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 1NC
A.  Uniqueness:  U.S.-Turkish relations remain high despite the Israel flotilla incident and Iran sanctions vote - high-level talks continue
Rozen, 10 (6/21/10, Lauren,The Politico, “Obama's Turkey bind” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=5C17F193-18FE-70B2-A816756177F83C1E)

Turkey, meanwhile, is demanding that Israel apologize for killing its citizens in the flotilla and has expressed dismay that the U.S. did not take up an Iranian nuclear fuel swap deal that it negotiated in May.  But in a region where the U.S. is stretched thin and short of even semireliable allies, the Obama administration is keeping its public criticism of Turkey muted and trying to move forward.  The Obama administration “is in the worst of all worlds,” Eric Edelman, former U.S. ambassador to Turkey, told POLITICO.  “The fundamental problem, I believe, which hasn’t been addressed, is that at this stage, the Turks believe we need them more than they need us. But they need us for a lot of things, too.” President Barack Obama and Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan will both attend the G-20 meeting in Canada later this week. But U.S. officials were still vague about whether the two will meet on the sidelines, saying no meeting had been firmed up.  Meanwhile, officials suggested that the Obama administration might try to use the quiet visit of Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak to Washington this week as an opportunity “to try to patch things up,” if possible, between Israel and Turkey, which have had strong defense ties.  Turkey’s highly regarded envoy to Washington, Namik Tan, could be a constructive intermediary for Washington but may have limited room for maneuver given the government he serves. A veteran diplomat who served as Turkey’s ambassador to Israel from 2007 to 2009, Tan is a colleague and friend to many senior officials in Israel’s Foreign Ministry.  In an interview with POLITICO, Tan described being on the phone with Israel’s ambassador to Washington, Michael Oren, late last month to arrange a meeting between Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu that was supposed to take place in Washington on June 1. A few hours after they set up the meeting, and as Davutoglu was sitting on the tarmac in Brazil waiting for his flight to the United States, Israeli commandos intercepted the Gaza aid flotilla, in an operation in which eight Turks and one Turkish-American were killed.  Davutoglu ended up flying to New York to attend an emergency United Nations Security Council meeting on the violence, while Netanyahu’s trip to Washington was canceled. Turkey’s opposition to the U.N. Iran sanctions resolution, meanwhile, deepened.  But Tan insisted there has been no breach in the U.S.-Turkey relationship in the wake of either the flotilla episode or Turkey’s vote against the Iran sanctions resolution.  “We have excellent relations with all members of the administration,” Tan said. “We are able to talk with them in an extensive, comprehensive manner, in face-to-face meetings and several phone conversations,” he said, citing recent conversations between Davutoglu and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and with National Security Adviser Jim Jones. Tan said Turkey shares the United States’ concern about the prospect that Iran could get a nuclear weapon. But he said Turkey’s vote against the Iran sanctions resolution will allow Turkey to remain an intermediary with Iran and therefore enable the U.S. and the international community “to keep the door open to” Iran’s returning to the negotiating table. The U.S. “has indicated publicly and privately that we are very unhappy” with Turkey’s “no” vote on the U.N. Security Council Iran resolution, “but [we] want to move forward on crucial elements of relations,” a U.S. official told POLITICO Monday on condition of anonymity.  Turkish officials said the Obama administration has given them mixed signals on a possible Iran nuclear fuel swap proposal that Ankara and Brazil negotiated last month, under which 1,200 kilograms of Iran’s low-enriched uranium would be sent to Turkey in exchange for nuclear fuel for a Tehran reactor that supplies isotopes to treat Iranian cancer patients.  Though the U.S. formally dismissed the Turkey-Brazil-Iran nuclear deal as insufficient and proceeded with a Security Council resolution sanctioning Iran earlier this month, Obama has said that the resolution does not close the door on diplomacy.  “We don’t doubt Turkey’s sincerity in trying to find a diplomatic way forward and a genuine way to prevent Iran from getting nuclear weapons,” a senior administration official told POLITICO. 
B.
Link:  TNWs first and foremost strengthen the U.S.-Turkish bond –withdrawal would weaken the longstanding relationship  
Mustafa Kibaroglu, (December 2005, Assistant professor in the department of international relations at Bilkent University, European Security 14.4)
 

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)
C.
US-Turkish relations are crucial to Middle East stability, counterterrorism, oil conflicts, and free trade

Rajan Menon and S. Enders Wimbush, 3/25/2007, Monroe J. Rathbone Professor of International Relations, Lehigh University Fellow, New America Foundation and Director, Center for Future Security Strategies, Hudson Institute. “Is The United States Losing Turkey?” Hudson Institute, http://www.hudson.org/files/pdf_upload/Turkey%20PDF.pdf. 

 If Turkey, a key friend and ally, turns away from the United States, the damage to American interests will be severe and long lasting. Turkey remains exceptionally important to the United States, arguably even more so than during the Cold War. Here are some of the most important reasons why this is true: • Turkey is the top of an arc that starts in Israel and wends its way through Lebanon, Syria, Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Iran. It abuts, or is proximate to, countries pivotal to American foreign policy and national security, whether because they are allies and friends, adversaries, or loci of instability. • Turkey’s critical location means that instability within it could spill beyond its borders, with the unpredictable ripple effects traveling across its neighborhood, particularly the Middle East. 3 These examples are noted in Phillip Gordon and Omer Taspinar, “Turkey on the Brink,” Washington Quarterly, Vol. 29, No. 3 (Summer 2006), pp. 65-66. 4 • Turkey sits astride critical waterways and narrows (the Caspian Sea, the Black Sea, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Bosporus and Dardanelles) that are channels for trade and the flow of energy to global markets. • Turkey is a passageway for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, and its Mediterranean port of Ceyhan, is the terminus. Turkey is therefore essential to American efforts to reduce the dependence of Azerbaijan, and potentially Kazakstan and Turkmenistan, on Russia’s energy pipelines. • Turkey’s substantial economic and political ties with Georgia and Azerbaijan contribute to the stability of these countries, whose strategic significance far exceeds their standing in commonplace measures of power. Georgia is not only a corridor for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, its stability is under threat because of its testy relationship with Russia and its conflicts with the Russian-supported secessionist statelets, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Azerbaijan is not only a major energy producer, but also a fellow Turkic country, whose territorial dispute with Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh could boil over into war, just as it did in the 1990s, possibly igniting a wider conflagration that draws in Turkey (Azerbaijan’s ally) and Russia (Armenia’s patron) and putting the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline at risk. • Turkey is a democratic and secular Muslim, and its alliance with the United States helps demonstrate that the United States can maintain friendly and productive ties with an array of Muslim countries—that America’s does not oppose Islam per se, but rather the violent extremists who invoke it to justify their violence against innocents and their retrograde, intolerant agenda. This is crucial if the American campaign against terrorism is not to be seen by the world’s 1.3 billion Muslims, as Islamic terrorist groups would like it to be, as a war against Islam itself. • Turkey’s cooperation is essential to any durable political settlement in Iraq, particularly because it borders Iraq’s Kurdish north and fears that the emergence there of a Kurdish state would increase the already-considerable violence and resilient separatist sentiment in its own Kurdish-populated southeast. The fragmentation of Iraq could therefore very likely prompt Turkish military intervention, which in turn could deal a death blow to the US-Turkish alliance, perhaps even culminating in Turkey’s exit from NATO. (Turkish forces intervened in northern Iraq to attack the camps of the Kurdish separatist guerillas in the aftermath of the 1991Gulf War; in March 2003 roughly 1,500 Turkish troops entered this region, and Turkish Special Forces have reportedly carried out covert operations in post-Saddam Iraq.) • Turkey’s disillusionment with the West could prompt a reorientation of its foreign policy—away from the United States, the European Union (EU), and NATO, and toward a new multi-azimuth Gaullist strategy that looks to China, India, Iran, Russia, and Syria. Such a shift is already being discussed in Turkey, and the assumption that it amounts to bluff and bluster may prove short-sighted. The new strategic landscape created by the end of the Cold War may pose new threats to Turkey, but it also provides it a choice of new partners as well. While a rethinking of Turkish grand need not in itself undermine the alliance between Turkey and the United States, it could certainly do so if the force driving it is an anti-Western nationalism. • Turkey and the United States both face the threat of terrorism, and Turkey’s cooperation is essential to any truly effective American policy against global terrorist networks. More specifically, Turkey could also serve as a corridor that militant Islamists use to infiltrate Iraq and Turkey’s other neighbors.
D.
Impact:  Central Asian oil conflicts leads to regional arms races that escalate into great power wars
Klare 2008 (Michael, professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College “The rise of the new energy world order,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/JD17Dj04.html)
 A growing risk of conflict. Throughout history, major shifts in power have normally been accompanied by violence - in some cases, protracted violent upheavals. Either states at the pinnacle of power have struggled to prevent the loss of their privileged status, or challengers have fought to topple those at the top of the heap. Will that happen now? Will energy-deficit states launch campaigns to wrest the oil and gas reserves of surplus states from their control - the George W Bush administration's war in Iraq might already be thought of as one such attempt or to eliminate competitors among their deficit-state rivals?  The high costs and risks of modern warfare are well known and there is a widespread perception that energy problems can best be solved through economic means, not military ones. Nevertheless, the major powers are employing military means in their efforts to gain advantage in the global struggle for energy, and no one should be deluded on the subject. These endeavors could easily enough lead to unintended escalation and conflict.  One conspicuous use of military means in the pursuit of energy is obviously the regular transfer of arms and military-support services by the major energy-importing states to their principal suppliers. Both the United States and China, for example, have stepped up their deliveries of arms and equipment to oil-producing states like Angola, Nigeria and Sudan in Africa and, in the Caspian Sea basin, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. The United States has placed particular emphasis on suppressing the armed insurgency in the vital Niger Delta region of Nigeria, where most of the country's oil is produced; Beijing has emphasized arms aid to Sudan, where Chinese-led oil operations are threatened by insurgencies in both the South and Darfur.  Russia is also using arms transfers as an instrument in its efforts to gain influence in the major oil- and gas-producing regions of the Caspian Sea basin and the Persian Gulf. Its urge is not to procure energy for its own use, but to dominate the flow of energy to others. In particular, Moscow seeks a monopoly on the transportation of Central Asian gas to Europe via Gazprom's vast pipeline network; it also wants to tap into Iran's mammoth gas fields, further cementing Russia's control over the trade in natural gas.  The danger, of course, is that such endeavors, multiplied over time, will provoke regional arms races, exacerbate regional tensions and increase the danger of great-power involvement in any local conflicts that erupt. History has all too many examples of such miscalculations leading to wars that spiral out of control. Think of the years leading up to World War I. In fact, Central Asia and the Caspian today, with their multiple ethnic disorders and great-power rivalries, bear more than a glancing resemblance to the Balkans in the years leading up to 1914.  What this adds up to is simple and sobering: the end of the world as you've known it. In the new, energy-centric world we have all now entered, the price of oil will dominate our lives and power will reside in the hands of those who control its global distribution.
2NC UNIQUENESS-RELATIONS HIGH

