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Inherency

Turkey currently hosts 90 U.S B-61 gravity bombs at the Incirlik Air Base – and there outdated

Bell and Loehrke 09 (Alexandra is a Truman National Security Fellow and Benjamin is a grad student at the U of Maryland, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey”, accessed at http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey on 6/21/10//dml)

For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements. Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella. So in effect, U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey are without military value or purpose.
Plan Text

Text: The United States federal government should withdraw its tactical nuclear presence from Turkey.

XTN - Inherency

The U.S. currently stores tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey despite the fact that they are no longer of strategic value to the U.S. The removal is being overlooked in Obama’s upcoming revisal of the U.S. nuclear weapons policy.

Today’s Zaman 4/3 http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-206266-102-report-us-considers-withdrawing-nuclear-bombs-from-turkey.html) //DoeS)

03 April 2010 Report: US considers withdrawing nuclear bombs from Turkey Today's Zaman became the most-circulating English-language newspaper in Turkey, scoring substantial distance from its closest competitor. Its excellence was also confirmed by the presentation of 21 awards in the Society for News Design's (SND) annual "The Best of Newspaper Design Creative Competition." Today's Zaman won an "Award of Excellence" in the contest in 2008, following closely some of the world's most prestigious newspapers, such as the New York Times and the Guardian.

The United States may withdraw its tactical nuclear weapons deployed in five NATO member European countries, including Turkey, The Times reported on Friday.The United States positioned B61 gravity bombs in Turkey, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and Germany during the Cold War years to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union. There are a total of 200 B61 bombs deployed in the five countries, The Times said. Turkey is believed to be hosting 90 bombs at İncirlik Air Base in southern Anatolia. According to the report, the Obama administration is preparing to revise US policy on nuclear weapons -- heralding further reductions in the US stockpile and a pledge not to develop new systems. But a possible decision to withdraw the B61 gravity bombs is not expected to be included in the revised nuclear policy, as it is a matter for discussion within NATO. The strategic importance of the bombs faded following the collapse of the Soviet Union, paving the way for calls for withdrawal of the weapons because there is no longer any justification for keeping them in Europe. “It’s not like the Red Army is going to be coming across Poland and Germany. Conflict between Russia and the US is unfathomable, but the nuclear weapons in Europe give the Russians the cynical excuse not to talk about their own strategy on tactical weapons,” Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington, told The Times.

***Iran Module
Iran Module

Iran is building a nuclear arsenal 


Pike, 10. (John Pike, Globalsecurity.org, Weapons of Mass Destruction: Nuclear Weapons, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/iran/nuke.htm, 2010.) 

In December 2003 Presidential hopeful John Kerry said that he would explore "areas of mutual interest" with Iran. And in June 2004 Kerry proposed providing nuclear fuel to Iran in exchange for Iran's abandoning the fissile material production complex at Esfahan, Arak, Natanz and other locations. In an interview on 29 August 2004, reported in the Washington Post on 30 August, Democratic vice presidential nominee John Edwards proposed a "Grand Bargain" with Iran, under which the US would drop objections to the nuclear power reactor at Bushehr, in exchange for Iran abandoning the material production complex. According to Edwards, if Iran rejected this offer, it would confirm that it was building atomic bombs. Edwards also said that Kerry would ensure that European allies would join the US in imposing sanctions on Iran. "If we are engaging with Iranians in an effort to reach this great bargain and if in fact this is a bluff that they are trying to develop nuclear weapons capability, then we know that our European friends will stand with us," Edwards said. "Iran is further along in developing a nuclear weapon than they were when George Bush came into office... A nuclear Iran is unacceptable for so many reasons, including the possibility that it creates a gateway and the need for other countries in the region to develop nuclear capability -- Saudi Arabia, Egypt, potentially others," Edwards said.
Turkish credibility is key to reducing Iran’s arsenal – they’re the single most influential actor

Ben-Meir, 09 (Alon Ben-Meir, Senior Fellow at the Center for Global Affairs in New York University and teaches courses on the Middle East and international negotiations, Spring 2009, The Whitehead Journal of Diplomacy and International Relations, Nuclear Iran is Not an Option: A New Negotiating Strategy to Prevent Iran from Developing Nuclear Weapons)

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

However, Turkey can’t convince Iran to stop their nuclear program unless the U.S removes their TNWs 

Kibaroglu 6/7/10 (Mustafa, Professor and Vice Chair of the IR dept @ Bilkent U, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey”, Arms Control Today pg 12, June 2010//dml) 

In addition to improvements in bilateral relations with its immediate neighbors, Turkey has become more involved in wider Middle Eastern political affairs than it ever has been since the establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923. A key part of this regional involvement is mediation efforts between Israel and Syria. Another element is a willingness to take on a similar role in Iran’s dispute with the international community over the nature and scope of Tehran’s nuclear program, which is generally considered by Turkey’s NATO allies to have the potential for weaponization and thus further proliferation in the region. Top Turkish political and military officials have suggested on various occasions that the most promising way out of the conflict in the longer term would be the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. Against that background, the continued insistence of the Turkish security elite on hosting U.S. nuclear weapons has drawn criticism from Turkey’s Middle Eastern neighbors.21 Some of these neighbors, such as Iran and Syria, criticize Turkey’s policy of retaining nuclear weapons because they see the weapons as being directed against them. 22 Others in the Arab world, such as Egypt, portray these weapons as a symbol of Western imperialism. Turkey therefore will have to seriously reconsider its policy on U.S. nuclear weapons. 

A nuclear Iran makes proliferation inevitable: the nuclear program has already violated many terms of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

Calabresi, 03. (Massimo Calabresi, author for Time magazine, “Iran’s Nuclear Threat.” March 8th, 2003. http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,430649,00.html) AV

Iran announced last week that it intends to activate a uranium conversion facility near Isfahan (under IAEA safeguards), a step that produces the uranium hexafluoride gas used in the enrichment process. Sources tell Time the IAEA has concluded that Iran actually introduced uranium hexafluoride gas into some centrifuges at an undisclosed location to test their ability to work. That would be a blatant violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to which Iran is a signatory. The IAEA declined to comment. A senior State department official said he believed El Baradei was trying to resolve the issue behind the scenes before going public. But experts say the new discoveries are very serious and should be handled in public. "If Iran were found to have an operating centrifuge, it would be a direct violation [of the non-proliferation treaty] and is something that would need immediately to be referred to the United Nations Security Council for action," says Jon Wolfstahl of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Iran insists that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes and told elBaradei that Tehran intends to bring all of its programs under IAEA safeguards. U.S. officials have said repeatedly they believe Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons. The new discoveries could destabilize a region already dangerously on edge in anticipation of war in Iraq. Israel — which destroyed an Iraqi nuclear plant in Osirak in a 1981 raid — is deeply alarmed by the developments. "It's a huge concern," says one Israeli official. "Iran is a regime that denies Israel's right to exist in any borders and is a principal sponsor of Hezbollah. If that regime were able to achieve a nuclear potential it would be extremely dangerous." Israel will not take the "Osirak option" off the table, the official says, but "would prefer that this issue be solved in other ways."
Iran Module

Iranian proliferation leads to spiraling regional conflict including Israeli first strike

Romero, 99 (Juan Romero, Researcher of Middle Eastern affairs at Jane’s Intelligence Review, March 1st, 1999)
Recently, Israel expressed concern about the possible Iranian development of an inter-continental ballistic missile (ICBM) and even suggested a pre-emptive strike against Iran. This suggestion has even been put forward by a representative of Likud, Israel's Labour Party. According to an assessment by Israel's military intelligence, Iran will need between three to six years to acquire a nuclear capability, which would seem to make an Israeli strike a rather urgent matter. Some Arab analysts see a connection between Tel Aviv's warning of an Iranian nuclear bomb and Washington's quick offer to sell Israel 30 more F-15 and F-16 fighter aircraft, which can reach both Iraq and Iran. In this context Iran's defence minister, Ali Shamkhani, has stated that Iran will continue its Shehab-4 and Shehab-5 missile programmes in accordance with its defence needs. In an interview with the United Arab Emirates daily al-Ittihad, Shamkhani further emphasised that Iran will answer in a surprising way if Israel attacks the nuclear reactor in Bushehr or any other vital installation. It is also worth noticing that Damascus has expressed support for Tehran after Israel's threats. The recent tensions between Turkey and Syria also go to show how quickly bilateral relations in the Middle East can deteriorate. A further factor that complicates this situation is that it might not be sheer coincidence that the Turko-Syrian tensions and the explicit Israeli threats to Tehran coincide, although Israel has publicly stated that the relations between Syria and Turkey concern these two countries only. It could all be a concerted act, lest the neighbouring Arab countries become too friendly with Tehran. For Israel and Turkey it surely makes sense to act covertly in unison with the intention of dividing their opponents' attention with spectacular manoeuvres aimed at different antagonists. Seen in this context, Tel Aviv's warning of Iranian ICBMs and the threats aimed at Tehran may have served a dual purpose. Possibly, they were intended to both convince Washington of Israel's need for more long-range military aircraft and also to distract Tehran from getting too involved in the Turko-Syrian crisis - all this without asking the USA to provide the aircraft or publicly siding with Turkey in the crisis between Ankara and Damascus. Tehran's status as a mediator between the two neighbours, however, did not prevent it from expressing support for Damascus during the crisis and criticising Turkey during Foreign Minister Cem's visit to Tehran recently for its military co-operation with Israel. Finally, Arab analysts will certainly interpret the frosty relations between Ankara and Damascus as a result of increased Turkish self-assertion owing to Ankara's military co-operation - or alliance, as Arab newspapers prefer to call it - with Tel Aviv. The recent signs of an Iraqi-Syrian rapprochement worry Israel, particularly if improved relations between the former arch-enemies results in military co-operation with Iran. Therefore, the recent discord between Syria and Turkey plays into Tel Aviv's hands (as the outcome, from an Israeli-Turkish perspective, hopefully will be a weakened Syrian position in the region) and serves as a warning to Damascus not to seek military co-operation with Iraq and Iran. As for Syria and Iran, the result of this will, however, likely be the opposite. Damascus, realising its awkward position between two hostile countries, will increase its efforts to create a military alliance with Tehran, possibly in due course including Baghdad and other Arab capitals. Arab reactions According to press reports, many Palestinians welcomed the Pakistani nuclear tests, seeing in them a possible solution to the Israeli occupation of their country and naturally hoping that the prospect of future nuclear war in the Middle East will drive the Israelis out of the occupied territories. It comes as no surprise that reactions in the Islamist camp are more extreme. The Islamist al-Muhajiroun organisation in the UK welcomed the tests, urging Pakistan to defend Muslims not only in Kashmir but also in Palestine and Kosovo. The organisation furthermore called on Pakistan to declare the establishment of al-Khilafa (the caliphate) and a jihad (holy war) against India to liberate that country. Hamas leader Ahmad Yasin rejoiced at the tests, seeing them as an asset for Arab and Islamic nations. It is obvious that Islamist groups really see Pakistani nuclear weapons as 'Islamic bombs'. In early October, al-Sharq al- Awsat reported that the Lebanese Shia spiritual leader Sheikh Muhammad Hussein Fadlallah had offered Iran the use of Lebanese territory to attack Israel with sophisticated weapons were Israel to subject Iran to an attack. It is further Fadlallah's opinion that Iran will attack Israel if Tel Aviv strikes at Damascus since the Iran-Syria relationship is a strategic one, meaning that any aggression against Syria will be considered aggression against Iran. In general it seems that the Arab media and masses both are very enthusiastic about Pakistan's membership in the nuclear club and their support for Islamabad has apparently grown with increased US pressure on Pakistan. The Pakistani nuclear tests have certainly fanned anti-US and anti-Israeli sentiments in the Arab world. This also came to light immediately after the Indian tests, when several Arab newspapers encouraged Pakistan to go ahead with its own tests, stressing Islamabad's right to respond in kind to the Indian nuclear explosions. The Egyptian Islamist periodical al-Sha'b even went as far as suggesting that the Arabs develop their own nuclear weapons. It has obviously not been lost on Arab media that India and Pakistan seem to be in a better position to discuss bilateral issues after the tests than before them - a view echoed by Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif according to the Pakistani daily newspaper The Dawn on 24 October, implying that Tel Aviv would take a more flexible stance in the peace process should its Arab neighbours acquire nuclear capability. The US offer to sell strike aircraft to Israel recently has angered Tehran and is seen by Arab countries as another example of Washington's double standards when it comes to dealing with Israel and the Islamic countries of the Middle East. The Qatari newspaper The Gulf Times claimed on 29 September that "Iran and any other country in the region has as much right to acquire arms as Israel does". Israeli Lieutenant-General Mofaz's declaration that Israel is willing to intervene against the Iranian missile systems is unambiguous evidence to Iranians and Arabs alike of Israel's hostile intentions. Where Tel Aviv is concerned, this shows a surprising lack of psychology, as such declarations will only strengthen the case of Islamist extremists who claim that the only way to talk to the Israelis is with a gun in one's hand. 

Iran Module

An Israeli strike results in 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. 

Iran Module

The impact is ARMAGEDDON – Iranian proliferation leads to every major impact

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. The implications of Iran’s nuclear ambitions, converging with the growing sense of superpower decline-ism currently in vogue in Washington and welcomed by many on the political left, are profound and unsettling.  Among defense and security planners in Asia and the Middle East, the debate on whether the United States will withdraw from their regions increasingly leads them to entertain downside scenarios about the shape of the security landscape and the dynamics of the strategic competition once America’s influence declines. If we give them reasons to expect such developments, we should not be surprised if those considering these scenarios end up acting on them in ways that harm American interests. These worrisome scenarios are not inevitable, but they are becoming more likely. The Obama administration can make them less probable by providing some upside scenarios of its own, aimed at those doubting America’s commitment and resolve — beginning by taking a firm line against Iran acquiring the ability to produce nuclear weapons. For it is Iran’s nuclear future, far more than outcomes in Iraq or Afghanistan, that will affect the shape and dynamics of both the Middle East and Asia, while defining America’s role to everyone else.

XTN – Turkey Influential Over Iran

Turkey is key – Iran thinks they’re the only ones they can trust

HT Syndication, 2-17-10, Right Vision News, Pakistan: Turkey can help world understand Iran: Mottaki

Turkey can help world powers understand Iran as it is familiar with Tehran's nuclear programme, Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki said on Tuesday. After holding talks with his visiting Turkish counterpart Ahmet Davutoglu, Mottaki said Ankara was an "important" consultant on Tehran's nuclear programme. "Turkey is familiar with Iran's positions which can help others to understand Iran better," Mottaki said at a joint news conference with Davutoglu. "This can be of good help to clear ambiguities of others. We do not give special names such as mediator to consultations, but our Turkish friends are important consultants" on the nuclear issue. Davutoglu is scheduled to meet President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and Iran's chief nuclear negotiator Saeed Jalili later on Tuesday.
Perceptual independence from America allows Turkey to be a regional mediator and diplomatically stop Iranian proliferation.

Kinzer 6/15/10 , 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's political stock has plummeted in Washington over the last few weeks. For decades Turkey was widely viewed as a reliable NATO ally, prickly at times but safely in America's corner. Now, suddenly, it is being denounced as a turncoat, a "frenemy", a defector from the coalition of the virtuous and budding convert to to the Islamist cause.  This sudden turnabout is an emotional misreading of an evolving strategic relationship. 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.  That is because beneath the new tension in American-Turkish relations lies a deep conceptual disagreement that goes beyond Iran or Gaza. It is over the best way to approach geopolitics, particularly in the Middle East.  Fearing the effect of violence and upheaval, Turkey seeks to resolve regional problems through diplomacy and compromise. It opposes sanctions on Iran and insists, to Washington's consternation, that there is still a diplomatic alternative.  

Plan is key to check Iranian proliferation – creates incentive to work with Turkey
Van der Zwaan 09 (Bob, senior scientist at the Energy Research Center of the Netherlands, “Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Time for Disarmament?”, accessed at http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/time_for_disarmament.htm on 6/22/10//dml)
The most problematic thinkable nuclear weapons threat to NATO is currently Iran, even while it is still probably years away from the development of a nuclear weapon (in the worst-case scenario that Iran is actually developing such a weapon). While it is unsure whether US nuclear weapons forward deployed in Turkey involve a certain level of deterrence and constitute strategic pressure on Iran (but will most likely not keep the latter from developing its own nuclear bomb if it so desired), their removal from Turkey could have a beneficial effect in the process of negotiating a security guarantee for the Iranian government and a conditional acceptance of its civil nuclear programme in exchange for an agreement on its presumed support for terrorist activity and its alleged attempt to develop a latent nuclear weapons capability.

XTN – Iranian Prolif Impact

We control probability – 82% risk of nuclear war

Dennis Ray Morgan, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies at the Yongin Campus in South Korea, 2009, Futures, World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race 

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

Terrorism Scenario

Destabilization in the region leads to prolif and causes an arms race 

Gregor 10, (Diana, Journalist on Middle East Terrorism Affairs/ University of Vienna Austria, 6/4/10, "Nuclear Security Summit to Focus on Nuclear Terrorism: Iranian Threat Highlighted", http://www.realite-eu.org/site/apps/nlnet/content3.aspx?c=9dJBLLNkGiF&b=2315291&ct=8156111) 

As Iran is moving ahead with its nuclear ambitions other countries in the Gulf and throughout the Mideast are pushing forward with their own plans to go nuclear. [15] Keen concern over Iran's nuclear ambition is felt among Iran's Arab neighbors in the Persian Gulf region. While they watch uneasily for signs of Iranian nuclear progress, Saudis and Emiratis are spending billions of dollars on ballistic missile defense systems. [16] Qatar, Bahrain, Oman, Kuwait, and the UAE have indicated interest in developing nuclear programs. [17] 
Iran's missile program also has cascading effects on leading GCC states particularly Saudi Arabia, and causes them to bulk up their militaries. [18] Iran's hegemonic ambition to become "the first Muslim superpower" [19] has prompted fears in neighboring countries and sparked a conventional and increasingly nuclear arms race in the Middle East. 

Iran destabilization causes nuclear terrorism

Allison, 2007 (Graham, Douglas Dillon Prof. Gov. and Dir. Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs – Harvard U. JFK School of Government, National Interest, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?” November/December, L/N)

READERS OF Mueller's judgment that policies aimed at preventing proliferation have been "obsessive" and "counterproductive" should be aware of his criteria for what constitutes an "overreaction." In Overblown, he argues that America's reaction to Pearl Harbor was exaggerated. America's overreaction led it to declare war on Japan, when a policy of "military containment and harassment" would have been sufficient to pressure Japan to withdraw from its empire. Mueller's claim that the quest to control proliferation has been "substantively counterproductive" misunderstands the impact successful policy has had in preventing what would have been catastrophic outcomes. Mueller takes to task President John Kennedy's 1962 prediction that if states acquired nuclear weapons at the rate they achieved the technical ability to build bombs, there could be twenty nuclear powers by 1975. He argues the claim was exaggerated simply because it did not happen. But the purpose of Kennedy's warning was to awaken the world to the unacceptable dangers of unconstrained nuclear proliferation. The United States and other nations' refusal to accept those consequences motivated an international initiative to create the non-proliferation regime, the centerpiece of which is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Thanks to this regime, 183 nations, including scores that have the technical capability to build nuclear arsenals, have renounced nuclear weapons. Four decades later, there are only eight and a half nuclear-weapons states, not twenty or forty. (North Korea is the only self-declared but unrecognized nuclear state.) The gravest challenges to the non-proliferation regime today are North Korea and Iran. If each succeeds in becoming a nuclear-weapons state, we are likely to witness the unraveling of the non-proliferation regime and a cascade of proliferation. As Henry Kissinger recently said, "there is no greater challenge to the global nuclear order today than the impending proliferation of nuclear weapons and the increasing likelihood that terrorists may conduct a nuclear 9/11."

Nuclear terrorism will prompt US nuclear retaliation killing hundreds of millions instantly

Easterbrook 01, Senior Editor of New Republic [Greg, “America’s New War: Nuclear Threats,” Greenfield at Large, November 1, LN] bg

Well, what held through the Cold War, when the United States and Russia had thousands of nuclear weapons pointed at each other, what held each side back was the fact that fundamentally they were rational. They knew that if they struck, they would be struck in turn. Terrorists may not be held by this, especially suicidal terrorists, of the kind that al Qaeda is attempting to cultivate. But I think, if I could leave you with one message, it would be this: that the search for terrorist atomic weapons would be of great benefit to the Muslim peoples of the world in addition to members, to people of the United States and Western Europe, because if an atomic warhead goes off in Washington, say, in the current environment or anything like it, in the 24 hours that followed, a hundred million Muslims would die as U.S. nuclear bombs rained down on every conceivable military target in a dozen Muslim countries.

Middle-East Scenario

Withdrawal of TNWs from Turkey increases Turkish soft power – key to negotiating Middle East security pacts

Kibaroglu 07 (Mustafa, Professor and Vice Chair of the IR dept @ Bilkent U, “Turning Back the Clock: A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround,” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, vol 63, no 6, pg 64)
New opportunities exist for taking region-wide initiatives such as revitalizing efforts to establish a nuclear- weapon-free zone (NWZ) in the Middle East. Turkey has supported the idea of a regional NWZ since Iran and Egypt first proposed it to the United Nations in 1974. Yet, because Turkey was hosting U.S. nuclear weapons, Turkish officials did not consider becoming part of the zone. In a nod to geopolitical realities, other countries in the region did not insist on having Turkey on board either. However, the tide has turned since the early 1990s, and Turkey has become more entrenched in Mideast politics. Dramatic events such as the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the collapse of the Soviet Union shifted Turkey’s attention from its northeastern border to its southern border. Turkey started to play a more active role in the Palestinian question, thanks to its Muslim identity and its strategic relations with Israel. And since the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, the situation in Iraq has become the number one issue on Turkey’s foreign policy agenda—primarily due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of northern Iraq, where the local Kurdish administration aspires to an independent state. Indeed, many analysts now see Turkey as a full-fledged regional player. Some Iranian security elite even go so far as to characterize Turkey as a “nuclear weapon state” due to the presence of U.S. weapons on its soil. This serves as yet another justification of their ambitions to develop nuclear weapons. Sending back U.S. nuclear weapons will strengthen Turkey’s position vis-à-vis the aspiring nuclear states in the region and will also improve the prospects of a NWZ in the Middle East. This decision would be perfectly compatible with Turkey’s long-standing efforts to stem proliferation. As a significant regional military power and a NATO member, Turkey will also send a message to Israel, Iran, and the Arab states that nuclear weapons are no longer vital for security considerations. Indeed, U.S. nuclear weapons have not been useful or instrumental in Turkey’s fight against Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) terrorism over the last quarter-century. On the contrary, these weapons have aggravated the animosity of Turkey’s neighbors, such as Syria, Iraq, and Iran, prompting them to increase their support for the PKK. If the family of sovereign nations is lucky enough, it may not be too late to implement a number of sober-minded steps to get rid of existing nuclear weapons, wherever they may be stock- piled or deployed. A Turkish initiative could help lead the way. 

Plan is overwhelmingly popular with the Turkish public and is key to successful Turkish-Mideast relations

Lamond and Ingram 09 (Claudine has a B.A. in IR and Paul is the executive director of the British Security Council, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states,” accessed at http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf on 6/22/10//dml)
There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for 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 

Middle-East Scenario

A Turkish ability to negotiate successfully with Middle East countries is key to regional stability

Cetinsaya 08 (Gokhan, Professor of History and IR @ Istanbul Technical University, accessed at http://www.acus.org/publication/us-turkey-relations-require-new-focus/cetinsaya on 6/22/10//dml)
Finally, it appears in recent months that there emerges a new division or a new cold war in the Middle East: on the one hand the so called radicals (or anti-American actors: Iran, Syria, Hamas, Hizbullah); on the other, the so called moderates (or pro-Americans: Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait). They struggle for power over Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine, and both sides fight proxy wars. In this new picture, all groups look to Turkey, and all groups want Turkey in their camp. But Turkey is extremely anxious over these developments in the region. What Turkey wants? Turkey does not want confrontation or a new cold war in the Middle East between the Shiites and Sunnis or pro-Americans and anti-Americans; Turkey wants an engaging dialogue, security building measures, peace and stability, cooperation and integration. Turkey wants to play a constructive, facilitating and balancing role in the new Middle East. Turkey wants to establish balanced and equal relations with all actors on all levels. Turkey argues that discourses based on confrontation should be abandoned; an active, constructive and multidimensional discourse and policy which emphasizes peace, security, democracy and stability should be developed. To this effect, Turkey is ready to pursue a comprehensive public policy towards the people and actors of the region and international actors. On the level of discourse, participatory democracy based on territorial integrity, effective use and fair share of resources, ethnic-sectarian integration, pluralist unity, security for all, constitution of basic rights and freedoms, political consensus and stability should be emphasized as Turkey’s expectations. From Turkey’s point of view, the new Middle East needs four fundamental features for peace and stability: a) a regional security system for all; b) mutual political dialogue; c) economic integration and interdependence in the region; d) cultural pluralism in the region. 
Middle East instability escalates – nuclear war

London 6/23/10 (Herbert, Professor Emeritus of Humanities @ 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)
The gathering storm in the Middle East is gaining momentum. War clouds are on the horizon and, as with conditions prior to World War I, all it takes for explosive action to commence is a trigger. Turkey’s provocative flotilla—often described in Orwellian terms as a humanitarian mission—has set in motion a flurry of diplomatic activity, but if the Iranians send escort vessels for the next round of Turkish ships, it could present a casus belli. 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. In every Middle East capital the words “unreliable and United States” are linked. Those seeking a moderate course of action are now in a distinct minority. A political vacuum is emerging, one that is not sustainable and one the Iranian leadership looks to with imperial exhilaration. 

Oil Prices Scenario

Skyrocketing oil prices are due to threats of Iranian nukes.

Dershowitz 10 ( If Iran Gets Nuclear Weapons… 2/11/10 <http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/12/opinion/l12iran.html> Alan M. Dershowitz Cambridge, Mass. The writer is a professor at Harvard Law School)

In “Iran’s Two-Edged Bomb” (Op-Ed, Feb. 9), Adam B. Lowther proposes five Pollyannaish results of a nuclear-armed Iran. Let me propose a sixth, and far more likely, hellish scenario. The Arab regimes in the area, realizing that an American nuclear umbrella would not be completely effective, especially against dirty bombs, become more beholden to Iran, rather than to the United States. This could raise oil prices, make the Palestinians less likely to seek peace and increase the authoritarian nature of Arab regimes. Yes, it would give the American defense industry a shot in the arm, but at an extraordinarily high cost. The risks are simply not worth it. The Obama and Bush administrations were correct in concluding that a nuclear-armed Iran is unacceptable.

If oil prices continue to skyrocket, it would be the end of civilization.

Outzen 10 (May 13, 2010 Rick Outzen- reporter for The Daily Beast. “The Blog was featured in the New York Times—Blogger Stirs a City. The blog was also mentioned in Time Magazine (The Pensacola Adoptive Couple’s Murder: A Hit? ) and on Dateline NBC Ricksblog.biz has been consistently rated in the top most influential political blogs by BlogNetNews.com. (http://ricksblog.biz/?p=9845) //DoeS)

Settlements from Exxon Valdez are still in court 20 years later. The shrimper, snapper boat captain, tourist merchant and real estate renter can take a back seat to the big money grab. The visible media coverage from the cover of Time Magazine to USA today tells us the oil slick is visible on the surface. And the incredible white Gulf beaches are in danger. But as Dauphin Island Sea Lab Director George Crozier said, we can clean the beaches, but the marsh is another story. The damage is toxic. Even the dispersing fluid is toxic, says the Mobile Bay Watch director, Casi Calloway. The damage is compounding, and we are helpless. Our helplessness is not in a Biblical sense and not for the sake of hyperbole. We are helpless because we are truly helpless, and even helpless to admit it, fighting the oil like we would like to fend off a hurricane. Those who have fought a hurricane know the reality when it comes to Mother Nature. Mother Nature does as she does, when she does, how she does, and why, without concern for soap dispersants, oil booms, piles of sand, lawyers and volunteers. A nuclear blast was used underground, says John Tyson, in the Soviet Union when the Russians tried to close a similar underground oil leak. How do you spell h-e-l-p-l-e-s-s? On Dauphin Island the sand is piling up and the National Guard is building miles of fence. BP money is being thrown around as a gesture of good will, $25 million to Alabama announced today. Big contracts are being awarded to local companies. Yellow and orange booms for miles look comforting. But well known causeway restaurant owner John Word said, Even Jo Patti’s is running out of seafood. The oil takes many forms. The damage takes many forms. The media coverage blows hard, two weeks too early, until it blows out. And then a pretty blonde is killed and the lead story changes. And we remain helpless, tuning in to hear the next lead story, while the coming sound of rising oil prices sucks the vitality out of our dying coast line. As Retirement Systems of Alabama (RSA) CEO David Bronner said, If oil prices skyrocket again, our economy is in real danger. Money, food, oil and resources make and break civilizations.

Oil Price Scenario – Impact Human Rights

High oil prices allow atrocious human rights abuses & corruption

Durrant 7 (Why high oil prices are good for gold By Brian Durrant Brian has a master's degree in economics from Cambridge University, Oct 18, 2007 (http://www.moneyweek.com/investments/commodities/why-high-oil-prices-are-good-for-gold.aspx)//DoeS)
High oil prices: bad for peace So what has caused this turn for the worse? This deterioration in the prospects for peace and freedom around the world. The usual suspects are the rise of 'Islamofascism' (to use the neo-cons preferred term) or  America's wrong headed foreign policy. These factors have a part to play but there has been one enduring and underlying influence that has shaped the cause of peace and freedom over the last thirty years. It's the oil  price.Believe it or not, high oil prices are bad news for peace and personal freedoms. Oil-rich countries that have weak state institutions become nastier regimes as the oil price goes up. There are a number of mechanisms at work. First, a rise in oil revenues enables autocratic governments to relieve social pressures that otherwise lead to demands for greater accountability from the government. Nationalism is easier on a full stomach. Because of the swelling coffers of petro-dollars, this year the Iranian government has promised to build 300,000 new housing units and maintain energy subsidies  that amount to 10% of GDP. At the same time oil revenues allow Iran to be more isolationist because they can turn their back on foreign investors. Here's an example: Turkcell (TCELL), a Turkish mobile-phone operator, had signed a deal with Tehran to build the country's first privately owned mobile network. The company would invest $2.25bn, pay Tehran £0.3bn for the licence and create 20,000 Iranian jobs. But the mullahs have suspended the contract claiming it might help foreigners spy on Iran. With oil prices high, the Iranian government don't need to do anything to reform the economy. Second, oil wealth leads to greater patronage spending. This in turn leads to cronyism and a web of corruption. Let's look at Nigeria. In 1999 when oil prices were around $25 a barrel President Obasanjo came to office  after a period of military rule. He made headlines for tackling abuses in the military and releasing political prisoners. The term of presidency would be limited to 2 four year terms. Oil accounts for 90% of Nigeria's exports. Now with oil at over $70 a barrel it is alleged that the legislature is being bribed to extend President Obasanjo's tenure and at the same time there is a crack down on political opponents.

Oil Price Scenario – Impact Terrorism

High oil prices would fund terrorism.

