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1NC Shell

CP Text: [insert the plan] if and only if the Republic of Turkey ratifies the Armenian-Turkish protocol.

1. Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is at the breaking point – cease-fire violations created a deadlock
RF/ERL, 7-15-10, [“Is Karabakh Peace Process Dead, Or Just Deadlocked”, http://www.armeniadiaspora.com/news/article-hits/1576-is-karabakh-peace-process-dead-or-just-deadlocked.html]

The prospects for the signing of a provisional peace agreement ending the two-decade-old Nagorno-Karabakh conflict have deteriorated dramatically over the past month.  Following the most serious cease-fire violation of the past two years, in which one Azerbaijani and four Armenian servicemen were killed in a nighttime raid on June 18, the peace talks are apparently deadlocked. But despite the rise in tensions, the presidents of Armenia and Azerbaijan failed to avail themselves of the opportunity to meet and talk on the sidelines of the recent informal CIS summit in Ukraine.  Between January 2009 and January 2010, Presidents Serzh Sarkisian and Ilham Aliyev met eight times to discuss the so-called Basic (or Madrid) Principles for resolving the conflict, reportedly reaching verbal agreement on the preamble to that document, which affirms their commitment to resolving the conflict peacefully.     Since then, however, further progress has apparently been blocked by disagreement over the timetable for implementation of the various components of the peace plan, including whether the decision on the future status of the unrecognized Nagorno-Karabakh republic should be taken before or after the withdrawal of Armenian forces from Azerbaijani territory. Armenia favors the former sequence, Azerbaijani insists on the latter. President Aliyev's early departure from St. Petersburg last month following his most recent meeting with Sarkisian reinforced the perception that the talks had reached deadlock.
2. US pressure on Turkey is key to ratification – they should use any leverage possible.

RF/ERL, 2-5-10, [Radio Free Europe/ Radio Liberty, “U.S. Pressure ‘Essential’ For Turkish-Armenian Normalization”, http://www.armeniadiaspora.com/news/article-hits/1098-us-pressure-essential-for-turkish-armenian-normalization.html]

Stronger U.S. pressure on Turkey is essential for salvaging its fence-mending agreements with Armenia and the administration of President Barack Obama understands that, according to a renowned U.S. scholar who was actively involved in Turkish-Armenian reconciliation initiatives.  In an interview with RFE/RL on Thursday, David Phillips also criticized Ankara’s linkage between the implementation of those agreements and a Nagorno-Karabakh settlement. He dismissed Turkish claims that a recent ruling by the Armenian Constitutional Court ran counter to key provisions of the Turkish-Armenian “protocols” signed in October.  Phillips, who coordinated the work of the U.S.-sponsored Turkish-Armenian Reconciliation Commission (TARC) in 2001-2004, further said that Armenia should not rush to walk away from the deal. But he stressed that its ratification by the Turkish parliament can not be “an open-ended process.”  “If these protocols fall apart and there is a diplomatic train wreck, it will have a serious adverse effect on U.S.-Turkish relations,” he said. “And this comes at a time when the U.S. is seeking Turkey’s cooperation on Iran, when Turkey is playing an increasingly important role in Afghanistan and during the wrap-up to redeployment from Iraq.  “The Obama administration knows full well that these protocols should go forward because it is in the interests of Turkey and Armenia. It is also in America’s interests to keep the process moving forward so that U.S.-Turkish cooperation is in effect.”  Analysts believe Washington will step up pressure on Ankara ahead of the April 24 annual commemoration of more than one million Armenians massacred in the Ottoman Empire in 1915-1918. Obama avoided describing the massacres as genocide in an April 2009 statement, implicitly citing the need not to undermine the ongoing Turkish-Armenian rapprochement.  U.S. Deputy Secretary of State James Steinberg discussed the issue with President Serzh Sarkisian and Foreign Minisiter Edward Nalbandian during a one-day visit to Yerevan on Thursday.  Phillips, who currently runs a conflict resolution program at the American University in Washington, declined to speculate on just how strong that pressure will be. “But I do believe that unless the Obama administration presses the Turks at the highest level, the likelihood of the protocols being ratified in Ankara will decrease,” he said.  Phillips described Steinberg’s visit as a “a clear indication that the Obama administration understands the importance of this matter and the need to raise the profile of its involvement.” “And its efforts to use its leverage should intensify in the near future,” he said. “The U.S. needs to be actively engaged in this process if it is going to work.”  U.S. officials have already made clear that they disagree with Ankara’s highly negative reaction to the Armenian court ruling. While upholding the legality of the protocols, the Constitutional Court ruled last month that they can not stop Yerevan seeking a broader international recognition of the Armenian genocide.

3. US military bases in Turkey are the key bargaining chips

Michael Gass, former Explosive Ordnance Disposal Specialist and veteran of the Gulf War during operations in Iraq in 1991, 6-23-2010. [TruthOut, Israel's Actions Could Have US Military Base Implications, http://www.truth-out.org/israels-actions-could-have-us-military-base-implications60697]

One of the main US bases for operations in the Middle East is Incirlik AB, which is located in Adana, Turkey. During both the Gulf War in 1990-1991 and the invasion of Iraq in 2003, Incirlik AB played a major role in US and NATO operations. The United States has had to walk a fine line with the Turkish government as it supports the Kurdish people in northern Iraq since there is great animosity between the Kurds and Turks.  In 2009, the US ambassador to Turkey issued a statement that US forces would remain at Incirlik AB, Turkey. Apparently, Turkey had threatened to close Incirlik AB over the proposed Armenian genocide resolution. US unconditional support for Israel after its attack on the aid flotilla could very well strain US-Turkish relations to the point that the Turkish government once again looks to close Incirlik AB.  The loss of Incirlik AB in Turkey would be a huge blow to future military operations by the United States and NATO in the Middle East. It is so vital to the United States and NATO, and such a huge bargaining chip for the Turkish government, that there is no long-term lease for its use by the United States. New agreements are negotiated on a periodic basis, and Turkey has used the base as a bargaining chip before.  The troops the United States kept in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War have already been moved to the bases the US built in Iraq after the 2003 invasion. Those Iraq military bases are now scheduled to be closed after Iraq ordered the withdrawal of all US troops by 2011. Those troops are now being moved to the bases the US built in Afghanistan since our invasion in 2002.  Without US military assistance, there is little hope of President Karzai keeping control of the government. He simply doesn't have the security forces necessary to protect his government at this time. Given this fact, there is little doubt that the US and Afghanistan will enter into an agreement  to keep US bases in Afghanistan despite President Obama's reassurance that US troops will eventually leave the country. However, until Karzai's power is secured, Incirlik AB remains the one operational base in the Middle East region maintained by the United States that is stable.

4. Turkey-Armenian Protocol solves the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Sabine Freizer, Europe program director of the International Crisis Group, 4-21-10 [“Turkey and Armenia must move ahead”, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/worldview/100420/turkey-armenia-diplomacy]

ISTANBUL, Turkey — As April 24 approaches, Armenians and Turks will once again be watching U.S. President Barack Obama to see how he describes this day of remembrance for the 1915 mass killings and deportations of Ottoman Armenians.  Last year, he chose to call the events by their Armenian term, Meds Yegherns or “great catastrophe.” For many Armenians, who insist that the only appropriate term is genocide, this was not enough. But, for many Turks it was too much. Unfortunately, this annual focus on what the U.S. president will say is misplaced. It is not a question for the U.S. president. It’s the Turks and Armenians who need to agree.  There was hope in 2009 that the two sides could do just that, especially after Turkey and Armenia unveiled bilateral protocols, signed on Oct. 10, to establish diplomatic relations, and recognize and open their mutual border. But the normalization process stalled after October, and there is little chance the texts will be ratified in the two countries’ parliaments soon.  Based on the protocols, Turkey and Armenia would have established a committee on the historical dimension “including an impartial scientific examination of the historical records and archives.”  For Turks this would have been a way to stave off the international recognition of genocide, as few countries would move to label it as such, knowing the inter-state commission was looking into it. For Armenians such a commission is generally perceived as a fundamental violation of their national identity. They don’t accept that “the genocide fact” is up for discussion.  Still, for Armenia the protocols offered something tangible: the opening of its border with Turkey which had been closed since 1993 when Armenian forces occupied districts of Azerbaijan surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh. Yet this is precisely where the deal is stuck now: in Nagorno-Karabakh.  The hope was that an open border could gradually help encourage a solution to the conflict, buttressing the ongoing talks between Armenia and Azerbaijan brokered by the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Growing contacts could lead to economic development and greater regional stability and a more balanced Turkish engagement in the South Caucasus.
5. Conflict over Nagorno-Karbakh causes World War Three.
Markedonov and Cornell, Chief of the Department of Interethnic problems at the Moscow Institute of Political and Military Analysis and Research Director for the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute at Johns Hopkins, 2/21/08 (http://www.today.az/news/politics/43294.html)

By its consequences the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has become not only the largest regional conflict in the post-Soviet area. The due announcement was made by Sergey Makedonov, chief of department of interethnic problems of the Institute of Political and Military Analysis and candidate of historical sciences.  He considers that Nagorno Karabakh has become an example for Georgia, Ossetia, Abhazia, Moldova and Transdniestria residents. "Second, there was a "karabakhization" of political life of Armenia and Azerbaijan. The Karabakh problem became a key time for both South Caucasus states. Any inner political event there undergoes checking by the Karabakh factor.  According to Swedish expert Svante Kornella, "by its geopolitical importance and the risk to transform into a war covering the whole region, it obviously occupies the first place among all conflicts in the post-Soviet Europe. This is the only conflict, which was discussed with a certain ground as a conflict, bearing the threat of "the third world war", the Russian political scientist said.  He also noted that  Nagorno Karabakh conflict is the only conflict in the Caucasus, which involves two independent countries as main participants.  "Russia can be considered as a participant of the Abkhazian conflict, though not the major one, while Armenia is one of the two main participants in the Karabakh issue.  But the most important is that the conflict is close to three countries, each of which claims for a regional center of powers-Russia, Turkey and Iran. Turkey and Iran  considered their possible direct involvement into the conflict at different periods, which was resisted by Russia", Markedonov said.