U.S.-Turkish relations high – Obama’s visit signals that the U.S. wants strong relations

Liping & Jinfa ‘9 (Lin, Jang, Xinhua news agency, “Obama visits Turkey to open new stage of bilateral ties,”  http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-04/06/content_11136521.html)
ANKARA, April 5 (Xinhua) -- U.S. President Barack Obama's visit to Turkey, important and need to both, may see the beginning of a new stage of U.S.-Turkey relations, which have been strained over the Iraqi war and the Armenia issue. Obama's choice of visiting Turkey so early in his presidency highlighted the U.S. desire not to lose its only Muslim country ally that can help it ease troubles in the Middle East region at large. Obama, arrived at the Turkish capital of Ankara on Sunday evening, is scheduled to meet on Monday with Turkish President Abdullah Gul, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and political parties leaders before addressing the Turkish parliament. His first task should be to assure the Turkish top leaders Washington's value of the alliance. "President Barack Obama's visit to Turkey aims at highlighting Ankara's significance," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs was quoted by Anatolia news agency as saying on Friday, just two days ahead of Obama's arrival. Gibbs said en route to the northeast French city of Strasbourg that Obama wanted to enhance relations with Turkey emphasizing the importance of working together with its NATO ally. He said the inclusion of Turkey in the destinations of Obama's first trip, which might strike as rather a surprise for the Turkish people, was an important gesture from the U.S. president. Obama eyes at seeking Turkey's help for the pullout of Iraqi troops, who get their vast majority of logistic support through Turkish land or air space, while Turkey also needs U.S. troops cooperation and intelligence in fighting against the outlawed Kurdish Workers Party (PKK) in northern Iraq. The closer cooperation on the once-thorny Iraqi issue is the most direct way to mend ties. As the only Muslim country in the western alliance, Turkey is viewed as a bridge between the Muslim East and the Christian West. Obama has voiced his determination to improve U.S. ties with the Islamic world, promising a major speech from a Muslim capital in 100 days of presidency. Though Ankara is reportedly not to be the venue for such a speech, the predominantly Muslim nation is an easy place for Obama's reaching out to Muslims. 

U.S.-Turkish relations rest upon a wide spectrum of interests-Obama Administration is continuing to build economic and investment ties
US Department of State, Bureau of European and Eurasia Affairs, 03/10/10 (“Background Note:  Turkey,”

http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3432.htm#foreign)

U.S.-Turkish relations focus on areas such as strategic energy cooperation, trade and investment, security ties, regional stability, counterterrorism, and human rights progress. Relations were strained when Turkey refused in March 2003 to allow U.S. troops to deploy through its territory to Iraq in Operation Iraqi Freedom, but regained momentum steadily thereafter and mutual interests remain strong across a wide spectrum of issues. On July 5, 2006, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Foreign Minister Abdullah Gul signed a Shared Vision Statement to highlight the common values and goals between our two countries and to lay out a framework for increased strategic dialogue. President George W. Bush welcomed Prime Minister Erdogan to Washington for a White House visit on November 5, 2007, during which he committed to provide greater assistance to Turkey in its fight against terrorism from the Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK or Kongra Gel), which he characterized as a "common enemy" of Turkey, Iraq, and the United States. He reiterated this commitment during President Gul's January 8, 2008, White House visit. Turkey allows the use of Incirlik Air Base for the transport of non-lethal cargo in support of Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom. After just three months in the White House, President Barack Obama paid a historic visit to Turkey April 5-7, 2009, as the first bilateral visit of his presidency. During the visit, he spoke before the Turkish Parliament and outlined his vision of a model U.S.-Turkish partnership based on mutual interests and mutual respect. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has also prioritized the U.S.-Turkey relationship, and included a stop in Turkey on her first European trip, visiting Ankara on March 7, 2009. On December 7, 2009, Prime Minister Erdogan met with President Obama at the White House. During the visit, the U.S. and Turkey launched the Framework for Strategic Economic and Commercial Cooperation, a new cabinet-level initiative focused on boosting trade and investment ties. In addition to the new framework, the U.S. and Turkey hold annual meetings of the Trade and Investment Framework Agreement (TIFA) Council, which met in Turkey in January 2009, and Economic Partnership Commission, which last convened in Washington in April 2008. In 2008, Turkish exports to the U.S. totaled about $4.3 billion, and U.S. exports to Turkey totaled $11.9 billion. 
AT NONUNIQUE-TURKEY CUTTING TIES/MOVING TOWARDS EAST

Turkey is not moving away from close ties with the U.S. – it’s merely assuming a greater regional role and balancing relations with other actors
Khouri 7/14/10 (Rahmi, staff writer for the Daily Star, a Lebanese newspaper, “Turkey will persist in its balancing act”, accessed at http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=1&categ_id=5&article_id=116994#axzz0tlv332r7 on 7/15/10//dml) 
Turkey is not boldly moving away from its traditional close ties with the United States, NATO and Israel in favor of strategic links mainly with Arab-Islamic countries. Rather, it is balancing its relations with all these actors, and assuming a greater role as both a leading regional power that connects firmly with all key players (Arabs, Israelis, Iranians) and also enjoys international credibility.

Turkey can be seen as navigating the third phase of its contemporary evolution. The first, following the end of the Cold War in around 1990, included economic stabilization and expansion, and the emergence of more democratic politics, leading to the eventual triumph of what is now the ruling, mildly Islamist, Justice and Development Party (AKP). The second phase started after the American-led invasion of Iraq in 2003, which radically upset the prevailing regional power balance, and allowed both Iran and Turkey to assume greater regional influence. Further democratic adjustments at home saw the constitutional democratic system slowly assert itself over the formerly dominant military-based ruling elite.

The third phase now under way sees Turkey combining its economic strength with its good relations across the region and more assertive diplomacy. The signs of these changes are everywhere, starting from one’s arrival at Istanbul airport, where an increase in business and tourist passenger traffic is partly a reflection of the sensible policy of allowing visa-free travel with more and more neighbors, like Syria, Jordan, Iraq, Iran and others.

Even before landing, from the plane one spots hundreds of cargo vessels waiting to dock at Istanbul port, another sign of robust production and exports. Economic expansion and the burgeoning middle class were critical reasons for the AKP’s electoral triumphs, and economic prosperity may well also underpin Turkey’s improved relations across the region.

Turkey isn’t trying to harm relations-it’s simply pursuing a policy of “zero problems with its neighbors” by reaching out to countries like Iran and Syria
Salem 7/6/10 (Paul, Director of the Carnegie Middle East Center, accessed at http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41113#away on 7/14/10//dml)
Ankara has annunciated this policy as a “zero problems with its neighbors” strategy and pursued this through vigorous diplomacy, particularly in the Middle East. It is actively trying to find a negotiated solution to the Iranian nuclear crisis, is working with the Iraqis and the Kurds to manage conflict in Iraq, and of course it played a leadership and mediation role between Israel and Syria just a couple of years ago. Ankara was also previously pushing for progress on the peace progress between Arabs and Israelis. So this is what Turkey has been pursuing over the last decade and a half. 
Differences in Turkish diplomacy and American diplomacy that resulted from a series of misunderstandings or miscues, however, have led to serious disagreements over how to handle Iran and particularly over the flotilla incident in which nine Turks were killed by Israeli commanders—this caused a big escalation in tensions with Israel. 
So, Turkey has generally been moving in the direction of trying to provide stability and mediation, but now finds itself at odds with two traditional friends and allies.  
Turkey’s new activism in international affairs is positive for the U.S.- both countries share long-term strategic goals and Turkish independence strengthens its Middle East credibility

Kinzer 10 (Stephen, "Turkey and America should kiss and make up." The Gaurdian New. The Gaurdian News, 15/6/2010. Web. http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/15/turkey-america-relations)

Turkey is a new player on the global scene and has made some diplomatic missteps in recent weeks, but its new activism is actually positive for the United States. Both countries share long-term strategic goals and have open, democratic societies. By cooperating, they can achieve more in the Middle East than either can achieve alone.  Turkey's key interest in the region is the same as America's: stability. Only in a stable region can Turkey's economy continue to boom. For the US, only stability will allow the withdrawal of combat forces from the region, assure energy security, and calm tensions that stoke terror. So any policy that helps calm the Middle East is good for both countries.  That sounded fine until Turkey's desire to calm regional crises led it to Tehran.  Turkish prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and President Luis Ignacio Lula da Silva of Brazil thought they did the US a favour by negotiating the framework of a nuclear deal with Iran last month. But instead of welcoming the accord as a foundation for future talks, the Obama administration angrily rejected it as a transparent ploy by Iran, and suggested that the two leaders who brokered the deal were bumpkins who had been fooled by crafty Iranians.  Anger at Turkey escalated after a privately owned Turkish vessel challenged the Israeli occupation of Gaza, setting off a confrontation in which Israeli commandos killed nine Turkish nationals.  This was offered as further evidence that Turkey is turning on its old friends, not just in the US but in Israel. But the breach between Turkey and Israel is mainly over the occupation of Gaza, which has outraged prime minister Erdogan and many Turks; it is not part of a larger Islamist or anti-Israel policy.  Erdogan bears some of the blame for last week's tragedy on the high seas. He abandoned his government's proclaimed policy of conciliation and chose confrontation instead. Now Turkey is in a state of national outrage, and that is never a good time to make calm, forward-looking decisions. Yet by showing its independence from Washington, Turkey has further strengthened its credibility in the Middle East. This credibility can be a strategic asset for the west, because Turkish diplomats can go places, talk to factions and make deals that Americans cannot. Yet the US has not been able to take advantage of it.   