Durrant 7

Why high oil prices are good for gold By Brian Durrant Brian has a master's degree in economics from Cambridge University, followed by nearly 25 years' experience in the City. In the 1980s Brian worked with Tim Congdon in the economics department of stockbrokers L. Messel & Co. And in the 1990s he was head of research at GNI, the leading futures and options broker, specialising in exotic options strategies in foreign exchange markets. Oct 18, 2007 (http://www.moneyweek.com/investments/commodities/why-high-oil-prices-are-good-for-gold.aspx)//DoeS

Bumper oil revenues also encourage military adventurism. Saddam Hussein's attacks on Iran and Kuwait are well known but oil wealth also underpins terrorist groups like Hezbollah, Hamas and al-Q'eada. Iran is bankrolling  Hezbollah. With oil at $75 a barrel, Iran earns oil revenues of $300m a day, when the oil price was $20 a barrel this daily income was only $80m. In the world of militiamen, money rather than ideology talks. Take Afghanistan as an example. The Taliban are paying recruits up to $12 a day to fight locally, while the fledgling Afghan National Army pays soldiers $4 a  day to risk their lives far away from home. The pay difference risks defections from the 38,000 strong ANA which has faced a much better and equipped insurgency since January. Afghan defence ministry officials believe that funds for insurgency are flowing over the border from Pakistan and possibly from oil rich Arab countries.

If left unchecked, terrorism will cause extinction

Alexander 2 (IMPLICATIONS OF TRANSNATIONAL TERRORISM FOR THE VISA WAIVER PROGRAM HEARING BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND CLAIMS OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS SECOND SESSION FEBRUARY 28, Mr. Yonah Alexander, Professor, Potomac Institute for Policy Studies Oral Testimony Prepared Statement 2002 //DoeS http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/judiciary/hju77898.000/hju77898_0f.htm)

Scores of countries have experienced sporadic and relentless subnational and government-sponsored terrorism in the post-World War II period.  Epitomizing the state of anarchy of contemporary life and increasingly becoming a universal nightmare, terrorism includes: kidnapping of businesspeople, assassination of political leaders, bombing of embassies, and hijacking of aircraft.  Modern terrorism, in contrast to its older features, has introduced a new breed of warfare in terms of threats, technology, victimization, and responses. Perhaps the most significant dangers that evolve from modern day terrorism are those relating to the safety, welfare, and rights of ordinary people; stability of the state system; health of economic development; expansion of democracy; and possibly survival of civilization itself. And yet, on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned to witness the unprecedented drama of terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation’s commercial and military powers.

Oil Price Scenario – Impact Democracy

High oil prices kill any chance of democracy in the Middle East.

Durrant 7 (Why high oil prices are good for gold By Brian Durrant Brian has a master's degree in economics from Cambridge University, followed by nearly 25 years' experience in the City. In the 1980s Brian worked with Tim Congdon in the economics department of stockbrokers L. Messel & Co. And in the 1990s he was head of research at GNI, the leading futures and options broker, specialising in exotic options strategies in foreign exchange markets. Oct 18, 2007 (http://www.moneyweek.com/investments/commodities/why-high-oil-prices-are-good-for-gold.aspx)//DoeS)

Putin knows the West needs Russia's gas. He is holding the trump cards. At last month's G8 summit in St Petersburg, the host was on a roll. After President Bush made an oblique reference in a press conference to  Russia's slide towards autocracy, Putin prompted laughter by saying that 'we certainly would not want the same kind of democracy as they have in Iraq!' This is a commentary on our times. Back in 1989 the Berlin Wall was torn down and the nations of Eastern Europe could enjoy greater prosperity and freedom. At about the same time the Venezuelan oil industry reopened to foreign investment. President  Clinton, with the help of the peace dividend, brought US public finances back into good shape. Freedom and democracy were flourishing. It was no coincidence that oil prices were low then.

Democracy in the Middle East is key to prevent a regional war.

Hanson 2 (http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/001/769bfuqn.asp Democracy in the Middle East It's the hardheaded solution. BY VICTOR DAVIS HANSON  is an American military historian, columnist, political essayist and former classics professor, notable as a scholar of ancient warfare. He has been a commentator on modern warfare and contemporary politics for National Review and other media outlets, and was a strong supporter of the policies of US President George W. Bush. He was for many years a professor of classics at California State University, Fresno, and is currently the Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution.October 21, 2002, Vol. 8, No. 06 //DoeS)

Americans hope for constitutional governments in the Middle East not because we are naive, but because we seek democracy's practical dividends. Modern democracies rarely attack America or each other. When they fight illiberal regimes, they win. The Falklands, Panama, Serbia, and the Middle East all demonstrate the power of legitimate governments over dictatorships. Yet this pragmatic consideration is often dismissed as starry-eyed idealism. Only belatedly have we advocated democratic reform for the Palestinians, as a remedy for our previous failed policy of appeasement of Arafat and his corrupt regime. We are not talking of Jeffersonian democracy all at once. First, remove the dictator, to permit a more lawful society to evolve on the model of Panama, Grenada, Serbia, and the Philippines. Keep up the pressure of American and world opinion, international aid, the return of Westernized dissidents, the emancipation of women, and the occasional threat of American force. Let September 11 remind us that inaction can be as deadly as intervention.

Otherwise, a war in the Middle East would pull in the U.S. & go global and nuclear.

Chossudovsky 6 (The Dangers of a Middle East Nuclear War New Pentagon Doctrine: Mini-Nukes are "Safe for the Surrounding Civilian Population" by Michel Chossudovsky is Director of the Centre for Research on Globalization (CRG). In 1999, Chossudovsky joined the Transnational Foundation for Peace and Future Research as an adviser.February 17, 2006 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1988) //DoeS)

The preemptive nuclear doctrine (DJNO), which applies to Iran and North Korea calls for "offensive and defensive integration". It explicitly allows the preemptive use of thermonuclear weapons in conventional war theaters. In the showdown with Tehran over its alleged nuclear weapons program, these Pentagon "guidelines" would allow, subject to presidential approval,  for the launching of punitive bombings using "mini-nukes" or tactical thermonuclear weapons. While the "guidelines" do not exclude other (more deadly) categories of nukes in the US and/or Israeli nuclear arsenal, Pentagon "scenarios" in the Middle East are currently limited to the use of tactical nuclear weapons including the B61-11 bunker buster bomb. This particular version of the bunker buster is a thermonuclear bomb,  a so-called Nuclear Earth Penetrator or NEP. It is a Weapon of Mass Destruction in the real sense of the word. Its utilization by the US or Israel in the Middle East war theater would trigger a nuclear holocaust.

Oil Price Scenario – Impact Resource Wars

The pieces are already falling into place- high oil prices will cause resource wars.

Hallinan 9 (Published on Thursday, July 16, 2009 Blood and Oil in Central Asia By Conn Hallinan. Conn Hallinan is a foreign policy analyst for Foreign Policy In Focus and a lecturer in journalism at the University of California, Santa Cruz. (http://www.fpif.org/articles/blood_and_oil_in_central_asia) //DoeS)

In the past month, two seemingly unrelated events have turned Central Asia into a potential flashpoint: an aggressively expanding North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and a nascent strategic alliance between Russia and China. At stake is nothing less than who holds the future high ground in the competition for the world's energy resources. Increasing Competition Early this summer, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) predicted a sharp drop in world oil reserves. According to energy expert Michael Klare, the "era of cheap and plentiful oil is drawing to a close," and is likely to result in "a new era of cutthroat energy competition."

Those escalate into “a catastrophic clash of the great powers” over oil control.

Hallinan 9 (Published on Thursday, July 16, 2009 Blood and Oil in Central Asia By Conn Hallinan. Conn Hallinan is a foreign policy analyst for Foreign Policy In Focus and a lecturer in journalism at the University of California, Santa Cruz. (http://www.fpif.org/articles/blood_and_oil_in_central_asia) //DoeS)

In many ways, Beijing is the linchpin in this 21st-century "great game," because China is weathering the current worldwide depression better than most countries. While its exports have taken a beating, the Chinese have successfully fallen back on their enormous internal market to take up some of the slack. As a result, China recently opened the aid spigots to nations in the region. In June, China loaned Turkmenistan $3 billion, which will give it a stake in the Turkmen's enormous Yolotan Osman gas field, rumored to be the world's largest. The Turkmenistan loan also benefits Moscow by underwriting the Russian oil company Roseneft, and the pipeline builder, Transneft. Kazakhstan got a $15 billion loan, giving China a 22% share in Kazakh oil production. According to former Indian diplomat and current Asia Times commentator M.K. Bhadrakumar, after years of tension between Moscow and Beijing, the two countries are burying that past and "steering their relationship" in the direction of a "strategic partnership in the overall international situation," rather than competing over energy resources. This past April, Russia and China signed a $25 billion oil agreement that will supply Beijing with 4% of its needs through 2034. The two countries are currently negotiating a natural gas deal. Beijing is planning an almost 4,000 mile, $26 billion Turkmen-Kazakh-China pipeline to run from the Caspian Basin to Guangdong Province in China. Included in the deal is a proviso to keep "third parties" - NATO bases - out of Turkmenistan. In the meantime, Russia is paying premium prices to lock up Kazakh, Uzbek, and Turkman gas. It's also negotiating to buy more Azerbaijani oil which, if successful, could end up bankrupting the western-controlled BTC pipeline that runs through Georgia. Writing in BusinessWeek, S. Adam Cardais, former editor of the Prague Post, says that Russia is "doing its damnedest to keep Europe out of Central Asia," and that Russia and China "may have already outmaneuvered Europe." U.S. Still in Game But Washington is hardly throwing in the towel. The Manas coup is a case in point, and the Obama administration is increasing aid to Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. In short, the Central Asian chessboard is enormous, the pieces are numerous, and the stakes are high. Pipelineistan isn't limited to the Middle East and Central Asia. It exists wherever gas and oil flow, from the steamy depths of Venezuela's Oronoco Basin to the depths of the South Atlantic off the coast of Brazil. "Oil and gas by themselves are not the U.S.'s ultimate aim," argues Escobar, "It's all about control." And if "the U.S. controls the sources of energy of its rivals - Europe, Japan, China, and other nations aspiring to be more independent - they win." The U.S. has enormous military power. But as Iraq, and now Afghanistan, makes clear, the old days of cornering a market by engineering a coup or sending in the Marines are fast receding. The old imperial nations are fading, and the up-and-comers are more likely to be speaking Portuguese, Chinese, and Hindi than English. The trick over the next several decades will be how to keep the competition for energy from sparking off brush fire wars or a catastrophic clash of the great powers.
Oil Prices Scenario – XTN I/L

Current rising oil prices are because of Iran’s nuclear threat.

Killeen 9 (Posted by Jared Killeen, published author, on November 24, 2009 at 1:04 pm http://www.heatingoil.com/home/testing-iran-post-111245/)

To demonstrate that its bite is as fierce as its bark, Iran has begun five days of large-scale military exercises meant to protect its nuclear sites from attack, the BBC reported on Monday. The exercises, held by the Revolutionary Guard and the Iranian military across an area of 230,000 square miles, are surely intended to agitate an Israel already on high alert over Iran’s uranium-enrichment program and the threat of nuclear attack. While Iran has argued rather unconvincingly that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes, its war games have led not only to an uneasy Middle East, but also to a slightly higher price of crude oil, which rose on Monday to $79.52. According to the morbid logic of mutually assured destruction, Iran might stave off a preemptive Israeli strike against its nuclear facilities by demonstrating its own military might. Thus the testosteronal rhetoric of Revolutionary Guard Commander Amir Ali Hajizadeh, who told Iran’s Fars news agency that in the event of an Israeli attack, “Their F-15 and F-16 fighters will be trapped by our air defense forces and will be annihilated.” Still, with its stormy proclamations and general recalcitrance, the country risks upsetting the UN Security Council, which—after months of failed proposals and appeals—seems to be approaching the limit of its patience. Most recently, the International Atomic Energy Agency (the UN’s nuclear watchdog) proposed that 70% of Iran’s low-enriched uranium be sent to Russia and France, where it would be processed into fuel rods and returned to a research reactor in Tehran. This way, Iran would have its nuclear energy without being able to process enough uranium to make a bomb. Unsurprisingly, Iran has turned down the offer, saying that it seeks further guarantees, while the UN has decided to enforce three rounds of new sanctions. According to Haaretz.com, heightened tensions in the Middle East may have had a small effect on crude oil prices.
Oil Prices Scenario – XTN Impact Human Rights

High oil prices encourage human rights abuses & genocide.

Durrant 7 (Why high oil prices are good for gold By Brian Durrant Brian has a master's degree in economics from Cambridge University, followed by nearly 25 years' experience in the City. In the 1980s Brian worked with Tim Congdon in the economics department of stockbrokers L. Messel & Co. And in the 1990s he was head of research at GNI, the leading futures and options broker, specialising in exotic options strategies in foreign exchange markets. Oct 18, 2007 (http://www.moneyweek.com/investments/commodities/why-high-oil-prices-are-good-for-gold.aspx)//DoeS)

Finally, oil wealth gives countries the confidence to cock a snook at the world and engage in repression within its borders knowing full well that the  international community covets its resources. So Mahmoud Ahmadinejad can declare that Israel should be wiped off the map and Venezuela's President Chavez tells his supporters that free trade can go to hell. You can't help thinking that if oil were at $20 a barrel these countries would have to empower their entrepreneurs rather than just sink new oil wells, while their grandstanding leaders would be out on their ears. Indeed the boom in oil prices has given Sudan a staunch ally on the UN Security Council. China has invested more than $8bn in Sudan's oil industry including a 1500km pipeline. Last year, China was purchasing between 50% to 60% of Sudan's crude oil production. In return, arms, including tanks, planes and helicopters have been supplied to a country, which is orchestrating genocide against African tribes in the eastern Darfur region. At the same time China have slowed efforts at the UN Security Council to use sanctions against Khartoum and deploy a UN peacekeeping force in the area.

Oil Prices Scenario – XTN Impact Terrorism

High oil prices spur terrorism

Hallinan 9 (Published on Thursday, July 16, 2009 Blood and Oil in Central Asia By Conn Hallinan. Conn Hallinan is a foreign policy analyst for Foreign Policy In Focus and a lecturer in journalism at the University of California, Santa Cruz. (http://www.fpif.org/articles/blood_and_oil_in_central_asia) //DoeS)

According to energy expert Michael Klare, the "era of cheap and plentiful oil is drawing to a close," and is likely to result in "a new era of cutthroat energy competition." In early July, after a full-court press by Washington and an agreement to increase its yearly rent, Kyrgyzstan reversed a decision to close the U.S. base at Manas, thus giving the United States a powerful toehold in the countries bordering the oil- and gas-rich Caspian Basin. While Manas is portrayed as a critical base in the ongoing campaign against the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghanistan, the war in Central Asia is less over "terrorism" than it is over energy. "Never reading the words 'Afghanistan" and 'oil' in the same sentence is still a source of endless amusement," says the Asia Times' Pepe Escobar. Escobar, who has coined the term "Pipelineistan" to describe the vast network of oil and gas pipelines that "crisscross the potential imperial battlefields of the planet," sees Afghanistan "at the core of Pipelineistan," strategically placed between the Middle East, Central and South Asia." As Escobar points out, "It's no coincidence that the map of terror in the Middle East and Central Asia is practically interchangeable with the map of oil."
A2: Pay Off Iran ADV. CP

1. Iran will say no.

Croft 2/17 (Iran says will not give up nuclear work at any price Reporting by Adrian Croft Reuters Senior Correspondent based in London February 17, 2010 <<http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE61G4HE20100217>>//DoeS)

(Reuters) - Iran will not give up uranium enrichment and the West must get used to an Iran that is a "master of enrichment," Tehran's envoy to the U.N. nuclear watchdog was quoted Wednesday as saying.

Iran was "always ready to talk in a civilized manner," Ali Asghar Soltanieh said in an interview with New Statesman, a British current affairs magazine. "But the West just has to cope with a strong Iran, a country with thousands of years of civilization, that is now the master of enrichment. I know it is hard for them to digest, but it is the reality," he said."Iran will never give up enrichment -- at any price. Even the threat of military attack will not stop us," the Iranian ambassador to the International Atomic Energy Agency said.
2. Perm do both

3.The Net benefit it non-unique, the U.S. and Britain are currently ready to meet with Iran at any time to bargain over an incentives package.

Hague 6/24 (William Hague is British Foreign Secretary.  Iran's refusal to negotiate will not work WILLIAM HAGUE June 24, 2010 (http://www.smh.com.au/opinion/society-and-culture/irans-refusal-to-negotiate-will-not-work-20100623-yywn.html)//DoeS)

Some seek to reduce this crisis to a clash between Iran and the US, Israel, and their allies. The Iranian government seeks to portray itself as the champion of the developing world against an imperious and uncaring West. Nothing could be further from the truth. The fact that Mexico, Nigeria and Uganda were among the countries that voted in favour of new UN sanctions exposes this rhetoric for what it is. There is global concern. The European Union as a whole will be considering how to reinforce the UN sanctions. Foreign Minister Stephen Smith has already announced new autonomous Australian measures. We are seeking a long-term solution through diplomacy and negotiations. That is why we continue to urge the Iranians to come to the table and discuss their nuclear program. The new UN sanctions are designed to persuade Iran to do just that. The pressure on Iran to engage will only grow over time. This is a message that the Iranian government should not ignore. Iran can have a far better relationship with the outside world. The international community would respond to a change of course from the Iranian government overnight, if it took meaningful steps to restore confidence that it intentions are serious. Britain and its partners remain ready to meet Iranian negotiators at any time for meaningful discussions on their nuclear program. Iran has been offered a package of incentives that would lead to the lifting of sanctions, dialogue on key international issues and, importantly, co-operation on the civil nuclear power, which Iran claims is its goal. It is a powerful and important offer, made in good faith and one that the new British government has reaffirmed. We call upon the Iranian government to consider carefully this offer for what it is - a genuine attempt to change the dynamic between our governments and present a path forward that can deal with all our concerns.

A2: Pay Off Iran ADV. CP

4. Legitimizing Iran’s violations of international nonproliferation agreements would encourage increased violence in the Middle East

Perkovich 8 (George Perkovich is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. His research focuses on nuclear strategy and nonproliferation, with a focus on South Asia and Iran, and on the problem of justice in the international political economy. He is the author of the award-winning book India's Nuclear Bomb. He is coauthor of the Adelphi Paper, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, published in September 2008 by the International Institute for Strategic Studies http://blogs.cfr.org/forum/2008/10/20/iran-nuclear-forum/)//DoeS)

Thus far the Europeans (supported by the U.S.) have refused to concede this point and negotiate over conditions of enrichment. I support this resistance not because I think Iran will agree to a long-term suspension, but because I think the demand is reasonable as long as Iran has not resolved all outstanding issues with the IAEA, built international confidence in the peacefulness of its nuclear activities, and demonstrated an actual need for indigenously produced reactor fuel. Once Iran has mastered the enrichment process, I don’t see the value in paying Iran large inducements to keep enriching but at limited volumes or under exceptionally close supervision (which I don’t think Iran will agree to anyway). The pay offs have been offered because suspending enrichment is worth quite a lot. Legitimating Iran’s violation of IAEA requirements and resolutions, and binding UNSC resolutions, and its economically unjustifiable enrichment activities would be unhelpful. Paying big inducements in the process makes even less sense. Moreover, many discussions of deals allowing Iranian enrichment do not require Iran to take steps to alleviate the security threats which Israel, Arab states and others perceive in the combination of Iran’s nuclear capabilities and foreign policies. How would it improve international security to accept Iranian enrichment with no moves by Iran to reassure the world that its aims are defensive, that it would not use additional power to facilitate or encourage increased violence in the region? If Iran is determined to continue enrichment and not to negotiate over even short-term suspension, then its negotiating counterparts, including the U.S., should recognize THIS reality and stop negotiating with themselves. They should concentrate on imposing costs for defying reasonable IAEA and UNSC demands, and withdraw incentives on offer. They should hold Iran to its insistence that it has no interest in acquiring nuclear weapons, and agree amongst themselves on steps they would take if Iran did withdraw from the NPT or otherwise took new steps to weaponize.

5. Conflict in the Middle East would pull in the U.S. & go global and nuclear.

Chossudovsky 6 (The Dangers of a Middle East Nuclear War New Pentagon Doctrine: Mini-Nukes are "Safe for the Surrounding Civilian Population" by Michel Chossudovsky is Director of the Centre for Research on Globalization (CRG)..February 17, 2006 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1988) //DoeS)

The preemptive nuclear doctrine (DJNO), which applies to Iran and North Korea calls for "offensive and defensive integration". It explicitly allows the preemptive use of thermonuclear weapons in conventional war theaters. In the showdown with Tehran over its alleged nuclear weapons program, these Pentagon "guidelines" would allow, subject to presidential approval,  for the launching of punitive bombings using "mini-nukes" or tactical thermonuclear weapons. While the "guidelines" do not exclude other (more deadly) categories of nukes in the US and/or Israeli nuclear arsenal, Pentagon "scenarios" in the Middle East are currently limited to the use of tactical nuclear weapons including the B61-11 bunker buster bomb. This particular version of the bunker buster is a thermonuclear bomb,  a so-called Nuclear Earth Penetrator or NEP. It is a Weapon of Mass Destruction in the real sense of the word. Its utilization by the US or Israel in the Middle East war theater would trigger a nuclear holocaust.
XTN – Iran Will Say No

Iran would reject the offer

Perkovich 8 (George Perkovich is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. His research focuses on nuclear strategy and nonproliferation, with a focus on South Asia and Iran, and on the problem of justice in the international political economy. He is the author of the award-winning book India's Nuclear Bomb. He is coauthor of the Adelphi Paper, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, published in September 2008 by the International Institute for Strategic Studies.http://blogs.cfr.org/forum/2008/10/20/iran-nuclear-forum/)//DoeS)

A first task in assessing where we are and might go in a diplomatic strategy toward Iran is to realize that Iran has not been negotiating since 2005. Candid participants in the EU-3 and EU-3-plus-U.S- Russia-China talks acknowledge that Iranian counterparts have not negotiated. They have not indicated that there is anything that the world could offer that would induce Iran to suspend fuel-cycle activities as required under UN SC resolutions. The talks are posturing events. 

Iran would say no.

AFP/AP 5 (Deep local knowledge AFP reporters have years of experience in the countries and regions they report from. Regional experience Each region of the world has its own teams of editors bringing their regional experience to the story. November 30, 2005 <http://origin.rferl.org/content/article/1063386.html> //DoeS)

Iranian President Mahmud Ahmadinejad today reiterated his country would never renounce its nuclear program. Iranian state television quoted Ahmadinejad as saying Iran "will never give up its right to use peaceful nuclear energy." Ahmadinejad, who was reportedly speaking to a crowd of thousands in Ilam Province, some 800 kilometers southwest of Tehran, said Iran will develop nuclear technology "to the limit." Iran has been under intense pressure to curb its nuclear program. Western countries suspect Iran is trying to develop nuclear weapons. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has warned Iran that it could be referred to the U.N. Security Council, which has the power to impose sanctions on the country.

Iran would not reduce its weapons in the world of the CP.

Issue Post 8 (Supreme Leader: Iran Will Not Give Up Nuclear Program Wednesday, July 30 2008 <http://www.issuepost.com/news/story/7384.html>>//DoeS)

Iran's supreme leader says his country will continue to pursue nuclear technology despite demands by Western powers that it suspend its uranium enrichment program. Ayatollah Ali Khamenei made the comments Wednesday to Iranian state media. There is a Saturday deadline for Iran to accept an incentive package offered by the United States and five other world powers (Britain, China, France, Russia and Germany). Iran - already subject to three rounds of sanctions imposed by the United Nations Security Council - risks additional penalties if it fails to offer a definitive response. U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice Tuesday urged Iran to accept the package.

A2: Sanctions ADV. CP

1. No solvency- Sanctions won’t stop Iranian proliferation – necessary supporters won’t get on board

Kroenig, 10 (Matthew Kroenig, Assistant Professor of government at Georgetown University, 2-9-10, The New Republic, Bombs Away.)

As President Obama begins a push to impose harsher economic sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program, his success will be determined largely by the answer to a single question: Will China and Russia get on board? In order to bite, sanctions must be enforced by the rest of the international community, but, so far, Beijing and Moscow have been reluctant to endorse the toughest penalties advocated by Washington. Many analysts and policymakers wrongly assume that this reluctance is a function of these countries’ economic ties with Iran, or their failure to appreciate the proliferation threat. Last week, for example, Hillary Clinton bluntly challenged China’s approach to Tehran, saying, “[W]e understand that right now it seems counterproductive to you to sanction a country from which you get so much of the natural resources your growing economy needs. But think about the longer term implications.” The real reason for Beijing and Moscow’s obstinacy, however, is much more fundamental, and from Washington’s point of view, much more distressing: China and Russia are not particularly threatened by, and may even see a significant upside to, a nuclear-armed Iran. To understand this point, we must first consider why the United States, China, and Russia--or any other country for that matter--should fear nuclear proliferation. Of course, there are the concerns of accidental nuclear detonation, nuclear terrorism, or even nuclear war. But these are all extremely low probability events. The primary threat of nuclear proliferation is that it constrains the freedom of powerful states to use or threaten to use force abroad. The United States’ global power-projection capability provides Washington with a significant strategic advantage: It can protect, or threaten, Iran and any other country on the planet. An Iranian nuclear weapon, however, would greatly reduce the latitude of its armed forces in the Middle East. If the United States planned a military operation in the region, for example, and a nuclear-armed Iran objected that the operation threatened its vital interests, any U.S. president would be forced to rethink his decision. As then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld explained in 2001, nuclear weapons “could give rogue states the power to hold our people hostage to nuclear blackmail--in an effort to prevent us from projecting force to stop aggression."

2. No solvency- Iran maintains the capability of enriching uranium for eventual weapons in spite of the U.S. initiated sanctions.

Aneja 6/23/10 (Atul Aneja, reporter for The Hindu, June 23, 2010. “Brazil and Turkey prepare for next round of mediation on Iran” http://beta.thehindu.com/news/international/article482703.ece)
Last month, Brazilian and Turkish mediation resulted in the signing of the Tehran declaration, under which Iran agreed to transfer to Turkey, 1,200 kg of its lightly-enriched uranium stocks. In return, Iran was assured of receiving moderately enriched uranium for its Tehran research reactor, which produces nuclear medicine to treat cancer patients. However, shortly after the deal was signed, the Americans circulated a sanctions draft, which eventually resulted in the imposition of a fourth round of sanctions against Iran earlier this month.  On Tuesday, Mr. Amorim welcomed Iran's decision to pursue nuclear diplomacy, notwithstanding the imposition of sanctions. “I am encouraged by the fact that in spite of a lot of rhetoric, which is natural, President [Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad [of Iran] said that the Tehran declaration was still on the table.”  However, the Brazilian Foreign Minister urged Iran to allay international concerns about its uranium enrichment programme. “We know that there were concerns ... and I think now it's up to Iran to react to these,” he said.  The West has been especially concerned about Iran's decision to enrich uranium to a 20 per cent level. Iran, on its part has argued that it needs this material as fall back to generate fuel on its own for its Tehran medical reactor.  On Wednesday, Ali Akbar Salehi, the head of the Iranian atomic energy establishment announced that Tehran had accumulated 17 kg of uranium enriched to a 20 per cent level. He also added that Iran had the capability to “enrich uranium to any percentage, and this is a legal right for the country”. Highly enriched uranium refined to a level above 90 per cent can be used for making atomic weapons.  In Turkey, Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu said on Tuesday that Turkey, Brazil and Iran are in regular contact with each other, and reports in a section of the media that Brazil is now reluctant to pursue mediation were false. “We still believe a solution can be found. We are determined to continue our efforts,” Mr. Davutoglu stressed. “Brazil will continue to be with us.”  However, he indicated that Turkey wanted Iran to adopt a “positive tone” in its interaction with the Vienna group.

A2: SANCTIONS ADV. CP

3. Turn: Iranian officials dismiss latest sanctions – U.S imposing sanctions on their own firms

CNN Wire Staff, 6/26/10 (CNN.com, Reports: Iranian Officials Dismiss Latest U.S Sanctions, June 26th, 2010. http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/meast/06/26/iran.sanctions.reaction/index.html?iref=allsearch) 

(CNN) -- Iranian officials are dismissing newly passed U.S. sanctions against their country, with one parliament member saying that the measures will only backfire against the United States, according to state-run media reports Saturday. "The U.S. move to impose sanctions on Iran is in fact imposing sanctions on their own firms," the semi-official Iranian Student News Agency quoted Alaeddin Boroujerdi as saying. Boroujerdi is the head of parliament's National Security and Foreign Policy Commission. The U.S. Senate and House of Representatives on Thursday approved tough new sanctions on Iran aimed at discouraging the Islamic republic's development of nuclear weapons. The sanctions target companies that sell refined petroleum products to Iran and international banks that do business with Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard. The bill now goes to President Obama for his signature. Boroujerdi said the sanctions have had an impact on Iran's self-sufficiency, saying "even in some cases, such as providing gas, we can use our local potentials or other resources to meet our needs," according to ISNA. Another security and foreign policy commission member, Hossein Sobhani-Nia, told the official Islamic Republic News Agency that the United States has gone to great lengths to dissuade Iran from pursuing "peaceful nuclear energy," but its efforts have failed. "The U.S. [is] stuck in a quagmire that it wants to exit by intensifying the sanctions," he said, according to IRNA.

***CMR MODULE

CMR Module

A perfect storm is brewing in Turkey, instability in civil-military relations means a military coup is coming.

Cetin 9
(Muhammed, Staff, Todays Zaman, November 19, Civil-military relations, ‘regime’ stability and democratization, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/columnists-193353-civil-military-relations-regime-stability-and-democratization.html)
The Turkish political system has suffered constant instability since the 1960s in almost regular 10-year cycles. Various aspects of civilian-military relations lead dominant groups, political actors and the armed forces to collaborate and carry out military interventions. There is a plethora of explanations of military interventionism in Latin American countries, but objective research into the causes of similar events in Turkey is lacking. Discussions of civil-military relations in Turkey have two main features, both tending to justify military interventions: First, a republican historical scope that focuses only on military prerogatives, the peculiar authority of the military to “protect” the state and the regime, and second, a one-dimensional analysis of any socio-political conjuncture that ends in a putsch. The latter type of analysis tends to emphasize the “necessity” of the putsch. Comments often emphasize the necessity of the role of the military in the process of republican state formation and the democratic transition in the 1920s and ‘30s, as well as new roles assumed because of later armed struggle with terrorists and separatists. But now the most urgent question is whether the military is re-emerging as a threat to the democratic regime and to political gains made as a result of democratic openings and the government’s efforts for accession to the European Union. Turkey has never experienced an era of military subordination to civil authorities. Civil authorities have come to consider the military to be a political faction -- almost an opposition party. All political actors, especially the Republican People’s Party (CHP), excluding the periods when Bülent Ecevit led it, have welcomed the military’s participation in politics. Thus, the armed forces have exerted significant influence on successive civilian regimes. At certain conjunctures, military participation extended not only to military control of the state but also to binding “suggestions” to governments that were issued through the National Security Council (MGK), an institution formalized in the wake of an earlier coup. Democracy in periods of civilian rule under the strict supervision of the MGK was far from consolidated. Those periods were characterized by graft, embezzlement, misuse of public resources, persecution and unsolved political assassinations. Rather than a democracy, the regime has become consolidated in the sense that political and economic actors routinely choose to pursue their objectives and interests only in liaison with and with the tacit approval of the military officers. A historical overview of civil-military relations helps to reveal the conditions linked with military interventions. There are multiple reasons for the peculiar complexity of societal or military-oriented accounts of modern Turkish history, but the prevalent explanations tend to underestimate the importance for the democratization of subordination of the armed forces to civilian authority. Also, they overestimate the interests, perceptions and relevance of the armed forces as an autonomous and primary force in Turkey, ignoring the military’s undemocratic and unlawful liaisons with particular interest and ideological groups.

The Turkish military is watching the civilian government closely. Their skepticism with the governments ability to rule risks collapsing Turkish CMR.