6. This conflict is the most probable scenario for nuclear escalation.

Blank, professor of research at the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College, 2k  (Stephen, “US Military Engagement with Transcaucasia and Central Asia”, June, http://www.bits.de/NRANEU/docs/Blank2000.pdf)

Washington’s burgeoning military-political-economic involvement seeks, inter alia, to demonstrate the U.S. ability to project military power even into this region or for that matter, into Ukraine where NATO recently held exercises that clearly originated as an anti-Russian scenario. Secretary of Defense William Cohen has discussed strengthening U.S.-Azerbaijani military cooperation and even training the Azerbaijani army, certainly alarming Armenia and Russia.69 And Washington is also training Georgia’s new Coast Guard. 70 However, Washington’s well-known ambivalence about committing force to Third World ethnopolitical conflicts suggests that U.S. military power will not be easily committed to saving its economic investment. But this ambivalence about committing forces and the dangerous situation, where Turkey is allied to Azerbaijan and Armenia is bound to Russia, create the potential for wider and more protracted regional conflicts among local forces. In that connection, Azerbaijan and Georgia’s growing efforts to secure NATO’s lasting involvement in the region, coupled with Russia’s determination to exclude other rivals, foster a polarization along very traditional lines.71 In 1993 Moscow even threatened World War III to deter Turkish intervention on behalf of Azerbaijan. Yet the new Russo-Armenian Treaty and Azeri-Turkish treaty suggest that Russia and Turkey could be dragged into a confrontation to rescue their allies from defeat. Thus many of the conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict in which third parties intervene are present in the Transcaucasus. For example, many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors have a great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their lesser proteges and proxies. One or another big power may fail to grasp the other side’s stakes since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons to prevent a client’s defeat are not as well established or apparent. Clarity about the nature of the threat could prevent the kind of rapid and almost uncontrolled escalation we saw in 1993 when Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan led Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. 73 Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally, Russian nuclear threats could trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’s declared nuclear strategies). The real threat of a Russian nuclear strike against Turkey to defend Moscow’s interests and forces in the Transcaucasus makes the danger of major war there higher than almost everywhere else. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other’s perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and, (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.

***Uniqueness***

Uniqueness – No Ratification Now
Armenian-Turkish protocols are at a standstill but Turkey needs to take action.

Today’s Zaman, 7-23-10, [“Armenia says Turkey’s turn to take steps in normalization”, http://todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-216907-armenia-says-turkeys-turn-to-take-steps-in-normalization.html]
Turkey and Armenia sealed historic twin protocols in October of last year with a hope to bury their century-long animosity while establishing diplomatic relations and opening their long-shut border. Turkey has kept the doors closed since 1993 as a sign of solidarity with its Turkic brethren in Azerbaijan during the Armenian assault on the Azerbaijani territory of Nagorno-Karabakh.  Pointing to international pressure on Turkey to ratify the protocols -- currently at a standstill after Turkey pegged its ratification to the solution of the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute -- Sarksyan said the whole world is urging Turkey to demonstrate political will in ratifying the protocols. “Ankara is turning a deaf ear,” Sarksyan said, “calling on Armenia to show political will.”  The most sensitive issue for Turkey within the protocols is the opening of the borders with the impoverished South Caucasian country, which was at war with Turkey’s ally Azerbaijan in the early 1990s. Azerbaijan stridently opposed the opening of the border, further complicating the process.  “Despite Turkish authorities’ statements, Armenia is ready to accept any expression of friendship,” Sarksyan said.
No one is ratifying the protocols – Azerbaijan is threatening Turkey

Justus Leicht, staff reporter at WSWS, 3-9-10, [“US-Turkey tensions mount over resolution on Armenian genocide”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/mar2010/turk-m09.shtml]

Azerbaijan and Georgia have close relations with Turkey, while Armenia has links with Russia and also with Iran. Azerbaijan has significant oil and gas reserves, and Georgia is a transit country for Turkey, which in turn is a major hub for energy supplies to Europe. For a long time, the United States has been trying to build up Turkey as an alternative to Russia as an energy supply route, and to reconcile Armenia with Turkey and so remove it from Russian influence. In October of last year, the governments of Turkey and Armenia signed several protocols, which among other things provided for the opening of the border and the establishment of diplomatic relations.  The hoped-for breakthrough, however, failed to materialise. Neither Armenia nor Turkey has ratified the protocols. Azerbaijan fears being devalued in the eyes of its traditional protector, and is appealing to Turkish nationalism; it has also made it unmistakably clear to Turkey that it could deliver its gas to Russia if necessary. As a result, Turkey has demanded that Armenia make concessions on the Karabakh issue before they would sign the protocols. On the Armenian side, nationalists are agitating for the genocide issue to be discussed at a Joint Commission.  In January, the Armenian Constitutional Court ruled that the protocols were constitutional. The decision was met with outrage in Turkey. There it was interpreted as confirming that the matter of genocide did not stand for debate, and that Turkey should not interfere in relations between Armenia and Azerbaijan. In the US, where there has long been an influential Armenian lobby, however, the verdict seems to have been welcomed.  While newspapers in Germany and other European countries have interpreted the adoption of the Armenian resolution by the House Foreign Affairs Committee as a setback for Obama, the Turkish media see it more as an American-Israeli attempt to exert pressure on Turkey. Turkish lobbyists tried for days to influence members of the House of Representatives. But they only received help from American arms companies, which feared they would lose lucrative contracts if the resolution were adopted and US-Turkish relations subsequently deteriorated.  Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu complained that in contrast to a similar case under Bush, the Obama administration had not stood up strongly enough for the Turkish side: “The current picture shows that an inadequate weight has been placed.” In 2007, Obama’s predecessor, George W. Bush, is said to have personally telephoned all those involved, arguing for a no vote, while the Obama administration largely remained inactive.

Uniqueness – Nagorno-Karabakh Tension

Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is at the breaking point – cease-fire violations created a deadlock
RF/ERL, 7-15-10, [“Is Karabakh Peace Process Dead, Or Just Deadlocked”, http://www.armeniadiaspora.com/news/article-hits/1576-is-karabakh-peace-process-dead-or-just-deadlocked.html]

The prospects for the signing of a provisional peace agreement ending the two-decade-old Nagorno-Karabakh conflict have deteriorated dramatically over the past month.  Following the most serious cease-fire violation of the past two years, in which one Azerbaijani and four Armenian servicemen were killed in a nighttime raid on June 18, the peace talks are apparently deadlocked. But despite the rise in tensions, the presidents of Armenia and Azerbaijan failed to avail themselves of the opportunity to meet and talk on the sidelines of the recent informal CIS summit in Ukraine.  Between January 2009 and January 2010, Presidents Serzh Sarkisian and Ilham Aliyev met eight times to discuss the so-called Basic (or Madrid) Principles for resolving the conflict, reportedly reaching verbal agreement on the preamble to that document, which affirms their commitment to resolving the conflict peacefully.     Since then, however, further progress has apparently been blocked by disagreement over the timetable for implementation of the various components of the peace plan, including whether the decision on the future status of the unrecognized Nagorno-Karabakh republic should be taken before or after the withdrawal of Armenian forces from Azerbaijani territory. Armenia favors the former sequence, Azerbaijani insists on the latter. President Aliyev's early departure from St. Petersburg last month following his most recent meeting with Sarkisian reinforced the perception that the talks had reached deadlock.
Uniqueness – Nagorno-Karabakh Tension

Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is at a breaking point – violence occurring now

RFE/RL, 6-19-10 [“Four Armenian Soldiers Killed In Karabakh Fighting”. http://www.armeniadiaspora.com/news/article-hits/1517-four-armenian-soldiers-killed-in-karabakh-fighting.html]

Armenia accused Azerbaijan on Saturday of “doing everything” to scuttle the Nagorno-Karabakh peace process after four Armenian soldiers were killed in the worst Armenian-Azerbaijani truce violation reported in more than two years.  Citing the Karabakh Armenian military, Armenia’s Defense Ministry said the fighting occurred in the northeast of Karabakh overnight. It said an Azerbaijani sabotage unit attacked Karabakh Armenian positions there, killing four and wounding as many soldiers before retreating into Azerbaijani-controlled territory.  “As a result of measures taken by the Armenian side, the enemy’s advance was stopped,” the ministry said in a statement. “The enemy retreated, leaving a killed soldier and weapons on the battlefield.”  The Azerbaijani Defense Ministry did not immediately comment on the incident. The Azerbaijani APA news agency confirmed and identified the Azerbaijani casualty on Saturday. “The martyr’s body remains in an Armenian-controlled section of the line of contact,” it said.  The area bordering Karabakh’s northern Martakert district was already the scene of the most serious firefight in years that was reported from the main Armenian-Azerbaijani frontline, lying north and east of the disputed territory, in March 2008.  The latest incident came just over a day after the Armenian and Azerbaijani presidents held yet another meeting in Saint-Petersburg, Russia in an attempt to make further progress towards a peaceful settlement of the Karabakh dispute proposed by the U.S, Russian and French mediators. Official Yerevan was quick to accuse Baku of deliberately instigating it.  Both President Serzh Sarkisian and Foreign Minister Edward Nalbandian described the deadly fighting as an Azerbaijani “provocation” directly connected with the Saint-Petersburg talks, which the Kremlin said were productive. “This inhuman act is all the more unacceptable as it took place just hours after the trilateral meeting initiated by the Russian president,” Sarkisian told reporters in Saint-Petersburg. He said the incident was also an affront to the three mediating powers and urged them not to let it go “unpunished.” 