Turkey isn’t turning away from the U.S.- while it’s charting a more Turkish set of interests, it still shares concerns about issues like Iranian prolif

Salem 7/6/10 (Paul, Director of the Carnegie Middle East Center, accessed at http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41113#away on 7/14/10//dml)
Turkey is not turning away from Europe and the United States, but the country is charting a more Turkish set of interests and positions. The country is now more willing to go out on a limb for its beliefs or if they believe it is important for its political and economic interests. 
Whereas Turkey may previously been perceived as being somewhat dependent on the West, it no longer sees itself that way. It is a proud and effective member of NATO and had applied for membership in the European Union. It’s the EU that has been rejecting Turkey, not the other way around. And Turkey has been out in front trying to help U.S. policy on the Middle East peace process, but Israel was dragging its feet. 
On the Iranian file, Turkey has been trying to coordinate for years with the Europeans, Americans, and the P5+1—the permanent members of the Security Council and Germany—to help mediate with the Iranians. This is something that for most of the time, the P5+1 and particularly the United States was grateful for. Turkey sees the deal that it recently struck with Brazil and Iran as something in the general interest of the West in finding a negotiated solution with the Iranians. Ankara does not perceive it as something that goes against Western interests. It is important to keep in mind that Turkey is more fearful of an Iranian nuclear weapon than the United States as Turkey is right next door and there are strong concerns in Turkey, Europe, Russia, and the United States. 
 
There will be times when the U.S. and Turkey cooperate, and times when they disagree - as with Iran sanctions

Cook and Gwertzman 07/13 (“Turkey's Cooling Ties with U.S., Israel,” Interviewee: Steven A. Cook, Hasib J. Sabbagh Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies. Interviewer: Bernard Gwertzman, Consulting Editor, CFR.org. 07/13/10, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22624/turkeys_cooling_ties_with_us_israel.html)

Turkey is one of the first countries that President Barack Obama visited early in his administration. You would have thought he'd be high on the list of popular leaders. The president is personally popular in Turkey, but his personal popularity has not translated into the way in which Turks view the United States and American foreign policy. Yes, the president went to Turkey on his first foreign trip after the NATO summit in Prague in April 2009. He gave a terrific speech to the Turkish Grand National Assembly, visited Ataturk's mausoleum, visited with students in Istanbul. All of those things reflected that Turkey was a priority for the Obama administration. What did Obama say? There is a certain ideological bent to the way Erdogan views the Arab-Israeli conflict and the Muslim world. . . . Erdogan and others view Hamas as an organization that won a free and fair election, and that resorted to violence only because it has been repressed. That's where the president laid out his idea of a model partnership. The underlying assumption was that the United States and Turkey shared similar interests and goals in the Middle East. But changes in the international system as a result of the end of the Cold War, Turkey's perception of economic opportunity, the snub from the European Union, and Turkey's proximity to some of these Middle East hot spots have contributed more toward Turkey's own perception of those interests. They do not see a common interest or a strategic partnership that the president laid out in his speech in Ankara. That doesn't mean that Turkey is now an enemy. What it means is that there are going to be times when the two countries cooperate and times when the two countries disagree and have to stay out of each other's way. Give an example. The Tehran research reactor deal, for which the Turks actually believed that they had the green light from the Obama administration to negotiate an accord with the Brazilians and Iranians. The Obama administration says that's not the case, and when it came down to it, Turkey voted no in the Security Council for a new round of sanctions against Iran. 

AT NONUNIQUE-UNILATERAL WITHDRAWAL NOW

U.S. is currently opposed to unilateral withdrawal of European TNWs

Kulesa 10— international security analyst and Deputy Head of the Research Office at the Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM), Warsaw, (Lukasz, April 29

http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40714)
As for the United States, the 2010 NPR report gives at least some clarity as to where the Obama administration stands on the issue. Even though it repeats the mantra about leaving all options open, the NPR seems to place the U.S. in the group of countries opposed to the unilateral withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe. By highlighting the political value of the weapons deployed in Europe, which “contribute to Alliance cohesion” and “provide reassurance” to some allies, and also by mentioning the “unique” NATO nuclear sharing arrangements, the U.S. NPR signals that the time is not ripe for any radical decisions. Since it does not want to apply pressure on some skeptical allies, it looks like the Obama administration decided to play it safe and not support a German-led charge to fundamentally alter NATO’s nuclear policy.
U.S. is committed to only changing NATO’s nuclear posture through Alliance review – Nuclear Posture Review proves

Bergenäs et al 10 (Johan, Miles, William, Nikolai, April, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Non-strategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Moving Forward?” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/reducing_tnw_april_2010.pdf)

While this language can be interpreted as an indication that the authors of the NPR do not see much military value in U.S. nuclear weapons deployed in Europe (Indeed, James Cartwright, Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said recently there is no military mission the weapons perform that could not be carried out by conventional or strategic weapons5), the document makes clear that “any changes in NATO’s nuclear posture should only be taken after a thorough review within—and decision by—the Alliance.”6
LINKS-TNWs WITHDRAWAL

The fundamental reason Turkish officials want TNWs is the perception that the stationing strengthens U.S.-Turkey relations

Bergenäs et al 10 (Johan, Miles, William, Nikolai, April, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Non-strategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Moving Forward?” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/reducing_tnw_april_2010.pdf)

To be sure, the prospects of Turkey developing nuclear weapons and thus undermining its NATO ties is remote,40 and, as Jessica Varnum points out, “[i]t is Turkish faith in the credibility of U.S. security commitments—not the presence of militarily insignificant tactical nuclear weapons on Turkish territory—that helps to constrain Ankara from pursuing nuclear weapons.” 41 Nevertheless, at a time of growing tensions with Iran, the United States and other NATO allies are wary of taking risks. In addition to any possibility of a Turkish nuclear weapons program, other NATO members fear that removing the weapons could further drive Turkey’s Justice and Development Party, which has sought to improve relations with Iran, into accommodating the Islamic Republic at Western expense. By the same token, the fundamental reason why Turkish officials want to maintain a U.S. nuclear presence on Turkish territory lies in a perception among the Turkish governing circles that the stationing of U.S. NSNW in the country strengthens the U.S.-Turkey relationship.42
TNWs provide tangible evidence of a continued commitment to Turkish security, even if they serve little strategic purpose

 
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 theZangger 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.
Removing TNWs tanks relations - Turkish political and military leadership perceive U.S. weapons as the backbone of deterrence in the region
CNS, June 2009. James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies. “Turkey Profile,” http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/turkey/index.html.
But Mustafa Kibaroğlu, an associate professor at Ankara's Bilkent University and an expert on arms control issues, told Today's Zaman that Turkish decision makers, i.e., both the political and the military leadership, are for maintaining those weapons on Turkish soil to continue their deterrence capabilities in the region, which includes the Balkans, the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Second, Turkey sees the US as the backbone of deterrence in the region and does not favor the idea of scrapping the nukes from its soil. Kibaroğlu, in an article he had published by the Routledge publishing house in December 2005 under the headline "Isn't it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?," gives an in-depth analysis of the rationale behind the Turkish reluctance over the idea to scrap US nukes on its territory. Kibaroğlu states in his article that the attitude of Turkish officials toward US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey for over four decades has been static. Officials have understandable arguments, based on their threat analysis, as to why these weapons should be retained in Turkey.  
Withdrawing TNWs would only confirm Turkey’s doubts about the credibility of U.S. security commitments in the wake of the Cold War
Weitz 4/12 (Richard, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute, “The future of NATO’s Nuclear Weapons on Turkish Soil”, accessed at http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html on 7/14/10//dml)
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.  

Turkey wants to retain TNWs for the sake of the alliance – senior Turkish official says 

Bergenäs et al 10 (Johan, Miles, William, Nikolai, April, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Non-strategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Moving Forward?” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/reducing_tnw_april_2010.pdf) 
Still, another Turkish scholar Mustafa Kibaroglu notes that Turkey “would prefer that some other allies also continue to host U.S. nuclear weapons on their soil, if only in symbolic numbers. Then Turkey would not stand out as the only country in NATO that retains U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe.”43 One senior Turkish official recently emphasized to a Western interlocutor that Ankara would like to keep US warheads in Europe in sufficient numbers “not for ourselves per se but for the alliance.”44
Turkey wants TNWs because it fears Iranian prolif

Sariibrahimoglu 9— Staff writer for Today’s Zaman (Lale, May 4, “Turkey to face pressure over US nukes on its soil”, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=174286&bolum=100) 

Turkey's possible reluctance to agree on the withdrawal of nukes from its soil sets another example of the Turkish state's inability to adjust itself to the new realities of the world following the demise of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, recalled a Turkish security analyst.

