward-looking foreign policy

“I don’t think the government has an anti-West agenda,” Ulgen said. “I think that Turkey cares less about how its foreign policy initiatives will be received in the Western capitals, and in particular Washington. This is very different from before.”

It’s a new reality that Washington appears to be coming to terms with. In another recent interview, this one with the British Broadcasting Corp,, the State Department’s Gordon said: “We’re going to work very hard to preserve this partnership and cooperation.”

Still, he added: “We never set as a blanket rule that everything Turkey does in the Middle East would be something we support, and there are times when we have differences with Turkey, and I suspect that it’s going to be that way for some time.”


**Israeli backlash**

IL – Relations = pro-Palestine

US-Turkey relations will lean toward pro-Palestinian foreign policy

Larrabee, Ph.D. in international affairs, ‘7
(F. Stephen, Corporate Chair in European Security at the RAND Corporation, “Turkey rediscovers the Middle East,” Council on Foreign Relations, July/August, www.institutkurde.org/en/info/turkey-rediscovers-the-middle-east--1216228619.html, accessed 7/5/10)

Ankara's policy toward Israel and the Palestinians has also undergone a shift. Turkey had maintained a close relationship with Israel since 1996, especially in the defense and intelligence areas. Cooperation had benefits for both sides: it gave Israel a way of breaking out of its regional isolation and a means of putting pressure on Syria, and it gave Turkey new avenues for obtaining weapons and advanced technology at a time when it faced increasing restrictions on weapons procurement from the United States and Europe.

But more recently, under the akp's leadership, Turkey's outlook toward Israel has begun to change, and Ankara has begun to adopt a more active pro-Palestinian policy. Erdogan has been openly critical of Israeli policy in the West Bank and Gaza, calling it an act of "state terror." At the same time, he has sought to establish closer ties to the Palestinian leadership. A few weeks after the elections in the Palestinian territories in January 2006, he hosted in Ankara a high-ranking Hamas delegation led by Khaled Mashaal. Erdogan was hoping that the visit would highlight Turkey's ability to play a larger diplomatic role in the Middle East. But it was arranged it without consulting Washington and Jerusalem and irritated both governments, which wanted to isolate Hamas until it met a series of specific conditions, including acceptance of Israel's right to exist.

Likewise, Turkey adopted an independent position at odds with Israeli policy during last summer's crisis in Lebanon. Erdogan sharply condemned the Israeli attacks, and in several major Turkish cities there were large-scale protests and burnings of the Israeli flag. Turkish nongovernmental organizations also condemned Israel's policies in Lebanon and the Palestinian territories.

At the same time, Erdogan decided to send 1,000 troops to participate in the un peacekeeping force in Lebanon -- one of the largest contributions of any European state. The move was sharply criticized by mainstream parties and some members of Erdogan's own party, who feared Turkey would be drawn into a military confrontation with Hezbollah, and provoked an open split between President Sezer and Erdogan. Sezer opposed Turkish participation on the grounds that it was "not Turkey's responsibility to protect others' national interests." Erdogan maintained that Turkey could not protect its own national interests by being a "mere bystander" and had to participate in the peace process.

Although not without risks, Erdogan's decision to contribute troops to the un peacekeeping mission in Lebanon had a number of important benefits. It both underscored Turkey's European credentials and showed that Ankara is an important regional player. It earned Erdogan accolades in Washington, which helped reduce strains with the United States. And along with Erdogan's criticism of Israel's military action, it allowed Turkey to demonstrate its solidarity with key Arab governments in the region, which supported the peacekeeping mission.


US – Turkey Relations Disad - IL – Relations = pro-Palestine

Relations increase anti-Israeli rhetoric

Boyner, Advisor to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 6/17
(Umit, Chair of TUSIAD, “US-Turkish Relations:  A Perspective from the private sector,” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2010/0617_turkey_us/20100617_turkey_us.pdf, p5-6, accessed 7/5/10)

With respect to Israel, as TUSIAD, we have criticized the Israeli government for its hardliner position vis-à-vis the Palestinians and the disproportional use of force against the humanitarian flotilla on the way to Gaza.   It is difficult to understand this position just through legitimate security concerns.  Events prove that the inhuman blockade in Gaza, as such, is no more sustainable and it is poisoning the relations of Israel with Turkey, as Turkey’s public opinion is very sensitive to this problem, whatever the reason of the sensitivity is:  human conditions, domestic political motivations, or religious solidarity.  