Uniqueness – Pipeline Impact Scenario

US support is undermining Azerbaijan

Hailey Cook, coordinator for Turkish think-tank and the Foundation for Political, Social and Economic Research, 2009 [“Nabucco gas pipeline will succeed - US analyst”, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=227:hailey-cook-interviewed-by-armenianaz&catid=45:media&Itemid=94]

Running parallel to the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline is the South Caucasus Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum, Pipeline, a natural gas pipeline that would transport natural gas from the Shah Deniz gas field in Azerbaijan to Turkey. The Trans-Caspian Gas Pipeline project, if built, would transport natural gas from Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan to central Europe, also circumventing both Russia and Iran. The US is likely to continue to push for Kazakh and Turkmen gas, especially Turkmen gas, as well as to focus on Ukraine’s energy investment climate. As for US policy toward Azerbaijan and US support for the completion of the Nabucco project - the lack of a US ambassador in Baku sends a message to the Azeris that the US doesn’t view political and economic stability in the region as urgent. The US cannot afford to drag its feet on cooperation with Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan has shown its relative power to go elsewhere for allies. The same goes for Turkmenistan, where the US only has a part-time ambassador. On the topic of transit in the Southern Corridor, the US secretary of state's special envoy for Eurasian energy, Richard Morningstar, has said that the US supports a new Southern Corridor that would provide natural gas to Europe, whether or not that is through Nabucco or the Turkey-Italy-Greece Interconnector, as long as it’s also providing a commercial benefit for Central Asia and the Caucasus.
Uniqueness – US-Turkey Relations Scenario

Flotilla-attack put Turkey on the brink – US siding with Israel will jeopardize our Middle East interests

Michael Gass, former Explosive Ordnance Disposal Specialist and veteran of the Gulf War during operations in Iraq in 1991, 6-23-2010. [TruthOut, Israel's Actions Could Have US Military Base Implications, http://www.truth-out.org/israels-actions-could-have-us-military-base-implications60697]

This puts the United States in a very precarious position diplomatically. Tensions between Turkey and the United States are already bubbling over Iran's nuclear ambitions. Turkey and Brazil are pushing for support on a deal with Tehran over its nuclear fuel. In response to critics that claimed the deal is simply to delay UN action, Turkish Foreign Minister Davutoglu responded, "This is not defending Iran. This is defending regional peace, global peace, and the national interests of Turkey." In addition, the Turkish government wasn't pleased when Congress decided as far back as 2007 to vote on a resolution condemning Armenian genocide during WWI and passed the resolution in March 2010. White House spokesman Bill Burton stated on June 3, 2010, "It's important to the President and to our country that we don't see the same kind of events unfold like they did the last time. So we are talking to our partners and are hopeful that we won't see a repeat." It is critical for the United States government that Israel not repeat its attacking on another flotilla because support for Israel in a future such incident could jeopardize US interests, specifically, US bases in the Middle East.
***Links***

Troop Links
Turkish bases are the key bargaining chip to the Middle East

Michael Gass, former Explosive Ordnance Disposal Specialist and veteran of the Gulf War during operations in Iraq in 1991, 6-23-2010. [TruthOut, Israel's Actions Could Have US Military Base Implications, http://www.truth-out.org/israels-actions-could-have-us-military-base-implications60697]

One of the main US bases for operations in the Middle East is Incirlik AB, which is located in Adana, Turkey. During both the Gulf War in 1990-1991 and the invasion of Iraq in 2003, Incirlik AB played a major role in US and NATO operations. The United States has had to walk a fine line with the Turkish government as it supports the Kurdish people in northern Iraq since there is great animosity between the Kurds and Turks.  In 2009, the US ambassador to Turkey issued a statement that US forces would remain at Incirlik AB, Turkey. Apparently, Turkey had threatened to close Incirlik AB over the proposed Armenian genocide resolution. US unconditional support for Israel after its attack on the aid flotilla could very well strain US-Turkish relations to the point that the Turkish government once again looks to close Incirlik AB.  The loss of Incirlik AB in Turkey would be a huge blow to future military operations by the United States and NATO in the Middle East. It is so vital to the United States and NATO, and such a huge bargaining chip for the Turkish government, that there is no long-term lease for its use by the United States. New agreements are negotiated on a periodic basis, and Turkey has used the base as a bargaining chip before.  The troops the United States kept in Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War have already been moved to the bases the US built in Iraq after the 2003 invasion. Those Iraq military bases are now scheduled to be closed after Iraq ordered the withdrawal of all US troops by 2011. Those troops are now being moved to the bases the US built in Afghanistan since our invasion in 2002.  Without US military assistance, there is little hope of President Karzai keeping control of the government. He simply doesn't have the security forces necessary to protect his government at this time. Given this fact, there is little doubt that the US and Afghanistan will enter into an agreement  to keep US bases in Afghanistan despite President Obama's reassurance that US troops will eventually leave the country. However, until Karzai's power is secured, Incirlik AB remains the one operational base in the Middle East region maintained by the United States that is stable.

Troops at Incirlik base are bargaining chips – empirically proven

Eral Yilmaz, staff writer, 1-21-04 [World Markets Analysis, “Turkish Prime Minister to Warn US President on Iraqi Kurdish Federation” ln]

During his meeting with US President George W. Bush on 28 January, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan will indicate Turkey's displeasure at movements by Iraqi Kurds towards the establishment of a federal Iraqi state based on ethnicity, despite US claims that it is in favour of the territorial unity of Iraq. Recent weeks have seen a number of top-level spats between Turkish officials decrying the US's apparent reluctance to implement its Iraq policy, while Iraqi Kurdish leaders have continued to clamour for extensive autonomy in northern Iraq, the exile of Arabs from the province and for Turkey not to interfere in the Kurds' internal affairs. Erdogan's message to Bush will claim that despite the US's policy of equal representation for all ethnic groups, US policy on the ground in Iraq is actually discriminatory and is exacerbating the communication problem between different ethnic groups, which could lead to civil war in the country. Erdogan will state that Iraq's neighbours have a right to a say in the country's future as the chaos threatens to infect the region.  Significance: Erdogan may be gearing up to deliver a 'harsh' message to the US President, but the Turkish government will have to re-assess the value of its bargaining chips if it wishes to have any impact on the US's Iraq policy. The government's willingness to allow the US to use the Incirlik military base in southern Turkey to rotate US troops in and out of Iraq was expected to be in exchange for the US refusing Iraqi Kurdish demands for a federal Iraq. Instead, the US put more pressure on the European Union (EU) to accept Turkey's membership bid. Turkey is wary of an Iraqi Kurdish autonomous region on its southern border in case this encourages its own Kurdish minority to seek independence.

***Internal Links***

US Pressure Key to Ratification

US pressure on ratification has not been ruled out by the Turks

Krinstine Aghalaryan, staff writer, 12-17-09 [“CNN-Turk Advisor”, http://www.caucasusneighbors.com/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout

=blog&id=47&Itemid=68]

Badri Gyursan, a columnist with the newspaper Milliyet, stated at a press conference in Yerevan today that the Turkish parliament will not ratify the Armenia-Turkey Protocols with significant progress on the Karabakh issue. He said that the process right now is in a dead-end situation given the Azerbaijani factor. Also at the press conference was CNN Turk news advisor Ferhat Borataf, who didn’t rule out the possibility that Turkey would eventually ratify the Protocols as a result of the threat of the United States officially recognizing the 1915 Genocide. Badri Gyursan stated that the ties between the two countries are quite problematic and that while Turkey sees no preconditions in the Protocols, the reality is otherwise. “I would prefer to see the Karabakh issue separated from the Protocol ratification matter but the fact is that the Turkish government is under great pressure, both from Azerbaijan and the Turkish public, to raise the issue.” The CNN Turk news advisor stated, “Turkey and Armenia are not one couple on the floor dancing the tango. It’s a strange type of dance in which five are active, Armenia and Turkey, plus the United States, Russia and Azerbaijan. Turkey wasn’t ready for the vociferous reaction of Baku in the matter. Turkey and Azerbaijan are players in the big energy game between East and West. No one ever thought that Azerbaijan would dare state that it was pulling out of the game. Turkey, as well as the U.S., wants Azerbaijan to remain a player.”