Sariibrahmoglu 9

(Lale, Staff, Today’s Zaman, Turkey’s civil-military relations continue to remain under strain, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=173533)

A long speech made by Turkish Chief of General Staff Gen. İlker Başbuğ on April 14 in İstanbul reaffirmed that NATO member Turkey has a long way to go to ensure democratic civilian oversight of the politically powerful Turkish Armed Forces (TSK) as long as political authorities do not take the necessary legal and practical steps to both rule and govern.  "The Turkish military is no longer fighting openly from a front against the civilian authority. Instead, the TSK's current strategy is based on not losing all its weight [power in politics] within the system. Thus it is engaged in bargaining with the government behind closed doors," said Professor Mithat Sancar from Ankara University's faculty of law in an interview with Sunday's Zaman. As nearly two years have passed since the General Staff issued an e-memorandum against the ruling Justice and Development Party (AK Party) and posted it on its Web site on April 27, 2007, the state of Turkey’s civil-military relations have taken a different course, with the TSK conducting covert interventions instead of overt ones.

CMR Module

Domestic political conditions will determine Turkey’s next move. If they remain moderate and loyal to the West, they wont go nuclear, but hardline nationalism will trigger Turkish proliferation. 

Barkey 09 
(Dr. Henri J. Barkey is a visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace’s Middle East Program and the Bernard L. and Bertha F. Cohen Professor at Lehigh University, “ Turkey’s Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament,” September, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Nuclear_Turkey.pdf)
The second factor that could encourage Turkey to develop a nuclear capability would be its   domestic politics.  The AKP has tried hard to position itself as a regional leader; it takes   pride in its ability to intervene in regional conflicts and offer its services as a state imbued   with soft power to help resolve them.  It has even offered its services to the United States and   Iran. AKP’’s bid for regional influence has struck a chord with the Turkish public.  Prime Minister Erdogan has been its primary beneficiary and has carefully tailored these diplomatic   initiatives to a rise in Turkish nationalism. He and his current government have done much to   stoke and ride the nationalist wave.  This was most evident in the dramatic theater he   engineered over Israel’’s Gaza incursion. A nuclear arms race in the region in which Turkey remained on the sidelines, lost influence,   and relied on American security guarantees raises the prospect of a strong nationalist   backlash.  If this were coupled with disillusionment over the prospects for membership in the   European Union, the government might be unable to withstand a groundswell for   nuclearization.  Fundamentally, predicting how Turkey would react to a future Iranian   nuclear weapon depends in part in the direction Turkey takes in the near future: Will it   endure the difficult transition to a modern European-like state while getting ever so close to   membership in the EU, or will it be tempted by opportunities to make a bid for regional   leadership?  As an EU member it would have much less reason to worry about the changing   regional balance of power——and the powerful constraints on its ability to break current   commitments in the NPT and other agreements to remain non-nuclear.

That’s nuclear war

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

CMR Module

Turkish CMR is at a critical cross-roads, the U.S. nuclear umbrella is the key internal link in determining the future of the AKP’s relationship with the Turkish military.

Barkey 09 
(Dr. Henri J. Barkey is a visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace’s Middle East Program and the Bernard L. and Bertha F. Cohen Professor at Lehigh University, “ Turkey’s Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament,” September, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Nuclear_Turkey.pdf)
Turkey lacks a coherently articulated national policy vis-à-vis nuclear weapons.  This is  partly due to the fact that as a member of NATO it is a direct beneficiary of the US nuclear  umbrella and because the United States maintains a number of nuclear weapons at the  Incirlik Air Force base in southern Turkey.1  The absence of such a policy is also the result of  the unclear demarcation of lines of authority between civilian and military leaders on issues  of national defense.  While this may not have been a problem in the past, civil-military  relations have been strained under the current ruling government, led by the Justice and  Development Party (AKP). Until recently, when it came to setting national priorities, the  military establishment’’s role could best be described as primus inter pares. The AKP’’s  preoccupation with expanding Turkey’’s role in the region and its push to reform Turkish  state structures, including the military’’s prerogatives, are radically challenging the military’s  control of the national security agenda.  

Turkish civilian leadership key to Turkish soft power and averting hypernationalism. 

Barkey 09 
(Dr. Henri J. Barkey is a visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace’s Middle East Program and the Bernard L. and Bertha F. Cohen Professor at Lehigh University, “ Turkey’s Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament,” September, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Nuclear_Turkey.pdf)
There is not enough public information to evaluate Turkey’’s likely stance if there were a  serious effort by the United States and other nuclear weapon states to eliminate all nuclear  weapons on a global basis.  However, what can be surmised from the discussion above is  that Turkey would welcome such an initiative precisely because, in the absence of nuclear-  armed countries, its industrial and conventional military prowess would help increase its  influence in its immediate region and beyond.  The Turkish political leadership——as distinct  from its military leadership——is far more at ease with what it perceives to be Turkey’’s ““soft  power.””  Much of Turkey’’s opening to the region and its attempt at mediating international  disputes comes from its conviction that it can tap its ““soft power”” reservoir.  Provided that all  countries embark on such an initiative, Turkey can rightfully calculate that it stands to  benefit, especially if Iran and Israel are de-nuclearized.   One of Turkey’’s foremost researchers on the nuclear question has even suggested that the time had come for Turkey to rethink the presence of American nuclear weapons on Turkish  soil.  Mustafa Kibaroglu argues that the benefits derived from these weapons (deterrence  and, more importantly, the traditional argument that they represent an investment in good  relations with the United States) would be exceeded by the benefits of their removal.  The  weapons not only represent a hazard, he maintains, and represent a roadblock to a greater,  region-wide nuclear free zone initiative, but more importantly permit the Iranian regime to  use the nuclear weapons stored at the Incirlik base as a justification for their own program. 

CMR Module

Thats key to EU Accession. 

Barkey 09 (Dr. Henri J. Barkey is a visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace’s Middle East Program and the Bernard L. and Bertha F. Cohen Professor at Lehigh University, “ Turkey’s Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament,” September, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Nuclear_Turkey.pdf)

Another important transformational development is Turkey’’s ongoing application to join the  European Union (EU). The EU membership process has already forced Turkey to make  significant changes to its domestic institutions, including on issues of the rule of law and  minority rights.  However, Ankara has a long road ahead to comply fully with EU  requirements including, perhaps most importantly, far more sweeping changes to Turkey’’s  organizational structure, including civil-military relations.  The EU membership process,  with close scrutiny of Ankara’’s behavior, is one of several factors acting as a constraint on  potential Turkish nuclear ambitions. 

Turkish accession to the EU is seen as a win for democracy in the Middle East – the success spills over to broader Middle East democracy promotion 

Lecha, '7 [Eduard Soler i Lecha, doctoral candidate in International Relations at the Autonomous University of Barcelona, Also currently working on his doctoral dissertation, focusing on the European actors in front of Turkey's EU bid and the evolution and formation of their stances. He is also the Coordinator of the Mediterranean Programme at the CIDOB Foundation and is the author of a number of scholarly articles, including Turkey and Europe: A Two Face Mirror (with Erika Ruiz Sandoval, in Spanish, forthcoming), Turkey and the EU: A Long History with an Uncertain End (in Spanish, forthcoming). His research interests are Euro¬Mediterranean Politics, Turkey's EU application, Spanish foreign and Mediterranean Policy and the external activities of sub-national governments."Turkey's Potential (and Controversial) Contribution to the Global `Actorness' of the EU," Contentious Issues of Security and the Future of Turkey, Anthony Rowe Ltd, p. 33-51] 
Both the BMENA and the EMP place political reform and promotion of democracy at the top of their respective agendas. In that sense, Turkey, as a Muslim and democratic nation, could serve as a model for Middle Eastern countries. This is a recurrent discourse of advocates of Turkey's membership, both within and without. It is said that while granting the prospect of membership, the EU strengthens and consolidates the democratic character of Turkey and that, indirectly, impacts positively on the political transitions in the Middle East. In Joschka Fischer words, this 'could inspire neighbouring countries and thus increase the prospect of democratic reforms being implemented there' (see Fischer 2004, 21). Nonetheless, the applicability of the Turkish Model to its Arab and Persian neighbourhood is a very much disputable issue, as the academic and the political debates have amply illustrated.19

CMR Module

US Democracy promotion is key to Middle East Stability

Diamond 5
(Larry, Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution, and coeditor, “The Middle East: Between Democracy and Stability”, Hoover Digest, Journal of Democracy, Winter, http://www.hooverdigest.org/051/diamond.html)
Of course, “later” could be a long time coming. Knowing that—knowing how efficient, cunning, and ruthless the state security apparatus is in many of these countries; knowing the opportunism and insecurity of middle-class opposition groups that do not want to rock the boat; understanding that change always carries short-term risks—American policymakers have tended to opt for the devil they know and leave the longer-term future to the next administration. That is why President Bush’s speech on November 6, 2003, to the National Endowment for Democracy, and his subsequent statements calling for a fundamental reorientation of American policy in the Middle East, was so visionary and courageous. Conceptually, the call for a broad shift in policy toward promoting democracy in the Middle East is bold and long overdue. Normatively and conceptually, we are at a historic juncture, where moral imperatives—to support human rights and promote peaceful democratic change—and security imperatives converge as never before. After 9/11, the political transformation of Middle Eastern regimes toward greater freedom, responsiveness, transparency, accountability, and participation—and therefore a real capacity to achieve broad-based human development—has become not just a moral imperative but a necessary foundation for the security of Western democracies as well. Creating a new climate in the region that is much less conducive to hatred and terrorism requires a sweeping improvement in the character and quality of governance. The question is, How do we do promote these changes in such a way that the search for an Arab Kerensky does not yield an Islamist Lenin instead? The tone and style of our approach are absolutely vital. Today in the Arab world, the United States is virtually radioactive; Arab democrats who come too close to it risk being contaminated and burned. The people of the Arab world profoundly suspect our motives. They think we are only in Iraq for the oil. And it is hard to dissuade them when the only building we protected as Baghdad was being systematically looted after it fell was the oil ministry. They think we seek long-term imperial domination in the region, and it is hard to dissuade them when we do not renounce any intention of seeking permanent military bases in Iraq. They think we only want democracy when it produces governments friendly to the United States. And it is hard to dissuade them when we have taken no practical steps to follow up on President Bush’s bold speeches or to establish a dialogue with moderate Islamists in the region. We must promote democracy in the Middle East. But we cannot do it rapidly, we cannot do it purely on our terms, and we certainly cannot do it alone. It has always been the case that success in this endeavor would require close coordination with our European allies. But in the wake of the mistakes and unilateralism of the Bush administration, I think we have no chance of fostering democratic change in the region without a truly transatlantic strategy that offers a true hope of economic and political progress. It is still the case that, if freedom is to advance in the world, the United States must lead. But, sometimes, we must lead more subtly—from behind—if we are to be effective. In fact, we need unprecedented cooperation on three levels to promote democratic change in the Middle East: first, between Europe and the United States (as well as Canada and other democratic allies); second, between the governments and nongovernmental organizations of our democracies; and, third, between this new transatlantic alliance and reform-minded governmental and nongovernmental actors in the Middle East. A group of European and American policy specialists (myself included), meeting over several months under the auspices of the German Marshall Fund, has recently laid out what its members consider to be a viable transatlantic strategy for promoting democracy and human development in the Middle East. Our strategy is based on five principles: 1. Regional ownership. Democratization and human development in the region must spring from indigenous roots. Western democracies should not seek to impose any formula for democratic change. But they can and must help from the outside—morally, politically, and materially. 2. Engaging rulers and the ruled. In identifying the “owners” and partners for reform, the West cannot look only to state officials, though they are important. We need to reach out directly to civil society. 3. Islam and democracy. We reject the argument that there is some intrinsic incompatibility between Islam and democracy or that the peoples of the region are incapable of democratic governance or do not want the same rights that are taken for granted in most other parts of the world. 4. Tailored policies. Each country in the region is unique and should be encouraged to come up with its own national reform plan for democratic change, resulting from an open negotiation between the government, the political opposition, and civil society. A gradual, mutually agreed-upon timetable and formula for democratic change can allow time for moderates to organize politically and allow a greater plurality of forces in civil society to flower, thereby facilitating a democratic transition that cannot be captured by radical Islamists. 5. Filling the credibility gap. Western governments need to overcome their past track records of inconsistency and double standards. The burden is on our own governments and societies to demonstrate that we are serious about promoting genuine democratic change nd that we are willing to sustain a serious commitment even in the face of short-term risks and costs.
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Middle East instability escalates – nuclear war

London 6/23/10 (Herbert, Professor Emeritus of Humanities @ 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)
The gathering storm in the Middle East is gaining momentum. War clouds are on the horizon and, as with conditions prior to World War I, all it takes for explosive action to commence is a trigger. Turkey’s provocative flotilla—often described in Orwellian terms as a humanitarian mission—has set in motion a flurry of diplomatic activity, but if the Iranians send escort vessels for the next round of Turkish ships, it could present a casus belli. 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. In every Middle East capital the words “unreliable and United States” are linked. Those seeking a moderate course of action are now in a distinct minority. A political vacuum is emerging, one that is not sustainable and one the Iranian leadership looks to with imperial exhilaration. 

Plan is huge win, Turkey overwhelming loves the plan.

Lamond and Ingram 9 (Claudine and Paul, Security Analyst, Executive Director of the British American Security Information Council, Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states, http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf)

There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish  territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons  being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to  remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a  nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations  with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic  precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in  NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the  lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use  Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission  was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. 
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Russia isn’t reducing its arsenal now – but withdrawal of our TNWs puts pressure on them to reciprocate. 


Potter 09  [Miles Pomper, MA, editor of Arms Control Today @ ACA, Nikolai Sokov, Ph.D., is senior research associate at James Martin Center for Non-proliferation Studies at Monterey Institute of International Studies, William Potter, Ph.D., is Institute Professor and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS) “Breaking the U.S.-Russian deadlock on nonstrategic nuclear weapons,” http://thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/breaking-the-us-russian-deadlock-nonstrategic-nuclear-weapons] 


For many years Moscow's position on nonstrategic nuclear weapons has been inflexible and stagnant. And its agreement to begin negotiations on them has been linked to U.S. acceptance of the idea that nuclear weapons should only be based in national territories--i.e., the withdrawal of U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons from Europe. Effectively, Russia is betting that NATO, which is the custodian of the U.S. nuclear weapons stationed in Europe, will refuse to accept that principle, and therefore, it will not have to take meaningful measures to address its own nonstrategic weapons. Calling Moscow's bluff could be the key to meaningful progress. If U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons are withdrawn from Europe, it would be hard for Russia to continue stonewalling. While such a step is bound to generate controversy in the United States and NATO, especially in Eastern Europe, it is likely to have little impact on U.S. and alliance security, despite assertions to the contrary. There is little evidence, for example, that Washington would resort to nuclear weapons use, much less nuclear weapons of a tactical variety, if an attack were to occur. Furthermore, nonstrategic nuclear weapons are no longer frontline weapons. In fact, they currently can reach only a few targets in Russia and relocation further east would violate the 1997 NATO-Russia Charter. More importantly, the presence (or absence) of a limited number of U.S. nuclear bombs in Europe can hardly influence the Russian perception of the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence. And if need be, Washington has many other tools of reassurance it can employ--e.g., new missile defenses and extended air patrols, not to mention its vast strategic nuclear arsenal. Ultimately, the question is about the political will of U.S. leaders, not about specific assets. Lastly, the window of opportunity for using nonstrategic weapons in Europe as a lever to induce change in the Russian position is narrow. The dual-capable aircraft that are intended to deliver nonstrategic nuclear weapons are nearing the end of their lifetime. If these systems are allowed to expire, NATO would lose the lever; if they are replaced at high cost, then trading them away would be politically complicated, at best. To utilize this opportunity, Washington could put forward a statement on its own, or on behalf of NATO, in conjunction with unilateral nonstrategic weapon withdrawal in which it would disclose basic information about its total nonstrategic stockpiles (including those on U.S. territory) and invite Russia to respond in kind. Moscow also could be encouraged to respond by redeploying its nonstrategic nuclear weapons to bases that are geographically further removed from Europe. There is no guarantee, of course, that unilateral withdrawal of U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons from Europe would lead Russia to change its position. It would, however, make it more politically costly, if not impossible, for Moscow to continue to stall. If implemented against the background of positive movement in other areas such as strategic arms reduction, this tactic has a good chance of succeeding. After all, something must be done--and soon. The continuing stalemate over nonstrategic nuclear weapons is unacceptable and represents a needless threat to transatlantic security and President Barack Obama's vision of a nuclear-weapon-free world.
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Absent plan, uncertainty over stockpiles leads to US-Russian war

Pomper, Potter and Sokov, 2009 

[Miles A, William, and Nikolai, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” December]

Lack of transparency The failure to conclude a formal treaty resulted in the absence of any kind of hard data on the number of warheads to be put in central storage (without defining the term "central storage"), eliminated, or deployed. The initiatives only indicated the share of warheads subject to elimination, and inevitably produced two unwelcome consequences which haunt the U.S.-Russian and international arms control agenda today: uncertainty with respect to their implementation and considerable disparity in numbers. For some time, the United States and Russia updated each other and other countries on the progress of reductions. A more formalized process was initiated in 1997 when the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council emerged as a venue for exchanges of information with respect to TNW reductions. To be sure, even in that forum, the sides only revealed the share of warheads eliminated or transferred to central storage, not absolute numbers. In 1999, in the wake of the NATO bombing of the former Yugoslavia, contacts in the Permanent Joint Council were severely limited and information exchanges on TNW temporarily stopped. The absence of any kind of verification and transparency measures led to at least one serious political crisis after a report, in early 2001, that Russia was transferring nuclear warheads for tactical Tochka-U missiles to Kaliningrad Oblast.5 These allegations caused considerable international consternation, especially in Eastern Europe, and led Poland to` publicly demand an inspection of Russian military facilities in that region.6 Subsequent investigation showed that the rumors were based on questionable and misinterpreted information7 and the crisis soon dissipated. It remains a reminder, however, of the potential for new crises to arise due to the lack of transparency and predictability inherent in the PNIs. The current status of the 1991-92 statements, at least where Russia is concerned, is uncertain at best. The United States announced the completion of its unilateral obligations in 2000 (two years later than the original deadline). The original Russian deadline (2000) also slipped, but the last time Moscow formally reported on the implementation of PNIs was at the NPT Prep Com in April 2004. At that time, the Russian representative specifically mentioned that his country had "practically implemented" its "initiatives" except for warheads assigned to Ground Forces and that the pace of elimination was constrained by the technological capability of the Russian nuclear industry and available funding.8 Six months later, an official representative of the Russian Foreign Ministry declared Russia was not bound by the PNIs, which were characterized as a "goodwill" gesture, not an obligation.9 In a report distributed at the 2005 NPT Review Conference, Russia declared that it had reduced its TNW arsenal to one-fourth of what it was in 1991 (without a direct reference to the PNIs).10 The following year, the Chief of the 12th GUMO (the Main Directorate of the Ministry of Defense responsible for handling nuclear weapons), confirmed that information and even asserted that reductions exceeded the original promise (He asserted that the 1991 statements foresaw a 64 percent reduction while Russia had reduced its TNW arsenal by 75 percent) . n Speaking in 2007, the new Chief of the 12th GUMO, General Vladimir Verkhovtsev, repeated the 75 percent figure and added that the promised elimination of TNW warheads assigned to Ground Forces had been completed.12 He also indicated that Russia did not deploy TNW on surface ships and submarines, but "if necessary... could deploy them [and], no one should doubt that."13 In the absence of official baseline data, it is difficult to assess absolute numbers. If the figure provided by Alexei Arbatov, a prominent Russian researcher and a former deputy chair of the Duma Defense Committee, is taken as a baseline, in 1991 the Soviet sub-strategic stockpile (including both deployed and stored warheads) consisted of 21,700 warheads.14 This would render a figure for 2004 of about 5,400 warheads. By 2007, if all warheads assigned to Ground Forces had been eliminated, as Verkhovtsev asserted, the stockpile was reduced to less than 5,000 warheads.15 Breaking down that figure into categories is a considerably more challenging task and there is no satisfactory data on how many warheads are assigned to different forces (see Appendix for details). While official data on the U.S. sub-strategic arsenal is absent, nongovernmental sources typically estimate that U.S. TNW stands at 1,100 warheads), including 300 warheads for SLCMs (the remainder are gravity bombs),16 which are currently stored on shore, but reportedly can be redeployed on submarines, primarily for possible use in defending Japan (100 of these warheads are said to be in operational condition).17 As with Russia, the number of nuclear weapons (gravity bombs) the United States keeps in Europe is declining. A decade ago that total was estimated at roughly 500. Today, following the withdrawal of American gravity bombs from the United Kingdom (some were apparently transferred to other bases in Europe while others were returned to the United States), Hans Kristensen of the Federation of American Scientists estimates the total number of U.S. TNW in Europe at between 150 and 200.18 Crisis (In)Stability An issue of serious concern is the relative availability of TNW for early deployment. While the location of remaining TNW stocks are unknown, it is reasonable to expect that a large share of the warheads for short-range delivery vehicles is kept close to those delivery vehicles in a relatively high degree of readiness for use. The PNIs do not define the meaning of "central" storage and fail to provide for a clearcut distinction between warheads that should be considered "deployed" as opposed to "nondeployed." Warheads for aircraft kept at or near airbases are usually classified as "deployed" while warheads for sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs), which Russia also keeps at bases, are supposed to be "nondeployed." In reality, the bulk of Russian SLCM warheads could be deployed at relatively short notice. These storage sites are classified by Russia as "central" because administratively they belong to the 12th GUMO rather than the Navy. Similarly, the United States keeps a number of warheads for SLCMs available for deployment as part of its extended deterrence capability in support of Japan. The absence of any degree of transparency with regard to warheads that are stored adjacent to delivery vehicles fosters crisis instability because each party could expand its nuclear arsenal on short notice without the knowledge of the other. In this regard, the overwhelming superiority of Russia in the TNW category presents a serious problem. Yet, even a much smaller TNW arsenal of the United States, especially the ability to equip SLCMs with nuclear warheads, is regarded as a potential security challenge by Russia. Furthermore, employment of TNW is closely associated with conventional forces: both the American extended deterrence and the Russian "de-escalation" strategies foresee conflicts that start as conventional ones that more or less quickly transcend the threshold into limited use of nuclear weapons. The theoretical scenarios of employment of TNW argue for the pre-delegation of launch authority to combatant commanders in the early stages of or perhaps even in the run-up to a conventional war with further decrease of crisis stability, diminished control by political leaders, and the lowering of the nuclear threshold. Thus, in a very direct and tangible way the continued existence of TNW in national arsenals enhances the probability of nuclear war, whether intentional or by accident, and represents a threat to international security.

Russia Module
And, absent withdrawal, TNWs proliferate – China, India, and Pakistan all get them

Pomper, Potter and Sokov, 2009  [Miles A, William, and Nikolai, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” December]

Proliferation of TNW The longer the stalemate over TNW continues, the greater the chance that negative features associated with U.S. and Russian TNW will spread to other countries. The arsenals of short-range missiles and other delivery vehicles in China, India, and Pakistan continue to grow along with the potential risk that they will be fitted with nuclear weapons. The bulk of the (still very small) arsenals of the latter two consist of short- and intermediate-range weapons, which are apparently not permanently equipped with nuclear warheads. Consequently, they present the same challenges of unauthorized access as described above with regard to American and Russian arsenals. Reliance on sub-strategic nuclear weapons in these countries and potentially in China is also fraught with the danger of crisis instability along the lines outlined above. Early practical steps by the United States and Russia to reduce and eventually eliminate their TNW stockpiles could contribute in a tangible way to averting the same threats and challenges in other nuclear weapons states.
Leads to nuclear war and Indo-Pak war. 


Krepon, 2004  [Michael Krepon, MA, is Co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, Ziad Haider, Charles Thornton, “Are Tactical Nuclear Weapons Needed in South Asia?” http://www.docstoc.com/docs/17725558/Nuclear-Weapons-in-south-Asia] 

The most prominent applicable dilemma associated with the use of tactical, battlefield, or short-range nuclear weapon delivery relates to escalation control. Any use of such a weapon – even a singular demonstration shot by the weaker party to signal the urgency of stopping a threatening advance – presents a strong likelihood of uncontrolled escalation. The leadership of the country that is warned by a singular nuclear detonation, including a low-yield detonation in a remote area that does not produce immediate casualties, would need to make momentous, nation-threatening decisions very quickly. Questions would immediately arise as to whether a singular nuclear detonation would be followed quickly by many more, either through a breakdown in command and control or in anticipation of punishing strikes, as the stated nuclear postures of India and Pakistan promise. As western deterrence strategists concluded, escalation control is far easier below the nuclear threshold than across it. In both circumstances, prerequisites of escalation control include properly functioning lines of communication, trust in the messages received, correct calculations of an adversary’s intentions, cool-headedness in excruciatingly difficult circumstances, and the ability of national leaders to slow down the clock for decision-making when time is of the essence. The imperative of speedy decisions would fall most heavily on rivals whose nuclear assets are most susceptible to preemption on whose targeting strategy depends heavily on striking quickly.

India-Pakistan nuclear war will escalate globally and destroy the planet

Caldicott 02, Founder of Physicians for Social Responsibility [Helen, The New Nuclear Danger: George W. Bush’s Military-Industrial Complex, p. X]

The use of Pakistani nuclear weapons could trigger a chain reaction. Nuclear-armed India, an ancient enemy, could respond in kind. China, India's hated foe, could react if India used her nuclear weapons, triggering a nuclear holocaust on the subcontinent. If any of either Russia or America's 2,250 strategic weapons on hair-trigger alert were launched either accidentally or purposefully in response, nuclear winter would ensue, meaning the end of most life on earth.

Russia Module
Plan is key – Russia is only going to open up to TNW reduction if we reciprocate 


Higgins, 2005 [Davida, CND and Lakenheath Action Group, “US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe,” http://www.cnduk.org/pages/binfo/nato2005.pdf] 

In addition, withdrawal is a precondition for TNW negotiations with Russia, which has a longstanding desire to rid Europe of nuclear weapons. On June 2nd this year Russian Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov said, “We are prepared to start talks about tactical nuclear weapons only when all countries possessing them keep these weapons in their own territory. Russia stores its TNW on its own territory, which cannot be said about other countries.” This would pave the way for further reductions in Russian and US tactical nuclear weapons. A US/Russian arms control and reduction agreement would provide more secure storage and effective monitoring and verification. This would greatly reduce the opportunities for terrorist acquisition and the spread of nuclear equipment and technology around the world.

A2: Russia Condition CP

The CP doesn’t solve- a single set of negotiations just stalls disarmament- transparency is key and, Unilateral withdrawal is necessary before Russia will consider reciprocal concessions 

Pomper  10 (Miles Pomper Senior Research Associate at Center for Nonproliferation Studies, William Potter Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of CNS, Nikolai Sokov Senior Research Associate at CNS worked at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Feb 2010 ‘Reducing Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe', Survival, 52:1, 75- 96)

At a minimum, considering tactical and strategic nuclear weapons in a single set of negotiations would stall further reductions in the latter. It is preferable to employ a staged approach with regard to tactical weapons. The first step would be to emphasis transparency, which could be achieved independently of the continuing negotiations on strategic weapons. The next stage, a full-scale treaty on tactical nuclear weapons, could become part of a broader US-Russian agreement on all categories of nuclear weapon. A transparency agreement could involve declarations of stockpiles and, perhaps, locations of storage facilities. These measures would not necessarily involve reductions, but the United States and Russia will likely continue limited unilateral reductions in any case. The main purpose of this step is to improve the predictability of the security environment. To the extent that Russia still perceives a need to retain longer-range sub-strategic assets and seeks to leverage the short-range variety to obtain concessions from the United States and NATO, transparency will not fundamentally alter its plans. While Moscow is likely to baulk at reductions, it could be persuaded, under the right circumstances and with the right inducements, to share information. The same is true for the United States, whose planning will not be seriously affected by the provision of data. Transparency measures could, in principle, help lower the political profile of Russian tactical nuclear weapons and begin to alleviate concerns among NATO countries about their possible military role. Such concerns stem to a large extent from a lack of information about the number, types and deployment patterns of these weapons, promoting worse-case planning. Transparency measures can also help pave the way for more radical and far-reaching measures. Two options could help induce Russia to cooperate in such transparency measures: unilateral withdrawal of US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, and a 'grand package' that would include Russian agreement to initiate negotiations on restrictions on such weapons in exchange for NATO agreement to discuss changes in the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty. Piecemeal reductions do not create political momentum The first option would address such weapons in isolation, without connecting them to other issues. Since Moscow links any move on tactical weapons to the withdrawal of all nuclear weapons to national territories, Russian officials would find it difficult to ignore such a move by the United States. The United States, moreover, continues to withdraw its tactical weapons from Europe (it apparently withdrew its last nuclear bombs from the United Kingdom by 200834) but receives little credit because these actions are taken in secret. Since the reductions are piecemeal, they do not create the political momentum that could induce Moscow to respond. One way to proceed would be for the United States to issue a statement on its own, or on behalf of NATO, in conjunction with unilateral withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons in which it would disclose basic information about its stockpiles (including those on US territory) and invite Russia to respond in kind. This move would be similar to the 1991 presidential nuclear initiatives and could revive the spirit and format of that regime. Moscow could also be encouraged to respond to the US withdrawal by redeploying its own tactical weapons to bases further removed geographically from Europe. (Russia interprets the notion of central storage in administrative rather than geographical terms.) There is no guarantee that unilateral withdrawal of tactical weapons from Europe would lead Moscow to change its position, but it would make it more costly politically for the Kremlin to continue to stall on the issue and, if it did, would expose its current position as a bluff. If used against a background of positive movement in other areas, such as strategic arms reduction, this tactic has a decent chance of success.

A2: Russia Condition CP

Russia says no- they’re reluctant to allow US verification

Pomper 10 (Miles Pomper Senior Research Associate at Center for Nonproliferation Studies, William Potter Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of CNS, Nikolai Sokov Senior Research Associate at CNS worked at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Feb 2010 ‘Reducing Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe', Survival, 52:1, 75- 96)

Firstly, Russia is certain to baulk at the prospect of trading its estimated 5,000 weapons for 1,100 American ones; for its part, the United States can hardly agree to equal reductions, which would perpetuate Russia's advantage. Secondly, Russian resistance to putting its tactical weapons on the table is unlikely to weaken without a change in the domestic political balance. Moscow is thus likely to ask for considerable concessions from the United States on both tactical- and strategic-weapons issues. It could even seek the inclusion of other nuclear powers (the United Kingdom, France and China in particular) in the new, broadened format of nuclear-arms reduction talks. Finally, verification of tactical-weapons stockpiles is likely to prove controversial both politically and technically. Any agreement on reduction must focus on warhead stockpiles, as all non-strategic delivery systems are dual-capable and the traditional START approach, where delivery vehicles are attributed a certain number of warheads, is simply inapplicable. This focus would require more intrusive verification at military bases and, for the first time, weapons-storage sites (among the most sensitive of nuclear-related facilities). While such procedures are, in principle, not unthinkable, it would take serious investment of political resources to overcome entrenched bureaucratic resistance and political opposition. The previous attempt to tackle warhead verification during START III consultations in 1997-2000 failed, due in no small measure to Russian reluctance to disclose information about warhead stockpiles and the location of storage facilities and to allow foreign inspectors access to such sites.