Neighboring Iran's possible attempts to acquire nuclear weapons may also harden the Turkish policy of agreeing to the withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from its soil, asserted the same analyst.
Turkish government wants TNWs due to concern about Iranian prolif – allows Turkey to have its cake and eat it too
Bloom, 10 (Oliver, Center for Strategic and International Studies, "Turkey's New Direction?" http://csis.org/blog/turkeys-new-direction) 

In a sense, Turkey is having its cake and eating it too. It is expanding its influence and economic ties in the Middle East and pursuing its only diplomatic course vis-à-vis Israel and Iran at the same time it relies on the United States’ and NATO’s security umbrella. Its independent diplomatic path regarding Iran sanctions builds credibility in the Mideast and asserts Turkish influence as a major global actor, but at the same time, it doesn’t have to deal with the consequences of diplomatic failure. Turkey can take comfort in the fact that should a nuclear-armed and more assertive Iran threaten Turkey’s security, it can rely on those U.S. and NATO guarantees. Interestingly, one of the primary arguments for keeping American tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has been to maintain the American and NATO commitment to Turkey, and dissuade it from developing a nuclear deterrent of its own. As the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists noted Nonetheless, it will be difficult to remove [American tactical nuclear weapons] from Turkey given Ankara's concerns about the Iranian nuclear program and its somewhat strained relationship with the United States.
Turkey is particularly concerned about the symbolic importance of TNWs – it faces a more direct threat from Iranian missiles

Tomaskovic 10— Masters and Bachelors degrees in international relations and political science from Amherst and UNC respectively (Anna, March 23, “A Step Closer to a World Without Nuclear Weapons,” http://cosmopolitanreview.com/articles/56-2010-spring-vol-2-no1/201-a-step-closer-to-a-world-without-nuclear-weapons)

The principal issues with the elimination of tactical nuclear weapons are political and conceptual, rather than straightforwardly military, with the single but critical exception of the risk of terrorist seizure. The notion of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, with tactical weapons serving as a real or potential down payment on a security commitment, particularly in Europe, still has significant traction within the Obama administration. Key factions in the Pentagon and perhaps in the Department of State argue that the United States must still provide allies substantial security support, especially with Iran and North Korea deeply engaged in nuclear programs. This is the case despite the indifference of many NATO allies toward technical weapons or, in some cases, direct demands for elimination. Some European countries, especially elites in the newer central and eastern European member states, attach a high symbolic importance to the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on European soil as evidence of U.S. security guarantees. Turkey also is thought to be particularly concerned about any withdrawal because it faces a more direct threat from Iranian missiles, although it is now included in the new U.S. plans for a European missile defense system.[3]
Even though the risk of nuclear attack on NATO members is low, TNWs contribute to alliance cohesion and reassure allies exposed to regional threats

Bergenäs et al 10 (Johan, Miles, William, Nikolai, April, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Non-strategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Moving Forward?” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/reducing_tnw_april_2010.pdf), 
Although the risk of nuclear attack against NATO members is at an historic low, the presence of U.S. nuclear weapons—combined with NATO’s unique nuclear sharing arrangements under which non-nuclear members participate in nuclear planning and possess specially configured aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons—contribute to Alliance cohesion and provide reassurance to allies and partners who feel exposed to regional threats.7
Removal of TNWs makes countries feel unprotected and risks the NATO alliance

Sheridan 10 – Washington Post staff writer (Mary, April 22, “NATO ministers want disarmament, within limits”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/22/AR2010042201714.html)
Those opposed to removing the weapons say the alliance will be strained if former Warsaw Pact countries feel unprotected. And officials and analysts fear that, without the security of the U.S. bombs, Turkey could seek its own nuclear weapon to offset the program in neighboring Iran.
LINKS:  UNILATERAL TNWs WITHDRAWAL
Unilateral withdrawal destroys U.S-Turkish relations - Turkish officials don’t like the idea of one-sided withdrawal 
Kibaroglu 10 (Mustafa, Assistant professor in the department of international relations at Bilkent University, Nov-Dec, http://www.mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-Bulletin-USnukesTurkey-NovDev2007.pdf, 6/26/10)
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 

Unilateral decision about TNWs makes it appear the U.S. is abandoning its allies

Kulesa 10— international security analyst and Deputy Head of the Research Office at the Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM), Warsaw (Lukasz, April 29, , http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40714)

The main problem with this description is that it is terribly oversimplified. Of course, there are some in Central Europe who interpret even discussing the withdrawal as a sign that the U.S. is abandoning its European allies, but there is a growing recognition that it is no longer possible to continue with nuclear “business as usual.” Still, many in the region would argue that NATO should not make unilateral decisions based on the recent wave of disarmament enthusiasm, but rather approach the issue of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe in a holistic way. This calls for keeping an eye on the developments in the Middle East, but mainly for making a serious attempt to engage Russia, which stores non-strategic nuclear weapons on the European part of its territory in much greater numbers than the United States.
Unilateral withdrawal of TNWs would be controversial to NATO members and undermine alliance solidarity

Bergenäs et al 10 (Johan, Miles, William, Nikolai, April, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Non-strategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Moving Forward?”, http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/reducing_tnw_april_2010.pdf)

During the first few months of 2010, the fate of non-strategic nuclear (NSNW) weapons in Europe received far more attention from political elites, professional observers, and publics than it has for many years. In particular, Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands went on record saying they would welcome the withdrawal of these weapons from their territory (the weapons are believed to remain in those countries as well as Italy and Turkey1). Still NATO’s European allies remained far from united in their views on the merits of withdrawing the weapons or the conditions under which they would be willing to support such a move. Furthermore, the Obama administration’s Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) did not articulate a clear U.S. policy on the issue, following a long-standing tradition of deferring to NATO as a whole out of fear of undermining alliance solidarity.
AT TURN:  PUBLIC WANTS TNWs WITHDRAWAL
Public is irrelevant -Turkish leaders often make high-level security decisions that face substantial popular opposition

Weitz 4/12 (Richard, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute, “The future of NATO’s Nuclear Weapons on Turkish Soil,” accessed at http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html on 7/14/10//dml)
Second, according to public opinion polls, a majority of those surveyed in the five countries hosting U.S. TNWs would like to have the weapons removed, but in Turkey, public opposition to the continued deployment of nuclear weapons is the highest of all the host countries. In addition, Turkish legislators have complained that having U.S. TNWs on their soil weakens Turkish diplomatic efforts to oppose nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. At the same time, these high-level security decisions are often made by Turkish leaders even in the face of substantial popular opposition.  The national security establishment of Turkey is traditionally granted considerable discretion in deciding such important policies.
2NC MIDDLE EAST PEACE MODULE

U.S.-Turkish relations are deep rooted and key to Middle East peace process

Varinli and Crotchet 6 (Mehmet and John, Turkish army captain, US navy project adviser Terrorism specialist. “Turkey’s crucial
contributions to the war on terrorism,” presented at USAWC STRATEGY PROJECT, p. 15)
Turkey and United States of America are two NATO allies, which share a sound and deep-rooted partnership. Today, the focal point of the U.S.-Turkey relationship comes on the Middle East Peace Process, Broader Middle East and North Africa Project, Caucasus, Central Asia and the Balkans, whereas it was the Soviets in the Cold War period. Recently, Turkey has provided important support by opening her airfields for the U.S. operations in Iraq. The negative developments so far, which might have come from insufficient communications, are being overcome and relations are improving based on common interests.
Multiple scenarios for Middle East conflict to escalate to nuclear war

London 6/23/10 (Herbert, Professor Emeritus of Humanities at NYU, resident of the Hudson institute, a world-renowned think tank, former dean of the Gallatin School of Individualized Study, member of the Council on Foreign Relations and of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, affiliated professor @ U of Haifa in Israel, and Outstanding Person, “Dark War Clouds Loom on Mid-East Horizon,” accessed at http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=37630 on 6/23/10)
 It is also instructive that Syria is playing a dangerous game with both missile deployment and rearming Hezbollah. According to most public accounts, Hezbollah is sitting on 40,000 long-, medium- and short-range missiles and Syrian territory has served as a conduit for military material from Iran since the end of the 2006 Lebanon War. Should Syria move its own scuds to Lebanon or deploy its troops as reinforcement for Hezbollah, a wider regional war with Israel could not be contained. In the backdrop is an Iran with sufficient fissionable material to produce a couple of nuclear weapons. It will take some time to weaponize missiles, but the road to that goal is synchronized in green lights, since neither diplomacy nor diluted sanctions can convince Iran to change course.  Iran is poised to be the hegemon in the Middle East. It is increasingly considered the “strong horse,” as American forces incrementally retreat from the region. Even Iraq, ironically, may depend on Iranian ties in order to maintain internal stability. From Qatar to Afghanistan, all political eyes are on Iran.  For Sunni nations like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, regional strategic vision is a combination of deal-making to offset the Iranian Shia advantage and attempting to buy or develop nuclear weapons as a counterweight to Iranian ambition. However, both of these governments are in a precarious state.  Should either fall, all bets are off in the Middle East neighborhood. It has long been said that the Sunni “tent” must stand on two legs, if one, falls, the tent collapses.  Should that tent collapse and should Iran take advantage of that calamity, it could incite a Sunni-Shia war. Or feeling its oats and no longer dissuaded by an escalation scenario with nuclear weapons in tow, war against Israel is a distinct possibility. However implausible it may seem at the moment, the possible annihilation of Israel and the prospect of a second Holocaust could lead to a nuclear exchange. The only wild card that can change this slide into warfare is an active United States policy. Yet curiously, the U.S. is engaged in both an emotional and physical retreat from the region. Despite rhetoric that suggests an Iran with nuclear weapons is intolerable, that rhetoric has done nothing to forestall that eventual outcome. Despite the investment in blood and treasure to allow a stable government to emerge in Iraq, the anticipated withdrawal of U.S. forces has prompted President Maliki to travel to Tehran on a regular basis. And despite historic links to Israel that gave the U.S. leverage in the region and a democratic ally, the Obama Administration treats Israel as a national-security albatross that must be disposed of as soon as possible.  As a consequence, the U.S. is perceived in the region as the “weak horse,” the one that is dangerous to ride.  
INTERNALS-U.S.-TURKEY RELATIONS KEY TO MIDDLE EAST