US supports – Clinton visit emphasized ratification
RFE/RL, 7-6-10 [“U.S. Tells Turkey To Honor Deal With Armenia”, http://www.armeniadiaspora.com/news/article-hits/1555-us-tells-turkey-to-honor-deal-with-armenia.html]

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on Sunday gave a strong endorsement to Armenia’s policy toward Turkey and urged Ankara to honor its U.S.-backed normalization agreements with Yerevan.  Making her first-ever visit to Armenia, Clinton made clear that the onus is on the Turkish government to kick-start the historic rapprochement between the two neighbors. She praised President Serzh Sarkisian for not formally walking away from the Turkish-Armenian “protocols” despite the Turks’ refusal to ratify them before a resolution of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict acceptable to Azerbaijan.   “We applauded your president’s decision because that was a decision to continue, despite the obstacles, to work toward peace, stability and reconciliation,” she told journalists after talks with the Armenian leader.
Turkey Ratification Key
Armenia will reject the protocol if Turkish Parliament doesn’t accept the confirmation

http://eurasiacritic.co.uk/articles/turkey-%E2%80%93-armenia-normalization-process-still-continues
Turkish Parliament started the process of confirmation and both Armenian President Sarkisyan and Armenian Foreign Minister Nalbantyan announced that Armenian Parliament will confirm the protocols after the Turkish parliament's confirmation. Armenia is disturbed because Turkey did not announce a certain date for confirmation of the protocol also Turkey announced that Turkish Parliament will not accept the protocol until Armenia withdraws from the invaded Azerbaijan lands. Sarkisyan first complained about this issue in December and made an intimidate speech about the issue. Sarkisyan declared an constitutional amendment plan which includes withdrawal from international treaties. He announced that Armenia may reject the protocol in the parliament if Turkey delays the confirmation of the protocol.
Protocol Key – Pipeline

An unresolved Nagorno-Karabakh means Azerbaijan will completely kill the Nabucco pipeline project

Brian Whitmore, staff reporter @RFERL, 10-19-09, [“Azerbaijan Could Scuttle Nabucco Over Turkey-Armenia Deal”, http://www.rferl.org/content/Azerbaijan_Could_Scuttle_Nabucco_Over_TurkeyArmenia_Deal/1855784.html]

Azerbaijan has apparently decided to play its energy card.  As much of the world applauded Turkey's historic rapprochement with Armenia last week, Azerbaijan felt left out in the cold and abandoned by its closest ally.  Baku had argued strenuously that a deal to reestablish relations between Ankara and Yerevan should not be signed while Armenia continued to occupy Nagorno-Karabakh, and it threatened to take unspecified countermeasures if one was.  Speaking at a nationally televised cabinet meeting on October 16, Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev revealed one of those steps: "It is not a secret to anyone that for many years Azerbaijan has been selling its gas to Turkey for one-third of market prices."  Aliyev added: "What state would agree to sell its natural resources for 30 percent of world market prices, especially under current conditions? This is illogical."  The route of the Nabucco project Aliyev presented the move as a purely commercial decision and did not explicitly link it to the Turkish-Armenian deal. Azerbaijan currently sells Turkey natural gas at the bargain rate of $120 per thousand cubic meters. But the timing of Aliyev's announcement, less than a week after the accord between Yerevan and Ankara was signed, left little doubt.  If Baku follows through on the move, analysts say it could severely undermine -- if not completely kill -- the Western-backed Nabucco pipeline project to bring gas from the Caspian Sea to Europe via Turkey.  "Potentially this is very important because it could potentially deliver a knockout blow to Nabucco. Without Azerbaijan it would be even more difficult than it is," says Federico Bordonaro, an energy-security analyst with the Italian-based group equilibre.net.

Protocol Key – Pipeline

Ratification needs to be now – tension with Azerbaijan is rising
Sabine Freizer, Europe program director of the International Crisis Group, 4-21-10 [“Turkey and Armenia must move ahead”, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/worldview/100420/turkey-armenia-diplomacy]

Azerbaijan, however, does not see it that way. In spring 2009, the leadership in Azerbaijan's capital Baku began to appeal not only to the Turkish prime minister but also to the Turkish opposition to keep the border shut until its occupied territories were liberated.  It threatened Turkey’s preferential price for its Shah Deniz natural gas supplies and chances of greater volume to feed the planned Nabucco transit pipeline to Europe. In January of this year, for the first time, Azerbaijan provided significant amounts of gas to Russia. Popular mood against Turkey hardened in Baku with official support and even puppets of Turkey’s leaders being burned in some protests. The Turkish government decided that it could not ignore Azeri pressure and with difficult negotiations going on concerning constitutional reform, it does not want to pick a fight over border opening with the nationalist opposition in parliament. There is little chance that the twin protocols can move until after the next round of Turkish elections in 2011, or until Azerbaijan and Armenia sign the long-awaited agreement on basic principles on Nagorno-Karabakh conflict resolution.  Armenian President Serzh Sarkissian is also under pressure. Even though a quick ratification in Armenia would firmly put the ball in Turkey’s court and give Yerevan credit internationally, domestic opposition is strong.  The decade of confidence-building that preceded the Turkey-Armenian protocol signing could now be lost unless there is progress soon. The best step now would be for Ankara and Yerevan to temporarily put aside the most difficult aspects of the protocols and move ahead with the less controversial parts. Despite current troubles, they could proceed with the establishment of diplomatic ties and recognition of their mutual border. These need no parliamentary approval, are purely about bilateral relations and are not linked to Nagorno-Karabakh.  Turkey and Armenia have a mounting number of bilateral issues to address requiring simple consular services. There are up to 40,000 Armenian citizens living in Turkey, tens of thousands of Armenian tourists visit the Turkish Riviera every year and countless Turkish truck drivers and small businesses operating in Armenia.  There are easy opportunities to develop many other cross-border activities. But currently none of them can get effective support from their home country while abroad.  For such basic practical matters, Obama’s speech is really a distraction. Even in the current difficult diplomatic climate, the leaders of Turkey and Armenia can and should take these initial steps to ensure their people can build up a prosperous future and help them come to terms with their shared traumatic history.

Protocol Key – US-Turkey Relations

US-Turkey relations contingent upon Armenian-Turkish protocol

Susan Cornwell and Arshad Mohammed, Staff writers for Reuters, 3/4/10 [US Armenia Genoicde Vote Looms, Angering Turkey, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6233L320100304]

The issue puts President Barack Obama between NATO ally Turkey, which rejects calling the events genocide, and an important U.S. Armenian-American constituency and their backers in Congress ahead of a November congressional election.  Turkey has said its ties with the United States would be damaged and that Ankara's efforts to normalize relations with Armenia could be endangered if the resolution is passed when the House Foreign Affairs Committee votes on Thursday.  One Turkish government official said Turkey was open to all options -- including the recall of its ambassador to Washington -- if the congressional panel approves the legislation.  Secretary of State Hillary Clinton telephoned House Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Howard Berman, a Democrat, on Wednesday to argue that the legislation could harm efforts to normalize Turkish-Armenian relations, the White House said.  "Secretary Clinton called Chairman Berman ... and in that conversation the secretary indicated that further congressional action could impede progress on normalization of relations," said National Security Council spokesman Mike Hammer.  Turkey and Armenia signed a protocol last year to normalize relations but the papers are yet to pass through the parliament of either country.  Turkey is an important ally whose help the United States needs to solve confrontations from Iran to Afghanistan.  Despite Clinton's appeal, Berman went ahead with a hearing on the issue.  "Turkey is a vital and, in most respects, a loyal ally of the United States in a volatile region," Berman, an influential member of Congress because of his chairmanship of the foreign affairs committee, said at the start of the hearing.  "Be that as it may, nothing justifies Turkey's turning a blind eye to the reality of the Armenian genocide," he added.  "Germany has accepted responsibility for the Holocaust. South Africa set up a Truth Commission to look at Apartheid. And here at home, we continue to grapple with the legacies of slavery and our horrendous treatment of Native Americans," he added.  "It is now time for Turkey to accept the reality of the Armenian genocide."

Resolution is essential to US-Turkey relations for energy

Hailey Cook, coordinator for Turkish think-tank and the Foundation for Political, Social and Economic Research 6-4-09 [“Obama's visit to Turkey: Transforming the US-Turkish relationship into a well-oiled machine”, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=121:obamas-visit-to-turkey-transforming-the-us-turkish-relationship-into-a-well-oiled-machine&catid=49:publications&Itemid=93]
Last, but certainly not least, is the conundrum of the looming Armenian genocide resolution. The resolution is one of the most pressing concerns that has the potential to create a serious backlash in the US-Turkey relationship, and in turn, resulting in negative regional implications. In a larger regional context, Dr. Stephen Larrabee predicted that the Obama administration will give priority to a strategic rapprochement between the US and Turkey and "will likely be successful in preventing the resolution from coming to [a] vote during the next year, despite the democratic majority in the House."  With anticipation we watch how President Obama addresses the more immediate regional concerns with the AKP. Shortly, the new president of the US will arrive in what should prove to be a slightly more optimistic atmosphere and a warmer Turkish public in comparison to the Bush era. The hope is that Obama is successful in taking this critical step toward transforming the US-Turkish strategic relationship into a well-oiled machine.
***Impact Level***

Nagorno-Karabakh → Instability

Nagorno-Karabak conflict must be solved to stop another war
RFE/RL, 7-20-10 [“Karabakh Peace Vital For Armenia, Says Ter-Petrosian”, http://www.armeniadiaspora.com/news/article-hits/1581-karabakh-peace-vital-for-armenia-says-ter-petrosian.html]