Russia won’t say yes to uneven reductions and they want to show strength against NATO

Bulley 10 (Sarah, writer at CSIS, May 12, 2010 “TNW: The Likelihood of a U.S.-Russian Compromise” http://csis.org/blog/tnw-likelihood-us-russian-compromise)

The longer the stalemate over TNW continues, the greater the chance that negative features associated with U.S. and Russian TNW will spread to other countries. The arsenals of short-range missiles and other delivery vehicles in China, India, and Pakistan will continue to grow along with the potential risk that they will be fitted with nuclear weapons. The problem is that Russia’s tactical weapons are central to its nuclear posture, and unlikely to be removed or reduced, despite Russia’s recent warming of relations with the United States. What, if anything, will make Russia more amenable to drawing down its own TNW in Europe? If the United States were to take the first step to reduce its stockpile of B61s, the Kremlin may be more amenable to reducing its own outdated stockpile. As the World Politics Review stated: The United States -- in consultation with its NATO allies -- should seriously consider removing its nuclear weapons from Europe, while reassuring its Central and Eastern European partners that it remains firmly committed to their defense. Such an action would have few consequences for the security of the alliance, but it would be a big step toward cultivating a new, more productive relationship between Brussels and Moscow. At a meeting of NATO foreign ministers in Tallinn last month, however. Secretary of State Clinton dismissed the removal of tactical weapons from Europe. “We should recognize that as long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance,” Secretary Clinton said. Such concessions are also unlikely to be reciprocated by Russia, which feels the need to demonstrate its military might against a larger NATO. Bilateral talks are another potential option for reducing tactical arms by both Russia and the United States. Russia is unlikely to accept uneven reductions that call for elimination of more TNW that the U.S. Although the efforts of Germany, the Netherlands, Luxemborg, Belgium, and Norway to reduce B61 stockpiles in Europe receive a lot of support, they are unlikely to achieve results in the near future. Regardless of whether or not tactical nuclear weapons are antiquated “Cold War relics,” they are still important parts of Russian and American strategy.
***NATO MODULE

NATO Module

First, Current NATO debate over the TNWs deployed in Turkey is enough to splinter the alliance

Landler 10 (The International Herald Tribune April 23, 2010 Friday U.S. to resist NATO push to remove tactical arms MARK LANDLER diplomatic correspondent of The New York Times, based in Washington. Mark is a 1987 graduate of Georgetown University, and was a Reuter Fellow at Oxford in 1997 http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/ [lexis])


Fresh off signing a strategic nuclear arms deal with Russia, the United States is parrying a push by NATO allies to withdraw its aging stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. At a meeting of foreign ministers of NATO countries here, Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and other countries were prodding the United States to begin negotiations with Russia for steep reductions in so-called nonstrategic weapons - mostly aerial bombs which, in the case of the United States, are stored in underground vaults on air bases in five NATO countries. But Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton was expected to urge caution in remarks to the ministers on Thursday. A senior American official said she was to underscore the need for NATO to maintain a deterrent capability and the need for the alliance to act together on this issue. The Obama administration is also pushing for NATO to embrace the American missile-defense system in Eastern Europe as a core mission of the alliance. Some officials worry that the debate over tactical nuclear weapons, if not properly handled, could splinter the alliance - pitting longtime NATO members against newer members like Turkey and the former Soviet satellites, which are more reluctant to push for the removal of these weapons. The meeting comes at a time when NATO's 28 members are rethinking much of the rationale for this Cold War alliance. The United States, for its part, is pushing to streamline NATO's bureaucracy and make it more responsive to threats in places like Afghanistan.


Second, removing our TNW’s from Turkey is the way to refocus and save NATO

Kristensen 6 (Director of the Nuclear Information Program at the Federation of American Scientists
(Hans, US Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Proposed Solution,http://www.allacademic.commeta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/0/0/9/1/pages100915/p100915-1.php)

 Then there is the institutional justification: That U.S. nuclear weapons are deployed in Europe as a trans-Atlantic link that illustrates Washington’s commitment to defend its European allies. A sub-category of the institutional justification is the argument about burden-sharing: That by having U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, the NATO allies shoulder the cost of having a nuclear deterrent, share the risk of enemy attacks, and get a unique insight into (and presumably also influence on) the strike plans. If U.S. nuclear bombs in Europe are necessary to keep NATO together, then I think the alliance is in deep trouble. The real-world realities of NATO’s operations, priorities, and struggles have very little – if anything at all – to do with nuclear weapons, and I think those who use the link-argument are not doing NATO a favor. The NATO allies have plenty of burdens they need to share on non-nuclear missions, such as force structure modernizations, peacekeeping operations, and rapid reaction forces. Those are the issues that NATO should focus on to provide the “glue” across the Atlantic since they will determine the future of the alliance, rather than clinging to outdated arrangements from an era that has passed. The NATO nuclear mission is a significant operational and political burden that prevents NATO from transitioning to a post-Cold War alliance.

NATO Module

Moreover, NATO will collapse without modernizing

I.A.N., 08 (International Analyst Network,) "General (ret.) Klaus Naumann: "The Gap between NATO Missions and Means is growing as we speak," __http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=1607__)

This is the key issue and we do not have any illusion or high-flying expectations at all. On the other hand, a NATO that enlarges and enlarges without having the capabilities to meet the obligations to defend an enlarged treaty area runs the risk of becoming a hollow alliance. In addition, NATO is facing a real challenge in Afghanistan, where self-imposed restrictions deprive NATO of a possible success. Moreover, the gap between missions and means is growing as we speak. We do not want to be prescriptive, but we saw it as our duty to speak up and to call for change since we are firmly convinced that there is no better answer to the challenges of our times than a vibrant and strong transatlantic alliance. We sincerely hope that our political leaders will note that there is an urgent need of acting and that they are aware of the first and foremost obligation: To do all they can to protect their nations’ citizens in the best possible way. 

Finally, a unified NATO key to deal with political violence and prevent nuclear war

Brzezinski 09, (Zbigniew Brzezinski, former U.S. National Security Adviser, Sept/Oct 2009, “An Agenda for NATO,” Foreign Affairs, 88.5, Ebsco)

NATO's potential is not primarily military. Although NATO is a collective-security alliance, its actual military power comes predominantly from the United States, and that reality is not likely to change anytime soon. NATO's real power derives from the fact that it combines the United States' military capabilities and economic power with Europe's collective political and economic weight (and occasionally some limited European military forces). Together, that combination makes NATO globally significant. It must therefore remain sensitive to the importance of safeguarding the geopolitical bond between the United States and Europe as it addresses new tasks. The basic challenge that NATO now confronts is that there are historically unprecedented risks to global security. Today's world is threatened neither by the militant fanaticism of a territorially rapacious nationalist state nor by the coercive aspiration of a globally pretentious ideology embraced by an expansive imperial power. The paradox of our time is that the world, increasingly connected and economically interdependent for the first time in its entire history, is experiencing intensifying popular unrest made all the more menacing by the growing accessibility of weapons of mass destruction -- not just to states but also, potentially, to extremist religious and political movements. Yet there is no effective global security mechanism for coping with the growing threat of violent political chaos stemming from humanity's recent political awakening. The three great political contests of the twentieth century (the two world wars and the Cold War) accelerated the political awakening of mankind, which was initially unleashed in Europe by the French Revolution. Within a century of that revolution, spontaneous populist political activism had spread from Europe to East Asia. On their return home after World Wars I and II, the South Asians and the North Africans who had been conscripted by the British and French imperial armies propagated a new awareness of anticolonial nationalist and religious political identity among hitherto passive and pliant populations. The spread of literacy during the twentieth century and the wide-ranging impact of radio, television, and the Internet accelerated and intensified this mass global political awakening. In its early stages, such new political awareness tends to be expressed as a fanatical embrace of the most extreme ethnic or fundamentalist religious passions, with beliefs and resentments universalized in Manichaean categories. Unfortunately, in significant parts of the developing world, bitter memories of European colonialism and of more recent U.S. intrusion have given such newly aroused passions a distinctively anti-Western cast. Today, the most acute example of this phenomenon is found in an area that stretches from Egypt to India. This area, inhabited by more than 500 million politically and religiously aroused peoples, is where NATO is becoming more deeply embroiled. Additionally complicating is the fact that the dramatic rise of China and India and the quick recovery of Japan within the last 50 years have signaled that the global center of political and economic gravity is shifting away from the North Atlantic toward Asia and the Pacific. And of the currently leading global powers -- the United States, the EU, China, Japan, Russia, and India -- at least two, or perhaps even three, are revisionist in their orientation. Whether they are "rising peacefully" (a self-confident China), truculently
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 (an imperially nostalgic Russia) or boastfully (an assertive India, despite its internal multiethnic and religious vulnerabilities), they all desire a change in the global pecking order. The future conduct of and relationship among these three still relatively cautious revisionist powers will further intensify the strategic uncertainty. Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons -- and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally.

XTN – TNWs Dividing NATO

Keeping the TNWs in Turkey weakens the alliance 


Borger 09 (Julian, diplomatic editor for The Guardian, “Germans press for removal of US nuclear weapons in Europe”, 11/6/09, accessed at http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/nov/06/germany-removal-us-nuclear-weapons on 6/24/10//dml) 

Pressure is growing within Nato for the removal of the remaining US nuclear weapons on European soil, and for a new doctrine for the alliance that would depend less on nuclear deterrence. The initiative is being driven by the new German government coalition, which has called for the removal of American nuclear weapons on its territory as part of a Nato strategic rethink. The German foreign minister, Guido Westerwelle, the driving force behind the new policy, raised the issue during talks in Washington today with the US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton. Earlier this week, Westerwelle assured the Nato secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, that Germany would consult its allies on the removal of the estimated 20 nuclear weapons left on its soil. The Germans have backing from the Belgians and Dutch. The new Norwegian government also called for a debate within Nato, as it revises its basic doctrine, known as the strategic concept, due to be completed in the first half of next year. Des Browne, a former British defence minister now chairing a cross-party parliamentary group on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, argued: "These moves bring out into the open a topic which for too long has been discussed by diplomats and technocrats only. [It] makes possible a genuine debate between allies about the role of nuclear weapons in Nato strategy, as set out in the strategic concept which guides alliance generals." The current Nato concept, written in 1999, says: "Nuclear forces based in Europe and committed to Nato provide an essential political and military link between the European and the North American members of the alliance. The alliance will therefore maintain adequate nuclear forces in Europe." It is that clause that is now under scrutiny, in a push to downgrade the role of nuclear weapons in global security. In France two former prime ministers, Alain Juppe and Michel Rocard, as well as a retired general, signed a joint letter to Le Monde newspaper calling for "the structured elimination of nuclear weapons" and arguing that France should be prepared to negotiate on its own independent deterrent. The letter was a challenge to President Nicolas Sarkozy, who has resisted the calls for eventual nuclear abolition led by Barack Obama and Gordon Brown. There are an estimated 200 US weapons – mostly tactical – left in Europe, deployed in Turkey, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany. Their future is also being debated within the Obama administration as it prepares a new "nuclear posture review" due early next year. The president is reported to have personally intervened in the Pentagon's drafting of the review to ensure that it reflects the commitment he made in a speech in Prague in April, committing the US to the eventual goal of a world free of nuclear weapons.


Everybody supports withdrawal of the TNWs

Mutzenich, Vankrunklesven & Kolesnikov 08 (Last Updated 6/25/8 Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe? Dr. Rolf Mützenich MdB, SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament Patrik Vankrunklesven MP Belgium, PNND Council Member Sergei Kolesnikov, Member of the Russian Duma, PNND Council Member http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf)

The retired NATO military officials will be unlikely to quell the growing public support for complete removal of US weapons. A Spiegel poll in 2005 indicated that 76% of Germans were in favour of withdrawal while 18% were not. This sentiment was matched in parliament: Russia has indicated some willingness to consider further reducing their tactical weapons stockpile, for example by abstaining on a 2002 resolution at the United Nations General Assembly on the issue (France, the U.K. and U.S. voted against). However, this position has hardened since 2003. The 2006 Russian White Paper on Defence makes no mention of Russian tactical weapons, but instead criticizes US deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on foreign soil (in NATO countries). It is likely that the US plans for forward deployment of Ballistic Missile Defences in former Eastern Bloc countries – the Czech Republic and Poland – have also contributed to this hardening attitude.  Similar numbers were reflected in a 2006 Greenpeace poll which found that 69% of citizens in nuclear deployment States supported a nuclear weapons free Europe. This included 88% in Turkey, 71% in Italy, 71% in Germany, 65% in Belgium and 63% in Netherlands, and 56% in Britain.  


XTN – TNWs Dividing NATO

Keeping weapons is useless and will destroy the NATO alliance – star this card

Kristensen 6 (Hans, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, “US Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Proposed Solution,” accessed at http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/0/0/9/1/pages100915/p100915-7.php on 6/22/10//dml)
The suggestion that U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe somehow play a unique and identifiable role in making rogue states think twice about using or developing weapons of mass destruction is dubious at best. Obviously if NATO points its nuclear weapons against another country it probably is reasonable to assume that it makes that country react in one way or the other, but whether the country changes his behavior in the way we intend is another matter. After all, we certainly react when other countries point nuclear weapons at us. Even if there were indications that the nuclear weapons affected behavior of a rogue state, that would probably be due more the nuclear threat in general rather than the presence of nuclear weapons in Europe per se. The distinction is important because the United States has several thousand nuclear warheads on alert on its long-range ballistic missiles, and it is very hard to see why the few hundred nuclear bombs in Europe make a difference. Neither NATO nor the United States have been able to explain why. Then there is the institutional justification: That U.S. nuclear weapons are deployed in Europe as a trans-Atlantic link that illustrates Washington’s commitment to defend its European allies. A sub-category of the institutional justification is the argument about burden-sharing: That by having U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, the NATO allies shoulder the cost of having a nuclear deterrent, share the risk of enemy attacks, and get a unique insight into (and presumably also influence on) the strike plans. If U.S. nuclear bombs in Europe are necessary to keep NATO together, then I think the alliance is in deep trouble. The real-world realities of NATO’s operations, priorities, and struggles have very little – if anything at all – to do with nuclear weapons, and I think those who use the link-argument are not doing NATO a favor. The NATO allies have plenty of burdens they need to share on non-nuclear missions, such as force structure modernizations, peacekeeping operations, and rapid reaction forces. Those are the issues that NATO should focus on to provide the “glue” across the Atlantic since they will determine the future of the alliance, rather than clinging to outdated arrangements from an era that has passed. The NATO nuclear mission is a significant operational and political burden that prevents NATO from transitioning to a post-Cold War alliance. The operational burden of maintaining a nuclear strike capability is considerable. Aircraft are in hot demand for conventional operations in real-world contingencies like the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Fighter wings don’t need the extra work associated with keeping aircraft nuclear certified, pilots trained, and security forces vigilant. The nuclear role extends far beyond the aircraft that are earmarked to deliver the weapons and includes the units that supply the air defense escorts, tankers, and command centers needed to execute the mission. Wasting those resources on nuclear missions that have no meaning in Europe anymore makes no sense, and even the commander of U.S. forces in Europe is telling his staff that the weapons should be withdrawn. It is also in the institutional justification that we find one of the most significant contradictions in the nonproliferation efforts of Europe and the United States.
XTN – TNWs Dividing NATO

Keeping weapons is useless and will destroy the NATO alliance – star this card

Kristensen 6 (Hans, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, “US Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Proposed Solution,” accessed at http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/0/0/9/1/pages100915/p100915-7.php on 6/22/10//dml)
The suggestion that U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe somehow play a unique and identifiable role in making rogue states think twice about using or developing weapons of mass destruction is dubious at best. Obviously if NATO points its nuclear weapons against another country it probably is reasonable to assume that it makes that country react in one way or the other, but whether the country changes his behavior in the way we intend is another matter. After all, we certainly react when other countries point nuclear weapons at us. Even if there were indications that the nuclear weapons affected behavior of a rogue state, that would probably be due more the nuclear threat in general rather than the presence of nuclear weapons in Europe per se. The distinction is important because the United States has several thousand nuclear warheads on alert on its long-range ballistic missiles, and it is very hard to see why the few hundred nuclear bombs in Europe make a difference. Neither NATO nor the United States have been able to explain why. Then there is the institutional justification: That U.S. nuclear weapons are deployed in Europe as a trans-Atlantic link that illustrates Washington’s commitment to defend its European allies. A sub-category of the institutional justification is the argument about burden-sharing: That by having U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, the NATO allies shoulder the cost of having a nuclear deterrent, share the risk of enemy attacks, and get a unique insight into (and presumably also influence on) the strike plans. If U.S. nuclear bombs in Europe are necessary to keep NATO together, then I think the alliance is in deep trouble. The real-world realities of NATO’s operations, priorities, and struggles have very little – if anything at all – to do with nuclear weapons, and I think those who use the link-argument are not doing NATO a favor. The NATO allies have plenty of burdens they need to share on non-nuclear missions, such as force structure modernizations, peacekeeping operations, and rapid reaction forces. Those are the issues that NATO should focus on to provide the “glue” across the Atlantic since they will determine the future of the alliance, rather than clinging to outdated arrangements from an era that has passed. The NATO nuclear mission is a significant operational and political burden that prevents NATO from transitioning to a post-Cold War alliance. The operational burden of maintaining a nuclear strike capability is considerable. Aircraft are in hot demand for conventional operations in real-world contingencies like the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Fighter wings don’t need the extra work associated with keeping aircraft nuclear certified, pilots trained, and security forces vigilant. The nuclear role extends far beyond the aircraft that are earmarked to deliver the weapons and includes the units that supply the air defense escorts, tankers, and command centers needed to execute the mission. Wasting those resources on nuclear missions that have no meaning in Europe anymore makes no sense, and even the commander of U.S. forces in Europe is telling his staff that the weapons should be withdrawn. It is also in the institutional justification that we find one of the most significant contradictions in the nonproliferation efforts of Europe and the United States.
XTN – NATO Will Collapse Without Modernizing

Failure to modernize NATO will collapse the alliance

Wilson, 02 (Brendan Wilson, December 2002, Center for Contemporary Conflict, "Military Strategy for Transformation: NATO's Rubicon,"__http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/dec03/europe.asp__)

The need for transformation is well known and articulated at NATO Headquarters. As NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson stated in November 2003, "I put it bluntly, the overwhelming part of the (Alliance's) soldiers are useless for the kind of missions we are mounting today. In other words, the non-U.S. NATO countries have lots of soldiers, but far too few of them can be deployed."[1] Despite intense American and NATO pressure for European military reform, and acknowledgement of the need for reform in several European capitals, the European Allies have been slow to make the required adaptations. This Strategic Insight argues that unless real progress is made in the transformation of NATO forces, the ever-widening gap between U.S. and European defense capabilities threatens the coherence of the Alliance and its effectiveness as a force for stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. 
Impact – Contains teh Chinese

NATO unity key to check Chinese 


Kolko 03 (Gabriel Kolko, leading historian of modern warfare, 8-1-2003 Journal of Contemporary Asia)


 This confusion and loss of priorities is best illustrated by the shifting importance of Asia in Washington's priorities. When the Bush Administration took power at the beginning of 2001 it was committed to a much more activist foreign policy in East Asia, and was especially resolved to confront China. Until September 11 China was the threat of choice to most of official Washington, a potential enemy big enough to justify the Pentagon's extravagant spending. The crash of an American spy plane with a Chinese fighter over Hainan island in April 2001 gave force to the imminent administration designation of China as the leading "peer competitor" to the U. S. September 11 changed everything, and wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have completely altered America's priorities. China is no longer of prime importance to it, and even North Korea's nuclear bombs remain a question it wavers on, and it is a challenge it is loath to confront soon because it lacks the military resources--it is spread far too thinly throughout the world. The war in Afghanistan destabilized the Musharraf regime in Pakistan, and South Asia with it--future relations between nuclear-armed India and Pakistan are more unpredictable than ever. As for the Western Hemisphere, which is essentially outside of the leading decisionmakers' vision, Washington has neglected and thereby alienated Mexico and Canada--its two neighbors and major trading partners--to an extent which was completely unintended. One may look at America's resolve over the past two years and ultra-sophisticated military equipment as a sign of strength as well as imperialist pretension, but it is also an indication of endemic confusion and a policy that will unintentionally lead to the diffusion of its power--and create more weakness for it. This is the history of its improvised and often chaotic behavior since 1945. The people who lead the United States today do not think in these terms, because priorities and their systematic application imply constraints and a recognition of the limits of power, if only to exploit its formidable resources more rationally. For these men, the only question over the past several years was of timing and how the United States would escape NATO's clear military obligations while maintaining its political hegemony over its members. They still want to preserve NATO for the very reason it was established: to keep Europe from developing an independent political as well as military organization. Some of its members want NATO to reach a partial accord with Russia, a relationship on which Washington often shifted, but Moscow remains highly suspicious of its plans to extend its membership to Russia's very borders. When the new administration came to power in January 2001, NATO's fundamental role was already being reconsidered. What it did add--at least as much out of ineptness as conscious policy--was a readiness to smash the alliance if necessary. For apart from their penchant for action, which in itself is scarcely unique, its spokesmen have a completely incompetent sense of public relations, creating shock and opposition among friends as well as enemies--and resistance to America's objectives well before it might otherwise occur. Although it would eventually have happened anyway, NATO's demise is a good example of this policy based on blunders whose unintended consequences then become decisive. 

Impact - Nonproliferation

NATO has the capability of responding effectively to nuclear proliferation breakouts 


NATO Public Diplomacy Division 08 (NATO Briefing published under the authority of the Security General of NATO, “Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction Briefing”)
http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/PDF/weapons_mass_destruction2008-e[1].pdf)

The Alliance’s 1999 Strategic Concept sets out how NATO’s forces contribute to the preservation of peace. By deterring the use of weapons of mass destruction, NATO forces contribute to Alliance efforts aimed at preventing the proliferation of these weapons and their delivery systems. The Allied defence posture must make it clear to any potential aggressor that NATO cannot be coerced by threats or use of weapons of mass destruction, and that the Alliance has the capability to respond effectively. This posture includes an appropriate mix of conventional and nuclear forces based in Europe.

NATO consultation arrangements have dissuaded non-nuclear-weapon-states from building nuclear weapons themselves


Yost 09 (David, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of Southern California and held fellowships in NATO and the Council on Foreign Relations, “Assurance and Extended US Deterrence in NATO”, International Affairs)

The non-proliferation function of NATO’s nuclear posture concerns not only the alliance’s potential adversaries but also the members of the alliance that are non-nuclear-weapon states. The United States discovered in the mid-1960s that it was imperative to reach agreements with its NATO allies, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany, on nuclear sharing and consultation arrangements— including Germany’s permanent membership in the NATO NPG founded in 1966–7—in order to be able to conclude the NPT.28 The NATO arrangements, including US nuclear forces in Europe, have served to assure Germany and other non-nuclear-weapon-state allies that they have no need to seek nuclear weapons of their own.

Impact – Russian Relations

NATO-Russian relations are necessary to check Russian aggression 

Trenin 07 (Dmitri, director of the Carnegie Moscow Center and he held posts as a Senior Research Fellow at the NATO Defense College in Rome and a Senior Research Fellow at the Institute of Europe in Moscow, “NATO and Russia: Sobering Thoughts and Practical Suggestions”, July 30, 2007) <http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=19523>
While these do not fall under NATO, the issue of the US ballistic missile defence plans represents both a risk and an opportunity for the NATO-Russia relationship. The risk is that, if the United States shuts Russia out, anti-Western trends in Russia's security and defence policy could be exacerbated, which is clearly not Washington's objective. The opportunity is that, if the issue were to be used to reinvigorate WMD cooperation, mutual confidence would be strengthened. It would lead to closer interaction on the source of the perceived danger; that is, Iran's missile and nuclear programmes. Cooperation on ballistic missile defence will not be easy, but is certainly worth trying. Indeed, a shared system - which would use Russian radar and detection facilities, as well as information-sharing sites - has been recently proposed by President Putin as an alternative to current US plans. The current NATO and Russian joint efforts in the field of theatre missile defence could be a model for possible US-Russia MD cooperation and could provide a basis for a more integrated and comprehensive approach for a missile defence architecture for Europe. Similarly, the issue of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), prohibited under the 1987 INF treaty and now being raised again by Russian officials, calls for close consultations between Russia and NATO with a view to strengthening mutual confidence and preventing a destabilising arms race.

Impact – Soft Power


NATO reinforces U.S. soft power

Maximo 06 (Miccinilli, Graduated in International Relations and works for the Italian Council of Ministers at the Department of European Affairs, “In the Name of NATO”, March 2006)

<http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf>

The key point of the complex transatlantic figure is that the US is losing credibility and influence to engage allies and thus set international terrorism as the top issue of the global agenda. By contrary, the EU have emerged as a focal bridge of soft power that lacks of domestic appetite and military capability to go further in large scale interventions. Hence, NATO is suffering from this contrast of priorities which are dismantling the core values which used to keep the members of the Alliance together in the Cold War. Therefore, it is imperative to understand and separate two points: 1) NATO could not only reduce the transatlantic military gap but also ensure a permanent forum where common analysis of threats are discussed (as Angela Merkel proposed).
Impact – Military Stability and HR assistance

NATO is needed to maintain military stability & provide human rights assistance all over the world

Maximo 1/9

In the Name of the Nato  A Simple Essay on the Role, Influence and Perspective of the Alliance in the XXI Century1 By Miccinilli Máximo Maximo Miccinilli has been consultant at Burson-Marsteller (Brussels) in the Government Relations and Energy teams. Prior to that, he worked in the Italian Ministry of European Affairs as a policy adviser, notably in the reform of the Lisbon Strategy, the implementation of Solvit Network and the EU energy liberalization process. He has also concluded an internship at the European Commission in Directorate General Relex in which he supported the Mercosur, Brazil and Chile desks on institutional and legal cooperation. Maximo holds a Master of Arts in European Political and Administrative Studies from the College of Europe in Bruges and a Bachelors Degree in International Relations from the Universidad del Salvador (Argentina).http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf

This kind of questions are based on the political complexity that implies explaining to regular citizens how NATO’s role and influence is vital for our lives than it used to be amid  tension cycles of the Cold War or, which is the same, the first phases of the balance of terror. Days after the Cuban Missiles Crisis in 1962, it was easier to understand who was the enemy and why member of NATO had to be united. After 11-S, the problem came out because many politicians have faced rethoric and pragmatic complications to persuade their nationals/electorate on how and in which grade NATO contributes to regain national security (reinforcing indirectly regional stability) leading the ISAF in Afghanistan, operating with naval forces in the Mediterranean, developing training mission in Iraq, providing humanitarian relief after Katrina and Pakistan natural disasters or generating a new sphere of peace in the Balkans. 

Impact – Security and Agriculture

The dilapidation of NATO shatters global economic structures and seriously threatens international security and agriculture.

Ahmed 11/25/9

Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed uthor and political scientist specialising in interdisciplinary security studies. He teaches International Relations at the School of Social Sciences and Cultural Studies, University of Sussex, Brighton, where he recently completed Doctoral research on European imperial genocides from the 15th to the 19th centuries. http://www.mediamonitors.net/mosaddeq12.html 11/25/9

For this reason, according to Robert J. Art - a research associate at the Olin Institute at Harvard, and Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University - America’s “overarching stake” in Europe consists partly of “the valuable investment the United States has to protect [which] is the politico-economic cohesion of Western Europe”, the objective being to “produce an outward-looking, liberal trading community, not an inward-looking protectionist one”,[65] thus maintaining the integration of the whole of Europe under the “stability” a US-dominated international economic system. It is in this context that we may note the particular objective of eradicating socialism in the Balkans and throughout the region in general, to enforce and secure US corporate economic interests.[66] The inseparable linkage between US/Western militarism and US/Western corporate economic interests is thus absolutely clear.[67] One high-ranking and experienced Western European diplomat put it succintly: “The United States presence in Europe is crucial. The role of the United States goes beyond balancing the Soviet Union. The United States keeps our national rivalries down. We are now faced with the emergence of a friendly local superpower - Germany. Our chances of succeeding are greater if the United States stays. If it goes, however, the effects will be felt way beyond the security field - in GATT, agriculture, and so forth. If NATO breaks up, our economic structures are threatened also.”[68] By strengthening NATO and expanding US military hegemony over Europe through NATO, not only does the US manage to prevent the arisal of an independent European security apparatus that may rival NATO, but furthermore, all European nations become subordinate within the US-dominated NATO alliance, thus once more eliminating the possibility of any significant rivalry. In this way, US economic hegemony is maintained within the global “economic structures” of the international system, protected under a military hegemony dominated by American leadership.

Impact – Asian Takeover

Without a modernized NATO, free Europe doesn’t exist. Enemies from the East would move in for the attack, and the world would be plunged into global war.

Steingart 10/20/06

Spiegel Online 10/20/6 Gabor Steingart chief editor of Handelsblatt, Germany's leading economic newspaper. http://www.spiegel.de/international/0,1518,443306,00.html

For 50 years it was a highly controversial institution. Today, though, every schoolchild knows that without the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, free Europe wouldn't exist. If the Western alliance hadn’t ostentatiously demonstrated its power -- with its fighter jets, tank divisions and continually updated weaponry -- Soviet communism would have expanded westward instead of imploding as it did. By the end of the Cold War, even NATO’s fiercest critics had learned their lesson: The dove of peace could only survive because the hawk was ready on his perch. The world war for wealth calls for a different, but every bit as contradictory, solution. Alas, once again many lack the imagination to see that the aims of our economic opponents are far from peaceful. Yet what sets this situation apart from what we usually call a conflict -- what paralyzes the West -- is how quietly the enemy is advancing. The two camps are divided between Europe and America on the one side and Asia on the other. But so far there has been no shouting, no bluster and no shooting. Nor have there been any threats, demands or accusations. On the contrary, there is an atmosphere of complete amiability wherever our politicians and business executives might travel in Asia. At airports in Beijing, Jakarta, Singapore and New Delhi red carpets lie ready, Western national anthems can be played flawlessly on cue -- and they even parry Western complaints about intellectual property theft, environmental damage and human rights abuses with a polite patience that can only be admired. The Asians are the friendliest conquerors the world has ever seen 
***2AC Nabucco Scenario
2AC Nabucco Scenario

Perceptual independence from America allows Turkey to be a regional mediator and restores Turkish-Iranian relations

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's political stock has plummeted in Washington over the last few weeks. For decades Turkey was widely viewed as a reliable NATO ally, prickly at times but safely in America's corner. Now, suddenly, it is being denounced as a turncoat, a "frenemy", a defector from the coalition of the virtuous and budding convert to to the Islamist cause.  This sudden turnabout is an emotional misreading of an evolving strategic relationship. 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.  That is because beneath the new tension in American-Turkish relations lies a deep conceptual disagreement that goes beyond Iran or Gaza. It is over the best way to approach geopolitics, particularly in the Middle East.  Fearing the effect of violence and upheaval, Turkey seeks to resolve regional problems through diplomacy and compromise. It opposes sanctions on Iran and insists, to Washington's consternation, that there is still a diplomatic alternative.  

Turkish-Iran relations key to the success of Nabucco pipeline - prevents European oil dependence on Russia

Trend Capital 11 - 4 –(Trend Capital is a major Azerbaijani news servicer (Turkey may help Iran join Nabucco, http://en.trend.az/capital/ pengineering/1572257.html)

A gas agreement signed between Turkey and Iran may provide the Nabucco gas pipeline project with additional resources. Turkey's dream to become a European gas supplier is ultimately based on expanding energy cooperation with Iran. Considering the U.S. and EU sanctions on the country due to Tehran's nuclear program, Europe is unlikely to purchase Iranian gas directly. At this stage, it can only be supplied to Europe via re-export through Turkey.  Iran, having the second largest gas reserves in the world, is a lure for the EU. However, a major problem in transforming the country into a gas exporter for the European market is the unstable political situation in the country and the nuclear issue. These questions prevent the participation of foreign investors in developing Iran's largest deposits.  Nevertheless, an Iran-Turkey energy intergovernmental agreement signed in October could pave the foundation for transporting Iranian gas via the Nabucco pipeline. The agreement involves making Turkish investments in the Iranian gas projects, transporting Iranian gas to Turkey and further to Europe, and supplying Turkmen gas to Turkey via Iran. According to the an at the U.S. Energy Security Analysis company, Andrew Reed, the agreement increases the chances of Iran participating in the Nabucco gas pipeline project, as Turkey through is a participant via the Botas company.