We do expect those responsible to be subjected to international law and the investigation to be conducted in an international manner in order to have universal credibility and impartiality.   

We thought that the proposition put forward by the UN Secretary General met these expectations, but the unilateral formation of the Israeli committee is problematic.  

We appreciate the role of the U.S. administration on the release of activists from Israeli prisons, but we believe that it is very hard to calm down the public resentment in Turkey without Israel’s formal apology.  

US – Turkey Relations Disad - IL – Relations = pro-Palestine

Relations anger Israel – Turkey taking a pro-Hamas stance

Ozel, Professor of IR and political science, 6/17
(Soli, Istanbul Bilgi University professor, “US-Turkish Relations:  A Perspective from the private sector,” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2010/0617_turkey_us/20100617_turkey_us.pdf, p5-6, accessed 7/5/10)

By 2008, by 2009, by 2010, first of all, what made the relation with the intimacy with Israel so very important for Turkey -- and not just because of the military’s mutually beneficial relations, but what made the relation with Israel so very important for Turkey, those conditions were no longer around.  

  Back in 1996 Turkey had conflictual relations with six out of its nine neighbors.  By the time we got to 2005, 2006, Turkey had conflictual relations with only three of its neighbors, which -- I should point out, which speaks to one misunderstanding or misinterpretation or lack of knowledge about history when the Justice and Development Party came to power in 2002, three of Turkey’s most important conflictual relations were actually on their way to become much better.  The Greek -- the relations with Greece were already on the upswing with the so-called Aegean spring.  Relations with Syria were already on the upswing because (inaudible) was already kicked out of the country, the (inaudible) was signed, and the Turkish president back in 2000 went to Hafez al-Assad’s funeral unexpected by the Syrians, and relations with Iran had begun to get much better from 1999 onwards.  

  Therefore, in 2000, until the Justice and Development Party found a Turkish engagement with three -- three of its most troubling neighbors.  Therefore, Turkey was no longer feeling as closed in and surrounded by hostile powers after 2002 as it did in 1996.  And by the time we reached 2007, 2008, as Umit Boyner has tried to explain, the upswing from the economic crisis, the robustness of the Turkish economy, and the particular foreign policy vision whose driving force was economic expansionism, basically made relations -- put the relations on a very differing -- in my view, in a very different framework.  

  But -- and this also meant that there were two increasingly conflictual visions for the Middle East that the Israeli and the Turkish governments held.  The Turkish government’s overall foreign policy principle is, especially for the Middle East, to create a virtual cycle of peace, political stability, and economic integration, and more economic integration that will consolidate political stability and actually engender more peace.  And to that extent, the two other non-Iraq countries in the Middle East who also have regional power aspirations -- meaning Israel and Iran -- had almost the opposite view in terms of what would be necessary in the Middle East.  Iran believes that it thrives only when other countries are unstable and Israel so far has not shown any interest of presenting itself as part of the Middle East and taking the concerns of the region in general as at least part of its foreign policy agenda.  

  Therefore I think structurally we did have the elements of a conflict in place, especially as the Palestinian situation seemed to deteriorate.   And everything came to a head to a certain extent in 2009 with the Gaza -- 2008 -- December 2008 with the Gaza war.  

  Now, at that point, the Turkish government believed that it was very close to clinching an Israeli-Syrian deal, which the Turks have actually started despite American objections.  And unexpected by anyone, they came close to creating an environment whereby even direct Israeli-Syrian relations or negotiators could have been possible.  

  Prime Minister Olmert visited Turkey in, I think, 17th or the 18th of December, spent five and a half hours with the Turkish Prime Minister -- and they spoke on the phone.  The Turks have spoken on the phone with the Syrians during that meeting and the Turks, rightly or wrongly, believed that a deal was almost reachable.  Three days later, Israel attacks Gaza, the Prime Minister of Turkey wasn’t told about it, and we now learn that the Egyptians were told about it.  So there was a sense of acute betrayal on the part of the Turkish government.  And I think that also spoke to this conflicting visions for the Middle East that, in my judgment, structurally made Israeli-Turkish relations much more fragile than anybody could have expected them to be back in 1996 all the way to 2005.  