The resolution of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and normalization of Turkish-Armenian relations is indispensable for Armenia’s security and sustainable development, opposition leader Levon Ter-Petrosian said over the weekend.  In a warning seemingly addressed to the Armenian authorities, Armenia’s first president said that the status quo in the conflict carries the growing risk of renewed war with Azerbaijan. He also accused them of underestimating Russia’s role in the region and moving dangerously close to the West.  The remarks sharply contrasted with Ter-Petrosian’s earlier persistent allegations that President Serzh Sarkisian is ready to accept and accelerate a Karabakh settlement favoring Azerbaijan.  “Without settling the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and Turkish-Armenian relations Armenia has no prospect of security, economic development and an improved demographic situation, regardless of who will be in power,” Ter-Petrosian declared in a speech at Saturday’s congress of the Armenian Pan-National Movement (HHSh), a former ruling party and key member of his Armenian National Congress (HAK) alliance.  He warned that “blindly seeking to preserve the status quo” only increases the likelihood of another Armenian-Azerbaijani war. “This situation can not last endlessly,” he said. “In case of the failure of diplomacy or the dragging out of the settlement process, it could get out of control, leading to new bloodshed.”  Ter-Petrosian added that Karabakh peace is also a necessary condition for the normalization of Turkish-Armenian relations, dismissing as “nonsense” official Yerevan’s insistence that the two issues can not be interconnected. “Accordingly, if Armenia’s authorities are really interested in the success of the Turkish-Armenian rapprochement initiated by themselves, they must solve the Karabakh issue first,” he said.
Armenian issue must be addressed – crucial to Turkish stability

Amanda Akcakoca, policy analyst at the European Policy Centre, 11/07 [“EU-Turkey relations 43 years on: train crash or temporary derailment?” EPC Issue No. 50, http://www.turquieeuropeenne.eu/IMG/pdf/ANNEXE3.pdf]

Turkey needs to continue to come to terms with its past, and should be supported in doing this. For example, continued and enhanced dialogue over the Armenian and the Kurdish issues should be encouraged. At the same time, the EU must avoid the impression that it is applying double standards in its relations with Turkey. Greater dialogue and debate is needed both within the EU and in Turkey to discuss Turkish membership, and how this would change both the EU and Turkey. The trust that has been eroded needs to be rebuilt. Domestically, the government faces a difficult year as the AKP decides who to nominate as the next president and wrestles with the dilemma of how to respond to the PKK ceasefire. It may also have some difficult choices to make in foreign policy – for example, regarding Iran, if some form of sanctions are introduced. The November 2007 parliamentary elections will be a defining moment for Turkey. The formation and priorities of the next government will be crucial for the country’s continued stability and prosperity. A weak and fractious coalition government would be disastrous both domestically and for Turkey’s relationship with the EU.

Nagorno-Karabakh → War [1/2]
Re-ignition of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict would escalate to major power war. 

Croissant, Associate at the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Southwest Missouri State University, 7/1/97 (Jane’s Intelligence Review)

The renewal of the Nagorno-Karabakh war would also have implications throughout the region. Turkey and Iran, which watched the conflict with great unease during its height in 1992-93, have significant national interests at stake in the region. Turkey has used the past two years of relative calm in the Transcaucasus to increase its economic, political and security links to Georgia and Azerbaijan while promoting itself as a transit point for the export of oil and gas from the Caspian states to the West. Despite signs of growing co-operation with Russia, particularly in the supply of Russian natural gas to Turkey, Ankara would no doubt look unfavourably on the return of Russian influence to Azerbaijan. The downfall of the pro-Turkish Azerbaijani leader would strike a major blow to Turkey's ambitions as a power-broker in Central Asia, and large Azeri losses on the battlefield could stir public opinion in favour of Turkish military intervention. In the spring of 1993, when local Armenian forces began what would be the conquest of all of southwestern Azerbaijan, Turkey mobilised military forces on the Armenian border and threatened to "take every measure, up to and including military measures, to repulse Armenian aggression". Although the threatened Turkish intervention did not materialise, Ankara continued to watch the situation in Azerbaijan with great interest. Four years later, Turkey has far more at stake in the region, and it is unlikely that Ankara would remain passive in the face of renewed hostilities in Nagorno-Karabakh. Iran, too, would not welcome the resumption of warfare in Karabakh. Although Iranian leaders would no doubt look favourably on the downfall of Aliev, who has kept Iran at arms length, Tehran has more immediate security concerns regarding Azerbaijan. Iran's 15 million Azeris (twice the population of Azerbaijan proper) constitute the country's largest ethnic minority and reside in border areas adjacent to the former Soviet republic. Tehran fears that the growth of nationalistic feelings among its Azeri populace - possibly prompted by renewed warfare in Azerbaijan - could lead to an Azeri separatist movement and the dismemberment of Iran. Iran's concerns were demonstrated in the autumn of 1993 when Tehran dispatched military units into Azerbaijani territory to establish a buffer zone and prevent an exodus of 200,000 Azeri war refugees from crossing into Iran. Although a defensive measure, the move put Iranian forces in close proximity to the fighting and seemed to mark the internationalisation of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. While, active Iranian intervention did not occur, Tehran remains wary of the potential dangers of a renewed Karabakh clash. Although Russia may be attempting to instigate new violence in the Transcaucasus, it would react negatively to any participation in the hostilities by an outside power. Moscow views the region as part of its sphere of influence where it is entitled to act without external interference. Moreover, Russia is bound under the terms of the 1992 Tashkent Collective Security Treaty to come to Armenia's defence if attacked by a third party. Thus, Moscow would no doubt oppose Turkey militarily in an expanded Karabakh clash. Whereas the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute was transformed from an internal Soviet problem in 1988-91 to a regional problem in 1992-93, the potential is great for it to take on larger and more dangerous scope in the future. In addition to the clashing regional ambitions of Turkey and Russia and the security interests of Iran, external powers have entered the regional scene in the past three years. With an eye on the Caspian Sea, which could become the West's second most important energy source in the next century, Japan, Germany, France, Italy, the UK and the USA have heightened their economic presence in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia through investment and joint ventures. As plans go forward to expand NATO eastward, regional countries have also assumed a more important place in the political-security calculations of Europe and the USA. Thus, a renewed Karabakh war is likely to matter far more to the West than it did prior to 1994. This is not to say that US or European military intervention in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is either likely or foreseeable. However, an expansion of the clash to include Turkey and Russia could certainly eclipse the Persian Gulf crisis of 1990-91. Whereas at its onset the Gulf crisis pitted a regional power against a weak and tiny neighbour, the internationalisation of the Karabakh war could involve a NATO member against a nuclear-armed former superpower. Although the Western response to such a development is difficult to project, US and European interests in the Transcaucasus are too important at this point for the West to remain aloof from a reignited and expanded conflict in the region.

Nagorno-Karabakh → War [2/2]

The impact is World War III

Time 6/1/92
ARMENIANS AND AZERIS HAVE BEEN KILLING EACH other in the disputed region of Nagorno-Karabakh at a rate of 500 a year since 1988. But until recently, the rest of the world saw the bloodbath in landlocked Karabakh as an internal conflict that had few if any ramifications beyond Soviet borders. 

Not anymore. Last week Armenian fighters cut a six-mile corridor through Azerbaijan to link Karabakh to the Armenian republic, then launched an artillery assault on the Azeri territory of Nakhichevan, which borders Iran and Turkey. Washington, Moscow and Tehran all strongly condemned the surprisingly forceful Armenian military moves. And in Ankara the main opposition party called on the Turkish government to send troops to Nakhichevan to defend the Azeris, who are ethnic Turks. Turkish Prime Minister Suleyman Demirel so far has resisted pressure to intervene, but the mere suggestion of a NATO member becoming embroiled in the conflict helped catapult Karabakh to the top of the agenda at the U.N. and other international forums. The military commander of the Commonwealth of Independent States, Yevgeni Shaposhnikov, warned that armed involvement by foreign nations could transform the Karabakh conflict into World War III. 
Caucasus Instability → Nuclear
Any Caucasus instability causes nuclear war and pulls in the U.S.

Fiona Hill, (Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Studies at Brookings), May 2001, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2001/05asia_hill.aspx

The Caspian Basin and the surrounding states of the Caucasus and Central Asia have crept from obscurity onto the U.S. foreign policy agenda. While the individual countries of the two regions may not be of vital interest to the United States, the countries that border them are. Four have nuclear weapons, one is an important NATO ally, and two are states that have posed direct challenges to U.S. security by their support for terrorist movements. There is great potential for interstate conflict involving these border countries. So even if the United States did not consider the Caucasus and Central Asian states of vital interest, it might be drawn in by the actions of others. Keeping the regions off the crisis response list should be a priority for the In the next two years, the Caucasus and Central Asian states could become zones of interstate competition similar to the Middle East and Northeast Asia. Economic and political crises, or the intensification of war in Chechnya or Afghanistan, might lead to the "Balkanization" of the regions. This, in turn, could result in military intervention by any of the major powers. Given the fact that both Turkey and Iran threatened intervention in the Caucasus at the peak of the Nagorno-Karabakh war in 1992-1993, this risk should be taken seriously.