2AC Nabucco Scenario

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

Kagan 8 – (senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, The Return of History and the End of Dreams, pg 17-8)

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

Makes war inevitable

Cohen 7 – (Senior Research Fellow, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies
(Ariel, Europe's Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy, November 5th, http://www.heritage.org/ Research/Europe/bg2083.cfm)

These developments have dire implications for European energy security.  First, Europe should expect higher prices in the coming decades, especially because its supply is becoming concentrated in Russian hands. Moscow has already demonstrated its willingness to raise oil and gas prices and to use energy as a foreign policy tool, as recent incidents in the Baltic States, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Georgia have clearly shown.  Second, Europe should expect increasing disruptions of its energy supply. The long and intense cold wave in 2006 increased Russian demand for gas and strained Gazprom's delivery capability.[52] Another cold wave could knock refineries and pipelines off-line. Such disruptions would impose economic costs and could cost lives.  In the future, because of insufficient production, Russia may be unable to satisfy Europe's growing demand for gas. Output from Gazprom's three giant fields in West Siberia, which account for three-quarters of its production, is declining by 6 percent to 7 percent per year, and the output from a gas field brought on-line in 2001 has already peaked.[53] Gazprom has decided to develop a field on the Yamal peninsula, but it will take years for that field to start producing.  Gazprom has been reluctant to invest in new fields. Many hopes are connected to exploration of the Shtokman gas field, which is over 550 kilometers offshore in the Barents Sea and under 300 meters of water.[54] After many delays, Gazprom reconsidered its decision to "go it alone" and on July 13, 2007, signed a framework agreement with France's Total for the first phase of Shtokman development. However, under the agreement, Gazprom retains full ownership rights to the gas through its subsidiary Sevmorneftegaz.[55]  Gazprom's choice of a partner was politically motivated, and it took a phone conversation between French President Nicolas Sarkozy and Russian President Putin to clinch the deal. Total is cash rich but has no experience working in Arctic conditions.[56] The chances that this joint venture will succeed are unclear. In late October 2007, recognizing that it cannot launch Shtokman even with Total, Gazprom sold another 24 percent of the project to StatoilHydro, a Norwegian state-controlled company, which reportedly will pay $800 million for its stake.[57]  Meanwhile, Russia's own demand for gas is growing by over 2 percent per year. Comparing Russia's uncertain supply with Europe's growing demand, a senior European Commission official estimated that the EU's annual energy needs will increase by 200 million metric tons of gas by 2020, while Russia envisions expanding its gas exports by just 50 million metric tons.[58] In this scenario, even Russia may be unable to meet European demand.[59] 

2AC Nabucco Scenario

And, it's try or die - war is on the brink


Kagan 8 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
(Robert, The Return of History and the End of Dreams, pg 19) 

So what happens when a twenty-first-century entity like the EU faces the challenge of a traditional power like Russia? The answer will play itself out in coming years, but the contours of the conflict are already emerging-in diplomatic standoffs over Kosovo, Ukraine, Georgia, and Estonia; in conflicts over gas and oil pipelines; in nasty diplomatic exchanges between Russia and Great Britain; and in a return of Russian military exercises of a kind not seen since the Cold War.

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

Kagan 8 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
(Robert, The Return of History and the End of Dreams, pg 23-4)

It is not hard to imagine the tremors along the Euro-Russian fault line erupting into confrontation. A crisis over Ukraine, which wants to join NATO, could provoke Russian belligerence. Conflict between the Georgian government and separatist forces in Abkhazia and South Ossetia supported by Russia could spark a military conflict between Tbilisi and Moscow. What would Europe and the United States do if Russia played hardball in either Ukraine or Georgia? They might well do nothing. Post-modern Europe can scarcely bring itself to contemplate a return of conflict involving a great power and will go to great lengths to avoid it. Nor is the United States eager to take on Russia when it is so absorbed in the Middle East. Nevertheless, a Russian confrontation with Ukraine or Georgia would usher in a brand-new world-or rather a very old world. As one Swedish analyst has noted, “We’re in a new era of geopolitics. You can’t pretend otherwise."’

Extinction

Mearsheimer 93, (Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago (John, "The Case for a Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrent" Foreign Affairs, Summer, 1993)

A war between Russia and Ukraine would be a disaster. Great power wars are very costly and dangerous, causing massive loss of life and worldwide turmoil, and possibly spreading to involve other countries. The likely result of that war-Russia’s reconquest of Ukraine-would injure prospects for peace throughout Europe.  It would increase the danger of a Russian-German collision, and sharply intensify the security competition across the continent.  A conventional war between Russia and Ukraine would entail vast military causalities and the possible murder of many thousands of civilians.  Russians and Ukrainians have a history of mutual enmity; this hostility, combined with the intermixing of their populations, raises the possibility that war between them could entail Bosnian-style ethnic cleansing and mass murder.  This war could produce millions of refugees clamoring at the borders of Western Europe. In addition, there are 14 operational nuclear reactors in Ukraine that might produce new Chernobyls if left unattended or attacked during a conventional war. The consequences of such a war would dwarf the death and suffering in the Balkans, where more than 50,000 people have died since the summer of 1991. Needless to say, if nuclear weapons were used the costs would be immeasurable. There is also the threat of escalation beyond the borders of Russia and Ukraine. For example, the Russians might decide to reconquest other parts of the former Soviet Union in the midst of a war, or might to try to take back some of Eastern Europe. Poland and Belarus might join forces with Russia against Ukraine or gang up with Ukraine to prevent a Russian resurgence. The Germans, Americans or Chinese could get pulled in by their fear of a Russian victory. (Doubters should remember that the United States had no intention of fighting in Europe when war broke out in 1914 and again in 1939.) Finally, nuclear weapons might be used accidentally or purposefully against a third state.

***RANDOM

Military Presence = TNWs

Military Presence includes the presence of TNWs

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research in 02 < United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons; Time for Control” Pgs 9-10, November 2002.>

Although it is hard to imagine the utility of TNWs in meeting security threats in Central Asia, the Russian resolve to keep all of its military options open has probably increased since the post-11 September rise in intensity of conflict in the region. The new prospect of a long term United States military presence in the area likely reinforces that conviction. The last noteworthy, recent development is the more frequent discussions in the United States and Russian press since 11 September 2001 of both the access of non-State actors to TNWs and the possible use of TNWs by State actors. Regarding the former issue, although there has been no fundamental change recently in the vulnerability of United States or Russian TNWs arsenals, the potential for diversion of weapons not in central storage is a risk that merits more attention.

Military Presence includes Tactical Nuclear Weapons

Shmemann 89 <Serge Shmemann, New York Times, Section A; Page 2, Column 3; Foreign Desk. January 20, 1989 “USSR Says it will withdraw its nuclear arms from Europe”>
The reduction of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe to which Mr. Shevardnadze referred was announced by Mikhail S. Gorbachev at the United Nations in December. The Soviet leader said 50,000 men and 5,000 tanks would be pulled out of East Germany, Czechoslovakia and Hungary. Mr. Gorbachev did not say at the time that the withdrawing units would take their nuclear arms with them, but the impression he gave was that they would leave with all their weapons. Thus Mr. Shevardnadze's announcement was not viewed by diplomats as a major breakthrough. ''Pursuing its declared fundamental objective of removing any foreign military presence and bases from the territories of other countries, the Soviet Union will withdraw from Central Europe military formations and units with all their organic armaments, including tactical nuclear weapons,'' the Foreign Minister said. In Moscow, the Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman, Gennadi I. Gerasimov, said plans for reducing the Soviet troops will be drawn up by April, and that the first withdrawals will be from Hungary.
 

Military Presence includes nuclear arsenal

Greenwald  3 <Lou Ann Greenwald, 2003. LA Times excerpt. http://www.zlatanvukosavljevic.com/Docs/zlatan-vukosavljevic-text.htm>

Vukosavljevic's installation reflected the spirited response of some Americans at the start of the Cold War in the 1960s when the threat of nuclear weapons for mass destruction spurred individuals to action, inspiring the widespread construction of underground shelters equipped with food, water and survival supplies to protect a family in the case of attack.  The artist cites the start of the Cold War as a shift away from the heroic and monumental presence of the military toward a military presence that is imminent, pervasive, invisible and mediated.

Removing TNWs Popular (Turkey)

Turkey supports the removal of U.S TNWs


Kimball ‘9 (Daryl, Sep, Change U.S. Nuclear Policy? Yes, We Can. , http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_09/focus)
Some suggest that deep U.S. nuclear weapons reductions would lead certain U.S. allies, namely Japan and Turkey, to consider building their own nuclear arsenals. Such assertions exaggerate the role of “extended nuclear deterrence,” underestimate the role of U.S. conventional forces, and ignore the risks and costs of going nuclear. 

According to a May 2009 NPT working paper, Turkey, which hosts a handful of U.S. tactical nuclear bombs, officially supports “the inclusion of all non-strategic nuclear weapons” in the disarmament process “with a view to their reduction and elimination.”

Turkey doesn’t want the weapons


Lamond and Ingram ‘9  (Claudine and Paul, Jan, Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states, www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf)

There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region.


The TNWs in Turkey are unpopular- 88% of the Turkish population wants them out.


Mutzenich, Vankrunklesven & Kolesnikov ,08(Last Updated 6/25/8 Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe? Dr. Rolf Mützenich MdB, SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament Patrik Vankrunklesven MP Belgium, PNND Council Member Sergei Kolesnikov, Member of the Russian Duma, PNND Council Member http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf)

The retired NATO military officials will be unlikely to quell the growing public support for complete removal of US weapons. A Spiegel poll in 2005 indicated that 76% of Germans were in favour of withdrawal while 18% were not. This sentiment was matched in parliament: Russia has indicated some willingness to consider further reducing their tactical weapons stockpile, for example by abstaining on a 2002 resolution at the United Nations General Assembly on the issue (France, the U.K. and U.S. voted against). However, this position has hardened since 2003. The 2006 Russian White Paper on Defence makes no mention of Russian tactical weapons, but instead criticizes US deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on foreign soil (in NATO countries). It is likely that the US plans for forward deployment of Ballistic Missile Defences in former Eastern Bloc countries – the Czech Republic and Poland – have also contributed to this hardening attitude.  Similar numbers were reflected in a 2006 Greenpeace poll which found that 69% of citizens in nuclear deployment States supported a nuclear weapons free Europe. This included 88% in Turkey, 71% in Italy, 71% in Germany, 65% in Belgium and 63% in Netherlands, and 56% in Britain.  

Removing TNWs Popular (Turkey)

Removing the TNWs would receive massive public support. 


Lamond & Ingram 09 (Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states 23 January 2009 Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram - BASIC New Media Prize of the RIAS Berlin CommissionGermany: Land of Ideas is a shared initiative of the German government and commerce and industry represented by the Federation of German Industries (BDI) and leading corporations, under the patronage of Federal President Horst Köhler.http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf)


 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 legislators advocate removal of TNWs-reduces disarmament-talk credibility


 Weitz, 10 (The Turkey Analyst BI-WEEKLY BRIEFING VOL. 3 NO. 7 12 APRIL 2010 THE FUTURE OF NATO NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON TURKISH SOIL Richard Weitz Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and head of the Case Studies Working Group of the Project on National Security Reform. http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412-TRA.pdf)


Today, Turkey remains one of five European members of NATO that hosts U.S. nuclear weapons within the framework of the alliance’s nuclear-sharing arrangement. The NATO nuclear arsenal in Turkey is unique in several respects. First, thanks to major reductions in other countries, Turkey has more U.S. nuclear weapons than any other alliance member outside the United States. Of the 200 or so B-61 nuclear bombs stationed in Europe, Turkey hosts approximately 90 at İncirlik Air Base. 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. 


Turkey would welcome withdrawal of U.S TNWs


Weitz, 10 (The Turkey Analyst BI-WEEKLY BRIEFING VOL. 3 NO. 7 12 APRIL 2010 THE FUTURE OF NATO NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON TURKISH SOIL Richard Weitz Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and head of the Case Studies Working Group of the Project on National Security Reform. http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412-TRA.pdf)

But the most profitable non-proliferation tool in Turkey’s case would be to assure Turks that they will play an essential role in NATO’s security policies and that their preferences will have a major impact in shaping the alliance’s nuclear policies. Insofar as some members of Turkey’s security community are still concerned by Russia’s nearby nuclear and conventional security forces, then NATO initiatives aimed at linking any withdrawal of U.S. TNW from Turkey would presumably be welcome in Ankara. 
Removing TNWs Popular (U.S)

Withdrawal popular- encouragement from other countries will block backlash from opponents


BASIC 10, ( British American Security Information Council, 1/10,  "Mind the Gap healing the NATO rift over 

US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe", http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf) 


The Obama administration is operating in a highly charged political atmosphere and domestic opponents will seize on any perceived concession to Moscow. The removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe will provide such an opportunity although criticism in the US could be blunted through a media campaign that would demonstrate public support in the countries from where the bombs are to be removed. Allied support would also be canvassed in countries where bipartisan coalitions have sprung up in favor of President Obama’s vision of a nuclear weapons free world, and the removal of the TNWs would be shown to be consistent with this. European public opinion would be favorable to the weapons’ removal, insofar as people are even aware of their presence.


There is bipartisan support for withdrawals of TNWs

EurActive 4/10, (4/9/10, "Obama soothes Eastern Europe's fears over arms pact", EurActive with Reuters, http://www.euractiv.com/en/enlargement/obama-soothes-eastern-europe-s-fears-over-anti-nuclear-pact-news-428047) 

Obama this week announced a shift in US nuclear doctrine, pledging never to use atomic weapons against non-nuclear states, as he sought to build momentum for a 12-13 April nuclear security summit in Washington.

Obama's new nuclear strategy document broke with former President George W. Bush's threat of nuclear retaliation in the event of a biological or chemical attack. The assurance applies only to countries in compliance with the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, so Iran and North Korea would not receive that commitment. The US president reaffirmed the long-term goal he set in a speech at the same Prague Castle a year ago (EurActiv 05/04/10) to work towards a world without nuclear weapons and said Medvedev would visit the United States later this year to discuss further cooperation, including withdrawing short-range tactical nuclear weapons. Both men said they hoped and expected the new treaty would be ratified this year. Medvedev, mindful of past problems in winning approval in the treaty-shy US Senate, said the ratification process should "proceed simultaneously". Obama said he was convinced there would be bipartisan Senate support.


TNWs not controversial now- START still being discussed


Pomper, Potter and Sokov 09, (Miles/William/Nikolai, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 12/09, "Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe", http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/tnw_europe.pdf) 


Although this view has not been abandoned, and actually was reinforced indirectly by President Obama's embrace of "the road to zero" at his April 2009 Prague speech, the administration also has signaled that there are more pressing arms control and nonproliferation issues on its agenda than TNW, in particular the negotiation and ratification of a START replacement treaty and ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. The administration was also inclined to wait it tackle the issue until after the completion of its Nuclear Posture Review, due in early 2010, in which the role of tactical nuclear weapons is sure to be considered. Indeed, U.S. officials have indicated that they will take up the TNW question with Moscow only during the next stage of nuclear arms reduction talks, which will probably being in 2010 after the treaty currently under negotiation is ratified by both sides.
Removing TNWs Popular (U.S)

Republicans like the plan


Pomper, Potter and Sokov 09, (Miles/William/Nikolai, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 12/09, "Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe", http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/tnw_europe.pdf) 


Nonetheless and unexpectedly for some, the language of the commission's report on extended deterrence acquired major political salience, particularly among congressional Republican's and their conservative supporters. For instance, the conservative Center for Security Policy's New Deterrent Working Group, which includes a number of former Bush administration officials, argued in a recent report that "U.S. policy [on nonstrategic nuclear forces, or NSNF] should be guided by two principles. First, the United States should seek substantial reductions in the large force of Russian NSNF. Second, no changes to the U.S. force posture should be made without comprehensive consultations to the U.S. allies (and within NATO as such)."33 A high-level member of Obama's arms control team acknowledged that the congressional report has served as a rallying point for conservative opposition and threatened to jeopardize ratification of START replacement treaty in the Senate, in addition to forcing the TNW issue on the administration. 34 At a recent conference organized by the U.S. Strategic Command, a wide range of speakers espoused a view that the United States must continue to provide extended deterrence to its allies along the same lines as in previous years. One of the speakers, quoting the report of the congressional commission (known as the Perry-Schlesinger report) declared that "if allies think they need nuclear weapons in Europe for their security, the United States must provide nuclear weapons."


Removing TNWs from Turkey is popular with the public and is a major midterm move


 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)


 There has been for some time a growing inclination within the Pentagon to scale back or end the stationing of US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, and rationalizing, as a mid-term move, warheads to one or two bases. Despite its Nuclear Posture Review of 2001 that appeared to expand the roles for nuclear weapons, the Bush Administration has actually been looking to replace roles by more flexible conventional weapons. However, the United States does not want to be seen as acting unilaterally and reneging on its commitments to NATO.29 The Obama Administration is as committed as any NATO member to moving on this issue with a unified Alliance and will look to test opinion across the Alliance beyond only the host states before making any significant changes. Nevertheless, the new Administration is also committed to producing a new Nuclear Posture Review in late 2009 or early 2010, and will be looking at revisions to its own nuclear strategy and arsenals. This is likely to include a reduced role for nuclear weapons, possibly restricting the doctrine only to deterring the use of nuclear weapons by hostile states against the United States and its allies. This would be an ideal time for NATO to conduct its review alongside the United States. Recent polls suggest 87% of the US population believe the government should negotiate an agreement to eliminate nuclear weapons.30 Over half also believe that the government’s practice of sharing its tactical nuclear weapons with NATO members could be a violation of the NPT and should cease. 31
Removing TNWs ( Nonproliferation/Disarmament

Removing TNWs from Turkey is essential for nonproliferation and disarmament


Bell, 09 (Alexandra Bell, Project Manager and Truman National Security Fellow, April 25th, 2009. Turkey’s Nuclear Crossroads, http://www.good.is/post/turkeys-nuclear-crossroads/) AV


Removing tactical nuclear weapons from Turkey will be difficult, but not impossible. In order to move towards a world free of nuclear weapons, U.S. policy makers have to start thinking about how things are connected. Countries like Turkey rely on nuclear weapons for political and security reasons. To feel comfortable without nukes, these countries must be convinced that their neighbors will not acquire them. That means efforts to reduce nuclear stockpiles—including tactical nukes—and efforts to stop the creation of new nuclear programs must happen in concert. Ploughshares Fund President Joe Cirincione notes that disarmament and nonproliferation are two sides of the same coin: disarmament creates the unity needed to prevent proliferation, which provides the security needed for disarmament. I have no doubt that the Turks with whom I met would agree.  


Removing TNWs from Turkey would re-energize Obama’s nonproliferation agenda


Bergenäs, 2010 (Johan Bergenäs, research associate at the Monterey Institute of International Studies at Washington D.C. March 2nd, 2010. The Connect U.S Fund, Bombs Away: Removing Tactical Nukes from Europe. http://www.connectusfund.org/blogs/bombs-away-removing-tactical-nukes-europe.) AV


Obama has much to gain and little to lose from bringing these bombs back to the U.S. Last year in Prague, Obama laid out his nonproliferation, arms control and disarmament agenda with the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons. Since his lauded speech, however, the obstacles to realizing his aspirations have mounted. Despite progress, negotiations on a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) have bogged down just short of a final agreement, and will certainly not be ratified in time for this year's NPT conference even if one is reached. Meanwhile, U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty seems a distant goal, and multilateral negotiations on a fissile material cut-off treaty are still stuck without progress in the Conference on Disarmament. But Obama's goal of a world free of nuclear arms is worth pursuing. Removing U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe would generate a metaphorical boom for nuclear disarmament, re-energizing Obama's nonproliferation agenda and restoring confidence in its core objectives. 

Removing TNWs ( Imroved U.S-Turkish Relations

Withdrawal of U.S tactical nukes in Turkey restores U.S-Turkish relations and Turkish perception of security

Bell and Loehrke 09 (Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, Truman National Security Fellow and research assistant at thePloughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy, November 23rd, 2009. Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, The Status of U.S Nuclear Weapons in Turkey.) http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey) AV

Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. Doing so requires a key factor that also is essential to paving the way toward withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons: improved alliance relations. The political and strategic compasses are pointing to the eventual withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe--it's a strategy that certainly fits the disarmament agenda President Barack Obama has outlined. But to get there, careful diplomacy will be required to improve U.S.-Turkish ties and to assuage Turkish security concerns. The U.S.-Turkish relationship cooled when Turkey refused to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom, after which Turkish support for U.S. policy declined through the end of the George W. Bush administration. Obama's election has helped to mend fences, and his visit to Turkey in April was warmly received. In fact, all of the administration's positive interactions with Turkey have been beneficial: Washington has supported Turkey's role as a regional energy supplier and encouraged Ankara as it undertakes difficult political reforms and works to resolve regional diplomatic conflicts. For its part, Turkey recently doubled its troop contribution to NATO's Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan--a boon to U.S. efforts there. By incorporating Ankara into its new European missile defense plans--intended to protect Turkey and other countries vulnerable to Iran's short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles--Washington could further shore up its military relationship with Turkey. Ship-based Aegis missile systems will be the backbone of the strategy, with considerations left open for later deployments of mobile ground-based interceptors in Eastern Europe or Turkey. This cooperation could provide the bond with Washington and perception of security that Turkey seeks in the face of a potential Iranian bomb.

TNW removal improves relations – Turkish government wants a nuclear-free Middle East. Conventional forces compensate any loss of deterrence.

Lewis 09 (Jeffrey, “Official: Ankara Doesn't Need NATO Nukes,” Arms Control. 12/18/09 Wonk, http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/2561/official-ankara-would-not-insist-on-nato-nukes) 

The most interesting part, to me, concerned the role of nuclear weapons in Turkish security. Kalin reiterated that “Turkey wants a nuclear-free Middle East, and this applies to Iran as well as other countries suspected of having nuclear bombs.” This is a very sensible position, but — since the two powers in “the region” that have nuclear weapons are Israel and NATO — it also provided an opening to ask about where Ankara was on those U.S. nuclear weapons believed to be stationed at Incirlik Airbase in Turkey. (For a nice background on the current debate, see: Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey, November 23, 2009.) I asked about the few hundred nuclear weapons that the United States forward-deploys in five NATO member-states. (I carefully avoided specifying Turkey as one of the five.) I noted that US Air Forces-Europe (USAFE) would love to bring those weapons home, but that in Washington the conventional wisdom is that they must remain forward-deployed to assure Turkey. So, I asked, does Ankara’s commitment to a nuclear weapon-free Middle East mean that the Turkish Government would support withdrawal of the weapons now or possible under some future agreement? Kalin answered the question. He began, as he should, with all the standard things: That it was up to the United States, that this is a conversation that should occur within NATO, Turkey’s commitment to a nuclear-weapon free region was a serious proposal, etc. Then he said something remarkable: As for his own personal opinion, Kalin said, Turkey “would not insist” that NATO retain forward-deployed nuclear weapons. Conventional forces are sufficient, he added, to meet Turkish security needs. Kiniklioglu didn’t flinch. That’s pretty remarkable. Normally, when asked about forward-deployed nuclear weapons, a foreign officials will assess the condition of his shoeshine and then mumble something into his tie. A little data point for the next time someone asserts that we can’t withdraw tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, lest the Turks build nuclear weapons. 

A2: Turkey Will Prolif

Turkey won’t pursue nuclear weapons for risking US and EU alienation 

Barkey 09 (Henri, Ph.D., Political Science, University of Pennsylvania; M.S., Political Science, University College,  September 22, 2009,  “TURKEY'S PERSPECTIVES ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND DISARMAMENT”Unblocking the road to zero)

Go nuclear option: This could not be achieved quickly. As will be described below, Turkey does not have the technical wherewithal to produce nuclear weapons anytime soon. It can decide to make the necessary investments, but it would take time and resources to reach fruition. Moreover, Turkey does not have the possibility of pursuing this option clandestinely because of the close relationships it has developed with the United States and Europe over the years, making the country fairly transparent. An open nuclear endeavor would risk alienating the Europeans and Americans, but a covert program would do so even more. During the Reagan Administration, the United States was very concerned about the existence of a nuclear supply relationship between Pakistan and Turkey. President Reagan and his aides warned the Turks in a number of different settings about this relationship until means for greater cooperation between the two countries were instituted. 22 Ankara is intent on being far more cautious on this front; in June 2008, Turkish officials met a visiting Syrian energy ministers suggestion for nuclear cooperation between Turkey and Syria with silence

Turkey doesn’t have the capability to proliferate and wouldn’t be able to in the near future

Riedel and Samore 08 ( Bruce and Gary, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy and Vice President and Director of Studies, Council on Foreign Relations, DECEMBER 2008 “Managing Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East” Brookings institute, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/12_nuclear_proliferation_riedel.aspx)

Since no Arab state has the technical or industrial capacity to build its own bomb in the next decade or more, the United States should focus its concerns on the possibility that one or more of the super-rich Gulf states might try to buy one. If Saudi Arabia already has such an arrangement with Pakistan, it is conceivable that other wealthy Gulf states—most notably, the United Arab Emirates—might do the same. To reduce this risk, the next administration will have a variety of options. One would be to extend any nuclear umbrella and security guarantees offered to Israel to the Saudis and other Gulf states. Such a formal commitment would reduce the incentive for the Saudis to get a weapon from Pakistan and would make clear to the Iranians that the United States will not tolerate nuclear blackmail in the Persian Gulf. The issue of Israel will again complicate the issue. The Arabs will ask why they must forgo their own nuclear weapons program but Israel does not, and the United States must articulate that any nuclear umbrella does not include U.S. protection for Israel should it initiate conﬂict against these Gulf states. Of course, the United States already has such a nuclear commitment to Turkey through the NATO alliance. Unlike the Arab states, Turkey has a well-developed 117industrial and scientiﬁc infrastructure, but it has not invested resources in the development of its nuclear sector beyond small-scale scientific research. Therefore Turkey does not have the technical capability to build its own bomb in the near term. Moreover, in our discussions with Turkish ofﬁcials and experts, we did not detect a strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons to counter Iran. The Turks see Iran as a “peer competitor,” and they believe that Iran’s nuclear program is an element of Iran’s effort to strengthen its inﬂuence in the region, but they do not generally see Iran as a military threat that would justify the expense and risk of acquiring nuclear weapons, especially since Turkey already has U.S. nuclear assurances under NATO.

a2: Turkey Will Prolif

Turkey is committed to nuclear non-proliferation

Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs 10 <”Turkey’s Approach to Arms Control and Disarmament” Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affiars, website updated June 23, 2010. http://www.mfa.gov.tr/arms-control-and-disarmament.en.mfa>

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and their delivery means is a growing tangible threat in the 21st century. Easy access to these weapons through trafficking and willingness of some states to cooperate with terrorist, extremist or organized crime groups increase the concern that such weapons might end up in illegal hands. In the light of the threatening dimension of terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, Turkey sincerely desires to see that all countries will come to share the goals of non-proliferation and collectively work towards a safer and more stable world. In this vein, Turkey has welcome the UN Security Counsil Resolution 1540 on the non-proliferation of the weapons of mass destruction. Turkey, regularly reports to and contributes to the work of the Committee established pursuend to the UNSC Resolution 1540. Turkey does not provide any form of support and/or assistance to Non-State Actors that attempt to develop, acquire, manufacture, possess, transfer or use WMD and their means of delivery and fully supports all international efforts to prevent the proliferation of WMD. The proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their means of delivery continue to be a matter of serious concern for Turkey. Since Turkey is situated close to regions posing high risks of proliferation, she monitors with vigilance the developments in this field and takes part in collective efforts aimed at devising measures to reverse this alarming trend. Turkey attaches great importance to arms control and non-proliferation treaties and also to export control regimes as means to prevent such proliferation. In this context, in order to follow the developments and enable an effective exchange of views in the field of non-proliferation regarding Turkey’s obligations; regular meetings are held in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs with the participation of representatives of all related institutions. Turkey became party to the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons in 1979 and to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in 2000. Turkey is also party to both the Chemical Weapons Convention since 1997 and the Biological Weapons Convention since 1974. In 1996, Turkey became the founding member of the Wassenaar Arrangement regarding export controls of conventional weapons and dual-use equipment and technologies. Turkey joined the Missile Technology Control Regime in 1997, the Zangger Committee in 1999, the Nuclear Suppliers Group and the Australia Group which seeks to ensure that exports do not contribute to the development of chemical or biological weapons, in 2000. 

Turkey doesn’t have the capability to proliferate and wouldn’t be able to in the near future

Riedel and Samore 08 ( Bruce and Gary, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy and Vice President and Director of Studies, Council on Foreign Relations, DECEMBER 2008 “Managing Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East” Brookings institute, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/12_nuclear_proliferation_riedel.aspx)


Since no Arab state has the technical or industrial capacity to build its own bomb in the next decade or more, the United States should focus its concerns on the possibility that one or more of the super-rich Gulf states might try to buy one. If Saudi Arabia already has such an arrangement with Pakistan, it is conceivable that other wealthy Gulf states—most notably, the United Arab Emirates—might do the same. To reduce this risk, the next administration will have a variety of options. One would be to extend any nuclear umbrella and security guarantees offered to Israel to the Saudis and other Gulf states. Such a formal commitment would reduce the incentive for the Saudis to get a weapon from Pakistan and would make clear to the Iranians that the United States will not tolerate nuclear blackmail in the Persian Gulf. The issue of Israel will again complicate the issue. The Arabs will ask why they must forgo their own nuclear weapons program but Israel does not, and the United States must articulate that any nuclear umbrella does not include U.S. protection for Israel should it initiate conﬂict against these Gulf states. Of course, the United States already has such a nuclear commitment to Turkey through the NATO alliance. Unlike the Arab states, Turkey has a well-developed 117industrial and scientiﬁc infrastructure, but it has not invested resources in the development of its nuclear sector beyond small-scale scientific research. Therefore Turkey does not have the technical capability to build its own bomb in the near term. Moreover, in our discussions with Turkish ofﬁcials and experts, we did not detect a strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons to counter Iran. The Turks see Iran as a “peer competitor,” and they believe that Iran’s nuclear program is an element of Iran’s effort to strengthen its inﬂuence in the region, but they do not generally see Iran as a military threat that would justify the expense and risk of acquiring nuclear weapons, especially since Turkey already has U.S. nuclear assurances under NATO.

a2: Turkey Will Prolif

Economic and political sanctions deter turkey prolif

Al-Marashi 9 (Ibrahim al-Marashi, Ph.D., Associate Dean of International Relations at IE School of Communication-IE University, Nilsu Goren, M.A., Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Turkish Perceptions and Nuclear Proliferation” Strategic Insights, Volume VIII, Issue 2, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.html) 

By 2015, Turkey expects to complete the construction of three nuclear power stations based on energy needs, being subject to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguard measures and inspections. These plans have generated controversy within the country among anti-nuclear activists and opposition members of the Turkish parliament.[50] As official state policy, Turkey complies with the Nonproliferation Treaty(NPT), Biological and Chemical Weapons Conventions, Comprehensive test-ban Treaty (CTBT), and Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). Even if Turkey were to build a nuclear arsenal it would not be able to deploy nuclear weapons without disrespecting the rule of international law, i.e. noncompliance with the international regimes it has adhered to. In this case, the benefits of acquiring nuclear weapons do not outweigh the costs of economic and political sanctions that the country would face leaving the NATO umbrella and breaking its strategic alliance with United States. During an interview on the Al-Jazeera Satellite Channel’s program “Today’s Encounter” in February 2006 the Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan was asked: “Regarding the Iranian nuclear file, we know that the issue is now heading toward escalation, but we also know that Turkey is preparing to launch a nuclear energy program. What are the limits of this nuclear program?” Erdogan responded that: “We have not announced our nuclear program yet, but it is designed for peaceful and humanitarian purposes.” He emphasized that the program was designed for Turkey to secure an energy source without depending on its neighbors.[51] Proving the energy dependency, on January 3, 2007, Iran cut off the natural gas flow, constituting the one third of Turkish gas imports, to Turkey, based on its high domestic demands.[52] Turkish officials announced that this situation wouldn’t affect Turkey drastically due to its access to the Russian Blue Stream and other Western pipelines. Still, the questionable cut and Turkish energy dependency stirred a lot of debate and concerns on electricity shortage. After Ankara’s contacts with Iranian officials, on January 8, Tehran apologized for “the inconvenience” and resumed pumping gas, claiming that a newly-established Iranian refinery had resolved the issue.[53] Based on these developments, Turkish Ministry of Energy decided to accelerate the nuclear plant project. The proposal to build one of Turkey’s three planned nuclear power reactors in Sinop, for example, a scenic town on the Black Sea, has elicited strong opposition from Turkish environmentalists, as well from the opposition party in the Turkish parliament, which opposes the efforts of the governing Justice and Development Party (known as the “AK Party” in Turkish) to import nuclear technology. For its part, the AK Party has justified these efforts on the ground that Turkey’s demand for energy is growing but the country lacks natural energy resources to meet these needs. A February 2006 report on the private Turkish news channel NTV quoted Engin Altay, a member of the parliamentary opposition as stating: “Construction of a nuclear plant is a catastrophic project with zero safety.” The lawmaker expressed concern that Turkey would become a “dumping ground” for third-rate nuclear technology that the United States and European countries had already abandoned. He accused the current government of giving in to “nuclear lobbies” and claimed that Turkey could increase electricity supplies by reducing unregistered electricity consumption.[54] A U.S.-Turkey nuclear agreement was signed on July 26, 2000, and approved by the Turkish parliament on January 14, 2005. On July 9, 2006, the Government of Turkey formally adopted the instrument of ratification for the U.S.-Turkey Agreement for Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy.[55] The underlying purpose of the agreement was to authorize and set the conditions for transfers to Turkey of U.S. civil nuclear technology, equipment, components, and material, including nuclear power reactors and their low enriched uranium fuel.