Turkey plays a critical role to U.S. policy in four strategic areas-Middle East, Persian Gulf, Europe, and Central Asia

Rand 02/03/10 (Nonprofit research organization, Press Release,  http://www.rand.org/news/press/2010/02/03/)
The United States can take a major step in improving the security environment in the Middle East and Persian Gulf by giving new impetus to revitalizing its security partnership with Turkey, according to a RAND Corporation study issued today. The study finds that Turkey plays a critical role in four areas of increasing strategic importance to the United States: the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, Europe, and the Caucasus and Central Asia region. Turkey's cooperation in each area is needed to achieve U.S. policy goals. As a result, revitalizing the U.S.-Turkish security partnership should be a top U.S. foreign policy goal, said study author F. Stephen Larrabee, who holds the Distinguished Chair in European Security at RAND, a nonprofit research organization. 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.  
2NC COUNTERTERRORISM MODULE

US-Turkey relations key to counterterrorism and Middle East stability
Atlantic Council ‘8 (Atlantic Council, January 11 2008 < http://www.acus.org/publication/us-turkey-relations-require-new-focus>)

A series of expert working papers released today by the Atlantic Council call for Turkey and the United States​ ​to give grea​ter priority to working in a trilatera​l f​ormat with Europe on energy sec​urity, co​unter-terrorism, and building regional stability in the broader Middle East. The United States and Turkey have drifted apart​ since the end of the Cold War, but together this partnership should refocus its attention on addressing the key challenges of the 21st century, according to a group of U.S., Turkish, and European experts. The January 8 meeting between Presidents Abdullah Gül and George Bush reflected a recent improvement in relations, due to enhanced U.S. assistance to Turkish efforts to fight PKK terrorism. But if that meeting is to have a lasting impact and strengthen the U.S.-Turkey partnership — and not fade away as did the 2006 Strategic Vision — more concrete steps must be taken to overcome the past few years of tension and recrimination. The U.S.-Turkey partnership must also reflect Turkey’s changing relations with the European Union. The United States should support Turkey’s bid to join the EU, while encouraging Turkey to undertake the needed reforms. But Washington should also include Turkey in some elements of U.S.-EU cooperation on energy security, counter-terrorism, and the wider Middle East.

Terrorism causes nuclear miscalculation, culminating in extinction

Morgan, 9  , Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea (Dennis, Futures, November, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race,” Science Direct)
In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10].
Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well.

And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war.

In other words, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter.

2NC FREE TRADE MODULE

Extend the Menon and Wimbush ’07 evidence from the shell indicating that U.S.-Turkish relations are key to free trade.
Free trade reduces conflict and war-multiple studies empirically prove

Donald J. Boudreux, Chairman of the economics department at George Mason University, 11/20/06, “Want world peace? Support free trade,” http://www.csmonitor.com/2006/1120/p09s02-coop.html
During the past 30 years, Solomon Polachek, an economist at the State University of New York at Binghamton, has researched the relationship between trade and peace. In his most recent paper on the topic, he and co-author Carlos Seiglie of Rutgers University review the massive amount of research on trade, war, and peace. They find that "the overwhelming evidence indicates that trade reduces conflict." Likewise for foreign investment. The greater the amounts that foreigners invest in the United States, or the more that Americans invest abroad, the lower is the likelihood of war between America and those countries with which it has investment relationships. Professors Polachek and Seiglie conclude that, "The policy implication of our finding is that further international cooperation in reducing barriers to both trade and capital flows can promote a more peaceful world." Columbia University political scientist Erik Gartzke reaches a similar but more general conclusion: Peace is fostered by economic freedom. Economic freedom certainly includes, but is broader than, the freedom of ordinary people to trade internationally. It includes also low and transparent rates of taxation, the easy ability of entrepreneurs to start new businesses, the lightness of regulations on labor, product, and credit markets, ready access to sound money, and other factors that encourage the allocation of resources by markets rather than by government officials. Professor Gartzke ranks countries on an economic-freedom index from 1 to 10, with 1 being very unfree and 10 being very free. He then examines military conflicts from 1816 through 2000. His findings are powerful: Countries that rank lowest on an economic-freedom index - with scores of 2 or less - are 14 times more likely to be involved in military conflicts than are countries whose people enjoy significant economic freedom (that is, countries with scores of 8 or higher). Also important, the findings of Polachek and Gartzke improve our understanding of the long-recognized reluctance of democratic nations to wage war against one another. These scholars argue that the so-called democratic peace is really the capitalist peace. Democratic institutions are heavily concentrated in countries that also have strong protections for private property rights, openness to foreign commerce, and other features broadly consistent with capitalism. That's why the observation that any two democracies are quite unlikely to go to war against each other might reflect the consequences of capitalism more than democracy. And that's just what the data show. Polachek and Seiglie find that openness to trade is much more effective at encouraging peace than is democracy per se. Similarly, Gartzke discovered that, "When measures of both economic freedom and democracy are included in a statistical study, economic freedom is about 50 times more effective than democracy in diminishing violent conflict." These findings make sense. By promoting prosperity, economic freedom gives ordinary people a large stake in peace. This prosperity is threatened during wartime. War almost always gives government more control over resources and imposes the burdens of higher taxes, higher inflation, and other disruptions of the everyday commercial relationships that support prosperity. When commerce reaches across political borders, the peace-promoting effects of economic freedom intensify. Why? It's bad for the bottom line to shoot your customers or your suppliers, so the more you trade with foreigners the less likely you are to seek, or even to tolerate, harm to these foreigners.
2NC ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM MODULE

Turkish relations are key to tempering Islamic fundamentalism in the Arab world
Hughes, Christian Science Monitor 6/21 (John, Christian Science Monitor,    "Turkey is critical to a more moderate Islam," http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/John-Hughes/2010/0621/Turkey-is-critical-to-a-more-moderate-Islam)
Despite a prickly relationship between President Obama and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, Israel remains a key US ally in the Middle East. Yet there’s another relationship critical to the entire US policy in the Middle East and the direction of the Islamic world: Turkey. The relationship between the United States and Turkey is going to require deft handling in the rocky months and years ahead. Turkey is a successful example of a non-Arab land where Islam and democracy coexist and the economy prospers. Indonesia, the largest Islamic, non-Arab country in the world, is another such example. Both could play a constructive role in tempering Islamic extremism in the Arab world. But Indonesia lies in distant Southeast Asia, whereas Turkey is in and of the Middle East, with adjacent Arab neighbors. Turkey has long been seen as a land bridge between East and West. For decades it has tried to impress Europe and to persuade Europe to let it join the European Union. In recent times, Turkey has been refurbishing its ties with countries that border it like Iran, Iraq, and Syria. And it has planned to launch its own Arabic-language satellite TV station in order to connect more intimately with the Arab world.

Spread of Islamic fundamentalism spills over into India, resulting in nuclear war and extinction

Morgan, Political Writer, 07 (Stephen J., Political Writer and Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” 9-23

http://www.yoursdaily.com/different_views/better_another_taliban_afghanistan_than_a_taliban_nuclear_pakistan)
However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer all of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. 

2NC ISRAEL MODULE
U.S.-Turkish relations key to mediating strained Turkish-Israeli ties, which in turn are essential to Middle East stability and the peace process
Sobeki 7/17 (Nichole, graduate from Tufts, covers Turkey for GlobalPost, “Will Turkey sever ties with Israel?” accessed at http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/turkey/100717/will-turkey-sever-ties-israel? on 7/24/10//dml)

The administration of President Barack Obama, concerned about the chill in relations between the two formerly strong allies, is now trying to mediate the conflict. Some analysts are hopeful that talks with the United States can bring an end to the standoff.

“The U.S.’s uneasiness with the strained ties will help push Turkey and Israel to reconcile,” Kemal said.

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton held a 45-minute discussion Monday with Turkey’s Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu in which “the Secretary encouraged the foreign minister to continue important dialogue with Israel because that relationship remains a vitally important one to the future of the region,” P.J. Crowley, a State Department spokesman, said at a press briefing.

Both Turkey and Israel have something to lose if bilateral relations get any worse. Turkey is hoping for help from the United States in its ongoing conflict with the outlawed Kurdish Worker’s Party, which has tormented the country for decades and cost tens of thousands of lives, and Israel faces the potential loss of its first and only Muslim-majority ally in the region. There is also the more than $2.5 billion in trade the two countries have shared since 2009.

The president of neighboring Syria, Bashar al-Assad, is also concerned about what the dissolution of relations between Turkey and Israel would mean for the region. Assad warned last week that the crisis could affect stability around the entire Middle East and undermine Ankara’s role in the region’s ongoing peace negotiations.

“The chances of peace grow slim, and the prospect of war grows,” he told reporters.