2NC Pipeline Impact Scenario [1/2]
An unresolved Nagorno-Karabakh means Azerbaijan will completely kill the Nabucco pipeline project

Brian Whitmore, staff reporter @RFERL, 10-19-09, [“Azerbaijan Could Scuttle Nabucco Over Turkey-Armenia Deal”, http://www.rferl.org/content/Azerbaijan_Could_Scuttle_Nabucco_Over_TurkeyArmenia_Deal/1855784.html]

Azerbaijan has apparently decided to play its energy card.  As much of the world applauded Turkey's historic rapprochement with Armenia last week, Azerbaijan felt left out in the cold and abandoned by its closest ally.  Baku had argued strenuously that a deal to reestablish relations between Ankara and Yerevan should not be signed while Armenia continued to occupy Nagorno-Karabakh, and it threatened to take unspecified countermeasures if one was.  Speaking at a nationally televised cabinet meeting on October 16, Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev revealed one of those steps: "It is not a secret to anyone that for many years Azerbaijan has been selling its gas to Turkey for one-third of market prices."  Aliyev added: "What state would agree to sell its natural resources for 30 percent of world market prices, especially under current conditions? This is illogical."  The route of the Nabucco project Aliyev presented the move as a purely commercial decision and did not explicitly link it to the Turkish-Armenian deal. Azerbaijan currently sells Turkey natural gas at the bargain rate of $120 per thousand cubic meters. But the timing of Aliyev's announcement, less than a week after the accord between Yerevan and Ankara was signed, left little doubt.  If Baku follows through on the move, analysts say it could severely undermine -- if not completely kill -- the Western-backed Nabucco pipeline project to bring gas from the Caspian Sea to Europe via Turkey.  "Potentially this is very important because it could potentially deliver a knockout blow to Nabucco. Without Azerbaijan it would be even more difficult than it is," says Federico Bordonaro, an energy-security analyst with the Italian-based group equilibre.net.

Russia will manipulate European oil dependence to divide the European alliance and weaken the west. 

Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2008. [The Return of History and the End of Dreams, p. 14]

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 drivers seat, and Europeans seem to agree. Russian businesses, in close cooperation with the central government in Moscow, are buying 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."
2NC Pipeline Impact Scenario [2/2]

Energy dependence guarantees European conflict and Russian aggression.

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., Senior Fellow at the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 11-5-2007. [Heritage Foundation, Europe's Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy, p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/11/Europes-Strategic-Dependence-on-Russian-Energy]

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] Policy Implications for the United States From the American perspective, growing European dependence on energy from and infrastructure owned by Russia is a negative geopolitical trend. The Kremlin has demonstrated its readiness to use energy as a political tool. Russia's assertive Cold War-like posture is a growing concern for Washington. It is in the U.S. strategic interest to mitigate Europe's dependence on Russian energy. The Kremlin will likely use Europe's dependence to promote its largely anti-American foreign policy agenda. This would significantly limit the maneuvering space available to America's European allies, forcing them to choose between an affordable and stable energy supply and siding with the U.S. on some key issues.
Ext. Russian Oil Bad

Russia cuts off Oil to Europe- unreliable source
Agence France-Presse, June 23, 2010, French news agency associated with AP and Reuters, the third largest news agency in the world. “Russia cuts Belarus gas again as energy feud escalates” Hurriyet News, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=russia-cuts-belarus-gas-again-as-energy-feud-escalates-2010-06-23 Accessed June 29, 2010

Russia on Wednesday cut gas supplies to Belarus by 60 percent as a payment feud between the ex-Soviet neighbors that has raised fears for European consumers went into a third day.But despite threats from maverick Belarussian leader Alexander Lukashenko that he was shutting down transit of Russian gas to Europe, Russian state gas giant Gazprom said gas was flowing normally.In a dramatic appearance on television for the third day in row, Gazprom chief executive Alexei Miller said the company was making good on its threat to continue cutting supplies but vowed that European customers had nothing to worry about. "We have two pieces of news. One is good, the other is bad," a grim-faced Miller said. "Transit of Russian gas through the territory of Belarus is being implemented in the full amount and consumers of Russian gas do not experience any problems with it."

"The bad news is the Belarussian side is undertaking no action to settle the debt for Russian gas supplies," he said, noting his company had moved to limit supplies by 60 percent from Wednesday morning and the cuts would continue in proportion to Belarus's outstanding debt.Gazprom reduced gas supplies to Belarus by 15 percent Monday and then 30 percent Tuesday as it followed through on promises to cut the flow of gas if Minsk did not pay a debt of nearly 200 million dollars.Moscow accuses Minsk of failing to settle a debt of $192 million (156 million euros) to Gazprom, but Belarus says the firm also owes it more than 200 million dollars in transit fees. The gas giant has said it would incrementally reduce gas supplies up to 85 percent of the normal volume if the debt is not settled in the coming days.Following Tuesday's cut, Lukashenko ordered a shutdown of Russian gas transit deliveries to Europe, raising fears in the European Union, whose members Lithuania, Germany and Poland depend on Russian gas piped through Belarus.Gazprom pledged the dispute with Belarus would not hit supplies to European clients and the EU has called on Minsk and Moscow to respect their contractual obligations. Analysts say the dispute has been sharpened by Lukashenko turning away from traditional reliance on the Kremlin and pursuing closer ties with the European Union.In an escalating war of words, Lukashenko said Tuesday he would not be humiliated with references to "cutlets and sausages" by Moscow after his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev said acerbically that Russia could accept "neither pies nor butter nor cheese nor pancakes" when cash-strapped Belarus offered to foot the gas bill with machinery and other equipment.In recent months Russia and Belarus have often been at loggerheads over energy prices and customs duties, but the latest dispute is the fiercest feud yet between the two ex-Soviet neighbors.

A2 No Pipeline

Turkey’s Nabucco pipeline will be built – multiple countries want in

Helena Cobban, Publisher of JustWorldNews.org, Fall ’09, “US Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications”, [http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetalUSWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf] 

Turkey has two significant levers of power over all Iraq's parties; one is water, which flows south from Turkey into Iraq, and the other is natural gas. There was recently some fascinating news that Turkey and four of its neighbors to the west have now agreed to go ahead with the construction of the Nabucco pipeline, named, of course, for the important Iraqi forefather Nebuchadnezzar. Nabucco will run from eastern Turkey to Austria and will provide a way for several Central Asian producers to get their gas to European markets without going through Russia. Iraq said just this week that it also expects to feed gas from its significantly sized gas fields into the Nabucco system when it opens in 2013 or so. 
A2 Azerbaijan Won’t Leave

Azerbaijan isn’t bluffing – they’ll transfer to the Russian pipelines

Brian Whitmore, staff reporter @RFERL, 10-19-09, [“Azerbaijan Could Scuttle Nabucco Over Turkey-Armenia Deal”, http://www.rferl.org/content/Azerbaijan_Could_Scuttle_Nabucco_Over_TurkeyArmenia_Deal/1855784.html]

While Aliyev's move has heightened fears that Azerbaijan may be moving quickly into Moscow's orbit, some observers say he could be bluffing in an attempt to influence Turkey's parliament, which is due to debate the agreement normalizing relations with Armenia on October 21.  "The Azerbaijanis could be saying [to the West and Turkey] that if you are not supportive of us on Nagorno-Karabakh, we will choose South Stream over Nabucco," Bordonaro says.  "It is difficult to say if they are bluffing or not. But we shouldn't rule out that they are not bluffing."  Ilham Shaban, a Baku-based energy analyst, is more sanguine. He tells RFE/RL's Azerbaijani Service that pipelines delivering Azerbaijani gas to Europe via Turkey have a much larger capacity than those passing through Russia.  "Turkey is the door that Azerbaijan needs to use to get it’s energy resources to the world market. We need to make this door wider. And this was our policy so far," Shaban says.  "I don’t think we are going to close this door because of these protocols" between Turkey and Armenia.  Turkey broke off diplomatic relations with Armenia in 1993 in support of Azerbaijan, which was fighting a losing battle against ethnic Armenian separatists in Nagorno-Karabakh.  In response to Azerbaijan's anger over the normalization with Armenia, Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu assured Baku that its support remains unchanged, saying, "Azeri soil is as sacred for us as our own."  Turkish Energy Minister Taner Yildiz indicated on October 19 that Ankara is ready to pay more for Azerbaijan's gas, suggesting more negotiations were on the horizon.