A2: Iran Prolif Inevitable

Iran Nuclearization Not Inevitable
Hoffman in 10 <The Jerusalem Post and The Associated Press, April 12, 2010. Pg 1. “Gates: Nuclear Iran is not inevitable. In Moscow, Russia assures MKs it won't send S-300s to Iran for now”  http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/>

The United States has not abandoned efforts to prevent the nuclearization of Iran or shifted to a policy of containment, Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Sunday, on the eve of a two-day summit in Washington on the nuclear issue. Asked on NBC's Meet the Press program whether a nuclear Iran was inevitable, Gates said: "We have not drawn that conclusion at all and in fact, we are doing everything we can to try and keep Iran from developing nuclear weapons." The leaders of 47 countries, sans Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu, will be hosted by President Barack Obama at the summit to discuss how to secure nuclear materials such as separated plutonium and highly enriched uranium. "The threat of nuclear war, as we used to think about it during the Cold War, has actually decreased," US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said on the same NBC program. "But the threat of nuclear terrorism has increased," because so much nuclear material "isn't under lock and key in many places in the world." The US is working with France, Britain, China, Russia and Germany to craft a fourth round of United Nations sanctions against Iran over its nuclear program. The potential economic pressure of sanctions is part of a plan to persuade Iran that it would be less safe with a nuclear weapon than without, Gates said. The plan also includes a stronger missile defense system to guard against an Iranian assault, he said. Clinton dismissed a statement last week by President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad that Iran has "complete mastery" of nuclear technology and can't be prevented from using it. Iran's claims "may or may not be accurate," Clinton said. "Their belligerence is helping to make our case every single day." Countries that had doubts about whether Iran's intentions were serious enough to warrant sanctions are being persuaded by US evidence and Iran's own actions, Clinton said. "The Iranians have been beating down the doors of every country in the world to try to avoid a Security Council resolution," she said on NBC. Clinton said Israel had much to contribute to the nuclear security summit even though Netanyahu chose to skip it. She said the world's biggest concern on nuclear security was that terrorists will get control of bomb- making material, and that Israel can do much to help thwart that.

A2: TNWs K2 Deterrence


U.S Tactical Nuclear Weapons serve no deterrent purpose in Turkey.


Bell and Loehrke 09 (Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, Truman National Security Fellow and research assistant at thePloughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy, November 23rd, 2009. Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, The Status of U.S Nuclear Weapons in Turkey.) http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey) AV


Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella.
TNW removal improves relations – Turkish government wants a nuclear-free Middle East. Conventional forces compensate any loss of deterrence.

Lewis 09 (Jeffrey, “Official: Ankara Doesn't Need NATO Nukes,” Arms Control. 12/18/09 Wonk, http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/2561/official-ankara-would-not-insist-on-nato-nukes) 

I attended an interesting meeting today that Flynt Leverett hosted with two high-powered Turkish officials from the ruling Justice and Development Party (AKP) — Ibrahim Kalin, chief foreign policy adviser to the Prime Minister, and a Suat Kiniklioglu, a Turkish MP who serves as deputy chairman of foreign affairs for the party. It was a very interesting meeting with two very sharp guys. And it was, with a few exceptions, on the record. The most interesting part, to me, concerned the role of nuclear weapons in Turkish security. Kalin reiterated that “Turkey wants a nuclear-free Middle East, and this applies to Iran as well as other countries suspected of having nuclear bombs.” This is a very sensible position, but — since the two powers in “the region” that have nuclear weapons are Israel and NATO — it also provided an opening to ask about where Ankara was on those U.S. nuclear weapons believed to be stationed at Incirlik Airbase in Turkey. (For a nice background on the current debate, see: Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey, November 23, 2009.) I asked about the few hundred nuclear weapons that the United States forward-deploys in five NATO member-states. (I carefully avoided specifying Turkey as one of the five.) I noted that US Air Forces-Europe (USAFE) would love to bring those weapons home, but that in Washington the conventional wisdom is that they must remain forward-deployed to assure Turkey. So, I asked, does Ankara’s commitment to a nuclear weapon-free Middle East mean that the Turkish Government would support withdrawal of the weapons now or possible under some future agreement? Kalin answered the question. He began, as he should, with all the standard things: That it was up to the United States, that this is a conversation that should occur within NATO, Turkey’s commitment to a nuclear-weapon free region was a serious proposal, etc. Then he said something remarkable: As for his own personal opinion, Kalin said, Turkey “would not insist” that NATO retain forward-deployed nuclear weapons. Conventional forces are sufficient, he added, to meet Turkish security needs. Kiniklioglu didn’t flinch. That’s pretty remarkable. Normally, when asked about forward-deployed nuclear weapons, a foreign officials will assess the condition of his shoeshine and then mumble something into his tie. A little data point for the next time someone asserts that we can’t withdraw tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, lest the Turks build nuclear weapons. 

A2: TNWs K2 Deterrence

Turkey’s primary form of deterrence is NATO assistance and its ground army – not America’s nuclear weapons

 Barkey 09 (Henri, visiting scholar in the Carnegie Middle East Program @ Lehigh University, “Turkey’s Perspective on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament”, accessed at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Nuclear_Turkey.pdf on 6/22/10//dml)


 However, in the absence of any nuclear weapons of its own, when it comes to contemplating threats from nuclear-armed nations, Turkey has little else to rely on other than NATO’s guarantees. This might be relevant in considering the possibility of a revanchist Russia, or scenarios in which Iran and/or Syria acquire nuclear weapons. Hence, despite the discordant voices emanating from various groups, Turks continue to rely on the American security umbrella. Ankara has always stressed the importance of its NATO commitments. Moreover, as will be discussed below, there is no easy way for Turkey to obtain such weapons, even assuming it was willing to forsake its alliance and treaty pledges. It currently has no nuclear power plants and only the beginnings of a research/technical infrastructure. What has made the Turkish military a potent force has been its NATO links. The combination of NATO, a robust army, and a willingness to take security seriously has served effectively as Turkey’s primary form of deterrence.

No risk – TNWs increasingly less important. 


Kelleher and Warren, 2009 [Catherine M. Kelleher, College Park Professor at the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and a senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University. During the Clinton administration, she was defense adviser to the U.S. mission to NATO and deputy assistant secretary of defense for Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia. She is a member of the Arms Control Association’s board of directors. Scott L, recent graduate of Brown University, currently serving as executive director of the nonprofit Generation Citizen, “Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons,” Oct., http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher] 

Strategically, the weapons have little real value in the post-Cold War climate. They are vulnerable to a rogue or terrorist attack, too small or risky for independent military use, and unpopular with military forces and most political audiences. Lately, maintaining these weapons has provided many more disadvantages than advantages for the countries that possess them in their arsenals—France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States—at least as measured in terms of the costs of safety and security, of the operational burden of dedicating and preserving delivery aircraft, and of ensuring ongoing certification of forces. Even within NATO, for all but a few countries, tactical weapons have come to represent a decreasingly meaningful symbolic commitment rather than a concrete deterrent or escalation tripwire. From a U.S. standpoint, the relatively low numbers of such weapons that still exist, at approximately 1,000 in the U.S. arsenal with only 20-25 percent of that number located outside U.S. borders, would seem to make it easy to secure and verify their ultimate elimination.[2]

A2: TNWs K2 Deterrence


Nope, nope, nope.


Dixon, 2009 [John, Roosevelt Institute, “The Tactical Nuclear Weapons Dilemma,” http://www.rooseveltcampusnetwork.org/blog/tactical-nuclear-weapons-dilemma]

In other words, using TNW could make other countries more inclined to use their weapons in war (think an India-Pakistan scenario). This is one reason why the Bush Administration’s proposed Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator, or nuclear “bunker buster,” met so much resistance. The United States deployed thousands of TNW in Europe during the Cold War to help bolster its deterrent force. Some still regard TNW as an important part of American security guarantees to members of NATO, especially newer member-states from Eastern Europe. On the other hand, Western European members of NATO have called for the removal of TNW from their territory. According to the Federation of American Scientists, the United States maintains around 200 deployed TNW in bases throughout Europe. Resolving this tension within NATO will be difficult, especially in light of the strain over Afghanistan. However, it is evident that tactical nuclear weapons serve little purpose in today’s security environment. In the words of one NATO diplomat, countries like Iran and North Korea “do not give a toss about what NATO doeswith its weapons.” (1)


 No Link– the US has been withdrawing TNW’s for 20 years


Bell and Loehrke 09 (Alexandra, Truman National Security Fellow, Benjamin, Grad student in Public Policy, “The Status of US nuclear weapons in Turkey”)


For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements.


Deterrence empirically fails – it only leads to escalation of what would be minor wars

Kober 6/13 (Stanley, PhD in Law and Diplomacy, “The Deterrence illusion http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/10/deterrence-war-peace)
The first world war was the product of a mode of rational thinking that went badly off course. The peace of Europe was based on security assurances. Germany was the protector of Austria-Hungary, and Russia was the protector of Serbia. The prospect of escalation was supposed to prevent war, and it did– until, finally, it didn't. The Russians, who should have been deterred – they had suffered a terrible defeat at the hands of Japan just a few years before – decided they had to come to the support of their fellow Slavs. As countries honoured their commitments, a system that was designed to prevent war instead widened it. We have also been living in an age of globalisation, especially since the end of the cold war, but it too is increasingly being challenged. And just like the situation at the beginning of the last century, deterrence is not working. Much is made, for example, of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (Nato) invoking Article V – the famous "three musketeers" pledge that an attack on one member is to be considered as an attack on all – following the terrorist attacks of September 11. But the United States is the most powerful member of Nato by far. Indeed, in 2001, it was widely considered to be a hegemon, a hyperpower. Other countries wanted to be in Nato because they felt an American guarantee would provide security. And yet it was the US that was attacked. This failure of deterrence has not received the attention it deserves. It is, after all, not unique. The North Vietnamese were not deterred by the American guarantee to South Vietnam. Similarly, Hezbollah was not deterred in Lebanon in the 1980s, and American forces were assaulted in Somalia. What has been going wrong? 

A2 Consult NATO

Consultation with NATO to withdraw the TNWs in Turkey is normal means

Today’s Zaman 4/3/10 (Turkish newspaper, “Report: US considers withdrawing nuclear bombs from Turkey,” accessed at http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-206266-report-us-considers-withdrawing-nuclear-bombs-from-turkey.html on 6/26/10//dml) 

The United States may withdraw its tactical nuclear weapons deployed in five NATO member European countries, including Turkey, The Times reported on Friday. The United States positioned B61 gravity bombs in Turkey, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and Germany during the Cold War years to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union. There are a total of 200 B61 bombs deployed in the five countries, The Times said. Turkey is believed to be hosting 90 bombs at İncirlik Air Base in southern Anatolia. According to the report, the Obama administration is preparing to revise US policy on nuclear weapons -- heralding further reductions in the US stockpile and a pledge not to develop new systems. But a possible decision to withdraw the B61 gravity bombs is not expected to be included in the revised nuclear policy, as it is a matter for discussion within NATO.
NATO will say no, Many Eastern European nations see them as vital to Russian deterrence

Oxford Research 10 (6/10/10 Oxford Analytica Global Strategic Analysis “Europe: London and Paris will maintain Nuclear Posture” http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?index=6&did=2054790861&SrchMode=1&sid=1&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1277750302&clientId=17822)

TNWs in Europe. Nuclear weapons play a key role in NATO's present Strategic Concept. However, a new version is to be released at the Lisbon summit in November: Numbers and purpose. The United States maintains 150-200 TNWs in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey. The current Strategic Concept sees these weapons as vital to Europe's security, and the NPR sees them as a contribution to alliance cohesion and reassurance. Russia has several thousand TNWs -- many in territory near NATO states -- and views them as a counterweight to NATO's conventional superiority. Withdrawal. NATO member states are divided over the future of US TNWs in Europe. Some consider their dismantling as a sign of NATO's commitment to nuclear disarmament, without compromising NATO's capacities. The German government has called for the withdrawal of nuclear forces from its soil. A February 2010 letter to NATO's secretary-general from the foreign ministers of Germany, Luxembourg, Belgium, the Netherlands and Norway called for the inclusion of TNWs in future arms control measures after New START. Deterrent. Many East European NATO members have little desire for TNWs to be removed and see them as a defence against Russia. NATO has referred to them as a credible deterrent. Quid pro quo. Others, including the United States, argue that the weapons could in principle be withdrawn, but only in return for greater transparency and reductions in Russia's TNW arsenal.

NATO will say no to removing TNWs from Turkey. NATO plans on relocating the TNWs from other countries to Turkey

Weitz 10 (4/12/10, Richard, Dr. Weitz is a graduate of Harvard College (B.A. with Highest Honors in Government), the London School of Economics (M.Sc. in International Relations), Oxford University (M.Phil. in Politics), and Harvard University (Ph.D. in Political Science). Held a position on the U.S. Dept of Defense. “The Turkey Analyst” http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412-TRA.pdf)

As part of the current NATO deliberation, there have been proposals to increase the number of U.S. nuclear weapons stored in Turkey as part of an alliance-wide consolidation of NATO’s TNW arsenal. Some proponents of retaining NATO’s nuclear-sharing arrangements favor removing them from those European countries that no longer want them on their soil and relocating them into those countries that do, which might only include Turkey and perhaps Italy. If NATO withdrew U.S. TNW from all other European countries, the Turkish government could find it uncomfortable remaining the only NATO nuclear-hosting state, and might request their removal from its territory as well. But then Turkey might proceed to develop an independent nuclear deterrent in any case for the reasons described above.

A2 Consult NATO

Even if NATO says yes, NATO interaction makes solving the Iran and Russian advantages impossible

Rühle 09 ( Michael, Senior Political Adviser in the NATO Secretary General’s Policy Planning Unit, on NATO’s International Staff since 1991, MA in political science, “NATO and extended deterrence” pg 15)

Put differently, Iran is not going to give up its nuclear ambitions because NATO abandons its nuclear sharing arrangements. Even if this step were only meant as an initial move to demonstrate Western goodwill, it would have little, if any, effect. The NGO community, whose criticism of nuclear sharing meanwhile borders on the pathological, would simply argue that NATO had finally corrected a mistake it had been clinging to for far too long. Russia would argue along similar lines, pointing to the fact that she had returned her TNW back to Russia a long time ago and that NATO was only belatedly following Moscow’s example. Indeed, it is difficult to find any party that would appreciate such an initiative beyond a sympathetic nod. Nor should this be surprising. In a political context dominated by abolitionist rhetoric, any limited disarmament measure will by definition fall short of expectations, and will this not provide much political “mileage.” What is gone is gone.
Perm – Do the plan then CP during the the Strategic Concept NATO summit

Introducing plan to N.A.T.O. causes serious political problems and controversy, doing the plan avoids NATO conflict which would lead to rejection, but consulting afterwards accesses the neg’s net- benefits

Sokov ’09- Phd from Umich in historical sciences, candidate of Historical Sciences degree from the Institute of World Economy and International Relations (1986), Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons, June 2009, Iss. 4 
http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf
European NATO members, however, are split on the subject. Many Western European governments (including some of the few countries where the weapons continue to be based) would just as well do without the weapons, facing public opposition to their presence and sensing little security benefit from them. Moreover, some countries, such as Germany, are less than eager to take on the cost of fielding a new generation of dual-capable aircraft, given the low probability of their use.25 However, these countries believe that even discussing the issue in NATO and other foray can only lead to political problems and would prefer that the United States make a decision and announce it to other states. One representative of a European state complained in a recent interview that the Obama administration had been seeking his country’s advice on what to do about nonstrategic nuclear weapons. “They shouldn’t come here asking us what to do,” he said. “They should decide what to do, and pull the weapons out a week later.”26 In recent years, these countries have been accommodated by a slow but silent drawdown of these weapons. Rose Gottemoeller, the Obama administration’s lead nuclear arms control negotiator, summed up the current awkward status quo last year, before taking on her new official duties: It appears that the United States and the NATO allies have arrived at a new place in their long and stormy marriage, without explicit action but decisive effect: They have decided to sell the nuclear beach house and buy a conventional house in the mountains. Now they just have to figure out how to tell the children.27 To be sure, there are conservative elements in these countries, particularly in their defense ministries, and in NATO headquarters that argue for the continued deployment of these weapons. They stress that unless European members of NATO are willing to share the burden of nuclear defense, the United States will not allow them to influence its nuclear weapons policy and their interests will be sacrificed as the United States decouples from Europe.28

A2 Consult NATO

Perm – Do the CP, just wait until after the Strategic Concept NATO summit

Perm solves best - It accesses all the net benefits of the Counter Plan while increasing the chance of the plan being accepted by NATO

Regehr 10 (Ernie, professor of peace and conflict studies and Conrad Grebel and Waterloo University 4/26/10, “NATO takes the opportunity to miss another opportunity” http://www.cigionline.org/blogs/2010/4/nato-takes-opportunity-miss-another-opportunity)

But then came the meeting. The Obama Administration’s formal approach was, as expected, to defer the question of tactical US nuclear weapons in Europe to the fall summit that is intended to approve a new NATO Strategic Concept. The signals sent by US Secretary of State Clinton were, however, more pointed. She insisted that while cuts in US battlefield nuclear weapons still in Europe were possible, they should not all be removed until Russia agrees to cut its arsenals. “We should recognize that as long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance,” she said. Adding that, “as a nuclear alliance, sharing nuclear risks and responsibilities widely is fundamental.”[vi] NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen took a similar line, emphasizing Alliance unity and that "decisions on nuclear policy will be made by the Alliance together,” also reinforcing the Clinton point about nuclear sharing. These are the hard the line voices. They equate North Atlantic extended deterrence and defence cooperation with the physical presence of nuclear weapons in Europe, and they are out of sync with, not only the sentiments of central Europeans, but also the US Nuclear Posture Review (NPR).[vii] The NPR, to no one’s surprise, reinforces US extended deterrence, but it goes on to explain that this “nuclear umbrella” comes in different guises, including “the strategic forces of the U.S. Triad, non-strategic nuclear weapons deployed forward in key regions, and U.S.-based nuclear weapons that could be deployed forward quickly to meet regional contingencies.” The point is there is no intrinsic requirement that extended deterrence, whatever one thinks of it, requires the presence of nuclear weapons throughout the geography of the American nuclear umbrella. The NPR also acknowledges that “the risk of nuclear attack against North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) members is at an historic low.” It is thus non-prescriptive on the fate of US nuclear weapons in Europe, noting only that “any changes in NATO’s nuclear posture should only be taken after a thorough review within – and decision by – the Alliance.”[viii] The west European States behind the call for change have emphasized that they are looking for a collective decision in NATO and are not contemplating unilateral action, and, notably, that they do not equate the removal of weapons from Europe with either the “denuclearization of NATO” or with an end to US extended deterrence covering Europe.[ix] Their stance essentially follows the model of the US nuclear umbrella over North-East Asia. The latter is a region that is rather less stable than Europe, and yet there are no US nuclear weapons deployed to any states under its nuclear umbrella there.[x] In fact, Japan, while continuing to claim the American nuclear deterrent for itself, insists, through its three nuclear principles,[xi] that no nuclear weapons be on its territory.

A2: Security (Aff Specific)

Turn – allowing Turkey regional autonomy is a way of changing security constructs of the region


Sandrin 5/9/10 (Paula, Ph.D. candidate in Politics and IR @ Westminster, “Turkey’s Competing Security Cultures and Their Impact on Foreign Policy,” accessed at http://changingturkey.com/2010/05/09/turkey’s-competing-security-cultures-and-their-impact-on-foreign-policy/ on 6/27/10//dml)

One important political actor which seems to be informed by a different conception of Turkey’s identity and adifferent security understanding is the AKP. Following Turgut Ozal and Ismail Cem, the AKP also stresses Turkey’s multicivilizational character and its ability to be active in many regions: “Turkey enjoys multiple regional identities and thus has the capability as well as the responsibility to follow an integrated and multidimensional foreign policy” (Davutoglu 2010). Turkey should no longer be a frontier country, as it was during the Cold war, or a bridge between civilizations, as it was perceived in the 1990s. Now Turkey should be a central country providing security and stability in its areas of influence, where it has historical responsibilities, namely the Middle East, the Balkans, the Caucasus, Central Asia, the Gulf and the Caspian, Black and Mediterranean Seas (Davutoglu 2008). It is interesting to observe that the Ahmet Davutoglu’s doctrine of Strategic Depth is very much infused with ideas of geopolitics, just as traditional recipes for Turkey’s behavior in external affairs have always been. Notwithstanding, Professor Davutoglu’s reading of Turkey’s geography is significantly different from the reading of traditional actors, and therefore his policy prescriptions also differ. Davutoglu promotes a drastic change in the narrative of Turkey’s foreign relations. Instead of a borderline paranoid assessment that Turkey is encircled by unfriendly countries all involved in “playing games over Turkey”, Davutoglu establishes “areas of influence” in which Turkey should increase its role as a facilitator, promoting diplomatic relations and setting channels for political dialogue. Turkey is no longer the “victim” of its neighbours or its neighbours “victims” of Turkey’s aggression in self-defence. Now Turkey should be a benign leader in its bordering regions, prioritizing dialogue as a means of solving crisis. The main features of Turkey’s traditional security culture, i.e., the Sèvres Syndrome, geographical determinism, fear of encirclement, territorial disintegration, and abandonment, give way to concepts of “sphere of influence”, “zero-problem policy” and desecuritization. In short, instead of seeing the regions around it as a source of risks, Turkey began to see them as areas where it could play a proactive role in the maintenance of peace and stability. This change is due to Turkey’s different perception of itself: no longer the lone civilized country in an uncivilized neighborhood, but a country with historical affinities with its neighbors. This distinct identity construction led to a change in the perception of “the others”, and consequently changes assumptions on what constitutes insecurities and the best way to tackle them.

Turn – the only way to change security ideas in the context of the aff is to reduce the influence of military concepts in Turkish foreign politics.

Bilgin 05 (Pinar, Department of IR @ Bilkent in Turkey, “Turkey’s changing security discourses: The challenge of globalization”, European Journal of Political Research 44: 175–201//dml)
Space does not permit a detailed discussion as to whether the military’s role in Turkish politics has increased (Cizre 1997, 2000, 2003, 2004; Jenkins 2001) or decreased (Karaosmano lu 2000; Heper & Güney 1996) during the 1990s. Even if one were, for the sake of argument, to put the reservations of those who support the prior view aside, and side with those who argue that the military’s involvement in politics is gradually diminishing and it is increasingly likely to only get involved in issues to do with national security, one thing remains unchanged: so long as the military is the major actor in shaping the contours of national security, its role in Turkish politics is likely to remain central. This is because, given the influence the term ‘security’ has on peoples’ thinking and practices, those who have the power to define what ‘national security’ means in a given context also have the power to shape political processes. And, as Waever (1995: 54; emphasis in original) has argued, ‘trying to press the kind of unwanted political change on a ruling elite is similar to playing a game in which one’s opponent can change the rules at any time s/he likes. Power holders can always try to use the instrument of securitisation of an issue to gain control over it.’ From Waever’s (1995: 55) perspective, the only alternative left open to the critics of prevalent definitions of security is that of attempting ‘speech act failure’ – that is, ‘narrowing the field to which security act [is] applied’ so that issues and developments could be addressed through normal politics (but see Bilgin et al. 1998: 148; see also Wyn Jones 1999). Yet, given the authority of the state elite when discussing issues to do with national security, achieving ‘speech act failure’ is no easy task.
A2: Security (Aff Specific)

Case outweighs – a nuclear Iran is just plain dangerous, threat construction or not

USNews.com 6/25/10 (News website, Mortimer B Zuckerman, “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting a Nuclear Bomb, accessed at http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html on 6/27/10//dml)
A nuclear Iran, already a neighborhood bully, would export its revolutionary ideology and destabilize the Middle East. It would be more effective in its subversion of neighbors and its fomenting of worldwide terrorism. We'd see even bolder interference in Iraq and Afghanistan, more meddling in Lebanon, more incitement and aggressive support for Hamas and Hezbollah—both of which it already funds, trains, and arms to conduct terrorist attacks against Israel. It would sabotage any dialogue between Israel and the Palestinian Authority. It would incite the Shiite populations in the Persian Gulf states and altogether threaten the survival of modern Arab governments there. Iran already plays an extensive role in Shiite southern Iraq. When American forces withdraw fully, likely over the longer term, an uprising may be fomented in Iraq that might well lead to a full takeover by an Iranian-dominated Iraqi government, which would then pressure its neighbor, Jordan. It would put at risk the whole international nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, foreshadowing a nuclear arms race all over the Middle East and nuclear weapons getting into the hands of non-state actors. A nuclear Iran, emboldened by its success in fooling and defying the world, might well be tempted to challenge its neighbors in the Gulf to reduce oil production and limit the presence of U.S. troops there. The United States has declared that a nuclear-armed Iran is unacceptable. So if Iran succeeds, it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies.
Perm – vote aff to reject securitization. Western intervention in Turkey is part of an imperialist movement to securitize Turkey – the act of rejecting Western intervention through the plan is a metaphor for rejecting Western securitization

Bilgin 08 (Pinar, Department of IR @ Bilkent U in Turkey, “Thinking Past “Western” IR?” Third World Quarterly, 29: 1, 5 — 23//dml)
The third international dimension to Turkey’s turn to secularism emerges through a reading of Turkey’s project of modernisation and of ‘gaining respect in the eyes of the civilised world’ as part of a solution to a security problem. As with Ottoman attempts at Westernisation, Turkey’s grand project of Westernisation is almost always explained as an attempt to achieve the level of and/or join ‘contemporary civilisation’. In such explanations, the ‘international’ dimension is acknowledged, but it is represented either as a ‘lifestyle choice’ or as a purely instrumental move to prevent military decline. However, both the Ottoman and Turkish Westernisations were more than that. They were [was an] attempts to become a member of ‘contemporary civilisation’ not only to provide an end to battlefield losses but also to remove the ground for ‘European’ interventions and claims to the right to rule the ‘uncivilised’. Postcolonial movements around the world have had to fight not only the forces but also the culture of imperialism,67 for the latter allowed the former to occur. The culture of imperialism, together with an Orientalist mindset,68 provided the basis for the ‘West’s claim to enjoy ‘the right to better rule’ ‘non-Western’ peoples. It was on the basis of such claims that ‘European’ actors had interfered numerous times in the affairs of the Ottoman Empire.69 Viewed as such, Turkey’s turn to secularism, as the centrepiece of the project of Westernisation, could be considered as a part of a strategy adopted by the leaders of the revolutionary movement to cope with a specific security problem—a strategy of seeking to become ‘similar’ in a world that was perceived to be not-so-hospitable to ‘difference’.
A2: Security (Aff Specific)

Perm – do the plan and all non-competitive parts of the alternative.  The criticism alone is useless – merely discussing our representations can’t actually change anything – material action is needed.

Jarvis 2000 (Darryl, Associate prof of IR @ Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline pg 198//dml)
I am, of course, being flippant. Yet we do have a right to ask such questions of subversive postmodernists if only because they portend to a moral highground, to insights otherwise denied realists, modernists, positivists, and mainstream international relations scholars. We have every right to ask, for example, how subversive postmodern theory speaks to the practical problems endemic to international relations, to the actors and players who constitute the practices of world politics, or how literary devices and deconstructive readings help us better picture world society. My point, of course, is much the same as Robin Brown’s, that textual analysis and deconstruction does not, and cannot, speak to such problems other than to detect the limits of a particular “text by identifying origins, assumptions, and silences.” What it cannot do, however, is deal with the practical problem of international relations.” Similarly, Hoffman too gives no answers to these questions save this justification for the turn to interpretivism. “This move,” he writes, “connects international relations, both as a practice and a discipline, with similar developments within social and political theory and within the humanities,” But what justification or rationale is this? So we are now doing what literary theorists do: ruminating over international theory as if such were the verses of lyricists written for the pleasures of reading and consumed only for their wit and romance. But there is a difference between the concerns and interests of, say, English departments and those of departments of Political Science or International Relations. Where literary criticism delights in the ethereal play of words and has as its epistemic basis the belief that “one reads for pleasure,” politics dabbles in the material, distributive, punitive play of power whose consequences effect much more than a sensibility committed to reading fiction. Why should we assume that tools developed in English departments are useful to theorists of international relations? Why should we take heed of the writings of Jacques Derrida who never once addressed issues of international relations, but from whom postmodernists now claim a wisdom which they insist is reason enough to dispense with past theory and begin anew our theoretical and disciplinary enterprise?