Turkey-Israel relations are a catalyst to lasting Middle East peace
Varinli and Crotchet 6 (Mehmet and John, Turkish army captain, US navy project adviser Terrorism specialist. “Turkey’s crucial contributions to the war on terrorism” Presented at USAWC STRATEGY PROJECT. P15)
Israel: Turkey is eager to develop better relations with all the nations of the region, particularly with Israel and with other pro-western countries for regional stability. Turkish-Israeli cooperation consolidates Israel’s position in the region. Turkish cooperation with Israel could be a catalyst for establishing a lasting peace in the Middle East. Turkey has supported the Middle East Peace Process between Arab countries and Israel for a peaceful regional stability. An enduring peace in the Middle East serves the U.S. interests as well as the regional countries. Turkey also convinced Syria to withdraw her troops from Lebanon in 2005.
Israel-Iran conflict goes nuclear and causes extinction

Ivashov, 07 (Leonid Ivashov, analyst at the Strategic Culture Foundation, 4/21/2007, "Iran: the Threat of a Nuclear War," http://www.megachip.info/modules.php?name=Sections&op=viewarticle&artid=3871)

What might cause the force major event of the required scale? Everything seems to indicate that Israel will be sacrificed. Its involvement in a war with Iran - especially in a nuclear war - is bound to trigger a global catastrophe. The statehoods of Israel and Iran are based on the countries' official religions. A military conflict between Israel and Iran will immediately evolve into a International one, a conflict between Judaism and Islam. Due to the presence of numerous Jewish and Muslim populations in the developed countries, this would make a global bloodbath inevitable. All of the active forces of most of the countries of the world would end up fighting, with almost no room for neutrality left. Judging by the increasingly massive acquisitions of the residential housing for the Israeli citizens, especially in Russia and Ukraine , a lot of people already have an idea of what the future holds. However, it is hard to imagine a quiet heaven where one might hide from the coming doom. Forecasts of the territorial distribution of the fighting, the quantities and the efficiency of the armaments involved, the profound character of the underlying roots of the conflict and the severity of the International strife all leave no doubt that this clash will be in all respects much more nightmarish than WWII. 
INTERNALS-U.S.-TURKEY RELATIONS KEY TO ISRAEL

Strong U.S.-Turkish relations are key to mediating Turkish-Israeli tension-recent flotilla incident proves
Seib 6/4/10 (Gerald, Washington bureau chief of WSJ, “US plays therapist with Turkey, Israel,” accessed at http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703340904575284512352653580.html on 7/15/10//dml)
One of the duties of a superpower is playing the role of therapist for your friends—which is precisely the task the U.S. performed this week to lower the temperature in a crisis between two crucial allies, Israel and Turkey.

The counseling began before dawn on Monday, shortly after Israeli commandos boarded a flotilla of six ships trying to run a blockade to deliver supplies to Palestinians in the Gaza Strip, and killed eight Turks in the ensuing fracas.

The therapy continued in a flurry of urgent conversations with a senior Turkish official in a hotel room in Washington and a top Israeli official quickly invited to town and in overseas calls by President Barack Obama.

Ultimately, the mediation succeeded in ending what had emerged as the most immediate cause of rising tensions: the detention in Israel of hundreds of Turkish citizens who formed the bulk of the pro-Palestinian activists removed from the ships.

All told, the American response is a case study in international damage control—as well as an illustration of its limits. The story is hardly over, of course. Anger in both nations runs high, and two more aid ships heading for Gaza could become another flash point.

Still, the strategic importance of both Israel and Turkey to America's Middle East strategy compelled the Obama administration to try to contain the passions. Israel is both America's closest ally in the region and the one Washington most needs to persuade it can rely on international help to end the nuclear threat from Iran without military action. Turkey is a vital bridge between the West and the Mideast, a rare Muslim state that had good ties to Israel, and a potential moderate alternative to Iran as leader in the Islamic world.

"From a geo-strategic issue, I think it's extremely important that those two nations have bilateral relations that are solid and strong," said Gen. James Jones, Mr. Obama's national security adviser, in an interview. Asked whether they can be restored, he replied: "I won't say it's impossible. We're in a trough right now. So it's a question of how far you can climb out of it. All I can say is they both say they want to fix this."

The U.S. intervention began early Monday, when Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak called Gen. Jones to tell him of the Israeli raid. The timing was horrible; both Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu were en route to Washington to talk, not about violence at sea, but peace with Palestinians and Iran's nuclear program.

A rapid series of phone calls ensued, with the U.S. playing the role of marriage counselor by talking to Turks and Israelis, who weren't talking to each other. Soon, Mr. Obama called Mr. Netanyahu, who was in Canada, and they agreed the Israeli leader would drop his planned trip to the U.S. and return home.

But, crucially, the U.S. also asked that Mr. Netanyahu send his national security adviser, Uzi Arad, on to Washington so American officials could reach out quickly to a top Israeli as they tried to defuse the crisis. Mr. Davutoglu, who was in New York, caught a plane for Washington to play the same role for Turkey.

Meantime, Mr. Obama also called an angry Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. The conversation showed that the Israeli-Turkish relationship was in bad shape, but also that the burning issue for Turkey was winning the rapid release of several hundred Turkish citizens who had been taken off the ships by Israeli soldiers. "The immediate tourniquet that could be put on this arterial bleed, if you want, had to do with getting the Turkish citizens home," Gen. Jones said.

So the U.S. set out to make that happen. Gen. Jones went to the Willard Hotel, a few blocks from the White House, to meet Mr. Davutoglu. He then met Israel's Mr. Arad at the White House.

Mr. Netanyahu's government agreed to quickly clear an internal legal hurdle that was standing in the way of an immediate release: It persuaded the country's supreme court to deny appeals by some Israeli groups calling for charges to be pressed against those taken off the ships.

By late Wednesday, planeloads of Turkish pro-Palestinian activists were heading home. Obviously, that doesn't resolve the broader issues. Gen. Jones won't offer an opinion on the continuing Israeli blockade of Gaza—"We're not in the arbitration mode here"— but notes that Turkish officials in his conversations have "bemoaned the fact" that ties with Israel have so frayed, indicating they want improvement.

"There's a lot of water to run under this bridge yet," Gen Jones said. But he added: "All I can say is that in each and every turn in my conversations with Turkish officials they have deplored the fact, and bemoaned the fact, that this relationship is not what it used to be. I've not heard them say, to me at any rate, that they're particularly pleased, that this is something they wanted…a break in the relationship. They've not told me that."

He worries most urgently, he says, about what will happen with those other relief ships approaching Gaza. The counseling sessions will continue.

2NC IRAN MODULE

U.S.-Turkish relations are critical to solving Iran prolif
Walker, (Joshua Lo, 6/25/10, Foreign Affairs/ Journalist for the Project on Middle East Political Science, "Turkey: still America's best ally in the Middle East?")

 http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/25/turkey_still_america_s_best_ally_in_the_middle_east) Listening to the Beltway rhetoric one would think that Turkey is a newly emerging threat to the United States and interests in the Middle East. The speed with which Washington has gone sour on its self-declared "model partner" is astonishing and should be cause for concern. Having just returned from Turkey and with meetings with Turkish officials, it is clear that Turkey has not suddenly "switched sides" but rather still objectively represents America's best ally. Not because Ankara blindly goes along with Western policies or is subservient to America, but because it offers the U.S. more strategic possibilities and support than any other state in the region. Unlike Arab allied governments which lack legitimacy among their own populations and Israel that is besieged on all sides, Turkey is a truly democratic, independent, and powerful ally to be courted, not demonized by the U.S. Today, Turkey represents a critical partner to the U.S. on its three most urgent strategic issues: Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran. On Afghanistan, Turkey is better placed culturally and militarily than any other NATO ally to play a leading role in Kabul; in this respect, it is America's ideal partner on Afghanistan. The soft and hard power advantages that the Turks enjoy among the Afghan population offer a sorely needed bright spot in an otherwise dark struggle for America. On Iraq, there is renewed impetus to resolve the long-simmering Kurdish issue given the battle against the PKK and continued incursions into northern Iraq. Without Turkey's constructive engagement, America's vital interests and the future of Iraq cannot be secured. Short of coercive action, Ankara is determined to prevent a nuclear Iran and has been attempting its own trilateral diplomacy with the help of Brasila to deal with Tehran.  
Iran prolif leads to Middle East prolif, draws in China and Russia, and exponentially increases the odds of nuclear conflict 

Wimbush and Ford, 10 (S. Enders Wimbush, Senior Vice President for International Programs and Policy at Hudson Institute, and Christopher A. Ford, senior fellow and director of the Center for Technology and Global Security at Hudson Institute, 1-14-10, Hudson Institute, Perspectives Upon a Nuclear Iran)