***Say Yes***

Say Yes – General
The cost of dispute is more than agreement – Turkey will negotiate

Oya Eren, staff writer, 7​-2010 [“Turkey – Armenia: Normailization Process still Conitnues”, http://eurasiacritic.co.uk/articles/turkey-%E2%80%93-armenia-normalization-process-still-continues]

In the march, Turkey stepped for resolving the problem of confirming the protocols. Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs undersecretary Feridun Sinirlioglu went to Erivan as the special representative of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. He delivered Erdogan's letter to Sarkisyan. The message of the letter was: The cost of reaching an agreement costs less than dissolution between Armenia and Turkey.  By this step, Turkey became the side which fastens the negotiation and diplomacy for achieving success in the normalization process. Erdogan had sent another letter to the Baku. In the letter he gave messages about the process and Karabag which was expected to relieve Baku. In the letter, Turkey's persistence about not opening borders to Armenia until the resolution of Karabag problem was repeated.  On 12th of April, Erdogan met with Sarkisyan at the Nuclear Security Summit in US. Erdogan's letter to Sarkisyan discussed in detail in the meeting. After the meeting Sarkisyan defended that Turkey negotiates with Armenia and Armenians with preconditions.
Say Yes – Genocide

Turkish National Movement accepted the genocide already – that’s was the only blockade

Robert Melson, Prof @ Clark University, 2008 [Holocaust and Genocide Studies 2008, “A Shameful Act: The Armenian Genocide and the Question of Turkish Responsibility” by Taner Akcam, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/holocaust_and_genocide_studies/v022/22.1.melson.html]

As Akçam shows, after the armistice there was a broad consensus in Turkey to admit to the mass killings and to agree to the trial of the major perpetrators. Surprisingly, it was not only the opponents of the CUP such as the sultan and the grand vizier in Istanbul who called for the trials, but also Mustafa Kemal and other prominent figures of the National Movement in Ankara. Motives, of course, were mixed. On the one hand, all feared possible partition by the victors and hoped to mollify them; on the other, those who had not been directly implicated, notably Mustafa Kemal himself, felt that Turkey had been dishonored by the mass murders. Thus on May 13, 1919, Kemal affirmed that 800,000 Armenians had been killed, but ascribed responsibility to a small group within the CUP (p. 345). During a March 1920 interview Kemal insisted that it would be right to hang the perpetrators: “What were the Allied Powers waiting for before hanging these scoundrels?” he exclaimed (p. 345). At a closed session of his party on April 24, 1920, he referred to the genocide as “shameful acts” (p. 346).
A2 Say No

1. Turkey will say yes – military bases are Turkey’s bargaining chips specifically with the US military – Incirlik base proves – that’s Gass 6-23

2. Turkey accepted the genocide portion – that’s the only blockade to ratification

Robert Melson, Prof @ Clark University, 2008 [Holocaust and Genocide Studies 2008, “A Shameful Act: The Armenian Genocide and the Question of Turkish Responsibility” by Taner Akcam, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/holocaust_and_genocide_studies/v022/22.1.melson.html]

As Akçam shows, after the armistice there was a broad consensus in Turkey to admit to the mass killings and to agree to the trial of the major perpetrators. Surprisingly, it was not only the opponents of the CUP such as the sultan and the grand vizier in Istanbul who called for the trials, but also Mustafa Kemal and other prominent figures of the National Movement in Ankara. Motives, of course, were mixed. On the one hand, all feared possible partition by the victors and hoped to mollify them; on the other, those who had not been directly implicated, notably Mustafa Kemal himself, felt that Turkey had been dishonored by the mass murders. Thus on May 13, 1919, Kemal affirmed that 800,000 Armenians had been killed, but ascribed responsibility to a small group within the CUP (p. 345). During a March 1920 interview Kemal insisted that it would be right to hang the perpetrators: “What were the Allied Powers waiting for before hanging these scoundrels?” he exclaimed (p. 345). At a closed session of his party on April 24, 1920, he referred to the genocide as “shameful acts” (p. 346).
3. Turkey will negotiate – The cost of dispute is more than agreement

Oya Eren, staff writer, 7​-2010 [“Turkey – Armenia: Normailization Process still Conitnues”, http://eurasiacritic.co.uk/articles/turkey-%E2%80%93-armenia-normalization-process-still-continues]

In the march, Turkey stepped for resolving the problem of confirming the protocols. Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs undersecretary Feridun Sinirlioglu went to Erivan as the special representative of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. He delivered Erdogan's letter to Sarkisyan. The message of the letter was: The cost of reaching an agreement costs less than dissolution between Armenia and Turkey.  By this step, Turkey became the side which fastens the negotiation and diplomacy for achieving success in the normalization process. Erdogan had sent another letter to the Baku. In the letter he gave messages about the process and Karabag which was expected to relieve Baku. In the letter, Turkey's persistence about not opening borders to Armenia until the resolution of Karabag problem was repeated.  On 12th of April, Erdogan met with Sarkisyan at the Nuclear Security Summit in US. Erdogan's letter to Sarkisyan discussed in detail in the meeting. After the meeting Sarkisyan defended that Turkey negotiates with Armenia and Armenians with preconditions.
4. US pressure is essential to ratification – Obama needs to use leverage, like the plan, on the Turkish administration in order for the negotiation process to work – that’s RF/ERL 2-5

5. Turkey will say yes the protocol but US pressure is key

Krinstine Aghalaryan, staff writer, 12-17-09 [“CNN-Turk Advisor”, http://www.caucasusneighbors.com/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout

=blog&id=47&Itemid=68]

Badri Gyursan, a columnist with the newspaper Milliyet, stated at a press conference in Yerevan today that the Turkish parliament will not ratify the Armenia-Turkey Protocols with significant progress on the Karabakh issue. He said that the process right now is in a dead-end situation given the Azerbaijani factor. Also at the press conference was CNN Turk news advisor Ferhat Borataf, who didn’t rule out the possibility that Turkey would eventually ratify the Protocols as a result of the threat of the United States officially recognizing the 1915 Genocide. Badri Gyursan stated that the ties between the two countries are quite problematic and that while Turkey sees no preconditions in the Protocols, the reality is otherwise. “I would prefer to see the Karabakh issue separated from the Protocol ratification matter but the fact is that the Turkish government is under great pressure, both from Azerbaijan and the Turkish public, to raise the issue.” The CNN Turk news advisor stated, “Turkey and Armenia are not one couple on the floor dancing the tango. It’s a strange type of dance in which five are active, Armenia and Turkey, plus the United States, Russia and Azerbaijan. Turkey wasn’t ready for the vociferous reaction of Baku in the matter. Turkey and Azerbaijan are players in the big energy game between East and West. No one ever thought that Azerbaijan would dare state that it was pulling out of the game. Turkey, as well as the U.S., wants Azerbaijan to remain a player.”

A2 Perm Do Both

1. Withdrawing troops is the only leverage the US has against Turkey to ratify the Turkish-Armenian protocol – this is the best evidence on this question – that’s RF/ERL 2-5

2. Pressure is key – US pressure on ratification has not been ruled out by the Turks

Krinstine Aghalaryan, staff writer, 12-17-09 [“CNN-Turk Advisor”, http://www.caucasusneighbors.com/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout

=blog&id=47&Itemid=68]

Badri Gyursan, a columnist with the newspaper Milliyet, stated at a press conference in Yerevan today that the Turkish parliament will not ratify the Armenia-Turkey Protocols with significant progress on the Karabakh issue. He said that the process right now is in a dead-end situation given the Azerbaijani factor. Also at the press conference was CNN Turk news advisor Ferhat Borataf, who didn’t rule out the possibility that Turkey would eventually ratify the Protocols as a result of the threat of the United States officially recognizing the 1915 Genocide. Badri Gyursan stated that the ties between the two countries are quite problematic and that while Turkey sees no preconditions in the Protocols, the reality is otherwise. “I would prefer to see the Karabakh issue separated from the Protocol ratification matter but the fact is that the Turkish government is under great pressure, both from Azerbaijan and the Turkish public, to raise the issue.” The CNN Turk news advisor stated, “Turkey and Armenia are not one couple on the floor dancing the tango. It’s a strange type of dance in which five are active, Armenia and Turkey, plus the United States, Russia and Azerbaijan. Turkey wasn’t ready for the vociferous reaction of Baku in the matter. Turkey and Azerbaijan are players in the big energy game between East and West. No one ever thought that Azerbaijan would dare state that it was pulling out of the game. Turkey, as well as the U.S., wants Azerbaijan to remain a player.”

3. Linkage key – withdrawing troops is the only issue to bargain with because that’s what they’ve used in the past

Eral Yilmaz, staff writer, 1-21-04 [World Markets Analysis, “Turkish Prime Minister to Warn US President on Iraqi Kurdish Federation” ln]

During his meeting with US President George W. Bush on 28 January, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan will indicate Turkey's displeasure at movements by Iraqi Kurds towards the establishment of a federal Iraqi state based on ethnicity, despite US claims that it is in favour of the territorial unity of Iraq. Recent weeks have seen a number of top-level spats between Turkish officials decrying the US's apparent reluctance to implement its Iraq policy, while Iraqi Kurdish leaders have continued to clamour for extensive autonomy in northern Iraq, the exile of Arabs from the province and for Turkey not to interfere in the Kurds' internal affairs. Erdogan's message to Bush will claim that despite the US's policy of equal representation for all ethnic groups, US policy on the ground in Iraq is actually discriminatory and is exacerbating the communication problem between different ethnic groups, which could lead to civil war in the country. Erdogan will state that Iraq's neighbours have a right to a say in the country's future as the chaos threatens to infect the region.  Significance: Erdogan may be gearing up to deliver a 'harsh' message to the US President, but the Turkish government will have to re-assess the value of its bargaining chips if it wishes to have any impact on the US's Iraq policy. The government's willingness to allow the US to use the Incirlik military base in southern Turkey to rotate US troops in and out of Iraq was expected to be in exchange for the US refusing Iraqi Kurdish demands for a federal Iraq. Instead, the US put more pressure on the European Union (EU) to accept Turkey's membership bid. Turkey is wary of an Iraqi Kurdish autonomous region on its southern border in case this encourages its own Kurdish minority to seek independence.