A2: Technostrategic Discourse

Turn – using nuclear discourse in the context of disarmament is a response to a realization of the effects of nuclear war – the need for the plan means the K is non-unique 

Krieger 07 (David, President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, “Responsibility In An Era Of Consequences,” accessed at http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2007/05/17_krieger_Responsibility_In_An_Era.htm on 6/28/10//dml)
We are challenged to consider what we are individually and collectively doing not only to radically undermine our present world through war and its preparation, resource depletion, pollution and global warming, but also the effects of what we are doing upon future generations. Those of us alive now have the responsibility to pass the world on intact to the next generation, and to assure that our actions do not foreclose the future. The Hamburg Call to Action is a great document and I urge you to read and reflect upon it. But I draw your attention specifically to the section on nuclear weapons: “Nuclear weapons remain humanity’s most immediate catastrophic threat. These weapons would destroy cities, countries, civilization and possibly humanity itself. The danger posed by nuclear weapons in any hands must be confronted directly and urgently through a new initiative for the elimination of these instruments of annihilation.” With this in mind, we should unite in demanding the abolition of these weapons – eliminating the weapons before they eliminate us. There is much to be done in this regard, most important being the negotiation of a new treaty for the phased, verifiable and irreversible elimination of all nuclear arsenals, as required by the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. While these negotiations are in progress, there is much to be done to lower the level of reliance on nuclear weapons and to safeguard nuclear materials, including taking deployed nuclear weapons off high-alert status, ceasing all nuclear weapons tests and ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and implementing strategies to bring all weapons-grade fissionable materials and the technologies to create them under strict international control. We must also withdraw our support from any programs that seek to maintain nuclear arsenals into the future. A prime example is the Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) program now being developed at the US nuclear weapons laboratories. This is but one example of a dangerous weapons program unworthy of our humanity. Rather than continuing the nuclear arms race, largely with itself, while ignoring its obligations under international law for nuclear disarmament, the United States must take a leadership role in ending the nuclear weapons threat to humanity. This is only likely to happen if US citizens demand such action from their government. At the University of California, students are challenging the University’s management and supposed oversight of the US nuclear weapons laboratories. They are saying, in effect, “Enough is enough. It is time for the University to stop providing a fig leaf of respectability to nuclear weapons laboratories engaged in a dangerous continuation of the nuclear threat to humanity.” The students are a voice from the future that is with us today. It is their future, and they are demanding nuclear sanity. They deserve our support as they speak out and confront the University of California Regents, political appointees who seem content to promote any nuclear weapons program proposed by the nuclear labs. The Hamburg Call to Action challenges each of us to change our way of thinking, and to engage in meaningful actions to assure the future. The time for global sanity has arrived – none too soon. 

Cohn’s feminist criticism fails – it has no specific alternative, which is necessary to solve

Caprioli 04 (Mary, Department of Pol Sci @ U of Tennessee, “Feminist IR and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis,” International Studies Review (2004) 6, 253–269//dml)
If researchers cannot add gender to an analysis, then they must necessarily use a purely female-centered analysis, even though the utility of using a purely female centered analysis seems equally biased. Such research would merely be gendercentric based on women rather than men, and it would thereby provide an equally biased account of international relations as those that are male-centric. Although one might speculate that having research done from the two opposing worldviews might more fully explain international relations, surely an integrated approach would offer a more comprehensive analysis of world affairs. Beyond a female-centric analysis, some scholars (for example, Carver 2002) argue that feminist research must offer a critique of gender as a set of power relations. Gender categories, however, do exist and have very real implications for individuals, social relations, and international affairs. Critiquing the social construction of gender is important, but it fails to provide new theories of international relations or to address the implications of gender for what happens in the world. Sylvester (2002a) has wondered aloud whether feminist research should be focused primarily on critique, warning that feminists should avoid an exclusive focus on highlighting anomalies, for such a focus does not add to feminist IR theories.
A2: Technostrategic Discourse

Cohn’s feminist criticism fails in its attempts to break down totalizing discourse because it recreates new hierarchies.

Caprioli 04 (Mary, Department of Pol Sci @ U of Tennessee, “Feminist IR and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis,” International Studies Review (2004) 6, 253–269//dml)
Ironically, by excluding quantitative feminist IR scholarship, conventional feminists are creating hierarchies within a field that is focused on rejecting and deconstructing hierarchies. Moreover, the rejection of such research seems to be accentuated within the subfield of feminist IR scholars. Perhaps the heightened antipathy toward feminist quantitative research has arisen because quantitative methodology has gained such wide support within the general field of international relations. The subfield of feminist IR scholarship might be considered the last safe haven within international relations for qualitative work. This rejection is not the case for feminist Americanists, who are permitted greater flexibility in their choice of valid research tools. This flexibility does not preclude feminist Americanists from using quantitative methods (see, for example, Welch and Comer 1975, 2001; Welch and Hibbing 1992; Thomas 1994). Indeed, Sue Thomas was praised for measuring the impact of gender on behavior in national legislatures.

Cohn concedes – it’s impossible to fully eliminate language issues and there are more practical questions to focus on, meaning the alt doesn’t solve

Cohn 87 (Carol, Director of the Consortium on Gender, “Security and Human Rights, Slick 'Ems, Glick 'Ems, Christmas Trees, and Cookie Cutters: Nuclear Language and How We Learned to Pat the Bomb,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, June 1987, Google Books//dml)
THE LANGUAGE ISSUES do not disappear. The seductions of learning and using it remain great, and as the pleasures deepen, so do the dangers. The activity of trying to out-reason nuclear strategists in their own games gets you thinking inside their rules, tacitly accepting the unspoken assumptions of their paradigms. Yet the issues of language have now become somewhat less central to me, and my new questions, while still not precisely the questions of an insider, are questions I could not have had without being inside. Many of them are more practical: Which individuals and institutions are actually responsible for the endless "modernization" and proliferation of nuclear weaponry, and what do they gain from it? What role does technostrategic rationality play in their thinking? What would a reasonable, genuinely defensive policy look like? Others are more philosophical, having to do with the nature of the "realism" claimed for the defense intellectuals' mode of thinking and the grounds upon which it can be shown to be spurious. What would an alternative rationality look like? My own move away from a focus on the language is quite typical. Other recent entrants into this world have commented that the cold-blooded, abstract discussions are most striking at first, within a short time you get past them and come to see the language itself is not the problem.
Spanos Link Turn

Turn – placing nuclear weapons in Turkey is merely a relic of the Cold War that reinforces imperialistic ideas.

Spanos 08 (William V, Professor of English and Comp Lit @ Binghamton, from Eis Tin Polis: Istanbul, December 1969 from Boundary 2, Spring 2008, accessed at http://boundary2.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/35/1/127.pdf//dml)
But it was only when he asked me what I thought of the present dictatorship in Greece that the conversation became animated. I told him, not unaware of the extremely visible role of the army in modern Turkish political life, that I deplored the military regime and the brutal means by which it was maintaining its power in Greece, and, I added, recalling his ambiguous remarks on that first night, I was deeply disturbed by my country’s self-serving support of the regime. I didn’t know how Turks felt about it, I said, but, to me—and to a lot of my Greek students at the University of Athens—the United States’ intervention in this critical part of the world between East and West, which its leaders represented as aiding underdeveloped countries like Greece and Turkey to develop their rich cultural and economic potential, was a cold war strategy, a colonial geopolitics that was, in fact, the continuation of the earlier imperialism of European nations, especially Great Britain and France, by other, more invisible, means. In response, my friend—and at this point the rest of the company began to partake of our discussion—said that many Turks, especially the university teachers and students, felt the same way about the United States’ involvement in the politics of Turkey, but most of them were communists. He too, he admitted, didn’t like the way the Turkish government under Süleyman Demirel was backing some extremist right-wing groups and censoring the Left and even imprisoning its leaders. But, he asked, did it have any other recourse? This political instability, which was inspired by the communists, was paralyzing the country, and it was the ordinary Turkish citizen, like he and his friends, who were suffering for it. He didn’t want the United States to interfere in the political affairs of his country, but he also felt that Turkey needed its economic support to help ameliorate the conditions that bred the excesses of the communist agitators. Then, as I was anticipating, he added, “Most of all, we want peace and quiet in Turkey.” That familiar phrase in the midst of ambiguities! I hesitated, out of respect for the occasion, to remind him that it was exactly the sentiment of many ordinary Greeks I had spoken with—my cousin-in-law in Athens, for example—and that it had become the slogan of the ruthless Greek dictatorship. But throwing all caution to the wind, I did anyway. He was taken aback by the analogy, but he rejected it, asserting that the social conditions in Turkey were not the same as they were in Greece. The Turkish leaders, he said, were working toward the Westernization of a country that was still Oriental. To accomplish this very difficult but worthwhile task, they had sometimes to suppress dissent, especially that which was inspired by the Soviet Union. Greece, on the other hand, had been Westernized a long time ago, at least since its civil war. The dictatorship could not be justified, and its repression of opposition served no positive purpose. Beside, he added, the Greek dictators had another motive. They were nationalist extremists who wanted to extend Greece’s power in the Mediterranean at the expense of Turkey. Greece had always, ever since the fall of Constantinople, wanted to take back the land it had lost to the Ottomans—he was referring to the Megali Idea that had burst into possibility in the aftermath of the European Allies’ defeat of Turkey in World War I—but that land had been yielded five hundred years ago, and everything had changed since then. Turkey was a sovereign state now, thanks to the efforts of Atatürk and his followers. But the Greek dictators didn’t accept that basic historical reality. They still thought that Anatolia (Asia Minor) belonged to Greece, even though that question had been decisively settled when the Turkish Army, under Atatürk and İsmet İnönü defeated the invading Greek army in 1922. That’s why, for example, they were at that very moment trying to stir up the Greek Cypriots into demanding union with Greece—Ekrem used the Greek slogan Enosis (union), suggesting to me what a burning issue Cyprus was for him and his countrymen—despite the fact that one-fourth of the population was a repressed Turkish minority. Cyprus, he said with conviction, should remain an independent country, but if the Greek dictators succeeded in annexing it to Greece, the Turkish minority would suffer more than it did under the present Greek-Cypriot majority. As much as he was opposed to a Turkish invasion of Cyprus, he felt that it was his country’s responsibility to save the Turkish minority from that fate. 
A2: Withdrawal ↓ Hegemony

Everybody supports withdrawal of the TNWs

Mutzenich, Vankrunklesven & Kolesnikov 08 (Last Updated 6/25/8 Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe? Dr. Rolf Mützenich MdB, SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament Patrik Vankrunklesven MP Belgium, PNND Council Member Sergei Kolesnikov, Member of the Russian Duma, PNND Council Member http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf)

The retired NATO military officials will be unlikely to quell the growing public support for complete removal of US weapons. A Spiegel poll in 2005 indicated that 76% of Germans were in favour of withdrawal while 18% were not. This sentiment was matched in parliament: Russia has indicated some willingness to consider further reducing their tactical weapons stockpile, for example by abstaining on a 2002 resolution at the United Nations General Assembly on the issue (France, the U.K. and U.S. voted against). However, this position has hardened since 2003. The 2006 Russian White Paper on Defence makes no mention of Russian tactical weapons, but instead criticizes US deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on foreign soil (in NATO countries). It is likely that the US plans for forward deployment of Ballistic Missile Defences in former Eastern Bloc countries – the Czech Republic and Poland – have also contributed to this hardening attitude.  Similar numbers were reflected in a 2006 Greenpeace poll which found that 69% of citizens in nuclear deployment States supported a nuclear weapons free Europe. This included 88% in Turkey, 71% in Italy, 71% in Germany, 65% in Belgium and 63% in Netherlands, and 56% in Britain.  

[If you need more, just add the TNWs not key to deterrence cards]
A2: TNWs Good (General)

TNWs are highly vulnerable to theft for multiple reasons – even without nuclear detonation, they can still kill millions

CND 05 (US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe October 2005 Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament) 

TNW are more vulnerable than strategic nuclear weapons to terrorist acquisition, because of their generally smaller size, greater numbers, wide distribution, lack of monitoring in many areas, and ease of use (because they usually have less sophisticated locking and safeguard technology). They are considered as ‘low yield’ weapons, with a variable explosive force between 0.1 kilotons and 1 megaton; the US B61s have a variable yield between 0.3 and 170 kilotons. The Hiroshima bomb had a yield of about 12 kilotons. Thus, TNW can cause enormous damage, death and radiation contamination, and ‘low yield’ has to be seen as a purely military/technical term. Moreover, even without a nuclear detonation, TNW detonated by impact (for example, in a road or air accident, or deliberately) can cause extremely serious damage by dispersal of highly toxic fine particles of plutonium.

Proliferation causes nuclear war – preventative wars, damaged relations, and mass destruction

Quester, 2000 (George Quester, Professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, “The Unavoidable Importance of Nuclear Weapons,” Alternative Nuclear Futures, 2000, p. 33)

One might imagine some ways in which the proliferation and wider deploy​ment of nuclear weapons may decrease the risks of war, as nuclear deterrence reinforces conventional defenses that might have been insufficient. But one can also generate scenarios where the reverse would hold true, as the tempta​tions of first-strike and pre-emption were revived in local confrontations, the temptations that so much worried the world in the earlier Soviet—American confrontations of ‘bomber gaps’ and ‘missile gaps.’ The outside world, and the countries directly within a region, will have to be very nervous about the transition periods where countries are coming into the possession of such weapons, and can deploy only rudimentary delivery systems, thus tempting an adversary to strike first in a preventive war. If the impact of nuclear proliferation on the likelihood of war might thus be mixed, the impact on the destructiveness of war will most probably be horrendous, as millions are killed in short bursts of warfare, rather than thousands. The spread of nuclear weapons to any large number of separate countries increases the chances of their coming into use, simply because they are embedded in the military forces that are committed to conflict, and come to be treated as ‘just another weapon but with potentially horrible results where the targets are the cities of south Asia or the Middle East. And yet another possibility, of course, is that a relatively irrational or actually crazy ruler would come into command of one of these arsenals, someone indiffer​ent to the nuclear or other retaliation that his country would suffer, someone thus capriciously launching a local nuclear holocaust. Turning to the burdens in peacetime of being prepared for war, the spread of nuclear weapons can also poison the political relations in pairs of coun​tries. Consider the normal relations of Brazil and Argentina today, as com​pared with what those relations might have become if each had acquired a nuclear arsenal, amid all the calculations and discussions of what each could do to the other’s cities.

A2: TNWs Good (General)

TNWs promote a hair-trigger posture, making accidental nuclear launch and escalation inevitable

Sokov 97 (Dr. Nikolai Sokov: Ph.D. in Political Science and fellow at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the Monterey Institute of International Studies. "TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS ELIMINATION: NEXT STEP FOR ARMS CONTROL." Nonproliferation Review (1997): 21.

 Effective deterrence hinges on an ability and willingness to use nuclear weapons or, at least, upon the perception of the other side that nuclear weapons would be used in case of an attack. This principle applies differently to strategic and not-strategic nuclear weapons. Strategic weapons are much less vulnerable and thus are suitable for a second strike: the deterring side has the luxury of waiting some time after the aggression takes place, determining the goals of the attacker and the scale of hostilities, and only then retaliating. By contrast, because TNW are deployed close to the potential front line, they are highly vulnerable and not as reliably controlled. To convince the other side of readiness and ability to use these weapons, the deterring side must deploy TNW in the field in a ready-for-combat mode (or, at least, to have a proven, demonstrated capability to deploy them with troops in a crisis periods). It must also pre delegate the authority to use TNW to field commanders. No matter how limited hostile action is, TNW have to be used quickly, or they might be lost to a first strike by the other side. Deployment of TNW, therefore, results in a hair-trigger posture, under which a mistake or an over-reaction by a local commander might start a nuclear war in a situation where a limited response or even diplomatic efforts could have saved the day. Even worse, the deployment of TNW to combat units in a time of crisis represents, by itself, a move that could be easily misread by the other side. Instead of deterring an attack, TNW could provoke it. But even that does not represent the complete list of dangerous possibilities: the vulnerability of TNW might make a preemptive strike and attractive option under the “use them or lose them” principle.

A2: TNWs Good (General)

Lightning strikes could cause the weapons to explode

Kristensen 05 (US Nuclear Weapons in Europe Hans M Kristensen Natural Resources Defence Council February 2005)
The potential consequence of lightning striking a nuclear weapon or the Protective Aircraft Shelter where it was located could, under certain conditions, increase the risk of a nuclear detonation. The major concern had to do with a lightning strike when a weapon was in a disassembled state during maintenance and did not have the protection from high voltage that is inherent in an assembled weapon. There was uncertainty as to whether the hardened aircraft shelter construction would provide an adequate “Faraday cage” to protect operations during lightning storms. According to the F-15E and F-16C/D Operational Safety Review from April 1997: “It cannot be assured that the B61 meets military characteristics (MC) requirements in abnormal environments when the electrical regions are breached and the nuclear systems remain functional. Under these conditions, nuclear detonation may occur  if energy capable of initiating the nuclear system is present.”157 This was a startling discovery. Weapons Maintenance Trucks (WMT) regularly visited the aircraft shelters to partially disassemble B61 weapons for maintenance and inspection. The safety review concluded that these operations created, under certain conditions, a risk of nuclear detonation.

Regular military exercises risk detonating TNWs

CND 05 (US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe October 2005 Campaign for Nuclear Disarmamenthttp://www.cnduk.org/pages/binfo/nato2005.pdf.)
CND is very conscious of the danger of accidental detonation, nuclear or otherwise. There were two major nuclear weapons accidents at Lakenheath, in 1956 and 1961 (both kept secret for about 30 years). They did not result in nuclear catastrophe but were fearsome near-misses. In 2003, the US and UK military conducted an exercise, ‘Dimming Sun’, in Norfolk (quite near Lakenheath), involving over 1,000 police, local government, hospital, ambulance and service personnel. The scenario for this exercise was a US Air Force plane crashing with nuclear weapons on board. If the authorities are sufficiently worried about a TNW accident to mount this event (costing several million of dollars), so indeed should we be. And it is not reassuring to learn that in 2003 the pass rate for Air Force Nuclear Surety Inspections hit an all-time low, when only half of the inspections resulted in a pass.2

A2: TNWs Good (General)

TNW terrorist attack would be devastating. 

NTR, 2008 [Nuclear Threat Reduction, “TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” http://www.veteransforamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/01/6-tacnukes.pdf] 

A: Tactical nuclear weapons can have an explosive yield of between 0.1 and 1,000 kilotons. In comparison, the bomb that was dropped on Hiroshima was only 12.5 kilotons, while the bomb that destroyed the Federal Building in Oklahoma City was only 0.002 kilotons. Due to their smaller size and portability, they are particularly attractive to terrorists. Their use in an urban area would far outstrip the damage inflicted on September 11.
A2: TNWS Good (Russia)

Either Russia is going to launch TNWs and risk international security to compensate for a deteriorated conventional force, they will have an accidental or unauthorized launch, or there will be vast proliferation of TNWs

Arbman and Thornton, 05 (Gunnar Arbman and Charles Thornton, Swedish Defense Research Agents, “Russia’s Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Part I Background and Policy Issues.” February 2005. http://www.foi.se/upload/english/reports/foi-russias-tactical-nuclear-w2.pdf) AV

But there is a paradox in Russia’s military decline: the deterioration of its conventional forces means Russia must rely more heavily on its TNWs; and yet, the deteriorated state of the military’s morale, readiness, and reliability means that there is an increased internal threat of the accidental or unauthorized launch, or the proliferation of a nuclear weapon. The troops associated with TNW safety, security, transportation, and storage cannot be completely isolated from the general decline of Russia’s military complex. There are, after all, a finite number of “elite” troops available, and the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF) and several other services likely take priority. This discussion leads to the conclusion that Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons pose a challenge for regional and international security. Russia’s vast landmass brings it into contact with regions stretching from Northeast Asia to Central Asia to Europe. As recently as November 2004, Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov admitted that the Russian military is not battle-worthy.9 President Putin coincidentally asserted an active and priority nuclear modernization effort. Although his comments were widely attributed to developments in strategic missiles, his statement did not specify any particular category of weapon.10 In any case, Russia clearly will rely on its nuclear arsenal generally, and its tactical nuclear forces specifically, for the foreseeable future in order to ensure its security. We therefore offer our assessments on the status, operations, and other technical issues surrounding Russia’s stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons.

TNWs located in Russia are easily illegally obtained-Risks proliferation, radiation, and severe economic drawback

Arbman and Thornton, 05 (Gunnar Arbman and Charles Thornton, Swedish Defense Research Agents, “Russia’s Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Part II: Technical Issues and Policy Recommendations.” February 2005. http://www.foi.se/upload/english/reports/foi-russias-tactical-nuclear-w2.pdf) AV

Other types of scenarios are based on the possibility that a TNW could be illegally obtained one way or another by some non-state actor, transferred to and then exploded on non-Russian territory. And even if an illegally obtained TNW cannot be exploded in an unauthorized way so that all of its nuclear energy is released, radioactive material such as plutonium could be extracted from such a weapon for subsequent use in a dirty bomb or, less likely, an improvised nuclear device of some type. A low-intensity gamma-emitting substance such as weapon grade plutonium reduces the radiation risks for the perpetrators in making, handling, and exploding a dirty bomb compared to using some high intensity gamma-emitting radioactive material. Furthermore, some vitally important area (a major airport, an important communication center, etc.) contaminated with an alpha-emitting material such as plutonium will cause a severe economic drawback to any country, due to the high costs of shutting down vital facilities and decontaminating them to safe levels. Evaluating the risks that a TNW can be illegally obtained in Russia presents a formidable methodological problem due to an absence of transparency.

A2: TNWS Good (Russia)

Russian TNWs are super vulnerable 

Pomper, Potter and Sokov, 09 [Miles A, William, and Nikolai, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” December]
Safety and Security Concerns TNW remains a category of nuclear weapons that is particularly vulnerable to illegal acquisition, theft, or other forms of loss of control by proper authorities. Tactical nuclear weapons - as well as warheads for air-launched strategic weapons (bombs and long-range air-launched cruise missiles, or ALCMs) - are inherently more vulnerable because they are kept at storage facilities. In contrast, the bulk of warheads for ICBMs and SLBMs are permanently mated to delivery vehicles and remain inside silos and submarines (which come with their own built-in defenses of personnel and security systems). In addition, there exist procedures for release of TNW to troops on short notice, which presuppose shortcuts in security procedures. These dangers are usually associated with the Russian TNW arsenal, which is only natural given its size and the well-known security problems it experienced in the 1990s. However the recent Minot incident in the United States, when warheads for ALCMs were unwittingly transported across the country due to a mistake of low-level personnel, demonstrates that this problem is shared by this entire class of nuclear weapons. Without prejudice to measures such as upgrades to storage facilities and improvement of security procedures, the only reliable way to reduce the danger of unauthorized access and acquisition of nuclear weapons is to reduce the number of weapons: the smaller the stockpile, the more efficient the security procedures and the smaller chance of loss of control. In this regard, reduction of the Russian TNWs certainly remains a high priority
A2: TNWS Good (Iran)

Iran’s nuclear program has already violated terms of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty: Continued proliferation guarantees Israeli conflict

Calabresi, 03. (Massimo Calabresi, author for Time magazine, “Iran’s Nuclear Threat.” March 8th, 2003. http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,430649,00.html) AV

Iran announced last week that it intends to activate a uranium conversion facility near Isfahan (under IAEA safeguards), a step that produces the uranium hexafluoride gas used in the enrichment process. Sources tell Time the IAEA has concluded that Iran actually introduced uranium hexafluoride gas into some centrifuges at an undisclosed location to test their ability to work. That would be a blatant violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to which Iran is a signatory. The IAEA declined to comment. A senior State department official said he believed El Baradei was trying to resolve the issue behind the scenes before going public. But experts say the new discoveries are very serious and should be handled in public. "If Iran were found to have an operating centrifuge, it would be a direct violation [of the non-proliferation treaty] and is something that would need immediately to be referred to the United Nations Security Council for action," says Jon Wolfstahl of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Iran insists that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes and told elBaradei that Tehran intends to bring all of its programs under IAEA safeguards. U.S. officials have said repeatedly they believe Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons. The new discoveries could destabilize a region already dangerously on edge in anticipation of war in Iraq. Israel — which destroyed an Iraqi nuclear plant in Osirak in a 1981 raid — is deeply alarmed by the developments. "It's a huge concern," says one Israeli official. "Iran is a regime that denies Israel's right to exist in any borders and is a principal sponsor of Hezbollah. If that regime were able to achieve a nuclear potential it would be extremely dangerous." Israel will not take the "Osirak option" off the table, the official says, but "would prefer that this issue be solved in other ways." 

An Israeli strike results in 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. 

***NEGATIVE

NATO DA 1NC

Removing the NATO tactical weapons would be enough to splinter the organization between newer members- former Soviet satellites- and the older members.

Landler 4/23

The International Herald Tribune April 23, 2010 Friday U.S. to resist NATO push to remove tactical arms MARK LANDLER 

diplomatic correspondent of The New York Times, based in Washington. He has reported for The Times from 46 countries on five continents, ranging from Afghanistan to Iceland. Prior to taking up his post in January 2009, Mark was a foreign correspondent for 10 years, serving as European economic correspondent in Frankfurt, from 2002 to 2008, and as Hong Kong bureau chief, from 1998 t0 2002. He joined The Times in 1995 as a reporter in Business Day. From 1990 to 1995, he was a reporter and editor at Business Week magazine. He began his career at The Times in 1987 as a copy boy. Mark is a 1987 graduate of Georgetown University, and was a Reuter Fellow at Oxford in 1997 http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/ [lexis]

Fresh off signing a strategic nuclear arms deal with Russia, the United States is parrying a push by NATO allies to withdraw its aging stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. At a meeting of foreign ministers of NATO countries here, Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and other countries were prodding the United States to begin negotiations with Russia for steep reductions in so-called nonstrategic weapons - mostly aerial bombs which, in the case of the United States, are stored in underground vaults on air bases in five NATO countries. But Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton was expected to urge caution in remarks to the ministers on Thursday. A senior American official said she was to underscore the need for NATO to maintain a deterrent capability and the need for the alliance to act together on this issue. The Obama administration is also pushing for NATO to embrace the American missile-defense system in Eastern Europe as a core mission of the alliance. Some officials worry that the debate over tactical nuclear weapons, if not properly handled, could splinter the alliance - pitting longtime NATO members against newer members like Turkey and the former Soviet satellites, which are more reluctant to push for the removal of these weapons. The meeting comes at a time when NATO's 28 members are rethinking much of the rationale for this Cold War alliance. The United States, for its part, is pushing to streamline NATO's bureaucracy and make it more responsive to threats in places like Afghanistan.
Turkey is key.

Bell & Loehrke 11/23/9 

The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey BY ALEXANDRA BELL AND BENJAMIN LOEHRKE | 23 NOVEMBER 2009 http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey
Four years later, some U.S. and European officials still maintain that the political value of the nuclear weapons is enough to keep them deployed across Europe. In particular, they argue PDF that the weapons are "an essential political and military link" between NATO members and help maintain alliance cohesion. The Defense Department's 2008 report PDF on nuclear weapons management concurred: "As long as our allies value [the nuclear weapons'] political contribution, the United States is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability." Those who hold this view believe that nuclear sharing is both symbolic of alliance cohesion and a demonstration of how the United States and NATO have committed to defending each other in the event of an attack. They argue that removing the weapons would dangerously undermine such cohesion and raise questions about how committed Washington is to its NATO allies. But NATO's post-Cold War struggles with cohesion are a result of far more than disagreement over tactical nuclear deployments. NATO has given Turkey plenty of reasons to doubt its members' commitment to Ankara on several recent occasions. For example, before both Iraq wars, some NATO members hesitated to provide Turkey with air defenses or to assist it with displaced persons who had fled into its territory. Moreover, Turkey, which values NATO as a direct connection to Washington, witnessed the United States completely ignore its vehement opposition to the most recent Iraq War. Additionally, Ankara is dismayed by the reluctance of some of its NATO allies to label the Kurdistan Workers' Party, which has caused violent chaos along the Turkish border, as a terrorist organization.

NATO DA 1NC

The dilapidation of NATO shatters global economic structures and seriously threatens international security and agriculture.

Ahmed 11/25/9

Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed uthor and political scientist specialising in interdisciplinary security studies. He teaches International Relations at the School of Social Sciences and Cultural Studies, University of Sussex, Brighton, where he recently completed Doctoral research on European imperial genocides from the 15th to the 19th centuries. http://www.mediamonitors.net/mosaddeq12.html 11/25/9

For this reason, according to Robert J. Art - a research associate at the Olin Institute at Harvard, and Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University - America’s “overarching stake” in Europe consists partly of “the valuable investment the United States has to protect [which] is the politico-economic cohesion of Western Europe”, the objective being to “produce an outward-looking, liberal trading community, not an inward-looking protectionist one”,[65] thus maintaining the integration of the whole of Europe under the “stability” a US-dominated international economic system. It is in this context that we may note the particular objective of eradicating socialism in the Balkans and throughout the region in general, to enforce and secure US corporate economic interests.[66] The inseparable linkage between US/Western militarism and US/Western corporate economic interests is thus absolutely clear.[67] One high-ranking and experienced Western European diplomat put it succintly: “The United States presence in Europe is crucial. The role of the United States goes beyond balancing the Soviet Union. The United States keeps our national rivalries down. We are now faced with the emergence of a friendly local superpower - Germany. Our chances of succeeding are greater if the United States stays. If it goes, however, the effects will be felt way beyond the security field - in GATT, agriculture, and so forth. If NATO breaks up, our economic structures are threatened also.”[68] By strengthening NATO and expanding US military hegemony over Europe through NATO, not only does the US manage to prevent the arisal of an independent European security apparatus that may rival NATO, but furthermore, all European nations become subordinate within the US-dominated NATO alliance, thus once more eliminating the possibility of any significant rivalry. In this way, US economic hegemony is maintained within the global “economic structures” of the international system, protected under a military hegemony dominated by American leadership.

Without NATO, free Europe doesn’t exist. Enemies from the East would move in for the attack, and the world would be plunged into global war.

Steingart 10/20/06

Spiegel Online 10/20/6 Gabor Steingart chief editor of Handelsblatt, Germany's leading economic newspaper. http://www.spiegel.de/international/0,1518,443306,00.html

For 50 years it was a highly controversial institution. Today, though, every schoolchild knows that without the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, free Europe wouldn't exist. If the Western alliance hadn’t ostentatiously demonstrated its power -- with its fighter jets, tank divisions and continually updated weaponry -- Soviet communism would have expanded westward instead of imploding as it did. By the end of the Cold War, even NATO’s fiercest critics had learned their lesson: The dove of peace could only survive because the hawk was ready on his perch. The world war for wealth calls for a different, but every bit as contradictory, solution. Alas, once again many lack the imagination to see that the aims of our economic opponents are far from peaceful. Yet what sets this situation apart from what we usually call a conflict -- what paralyzes the West -- is how quietly the enemy is advancing. The two camps are divided between Europe and America on the one side and Asia on the other. But so far there has been no shouting, no bluster and no shooting. Nor have there been any threats, demands or accusations. On the contrary, there is an atmosphere of complete amiability wherever our politicians and business executives might travel in Asia. At airports in Beijing, Jakarta, Singapore and New Delhi red carpets lie ready, Western national anthems can be played flawlessly on cue -- and they even parry Western complaints about intellectual property theft, environmental damage and human rights abuses with a polite patience that can only be admired. The Asians are the friendliest conquerors the world has ever seen 
XT: Link

Removing weapons will destroy NATO from the inside out

Podvig 2/25

What to do about tactical nuclear weapons BY PAVEL PODVIG | 25 FEBRUARY 2010 

Pavel Podvig is a researcher at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University. Before coming to Stanford in 2004, he worked at the Center for Arms Control Studies at the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology (MIPT), which was the first independent research organization in Russia dedicated to analysis of technical issues related to arms control and disarmament. In Moscow, Podvig was the leader of a major research project and the editor of the book Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces (MIT Press, 2001). In recognition of his work in Russia, the American Physical Society awarded Podvig the Leo Szilard Lectureship Award of 2008

http://thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/pavel-podvig/what-to-do-about-tactical-nuclear-weapons
Nonetheless, there are still influential players who want the weapons to remain in Europe. Their key argument is that if the U.S. nuclear weapons are removed, NATO members would no longer trust Washington’s commitment to protecting Europe. Such a move, the argument goes, will lead to all kinds of negative consequences–from triggering “a corrosive internal debate” within NATO to Turkey deciding to pursue its own nuclear weapon capability.