  And from Israeli perspective the way I see it, the fact that Turkey pushed an Iran policy that was antithetical to what the Israelis would have preferred to see, the fact that Turkish government insisted on presenting a linkage, rightly or wrongly, between the Iranian program and Israel’s possession of weapons of mass destruction, the fact that the Turkish discourse brought the issue of Israeli nuclear arms into the agenda in the nuclear disarmament talks, and finally the fact that Turkey pushed very hard for lifting the embargo on Gaza and of course Turkey’s -- the Turkish government’s quite sympathetic approach to Hamas also rubbed the Israelis the wrong way; also created upon those structural conflictual conditions, actual practical matters that made the situation very incendiary.  And ultimately, we have had this attack against the flotilla.  And because there is blood, it will be very difficult to repair the relations, certainly so long as these two governments are in place.  And much more importantly, the legitimacy of the relations with Israel have been also hurt because Turkish lives were lost and these guys were killed by the Israeli military and were not even contiguous to Israel and there is no declared war between the two parties.

US – Turkey Relations Disad - IL – pro-Hamas rhetoric

Pro-Hamas rhetoric popular in Turkey – prefer our evidence since it explains why the Turkish economy is key 

Ozel, Professor of IR and political science, 6/17
(Soli, Istanbul Bilgi University professor, “US-Turkish Relations:  A Perspective from the private sector,” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2010/0617_turkey_us/20100617_turkey_us.pdf, p12-13, accessed 7/5/10)

And secondly, the Gaza rhetoric, the Hamas rhetoric, the policy vis-à-vis Hamas that the Turkish government has, makes it extraordinarily popular in the Arab street perhaps.  But I doubt that many of the Arab regimes share that particular enthusiasm.  Therefore, on the one hand, Turkey tries to be in very good terms with most of the Arab countries and Arab regimes.  On the other hand, even the Prime Minister’s closest advisors have a rather condescending view of the (inaudible) not be gaining them a lot of friends in Arab countries.  

  Now, this issue of the Arab countries virtually aligning themselves with Israel when it comes to Iran, when it comes to Gaza, Hamas, and whatever, also is the way we can (inaudible) to the Iran issue because these issues are related not in the way that they are usually presented in the press in my judgment, but if we look at what Turkey wants in Iran, what it is interested in, in my judgment we can make the following argument, and that is, a very mercantilist government does not want to alienate any of its economic partners.  Thousands upon thousands of trucks take Turkish goods to Central Asian countries via Iran.  Turks do not want to jeopardize that.  And Iran supplies 20 percent of Turkey’s gas and the Turks are very interested in exploring gas and oil fields in Iran and there have been agreements that were signed.  


US – Turkey Relations Disad - AT:  Turkey = honest broker

Turkey not the honest broker for Middle East peace talks – Israel opposes Turkey-Hamas relations – prefer our evidence because it’s compares competing claims

Larrabee, Ph.D. in international affairs, ’10

(F. Stephen, RAND Corporation, “Troubled Partnership:  U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change,” www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG899.pdf, p43-44, accessed 7/5/10)

The shift in Turkish policy toward Israel has largely been one of tone and style rather than substance. Although Erdogan has been critical of Israeli policy, beneath the surface, Turkish-Israeli cooperation in the defense and intelligence areas has quietly continued. A $165- million agreement on airborne imagery intelligence was signed on the eve of the Gaza bombardment. The Israeli Air Force continues to conduct training missions at Turkey’s training base in Konya. Turkey also participated with Israel and the United States in the annual joint exercise 

Reliant Mermaid in August 2009.14 

In private, however, there is growing concern among Israeli officials about Turkey’s increasing involvement in the Palestinian issue, and especially Turkey’s support for Hamas. Israeli officials still want strong relations with Turkey, but the growing anti-Israel tone of Erdogan’s rhetoric is deeply worrisome to many Israeli officials and is beginning to have a corrosive impact on the overall relationship, eroding trust and confidence in Ankara’s long-term objectives in the Middle East.15  Because of its close ties to Hamas, Turkey is no longer regarded by Israeli leaders as an honest broker and a potential mediator in the Arab-Israeli dispute. The Netanyahu government has also spurned Turkey’s offer to resume its role in facilitating talks between Israel and Syria.16 


US – Turkey Relations Disad - IMPX – Israeli First Strike

Increases risk of Israel first-strike against Iran

Larrabee, Ph.D. in international affairs, ’10
(F. Stephen, RAND Corporation, “Troubled Partnership:  U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change,” www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG899.pdf, p44-45, accessed 7/5/10)

However, the likelihood that Turkish-Israeli relations will recover their early luster is slim, especially while the Netanyahu government is in power in Israel. Indeed, if anything, relations seem likely to get worse. The two governments have deep differences over a number of key international issues, especially Iran’s possible acquisition of a nuclear-weapon capability, which Netanyahu sees as an existential threat to Israel’s existence that must be prevented at all costs, including using military force if necessary. However, Turkey strongly opposes the use of force to resolve the Iranian nuclear issue. Thus, an Israeli military strike against Iran could lead to a serious crisis in Turkish-Israeli ties.