Possession of nuclear arms may well encourage the clerical regime’s worst instincts for regional provocation by seeming to remove the threat of possible outside intervention, and could catalyze further nuclear weapons proliferation among Iran’s frightened neighbors. We may debate if Iran’s ultimate ambitions should be understood as fundamentally “Persian” or fundamentally “revolutionary” — that is, whether Tehran is likely to wish only for some kind of regional hegemony or rather for a more sweeping vanguard role in regional or global Islamic revolution. Clearly a lot will depend on who ends up in charge of Iran’s new capabilities. That said, there seems to be little difference in nuclear policy between the radicalized clique that runs the current government and the somewhat more democratically minded “moderates” now being persecuted for having done too well at the polls last summer. (Although it has been reported that some of the pro-democracy demonstrators currently being abused or simply murdered in the streets by security forces have begun chanting “Death to Russia” and “Death to China” in apparent reference to those countries’ use of UN Security Council veto threats to protect the Iranian regime from accountability for its nuclear lawlessness.) Conventional wisdom insists that Iran’s neighbors will recoil from a nuclear Iran and that some of them will likely build their own nuclear arsenals. This is indeed a possibility; the list of potential candidates would certainly include Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Syria, Egypt, and conceivably even Iraq, perhaps through the acquisition of “peaceful” nuclear programs that can later be turned to other purposes. Yet it is not a given that Iran’s neighbors will form anti-Iranian coalitions or otherwise overtly seek to balance its growing power. Some may choose to “bandwagon” with Iran — that is, to collaborate in ways that link Iran’s nuclear accomplishments to their own objectives. The presence or absence of a continued U.S. role in the Middle East will be a critical factor in how such regional dynamics develop. An America that remains active and engaged will have a powerful ability to influence the degree to which Iran’s nuclear empowerment is destabilizing. An America that withdraws from engagement — whether out of moralistic disdain for power politics, fear of Iranian nuclear weapons, financial insolvency in this era of trillion-dollar federal budget deficits, or simply from strategic fatigue — will cede the field to others. Fundamentally, Iran would likely aspire to fill a post-American power vacuum itself, claiming the de facto regional hegemony that its proud but insecure sense of historical self seems to demand. Other outsiders, however, might end up playing important roles. Putin-era Russia, which is — not unlike Iran — a corrupt, grievance-nursing autocracy with revanchist dreams that imperil its neighbors’ security, clearly seeks to reacquire its strategic leverage in the Middle East, a historic focus of Russia’s foreign policy. Yet despite its ambitions, Russia is unlikely to possess sufficient capability to exercise great influence — though one should not entirely discount the Kremlin’s appetite for the kind of Middle Eastern troublemaking that would drive up oil prices with the aim of keeping the regime in Moscow afloat on a sea of petrodollars. China was more likely than Russia eventually to fill the role of outside player. This might take the form of a Sino-Persian condominium, in which Beijing steps in as a quasi-guarantor of Iranian hegemony in return for assured and preferential energy access, and global status as the new primus inter pares of the Great Powers. Alternatively, a Middle East destabilized as a result of Iran’s nuclear empowerment might draw in China, possibly even against its will, in order to forestall threats to the oil supplies upon which Beijing depends. If an exogenous power is needed to stabilize the region, and the United States has withdrawn, China might fill the vacuum. As Beijing continues to build a “blue water” navy increasingly capable of long-distance power projection while the U.S. Navy continues its precipitous decline — down from some 600 ships in the Reagan administration to well under 300 today, and projected to fewer than 200 in the next decade — this is by no means inconceivable as a mid-term scenario. India has a potential to be a powerful force in the region, either as the increasingly important strategic partner of an America determined to remain engaged in the Middle East, or as a potential balancer of some future Sino-Persian alliance, or both. Yet India today remains psychologically, politically, institutionally, and militarily unprepared for such a role. And if it doesn’t step into this role of its own accord, and develop the requisite military capabilities and political will that such a role requires, the promising Indo-U.S. strategic partnership is unlikely to take off; indeed, it may wither. Even if Iranian hegemony contains the seeds of its own demise, as seems increasingly apparent, a fragile or wounded Iran could be especially dangerous. Tehran’s rise to preeminence would exacerbate simmering tensions between Sunni and Shi’ite Muslims, a dynamic that would be worsened by national rivalries and insecurities, and by ethnic tensions between Persians and Arabs. Iranian hegemony would, therefore, face powerful centrifugal forces that could erode it over time, increasing the likelihood of eventual balancing (instead of bandwagoning) regional reactions even in the absence of a strong outside player. Nevertheless, the decay of Iran’s position — and indeed perhaps the clerical regime’s own internal decay, if today’s demonstrators are cowed into submission as the regime clearly intends — would take time, and might entail much instability. Such tensions could propel Iran into increasingly aggressive behavior to suppress regional resistance, distract from internal contradictions, and to build political legitimacy for its hegemony. It might also choose to claim a regional, or pan-Islamic, leadership role as the barrier against infidel encroachment. This dynamic could, of course, prove most problematic for Israel, but it would likely affect any outside power seeking to play a role in Middle Eastern affairs. If Iran is to have access to nuclear weapons as it tries to build and maintain regional hegemony — and then as it subsequently declines and perhaps disintegrates — the perilous stakes for everyone else will rise exponentially.  

2AC FRONTLINE

Turn:  Turkish officials want TNWs out-fear the weapons undermine Turkey’s diplomatic and non-proliferation objectives within the region

Lamond and Ingram 09, (Claudine and Paul, Senior analyst and contributor to ‘International Security Report/Executive director at the British American Security Information Council, 1/23/09, "Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states," http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf) 
Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey’s legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support.22

Turkish government believes conventional forces are sufficient to satisfy its security-senior Turkish officials say
Warden 3/5 (John, Center for Strategic and International Studies, "U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: An Ineffective Deterrent, Unnecessary for Assurance," http://csis.org/blog/us-nuclear-weapons-europe-ineffective-deterrent-and-unnecessary-assurance)
Other capabilities, such as missile defense and strategic deterrence are more important in demonstrating U.S. commitment to Turkey (there are rumors that the United States will place an AN/TPY-2 radar in Turkey).  According to Johan Bergenäs of the Monterey Institute of International Studies, “senior Turkish officials recently indicated that they ‘would not insist’ that NATO retain its forward-deployed nuclear weapons, and that conventional forces were sufficient to satisfy Ankara's security requirements. Such a position is perhaps motivated by the knowledge that Turkey would still be covered by the U.S. strategic nuclear umbrella.”

Therefore, the greater worry is not that nuclear weapons are withdrawn, but that friction between the United States and Turkey convinces Ankara that they can’t rely on the United States for protection.  Just yesterday, Turkey withdrew its ambassador after a House committee approved a resolution calling the killing of Armenians during World War I a genocide.

Analysts believe Turkish-U.S. relations are in crisis and already close to the floor

Shleifer 6/28/10 (Yigal, Turkey Correspondant Eurasianet.org June 28 2010, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426)

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. Indeed, in a recent interview with The Associated Press, Philip Gordon, the State Department’s top official for European and Eurasian affairs seemed to echo that assessment. 

Friction over Israeli flotilla raid shows the poor health of U.S.-Turkish relations - the latest in a series of policy clashes indicating the U.S. and Turkey have divergent interests

Stanek, 10 (6/05/10, Steven, The Nationals, “US ties with Turkey in doubt after raid” http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100606/FOREIGN/706059928/1002)
WASHINGTON // The contrast between the forceful Turkish condemnation of the Israeli flotilla raid and the muted American response reflects a broader splintering between the two countries’ policies that has raised new doubts about the health of the US-Turkey relationship, some analysts have said. While Turkish officials denounced the raid in blunt terms – the prime minister, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, called it a “bloody massacre” – the White House has tread more cautiously, issuing only a mild public rebuke and signing on to a UN statement expressing “deep regret” at the loss of life and calling for a transparent investigation. Turkish officials, including Ahmet Davutoglu, the foreign minister, publicly criticised the US position as too weak. Meanwhile, Hillary Clinton, the US secretary of state, urged Turkey and other countries to tone down the rhetoric, saying that the situation “requires careful, thoughtful responses from all concerned”. Officials on both sides deny that the public disagreement is a sign that relations have frayed. But many observers say the friction over the flotilla incident, in which nine activists died, including a dual US-Turkish citizen, is only the latest in a series of foreign policy clashes between two countries that are vying for influence in the Middle East. Henri Barkey, a professor of international relations at Lehigh University in Pennsylvania, said US-Turkey relations were already strained and the flotilla incident was “icing on the cake”.  “There are very severe tensions,” said Mr Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. “I think there’s a real crisis in the air.” In May, Turkey – along with Brazil – brokered a deal with Iran to ship much of Iran’s low-enriched uranium to Turkey in exchange for 20 per cent-enriched uranium to fuel a medical reactor. The deal was hailed by Turkey as an “historic turning point” and was viewed as an important step in the country’s bid to assert itself as a regional power broker. But the deal irked US and European officials because it allows Iran to keep enough enriched uranium for a nuclear weapon and continue to enrich fuel. The White House also fears the deal could disrupt its efforts to build international consensus for a new round of United Nations sanctions. The day after the deal was announced, in fact, the United States and Europe submitted a sanctions resolution at the UN Security Council. The move was timed to convey their dissatisfaction with fuel swap deal, analysts said. That resolution, in turn, prompted Mr Erdogan to send letters to 26 countries opposing the sanctions and seeking support for deal. A vote on the sanctions is expected to occur this week. Steven Cook, who specialises in Turkish politics at the Council on Foreign Relations, an independent think tank that advises the US government, said the tit-for-tat is a sign of the increased competition between the two countries. He pointed to several other foreign policy issues on which Turkey and the United States have disagreed. Turkey, he noted, has criticised the US-led peace process for excluding Hamas and focusing almost exclusively on the West Bank. The United States, meanwhile, has objected to some of Mr Erdogan’s rhetoric on Israel. Ankara also has developed an increasingly cozy relationship with Damascus, raising the prospect of the United States and Turkey falling on opposite sides of a potential Israeli conflict with Syria, Mr Cook said. “There’s a host of questions about what would happen in that scenario and I think that the Turks would probably end up on a different side” than the United States, he said. “They just calculate interests differently than we do from where they sit.” Still, despite the differences, US officials continue to describe the US relationship with Turkey as strong. Mrs Clinton and her counterpart, Mr Davutoglu, met for more than three hours in Washington this week to discuss the flotilla crisis. State Department officials described the meeting as a positive one between two allies. Robert Gibbs, the White House press secretary, said President Barack Obama, and Mr Erdogan had a “good conversation” by phone this week, and called Turkey an “important friend”. But the relationship falls dramatically short of the partnership the White House had envisioned when Mr Obama first took office, observers said. Mr Obama visited Turkey during his official trip to Europe, hoping to court a secular democracy with a predominantly Muslim population that could help the US achieve its aims in the Middle East. Now, Mr Cook said, Turkey’s view of itself as a rising regional power has increasingly caused it to move in its own direction. “There’s a certain amount of frustration that [the United States] can’t keep the Turks in their lane,” he said. “The Turks want to do everything and that tends to undercut the things we want to do.”