XT: Turkey doesn’t like the plan

Turkish officials don’t want the TNWs pulled out of Turkey- they feel they are a political asset

Turkish Daily News 8

In addition to the resources of Hürriyet, Doğan Group newspapers and the 600-member team of Doğan News Agency which we use through translation, we have our own staff of more than 50 reporters and editors. We maintain fulltime bureaus in Ankara, Antalya, İzmir and Washington, D.C. http://www.ingilizceforum.net/incirlik-becomes-major-host-for-american-nuclear-weapons-t-21898.html

Turkish officials, meanwhile, do not seem to complain much compared to other European countries that voice their uneasiness with America's storage of nuclear weapons in their territories. The issue was high on the agenda several years ago when the United States was trying to relocate its military bases, something that sparked tense discussions mainly on the European continent, home to a massive American troop presence remaining from the post-World War II era. Remaining silent in these discussions, Turkish officials admitted the existence of American nuclear weapons but said that it's an important asset for Turkey to preserve its strategic importance in the eyes of the U.S., which is Turkey's closest ally.

Turkey likes being included in NATOs umbrella of protection and likes the TNWs.

Bell 9

Alexandra Bell on August 25, 2009 at 10:17 am PDT Alexandra Bell is a Project Manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow. http://www.good.is/post/turkeys-nuclear-crossroads/

Turkey has a vastly superior military force and would not be directly threatened by Iran (a few people I spoke to flippantly noted that it was Israel who would be in trouble). Nevertheless, nations acquire nuclear weapons not only for security, but also for pride and prestige. Having a nuclear capability elevates a nation into an elite, if dubious, club. At the moment, Turkey seems alright with the status quo. It does not have a nuclear adversary, and in addition to being covered by NATO’s strategic security umbrella, it also houses an estimated 50 to 90 tactical nuclear weapons.Turkish officials were cagey about discussing these weapons. A former Air Force general, following what seemed to be the official line, denied that there were nuclear weapons in Turkey, saying they were removed at the end of the Cold War. This differed from the other officials I met, whose wink-wink references basically confirmed the presence of the nukes. They also hinted that the weapons would be critically important if a certain neighbor got the bomb. 

Turkey doesn’t want the U.S. to withdraw the TNWs- they still perceive a threat from Iran.

Kelleher & Warren 9

By Catherine M. Kelleher and Scott L. Warren 

Catherine M. Kelleher is a College Park Professor at the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and a senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University. During the Clinton administration, she was defense adviser to the U.S. mission to NATO and deputy assistant secretary of defense for Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia. She is a member of the Arms Control Association’s board of directors. Scott L. Warren is a recent graduate of Brown University, currently serving as executive director of the nonprofit Generation Citizen. 

October 2009 http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher
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]

Turkish Proliferation DA 1NC

Turkey will start building nuclear weapons if the U.S. removed the TNWs

The Washington Post 4/22

U.S. Urged to Remove Tactical Nukes in Europe Thursday, April 22, 2010 (http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100422_3466.php ) //DoeS
Belgian Foreign Ministry spokesman Patrick Deboeck said the alliance must be in full agreement on whatever is decided. "We think it is important to maintain the credibility of nuclear deterrence, but we also see the possibility to go further" on nuclear arms reductions, he said. "NATO has a role to play on tactical nuclear weapons." The Center for European Reform's Tomas Valasek said that some NATO members in Central Europe could see the removal of the U.S. gravity bombs as "a unilateral step taken by their big Western allies that puts Russia's concerns ahead of theirs ... so it will be a divisive question."

There are also concerns that such a pullout could lead Turkey to seek its own nuclear weapons as a hedge against potential nuclear arms held by other Middle Eastern states

A nuclear Turkey will provoke a militarized Cyprus and Greece, sparking nuclear conflict throughout the Middle East, Europe, pulling in Russia and going global.
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There have also been reports that Israel, the United States, and Turkey have been involved with a plan to bomb Iranian nuclear facilities. In 1996, Israeli Government Press Office head Uri Dromi said it had become a "working assumption" that a "Western-led coalition" will conduct a pre-emptive strike against Iran to stop its nuclear weapons program.[232]  One reported target was Iran's Neka nuclear plant, 100 miles north-east of Tehran on the Caspian Sea. According to Egyptian sources, the basis of the 1995 Israeli-Turkish military cooperation agreement may be plans for an air strike against Iran's nuclear facilities. Iran has already made counter-threats against the possible attacks.[233]  Another report claimed that Israeli pilots are training in Turkey's Central Anatolia region in preparation to bomb Iranian nuclear reactors and other nuclear weapons facilities.[234]  There has already been some reason for security concerns about a proposed nuclear plant at Akkuyu Bay. The plant would almost be within sight of the divided island of Cyprus. The Turkish ferry port to Cyprus isjust outside of Silifke. Cyprus has been divided for over 25 years, since Turkey invaded and occupied the northern third of island in 1974, following a coup engineered by the military junta that ruled Greece at the time. About 30,000 Turkish troops occupy the northern part of Cyprus, which declared itself an independent state in 1983, but is recognized only by Turkey. In January 1997, the Cypriot government announced that it would buy the Russian S-300  surface-to-air missile (SAM) system as a defence against Turkish air force incursions. The missiles have a range of about 150 km. Turkey, then under the leadership of Necmettin Erbakan of the Islamist Welfare Party, declared that it would consider a military strike against the placement of the missile launchers, and that it would attack ships carrying the missiles to Cyprus.[235]  Russia stated that it would consider attacks on its ships to be an act of war, and it would almost certainly initiate a regional war between Turkey and Greece, because of the defence pact between Greece and Cyprus. Turkish/Cypriot relations were already strained by four deaths in Cyprus in 1996. Exhibiting considerable statesmanship and restraint, following a December 1998 consultation between Greece and Cyprus, the Cypriot government of President Glafcos Clerides decided that it would abandon the proposed missile siting in Cyprus, and deploy them on the Greek island of Crete.[236]  In Turkey, the Cypriot decision was commonly seen as a 'victory' for the aggressive position that had been taken against the missile deployment. This  'victory' over Cyprus was a factor contributing to the victory of Bulent Ecevit and the strong showing of the nationalist MHP in the April 1999 election. Ecevit was Prime Minister of Turkey in 1974, when he ordered the invasion of Cyprus. The problem of Cyprus is far from resolved, and the presence of the Akkuyu nuclear plant will pose an additional aggravation and complicating factor if it is built. The plant would pose a tempting target to Turkey's hostile neighbours. Potential conflicts are not just with Greece and Cyprus, but with countries such as Iran, Iraq and Syria, all of whom may perceive a nuclear program in Turkey as a threat to their national security.
XT: Link

Removing TNWs from Turkey will cause Turkey to proliferate.

Reuters 4/21

Apr 21, 2010 - 23:05  NATO to debate future of nuclear arms in Europe By David Brunnstrom (http://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/news/international/NATO_to_debate_future_of_nuclear_arms_in_Europe.html?cid=8725114) //DoeS

Another key concern is that any move to remove NATO nuclear weapons could prompt Turkey to develop its own deterrent, given its worries about nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. NATO STRESSES COMMON APPROACH NATO aims to set out its nuclear stance in a new strategic vision due to be approved at a summit in Lisbon in November and stresses the need for a common approach. "No decision will be taken in Tallinn," NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said on Monday. "But I do think the principles of NATO's nuclear discussion are already clear: first that no ally will take unilateral decisions and second that as long as there are nuclear weapons in the world, NATO will need a nuclear deterrent."

If we pull the TNWs out of Turkey, Turkey will develop it’s own nuclear weapons.

IKV Pax Christi 5/12

US Tactical Nuclear Weapons in TURKEY http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/files/Documenten/Veiligheid%20en%20Ontwapening/Nucleaire%20ontwapening/TNW%20Italy%20and%20Turkey.pdf
Incirlik’s proximity to potential Middle-East  adversaries gives it an added geopolitical importance. While the TNW in other European countries have lost their military relevance, the Incirlik bombs could in deterrence logic still function as a deterrent. However, Turkish officials indicated in 2009 and 2010 that ‘Turkey would not insist’ that NATO retain a TNW arsenal in Turkey, and that that conventional NATO forces are sufficient to satisfy Ankara’s security requirements. Another rationale heard to support keeping TNW in Incirlik is that Turkey may develop its own nuclear arsenal if it feels it can no longer rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Indeed one official in November 2009 stated that Turkey would immediately arm itself with a bomb if Iran were to develop one.
Impact- Middle Eastern War

A nuclear Turkey will allow a nuclear PKK and nuclear war in the Middle East
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Terrorists do not need nuclear weapons if they can trigger a catastrophic radiation release by attacking a nuclear power plant. Security risks at a future nuclear power plant in Turkey are an extremely serious consideration for several reasons. Abdullah Ocalan, leader of the Kurdish Workers Party, PKK, has called off the armed struggle, but factions of the PKK and other organizations remain committed to fighting. Sabotage of energy infrastructure is already an established PKK tactic. On January 24, 1997, the PKK attacked the Mardin-Midyat oil pipeline, near the city of Mardin. After an explosion, the resulting fire was only controlled after 24 hours, and damage was estimated at $700,000 (US).[230]  The PKK and others have engaged in suicide attacks, which are extremely hard to defend against. The possibility that nuclear installations might contribute to nuclear weapons capability has already resulted in military attacks at these sites, and contributed significantly to the risk and escalation of conventional war in the Middle East. In 1981, Israel bombed the Osiraq reactor at Iraq's Tuwaitha nuclear research centre near Baghdad. The Osiraq reactor, purchased by Iraq in 1976 from France, was capable of irradiating uranium targets to produce plutonium for nuclear weapons. The Israeli bombing prevented start- up of the reactor. With its own nuclear weapons program put on hold as a result of the Israeli bombing, Iraq turned its attention to Iran's restart of its nuclear program which had originally begun under the Shah. On February 12 and March 4, 1985, Iraq launched air bombing raids of Iran's Bushehr nuclear power station, which was about 70% complete at the time. An earlier air raid had taken place  on March 24, 1984.[231]  

Conflict in the Middle East would pull in the U.S. & go global and nuclear.

Chossudovsky 6

The Dangers of a Middle East Nuclear War New Pentagon Doctrine: Mini-Nukes are "Safe for the Surrounding Civilian Population" by Michel Chossudovsky is Director of the Centre for Research on Globalization (CRG). He has taught as visiting professor at academic institutions in Western Europe, Latin America and Southeast Asia, has acted as economic adviser to governments of developing countries and has worked as a consultant for international organizations including the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the African Development Bank, the United Nations African Institute for Economic Development and Planning (AIEDEP), the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the International Labour Organization (ILO), the World Health Organisation (WHO), the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC). In 1999, Chossudovsky joined the Transnational Foundation for Peace and Future Research as an adviser.February 17, 2006 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1988) //DoeS
The preemptive nuclear doctrine (DJNO), which applies to Iran and North Korea calls for "offensive and defensive integration". It explicitly allows the preemptive use of thermonuclear weapons in conventional war theaters. In the showdown with Tehran over its alleged nuclear weapons program, these Pentagon "guidelines" would allow, subject to presidential approval,  for the launching of punitive bombings using "mini-nukes" or tactical thermonuclear weapons. While the "guidelines" do not exclude other (more deadly) categories of nukes in the US and/or Israeli nuclear arsenal, Pentagon "scenarios" in the Middle East are currently limited to the use of tactical nuclear weapons including the B61-11 bunker buster bomb. This particular version of the bunker buster is a thermonuclear bomb,  a so-called Nuclear Earth Penetrator or NEP. It is a Weapon of Mass Destruction in the real sense of the word. Its utilization by the US or Israel in the Middle East war theater would trigger a nuclear holocaust.

Impact- Earthquakes

Akkuyu would be built if Turkey proliferated, and would be used to produce nuclear bombs.
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Atomic Energy Authority (TAEK). In June 1998, TAEK submitted its annual report to the Turkish National Assembly / State-Owned Utilities Commission, following hard on the heals of the Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapons tests. Even in that context, the overt support for nuclear weapons development was astonishing, given the government's official opposition. The report was prepared under the leadership of former TAEK chairman Mehmet Ergin. The report stated, "Nuclear technology...makes the country honourable and powerful, and it allows the country to advance one step further because nuclear technology has scientific, technological, strategic and economic components."[330]  The report laments that Turkey has not made much progress in nuclear technology despite being one of the first countries to start work on it. TAEK goes on to express admiration for the achievements of India in its nuclear weapons program... "India constructed reprocessing plants by itself. Only a few countries have these plants that reprocess nuclear fuel, the transfer of which is strictly forbidden. In the last years, India has been in a race with developed countries. In addition to this, on the one hand it is aiming to double its nuclear power capacity, and on the other hand to continue to test atomic bombs and endeavouring to develop hydrogen bombs."[331]   The report also emphasized that since 1997, Turkey has started research and development on a domestic reactor design, as well as development of nuclear fuel facilities, including thorium fuel. Support for nuclear weapons continues to be expressed in Turkey's halls of power. In the minds of politicians, even at the cabinet level, there is clearly a link between nuclear power and nuclear weapons. In March 2000, Enis Oksuz, the Minister of Transport in the Ecevit coalition government was publicly attacking the critics of Akkuyu, as well as defending Turkey's development of nuclear weapons, as if it were simply a given. 
The plant at Akkuyu would be decimated by earthquakes in the region, causing a meltdown and “unimaginable disaster”
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One of the most controversial issues about the proposed Akkuyu nuclear plant is whether a nuclear station at that site will be acceptably safe from earthquake damage. Independent research has indicated that an active fault line, known as the Ecemis Fault is close to the plant. Ignoring this strong evidence, the government of Turkey and the nuclear vendors have maintained that there is no active faulting in the vicinity of the plant, and that there is negligible danger of a nuclear accident being caused by an earthquake. Earthquakes can simultaneously damage multiple operating and safety systems in nuclear reactors[237] , leading to a catastrophic accident that could cause an unimaginable disaster in the eastern Mediterranean region. One independent team of nuclear experts has already determined that for the Darlington nuclear generating station in Ontario, Canada (which has less earthquake risk than a plate boundary area such as Akkuyu), the most likely cause of a catastrophic accident is an earthquake.[238]  The same finding would also likely hold true for a nuclear station built at Akkuyu in Turkey. Canadian earthquake expert Dr. Karl Buck thought has suggested that there is "an unacceptable level of risk associated with the proposal to place nuclear reactors at Akkuyu Bay".[239] 

Impact- Meltdown (1/2)

If Turkey were to proliferate, they would start with building a nuclear plant at Akkuyu
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Reliable independent cost studies show that nuclear power plants are about twice as expensive to build and operate as high- efficiency natural gas generating plants. Canada has been forced to temporarily shut down one-third of its own nuclear power reactors because of poor performance, bad management and safety problems. CANDU reactors have the worst performance among competitive reactor designs, yet AECL is trying to sell this flawed technology to countries in the developing world. Turkey's state utility TEAS vastly overestimates electricity demand over the next twenty years, and does not take into account the effects of electricity sector restructuring. As electricity prices rise to reflect the phase-out of historic subsidies, demand will be moderated. Private sector projects will easily meet new demand without requiring an expensive and risky nuclear power plant. An Integrated Resource Plan can determine the right balance of energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies, which are cheaper, cleaner and safer than nuclear power. Turkey has the historic opportunity to 'leapfrog' ahead of other countries with efficiency programs and renewable energy development, and by avoiding the disastrous mistake of building nuclear power plants in the first place. Turkey has made five attempts to start a nuclear power program, beginning in the 1960s. The selection of the winning nuclear vendor to build the Akkuyu plant was first supposed to have been made in June 1998. Between then and April 2000, the selection announcement was delayed at least 8 times. There has been increasing opposition in Turkey to the proposed nuclear plant at Akkuyu Bay. That opposition includes local citizens who depend on the land and the sea for their livelihoods, as well as members of the intelligentsia and nuclear establishment itself. 
The Akkuyu plant would be extremely vulnerable to terrorist attacks.
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Terrorists do not need nuclear weapons if they can trigger a catastrophic radiation release by attacking a nuclear power plant. Security risks at a future nuclear power plant in Turkey are an extremely serious consideration for several reasons. Abdullah Ocalan, leader of the Kurdish Workers Party, PKK, has called off the armed struggle, but factions of the PKK and other organizations remain committed to fighting. Sabotage of energy infrastructure is already an established PKK tactic. On January 24, 1997, the PKK attacked the Mardin-Midyat oil pipeline, near the city of Mardin. After an explosion, the resulting fire was only controlled after 24 hours, and damage was estimated at $700,000 (US).[230]  The PKK and others have engaged in suicide attacks, which are extremely hard to defend against. The possibility that nuclear installations might contribute to nuclear weapons capability has already resulted in military attacks at these sites, and contributed significantly to the risk and escalation of conventional war in the Middle East. In 1981, Israel bombed the Osiraq reactor at Iraq's Tuwaitha nuclear research centre near Baghdad. The Osiraq reactor, purchased by Iraq in 1976 from France, was capable of irradiating uranium targets to produce plutonium for nuclear weapons. The Israeli bombing prevented start- up of the reactor. 

Impact- Meltdown (2/2)

Which would cause extinction.

Wasserman ‘02

(Harvey, Senior Editor – Free Press, Earth Island Journal, Spring, www.earthisland.org/eijournal/new_articles.cfm?articleID=457&journalID=63)

The intense radioactive heat within today's operating reactors is the hottest anywhere on the planet. Because Indian Point has operated so long, its accumulated radioactive burden far exceeds that of Chernobyl. The safety systems are extremely complex and virtually indefensible. One or more could be wiped out with a small aircraft, ground-based weapons, truck bombs or even chemical/biological assaults aimed at the work force. A terrorist assault at Indian Point could yield three infernal fireballs of molten radioactive lava burning through the earth and into the aquifer and the river. Striking water, they would blast gigantic billows of horribly radioactive steam into the atmosphere. Thousands of square miles would be saturated with the most lethal clouds ever created, depositing relentless genetic poisons that would kill forever. Infants and small children would quickly die en masse. Pregnant women would spontaneously abort or give birth to horribly deformed offspring. Ghastly sores, rashes, ulcerations and burns would afflict the skin of millions. Heart attacks, stroke and multiple organ failure would kill thousands on the spot. Emphysema, hair loss, nausea, inability to eat or drink or swallow, diarrhea and incontinence, sterility and impotence, asthma and blindness would afflict hundreds of thousands, if not millions. Then comes the wave of cancers, leukemias, lymphomas, tumors and hellish diseases for which new names will have to be invented. Evacuation would be impossible, but thousands would die trying. Attempts to quench the fires would be futile. More than 800,000 Soviet draftees forced through Chernobyl's seething remains in a futile attempt to clean it up are still dying from their exposure. At Indian Point, the molten cores would burn uncontrolled for days, weeks and years. Who would volunteer for such an American task force? The immediate damage from an Indian Point attack (or a domestic accident) would render all five boroughs of New York City an apocalyptic wasteland. As at Three Mile Island, where thousands of farm and wild animals died in heaps, natural ecosystems would be permanently and irrevocably destroyed. Spiritually, psychologically, financially and ecologically, our nation would never recover. 

Impact- Monk Seals

Akkuyu would be built if Turkey proliferated, and would be used to produce nuclear bombs.
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Atomic Energy Authority (TAEK). In June 1998, TAEK submitted its annual report to the Turkish National Assembly / State-Owned Utilities Commission, following hard on the heals of the Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapons tests. Even in that context, the overt support for nuclear weapons development was astonishing, given the government's official opposition. The report was prepared under the leadership of former TAEK chairman Mehmet Ergin. The report stated, "Nuclear technology...makes the country honourable and powerful, and it allows the country to advance one step further because nuclear technology has scientific, technological, strategic and economic components."[330]  The report laments that Turkey has not made much progress in nuclear technology despite being one of the first countries to start work on it. TAEK goes on to express admiration for the achievements of India in its nuclear weapons program... "India constructed reprocessing plants by itself. Only a few countries have these plants that reprocess nuclear fuel, the transfer of which is strictly forbidden. In the last years, India has been in a race with developed countries. In addition to this, on the one hand it is aiming to double its nuclear power capacity, and on the other hand to continue to test atomic bombs and endeavouring to develop hydrogen bombs."[331]   The report also emphasized that since 1997, Turkey has started research and development on a domestic reactor design, as well as development of nuclear fuel facilities, including thorium fuel. Support for nuclear weapons continues to be expressed in Turkey's halls of power. In the minds of politicians, even at the cabinet level, there is clearly a link between nuclear power and nuclear weapons. In March 2000, Enis Oksuz, the Minister of Transport in the Ecevit coalition government was publicly attacking the critics of Akkuyu, as well as defending Turkey's development of nuclear weapons, as if it were simply a given. 
Akkuyu would be the extinction of the Mediterranean Monk Seal
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The fate of the Mediterranean Monk Seal is a tragic sidebar to the Akkuyu story. With only 50 to 100 

animals left in Turkey, and perhaps as few as 200 left in the entire Mediterranean, the Monk Seal is one of 

the most critically endangered animals in the world. One of the few Monk Seal colonies is on Beshparmak 

Island in the mouth of Akkuyu Bay. Since Akkuyu will be built and supplied by ship, there will be intense marine traffic in and out of the Bay. There is also the risk that seals will become trapped by the cooling water intakes for the nuclear plant.

The extinction of the Monk seal would collapse the Meditteranean ecosystem

Ververi, Nurlu, Ege 9

GLOBALISATION AND THE MEDITERRANEAN MONK SEAL (MONACHUS MONACHUS) ON KARABURUN PENINSULA Ozan Veryeri, Engin Nurlu, Umit Erdem Ege University, Izmir, Turkey  (http://ressources.ciheam.org/om/pdf/a57/04001967.pdf) Last updated May 2009 //DoeS

The factors threaten the survival of the Mediterranean monk seal also threaten the overall health of the 

Mediterranean ecosystems and human cultures. Monk seals have the priority of being the sensitive indicator species of the ecosystem's health. Monk seal researchers in Turkey believe that “Conserving the Mediterranean Monk Seal means conserving the Mediterranean” (SAD/AFAG, 2001).

Ecosystem collapse and snowballs into human extinction.

Diner 94 

"The Army and the Endangered Species Act: Who's Endangering Whom" (lexis)

By causing widespread extinctions, [humans] humyn have artificially simplified many ecosystems.   As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.   The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues.   Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined effects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and[human] humyn extinction.   Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster.  Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, mankind may be edging closer to the abyss. 

XT: Akkuyu would be built if Turkey Proliferated

If Turkey were to proliferate, they would start with building a nuclear plant at Akkuyu
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Reliable independent cost studies show that nuclear power plants are about twice as expensive to build and operate as high- efficiency natural gas generating plants. Canada has been forced to temporarily shut down one-third of its own nuclear power reactors because of poor performance, bad management and safety problems. CANDU reactors have the worst performance among competitive reactor designs, yet AECL is trying to sell this flawed technology to countries in the developing world. Turkey's state utility TEAS vastly overestimates electricity demand over the next twenty years, and does not take into account the effects of electricity sector restructuring. As electricity prices rise to reflect the phase-out of historic subsidies, demand will be moderated. Private sector projects will easily meet new demand without requiring an expensive and risky nuclear power plant. An Integrated Resource Plan can determine the right balance of energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies, which are cheaper, cleaner and safer than nuclear power. Turkey has the historic opportunity to 'leapfrog' ahead of other countries with efficiency programs and renewable energy development, and by avoiding the disastrous mistake of building nuclear power plants in the first place. Turkey has made five attempts to start a nuclear power program, beginning in the 1960s. The selection of the winning nuclear vendor to build the Akkuyu plant was first supposed to have been made in June 1998. Between then and April 2000, the selection announcement was delayed at least 8 times. There has been increasing opposition in Turkey to the proposed nuclear plant at Akkuyu Bay. That opposition includes local citizens who depend on the land and the sea for their livelihoods, as well as members of the intelligentsia and nuclear establishment itself. 
If Turkey decided to build nukes it would build the Akkuyu plant under the guise of an energy plant.

Udum 7

Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment Şebnem Udum Bilkent University, Department of International Relations, Ankara, Turkey Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2, 2007  57-65 Sebnem Udum is a MAIPS candidate 2001 at Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey, CA. (http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf) //DoeS

Turkey has recently announced its decision to transfer civilian nuclear technology for energy purposes – the latest attempt in the past four decades. There are views supporting and opposing such transfer from energy and security viewpoints. What is relevant to this study is that there are those in several circles that view this transfer as a technological capability that would give Turkey a nuclear option in case its current policy converges to a security deficiency as a result of international and regional developments [19]. The assessment of such a view is the subject of another study, but it should be underlined that post-9/11 developments, that is, deteriorating relations with the United States and Israel, doubts about NATO, growing anti- Americanism and anti-EU sentiments, Iran’s nuclear program and North Korea’s recent test, resulted in questions over Turkey’s non-nuclear-weapon state status particularly in terms of the effectiveness of the nuclear nonproliferation regime, and the reliability of Turkey’s alliances vis-à-vis the rising proliferation of WMD in the region. 

Impact- EU (1/2)

Turkey’s choice to go nuclear would kill its shot at getting into the EU.

Udum 7

Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment Şebnem Udum Bilkent University, Department of International Relations, Ankara, Turkey Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2, 2007  57-65 Sebnem Udum is a MAIPS candidate 2001 at Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey, CA. (http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf) //DoeS

On the other hand, a decision for Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a rational choice: if Turkey would decide to go nuclear, international pressure would be intense. Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective, which ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Becoming an EU/EC member has been a state policy, based on the modernisation process dating back to the Ottoman times. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardise this process and would have high political costs.

That would push Turkey & other Middle Eastern countries to proliferate further and scare them into using their weapons, even if by accident.

Udum 7

Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment Şebnem Udum Bilkent University, Department of International Relations, Ankara, Turkey Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2, 2007  57-65 Sebnem Udum is a MAIPS candidate 2001 at Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey, CA. (http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf) //DoeS

What would draw Turkey into making a choice would not only be questions on its alliances and threat perceptions. Turkey’s difference from the other states in the Middle East, which are concerned about Iran’s nuclear program, is its EU perspective. Turkey is materially and ideationally between the East and the West. Its EU prospects keep the country in cooperative mechanisms to address security issues. If this perspective is lost, it is highly likely that it will be drawn into the Realist zone of international security in the East, and could base its security policy on material capabilities. Considering the status of relations with the United States and the instability in the region, the country could be motivated to seek self-sufficiency, and perhaps to seek a nuclear weapons capability. Most of the issues that are brought forward in the United States and the EU accession negotiations touch upon Turkey’s national security referents, basically social and territorial integrity, which lead the country to take a defensive position and to prioritise its security interests over political goals. Thus, it is integral to understand Turkey’s security concerns, and to keep it in the Western liberal zone of security.  The cases of Iran and North Korea and the way they have been tackled are not promising for a vigorous nuclear nonproliferation regime. The US policy after 9/11 has not been very helpful: the new strategy does not rule out the use of nuclear weapons, hence it legitimises them as an instrument of statecraft. On the other hand, there were proposals to revise the NPT in a way that would prevent proliferation by denying the transfer of sensitive technologies (which were also endorsed by the Director General of the IAEA [21]), but the proposed amendments are likely to be opposed on the grounds that it would not strengthen the Treaty, and rather lead to rifts, mainly due to economic concerns [22]. Multilateralism is pivotal in keeping a strong regime. As the United States gave up working by consensus following 9/11, relations with allies soured, leading to a tendency to shift from the neo-liberal bases of international politics to a more realist one, in which states would be inclined to provide self- help and turn inwards, as it is the case with Iran and North Korea. Nuclear weapons have been those of deterrence, and to keep it stable, the United States and the Soviet Union had spent great effort. New nuclear powers will be inexperienced in crisis management, which would increase risks of misuse or accident. 

Impact- EU (2/2)

Extinction
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(http://www.nuclearfreenz.org.nz/nucleardestruction.htm)//DoeS

The following article shows how humanity has developed its 'cold wars' and nuclear arms races since 1945. There are about 25,000 nuclear weapons, many on hair-trigger 'launch-on-warning' alert status. Humanity could become virtually extinct in an afternoon "by accident, miscalculation or act of madness" as President Kennedy warned at the UN in 1962 and many other statesmen and experts have warned since. Since 1945 humanity has become adjusted to living on the "brink of the nuclear abyss" as ex-UK Chief of Staff, Lord Louis Mountbatten defined it in 1979. People hardly give it a thought. If it's brought up, they either dismiss it or change the subject. Throughout human history we have used every weapon we have ever invented. 99% of all species of life on this planet have become extinct for a variety of reasons - many because their environment was changed so it would no longer support life. We are doing the same with our various systems, to change our natural environment and bring on global warming which can destroy us in a few decades. But we also spend hundreds of billions of dollars making devices that can provide nuclear explosions, blast, fires, nuclear winter, radiation, that can create human extinction many times over. This gives us the power to change our environment instantly and make it uninhabitable for most life forms. Bush has surrounded himself with the kind of people who don't ask questions or raise objections - people who will say "yes" to using nuclear weapons and not count the possible costs. It is lefties who are cowardly and raise problems and criticise they claim.

Impact- Human Rights

Nuclear weapons in Turkey would exacerbate the human rights crisis occurring there.
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Ongoing human rights violations in Turkey are deeply troubling. These are gross violations, including systematic widespread torture and murder of prisoners in custody; death squad murders; disappearances; restrictions on freedom of speech; and incommunicado detention without legal representation. There have been modest improvements in recent years, but not what would be expected with the capture of PKK leader Abdullah Ocalan, and his subsequent ceasefire call. Restrictions on free speech and overt political repression have continued despite pressure to meet western standards because of Turkey's desire to join the European Union. The incidence of torture actually worsened in 1999 as compared to the previous two years. Given these ongoing problems, it is morally and ethically repugnant to engage in nuclear trade in the absence of tangible human rights improvements. 

AT: Russian Tactical Nukes Advantage

Russian reductions will not happen even if the U.S. cuts first, which it shouldn’t. Laundry list.
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(http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is-talking-about/) //DoeS

Especially to strategists concerned about maintaining a strong "nuclear umbrella'' over its friends and allies in Europe. Let's say, however improbable, that Moscow and Washington agree to throw tactical nuclear weapons into the arms reduction negotiations that Obama and Medvedev agreed to this week. How likely is a deal? Not very, experts suggest. For one thing, tactical nukes are small and easily hidden. And their "delivery vehicles'' -- arms-control jargon for the aircraft or missiles that carry them -- are also used for other purposes. Reliably counting these weapons and verifying reductions is devilishly difficult, the experts say. Another reason is that the numbers are too important to each side to think seriously about reductions. Russia's conventional military forces are smaller and vastly inferior to those of the United States, and Russian analysts see their nuclear weapons as a critical counterbalance. Russia also needs its tactical nukes to deter problems along its long border with China. On the U.S. side, a key goal is keeping Europeans reassured that Russia can't muscle them around. It's not that Washington would fire off its tactical nuclear weapons in a crisis, but that simply withdrawing the weapons would make some vulnerable European nations -- Lithuania comes to mind -- uneasy. And "uneasy'' is something to be avoided in a crisis. The blue-ribbon commission, in laying out a proposed U.S. approach to the issue, succinctly demonstrated the problem: The United States should go after deep cuts in Russian tactical nukes, but go easy in cutting its own. "All allies depending on the U.S. nuclear umbrella,'' it said in a statement that probably mirrors the Kremlin's own thinking, "should be assured that any changes in its forces do not imply a weakening of the U.S. extended nuclear deterrence guarantees.'’