**Democracy Promotion Bad**

US – Turkey Relations Disad - IL – Relations = Demo Promo

Relations promote Middle East democracy

Larrabee, Ph.D. in international affairs, ’10
(F. Stephen, RAND Corporation, “Troubled Partnership:  U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change,” www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG899.pdf, p45-46, accessed 7/5/10)

Differences between Washington and Ankara have also emerged over the issue of democracy promotion in the Middle East. Although the Erdogan government has been a strong advocate of greater transparency and democracy in the region, Turkish officials, especially the military, have been uncomfortable with U.S. attempts to portray Turkey as a model for Muslim countries in the Middle East. The military and the secular political establishment fear that such emphasis on Turkey’s connection to the Middle East could weaken Turkey’s Western identity and strengthen the role of Islam in Turkish society.17 

Turkish officials insist that Turkey’s path to democracy is not a one-size-fits-all model that can be implemented identically elsewhere in the Middle East. Although they contend that Turkey’s path can serve as an “inspiration” or point of reference for other Muslim societies, they emphasize that the Muslim countries in the Middle East have to “find their own solutions to their own problems” and that these solutions cannot be imposed from outside.18


US – Turkey Relations Disad - IMPX - Prolif

Impact is nuclear proliferation – turns the case

Takeyh, Ph.D. Middle East scholar, and Gvodsev, Ph.D. International Relations, ‘3

(Ray, and Nikolas, also professor in the National Security Decision Making faculty of the Naval War College, Summer, 2003, Orbis, www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Takeyh-Gvosdev_Orbis.pdf?jsessionid=e016bfab53082e9b3f81ba318bf1e649)

Nor would the United States discover that newly emerged democracies in the region would forgo the pursuit of WMD. Nations seek such weapons for a variety of strategic and national interests calculations unrelated to whether they are internally governed as liberal democracies or dictator- ships. The cases of Israel and India both pose difficulties for the proposition that autocracies are more inclined to pursue such weapons than democracies. In the era of the Bush Doctrine, with its penchant toward unilateralism and regime change through military intervention, it is hard for any beleaguered state to forgo the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. Even more so, the democratic regimes in the Middle East would face a greater nationalistic pressure for modernization of their armed forces and achievement of balance of power with the nuclear-armed Israel. Washington may be able to coax, bribe, and pressure Arab despots into maintaining their compliance with its non-proliferation treaties (as it was able to do with their Central Asian counterparts after the collapse of the USSR), but it can do little with democratic regimes relying on a vote of a public that complains about the inequality of Israeli nuclear monopoly. None of the opposition parties in Pakistan supports any moves toward denuclearization; the same can be said of Iran’s ‘‘democratic reformers.’’ In the end, the Bush Doctrine may prove to be the greatest catalyst of the spread of WMD in the Arab world and elsewhere. 


US – Turkey Relations Disad - IMPX – Democracy Promotion Bad

Also, Middle East instability

Larrabee, Ph.D. in international affairs, ’10
(F. Stephen, RAND Corporation, “Troubled Partnership:  U.S.-Turkish Relations in an Era of Global Geopolitical Change,” www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG899.pdf, p45-46, accessed 7/5/10)

In part, Turkey’s differences with the United States over the idea of the country serving as a model for the Middle East reflect the Erdogan government’s desire to avoid steps that could complicate Turkey’s relations with its Arab neighbors in the Middle East or lead to greater instability in the region. But they also reflect broader internal tensions within Turkish society between secularists—particularly the military—and Islamists. The military is highly sensitive to any developments that might weaken Turkey’s adherence to secularism, and it is likely to continue to see any attempt by the United States to promote Turkey as a model for other Islamic countries as a threat to Turkey’s secular identity.19 
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