AT PUBLIC IS IRRELEVANT

Turkish Parliament will listen to public TNW concerns – decision to deny the U.S. base access during the Iraq War proves 
IKV Pax Christi 5/12 (Large Dutch peace movement, accessed at http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/files/Documenten/Veiligheid%20en%20Ontwapening/Nucleaire%20ontwapening/TNW%20Italy%20and%20Turkey.pdf on 7/14/10//dml)
Historically, Turkish public opinion is critical of visible U.S. military presence. Since the mass demonstrations and strikes of the 1970’s, the Turkish Parliament is given extra privileges to endorse or block U.S. or NATO access to Turkish territory. In 2003 this led to an unexpected refusal by Ankara to allow the U.S. military access to bases in Turkey during the invasion of Iraq. The incident shows the delicate balance Turkish politicians must keep between NATO obligations, regional defense concerns and public opinion in Turkey. Incirlik remains the focal point of large demonstrations against U.S. presence in Turkey and against the TNW on the base.
RELATIONS LOW NOW

Relations have been in a downward spiral since at least the Israeli Gaza offensive in ’08
Gwertzman, 6/18  (Bernard, expert on Turkey at the RAND Corporation, CFR, "TURKEY NOT JUNIOR US PARTNER ANY MORE" http://eurodialogue.org/osce/Turkey-not-junior-US-partner-any-more)

What has led to the widening split between Turkey and both the United States and Israel? The downward spiral of relations over the last eighteen months goes back to the Israeli Gaza offensive in December 2008, which marked an important turning point. Relations since then have really gone downhill. Turkey appears to be on a strongly anti-Israeli course, but in a broader sense one has to see this in a historical perspective because this represents the adjustment of Turkey to the aftermath of the Cold War. Turkey became less dependent on the United States for its security. The end of the Cold War opened up new opportunities for Turkish policies in areas Turkey historically has had strong political and economical interests, particularly in the Middle East and Central Asia. Turkey is returning to a more traditional role, one in which it was closely involved in the Middle East for centuries, going back to the Ottoman Empire. Turkey's reaction has both internal and external components. Internally, it's been very popular. It has shown everyone that it wants to be a strong leader. Externally, it's been popular with the Arab countries and enhanced its prestige in the Arab world. Turkey eventually wants to be an important regional player in the Middle East. There's a vacuum there, and it's trying to fill that vacuum.I've always thought that the U.S. problems with Turkey really began when the United States asked Turkey to let American troops come into Iraq from Turkey at the beginning of the Iraq War in 2003 and Turkey's parliament narrowly turned it down. That obviously was an important catalyst. The decision of the Turkish parliament not to allow the United States to use Turkish territory to invade Iraq was an important turning point in the relationship with the United States, but then again you have to see it a little bit from Turkey's perspective. Turkey never had any love for Saddam Hussein. They considered him a dictator just like the United States did. But Saddam kept the Kurds, which have a rebellious minority in Turkey, under control and he represented stability. They regarded the American invasion of Iraq as very detrimental to their own security.
 

Nonunique-Israel flotilla incident and Iran sanctions vote have caused Turkey and the U.S. to drift apart-feelings of betrayal have been building for years

Salem 7/6/10 (Paul, Director of the Carnegie Middle East Center, accessed at http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41113#away on 7/14/10//dml)
The shifting position of Turkey presents both a risk and an opportunity for the United States. The risk is that if Turkey and the United States don’t reconnect and talk to each other to build trust over the coming weeks, they might drift further apart. 
Turkey feels slighted by the United States and that it was treated in a hostile manner by Israel. These feelings have accumulated over several years and hence there’s a sense of anger and hurt on the Turkish side. The Americans feel the same way—they feel like they were betrayed by the Turks on the Iranian nuclear sanctions vote in the United Nations. So, there is rancor on both sides. 
Once tensions cool, it will be clear that Turkey needs good and deep relations with the United States and that they and everyone else knows it. And the United States needs strong and strategic relations with Turkey. It’s incumbent on both sides to take steps to mend the relationship. There’s a lot of debate now in Turkey that perhaps Prime Minister Erdogan may have perhaps gone a bit too far and that maybe he should rebuild relations.  
Relations strained now – Turkey ignored U.S. request to stop dialoguing with Iran
Al Bawaba 7/15/10 (Middle East news service, “US asks Turkey to stop involvement in Iran nuclear crisis”, accessed at http://www1.albawaba.com/en/main-headlines/reports-us-asks-turkey-stop-involvement-iran-nuclear-crisis on 7/15/10//dml)
Turkish press reports in Turkey said on Thursday that the U.S. administration had asked Ankara not to interfere in Iran's nuclear file and leave it to the U.N. nuclear watchdog the International Atomic Energy Agency. Radikal newspaper quoted American sources as saying that the recent telephone call between U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and her Turkish counterpart Ahmet Davutoglu on Sunday, included a request from Washington to stop Turkey's efforts to find a solution to the crisis between Iran and the West.

According to sources in Ankara, the Turkish minister confirmed Clinton's request. However, sources at the Turkish Foreign Ministry conveyed that Davutoglu did not agree to this American demand. According to them, the Turkish minister told Clinton that "a dialogue between Turkey and Iran would not stop. We will do everything required to cement neighborly relations. At the same time, we are committed to the UN Security Council resolutions. "

US-Turkish relations deteriorating now-anti-Israel rhetoric and vote against Iran sanctions

Rozen, 10 (6/21/10, Lauren, The Politico, “Obama's Turkey bind” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=5C17F193-18FE-70B2-A816756177F83C1E)

As Turkish-Israeli relations deteriorate, the Obama administration is in a bind. From my story today: Congress is expressing alarm and demanding that Turkey pay a price for its leaders’ increasingly anti-Israel rhetoric in the wake of Israel’s interception of a Gaza aid flotilla last month and Turkey’s recent vote against a U.S.-backed Iran sanctions resolution. ... But in a region where the U.S. is stretched thin and short of even semireliable allies, the Obama administration is keeping its public criticism of Turkey muted and trying to move forward. The Obama administration “is in the worst of all worlds,” Eric Edelman, former U.S. ambassador to Turkey, told POLITICO. “The fundamental problem, I believe, which hasn’t been addressed, is that at this stage, the Turks believe we need them more than they need us. But they need us for a lot of things, too.” President Barack Obama and Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan will both attend the G-20 meeting in Canada later this week. But U.S. officials were still vague about whether the two will meet on the sidelines, saying no meeting had been firmed up. 

Relations low now – Iran and Israel incidents have led the U.S. to believe Turkey is shifting away from the West

Today's Zaman, Editorial, 6/18 (Widest circulating English newspaper in Turkey, " Business group sees communication gap between US, Turkey ", http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-213563-100-business-group-sees-communication-gap-between-us-turkey.html)
Ankara and Washington need to be more careful in conducting a healthy dialogue that does not allow for misunderstanding or a lack of communication, Ümit Boyner, the president of the Turkish Industrialists and Businessmen’s Association (TÜSİAD), stated after talks with senior US officials in Washington, including US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, on Thursday.  

	

	


“I believe dialogue should continue in a way that does not allow for misunderstandings between parties and it should be normalized; that is to say, there is a need to avoid a sharp and accusatory discourse, one which could harm diplomatic relations and sensitivities,” Boyner was quoted as saying by the Anatolia news agency while speaking at a press conference held at the TÜSİAD office in Washington. In addition to a 40-minute meeting with Clinton, a TÜSİAD delegation led by Boyner also had talks on Thursday with Philip Gordon, assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian affairs, and US experts on Turkey. Gordon met on Wednesday with a delegation from the ruling Justice and Development Party (AK Party) led by Adana deputy Ömer Çelik, the AK Party’s chairperson for external affairs. But the AK Party delegation did not meet with Clinton. Çelik, speaking to private NTV television late on Thursday, said his delegation had not requested a meeting with Clinton, responding to media speculation that the lack of contact with the US secretary of state was a sign of tension between the Turkish and US governments. Talk of Turkey’s “axis shift” away from the West is highly popular in the US capital, Boyner said in response to a question, Anatolia reported. She, however, noted that this issue was not clearly discussed during the meeting with Clinton. The agenda of this meeting was widely occupied by Turkey’s vote against a US-backed UN Security Council resolution for tougher sanctions on Iran, adopted on June 9, as well as the deadly May 31 raid by Israeli naval forces that led to the deaths of nine people on an aid flotilla in the eastern Mediterranean.
Relations low now-Clinton visited the Genocide Memorial, underscoring that the U.S. has never denied the Armenian Genocide

Hareyan 7/6/10 (Armen, writer for Huliq.com, independent news organization, accessed at http://www.huliq.com/1/705-turkey-annoyed-over-clintons-genocide-memorial-visit on 7/14/10//dml)
The foreign minister of Turkey Ahmet Davutoglu told Hurryiet that the Turkish side has conveyed its annoyance over U.S. Secretary State Hillary Clinton's visit to the Armenian Genocide Memorial where she laid a wreath at the Genocide Memorial built in homage to up to 1.5 million ethnic Armenians that became the victims of the Armenian genocide. Turkey denies the killings of 1.5 million people is a genocide.

"The visit to the monument was a private program and [Secretary of State Hillary] Clinton did not make any official remarks. Anyway, we conveyed our annoyance," foreign minister of turkey Davutoglu said today.

While in Armenia, Clinton's visit to the Armenian Genocide Memorial and laid a wreath. Turkey, which denies the genocide charge, says the visit to the memorial was a private one. However, even that annoyed the current Turkish government and it conveyed its annoyance to the U.S. Administration.
On the other hand "the title 'U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton' on the wreath was a very important political message to Turkey," Haykazun Alvrstyan from the Armenian Revolutionary Federation tells Hurriyet. Cliton's visit to the genocide memorial showed that the United States has never denied the Armenian genocide as a fact."
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