4. No Turkish concession without US pressure

Emil Danielyan, staff writer, 3-14-10, “OBAMA MEETS ERDOGAN AMID MORE TURKISH-ARMENIAN DIPLOMACY”, http://www.armtown.com/news/en/rfe/20100414/2011965/]

U.S. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley spoke of a “critical time” in the stalled normalization process as he commented on Clinton’s talks with Davutoglu to the official Turkish Anatolia news agency. Crowley was quoted as calling the talks “very positive.” He did not elaborate.  U.S. pressure on Turkey over the Turkish-Armenian protocols is thought to have increased since the March 4 decision by a U.S. congressional committee to approve a resolution describing the 1915 Armenian massacres in the Ottoman Empire as genocide. Ankara has scrambled to prevent the resolution’s passage by the full House of Representatives and hopes that Obama will not honor his campaign pledge to recognize the Armenian genocide.

***CP Solves***

Compromise solves conflict

Harut Sassounian, President of the United Armenian Fund,10-7-07 [“Recognition of the Armenian Genocide by Turkeyis a secondary issue – interview with Harut Sassounian”, http://www.regnum.ru/english/897320.html]
Conflict can be settled through compromises – this is a fundamental principle. Another way of settling conflicts is a decisive victory over the enemy in military operations. The issue is settled either at the negotiating table or on the battlefield. We gained a victory on the battlefield, and cannot be defeated at the negotiating table. I do not think that there exists any threat of resumption of hostilities. Azerbaijan is not ready for war. If they were, they would resume military operations without asking anyone. If hostilities are resumed now, Azerbaijan may lose all the other territories, particularly Shahumyan. That is, if Azerbaijan unleashes a war now, it will lose more than it may gain. I disagree with the opinion that the Armenian side must not cede even an inch of land. Some territories surrounding Artsakh, which are of no strategic importance or historically Armenian lands, may be ceded. It is not up to us to decide which particular region, town or village may be ceded to the Azerbaijani side. Time will come, and representatives of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Artsakh, standing over a map, will draw a border. However, we must not just cede the territories to them, stating that this is our concession. In exchange, we must have them recognize Artsakh as an independent state or as part of Armenia. A relevant document must be signed, and an international peacekeeping force must be stationed in adjacent territories. That is, concessions are only possible in case of concessions on the part of Azerbaijan and observation of the aforementioned terms. I think it must be a comprehensive solution.
CP Solves – Armenia Will Accept

Resolution is obtainable – someone needs to get the ball rolling

Oya Eren, staff writer, 7​-2010 [“Turkey – Armenia: Normailization Process still Conitnues”, http://eurasiacritic.co.uk/articles/turkey-%E2%80%93-armenia-normalization-process-still-continues]

It is understood that both sides were differently interpreted the process. Azerbaijan was against to these protocols since from the beginning. It would be true to say that both 2 protocols signed by Turkey and Armenia are in a deadlock now. This deadlock can only get finished by Armenia. Armenia should change its attitude towards the Karabag issue by negotiating and Armenia should abandon its arguments about the 1915 incidents.  Both Armenia and Armenia supporter International Community should abandon their anti-Turkey policy to accelerate the negotiations between Turkey and Armenia. In this period in which Turkish Foreign Policy is having an important reformation, Turkey's efforts for resolving the problems with Armenia can only be meaningful if Armenia responses positively. In this sense, if both Turkey and Armenia can show the persistence through the resolution just like they did in the Zurich protocols, an absolute resolution can be reached.

Once Turkey ratifies the protocol, Armenia will accede to the process

Trend News, 7-1-10, [“U.S. government to discuss Armenian-Turkish protocols in Yerevan”, http://en.trend.az/regions/scaucasus/armenia/1713760.html]

U.S. State Secretary Hillary Clinton will discuss Armenian-Turkish relations during her visit to Yerevan July 4, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Philip Gordon was quoted as saying by the Turkish Hurriyet newspaper.  "We believe that the ratification of the protocols, their implementation and the opening of the Turkey-Armenia borders will be favorable for both countries and the region," Gordon said. "I am sure that the normalization of the Turkish-Armenian ties will be discussed."  Clinton, who will pay her first visit to the South Caucasus July 4- 5, took part in the protocol signing ceremony in an effort to normalize ties between Ankara and Yerevan.  Turkish and Armenian foreign ministers Ahmet Davutoglu and Edward Nalbandian signed the protocols in Zurich Oct. 10.   Diplomatic relations between Armenia and Turkey have been severed due to Armenia's claims of an alleged genocide and its occupation of Azerbaijani lands.  The border has been broken since 1993.  Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan issued a decree to suspend the ratification of the protocols in April.  Gordon said Clinton will be able to negotiate the situation with Sargsyan.  "As soon as Turkey will be ready for ratification, Armenia will accede to the process," Gordon said. "We continue to believe that the ratification of the protocols and the opening of the borders is in the interests of both Turkey and Armenia."
***AFF ANSWERS***

Protocol Fails
The protocol is pointless – the land dispute can be resolved with international law

Harut Sassounian, President of the United Armenian Fund,10-7-07 [“Recognition of the Armenian Genocide by Turkeyis a secondary issue – interview with Harut Sassounian”, http://www.regnum.ru/english/897320.html]
As regards the possibility of the international recognition of the Armenian Genocide in exchange for certain concessions in the Nagorno-Karabakh issue, such an idea does not exist, it is senseless. I have said that the Genocide is a fact, and its recognition is not a concession, as we do not benefit anything from it. If anyone, guided by political games, denies this fact, then this is that person’s problem. Moreover, we have reached a stage where the admission of the Armenian Genocide is more in Turkey’s interests than that of Armenians. If Turkey should admit the Armenian Genocide even tomorrow, the Armenians, who are politically naive, would think that they have achieved their dream. That is, the Armenian side will just relax and stop trying to achieve its true goals, namely, the return of lands and compensation. The Armenian people must be mature enough to realize their true goals. In this context, if Turkey admits the Armenian Genocide, it will be the first to benefit. Although no official demand for the admission of the Armenian Genocide is made on Turkey in the context of the country’s admission to the European Union, this issue is constantly raised and used as a lever for exerting pressure on Turkey. That is why, if a Turkish leader admits the Armenian Genocide today, the next day the entire world will praise him as liberal and progressive, for having admitted his forefathers’ crimes. He will be awarded a Nobel Peace Prize and many other prizes. Moreover, even if Turkey fails to meet all requirements for the admission to the European Union, the positive reaction to its admission of the Armenian Genocide will be so great that a blind eye will be turned to other shortfalls, thereby facilitating the process of Turkey’s entry into the EU. Thus, Turkey will benefit much, without losing anything. The principal error of both Armenians and Turks is that they think that, in case Turkey admits the Armenian Genocide, Armenians will demand their lands. In fact, the two issues have nothing in common. If, in conformity with international law, the Armenian people can demand their territories, it is not at all necessary to wait for Turkey to admit the Armenian Genocide for 90 or 900 years. Even if tomorrow we apply to court and demand our territories, no court will say: “no, you cannot demand territories until Turkey admits the Genocide.” This is tantamount to refusing to convict a murderer until he admits his guilt.
Protocol Bad

Turn: Negotiation destroys relations ship with Azerbaijan – the Nagomo-Karabakh conflict creates pipeline tension

Hailey Cook, coordinator for Turkish think-tank and the Foundation for Political, Social and Economic Research, 2009 [“Nabucco gas pipeline will succeed - US analyst”, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=227:hailey-cook-interviewed-by-armenianaz&catid=45:media&Itemid=94]

Let me start by putting your question in the context of the current political tension over the settling of old disputes and the contemporary geopolitical climate.  If Turkey ratifies the latest draft of the protocol agreement signed by Turkey and Armenia, then it will risk souring relations with Azerbaijan - essentially the strategic backbone of the region. This would further complicate energy negotiations. If Turkey ultimately decides not to ratify the protocols, Turkey will face serious pressure from the US, Europe and the international community.  The dispute settlement over the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict also remains a monkey on the back of the Ankara-Baku-Yerevan triangular relationship. Iran has also expressed its desire to be at the Nagorno-Karabakh resolution table, a move that irritates the West. The US is wary of a visible increase in cooperation in economic and energy security projects between Turkmenistan, Turkey and Iran. Moreover, the US does not see a place for Iranian gas in the Southern Corridor.  The future of the Turkey-Armenia peace protocols depends greatly on the larger political debate over the events of 1915. Tension rises here in Washington as the 24 April date approaches. Congressman Berman has announced a 4 March 2010 mark-up of the genocide convention in the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Time is running short for both the Armenian and Turkish governments to reach a compromise.

US Pressure Not Key

US pressure irrelevant to ratification

R. Hafizoglu, staff writer, 4-14-10 [“Experts: Turkey- Armenia negotiating process can hardly move forward”, http://en.trend.az/news/politics/foreign/1668904.html]

According to Abbasov, after meeting with Obama, Armenia, of course, got another dose of moral support from his colleague, as well as from Mrs. Hillary Clinton, who is the chief coordinator of the Armenian-Turkish reconciliation.  "But it must not forget that America is far away, but neighbors, that is, a step away from it and what the friends in the face of Americans and others, might predict them, it is not at all correspond to the reality," Abbasov said.  Simao belies although the Obama Administration is still committed to improving relations between Ankara and Yerevan, which is a crucial factor, the process has now moved more clearly into the domestic politics of parliamentary ratification, where the good will of the presidents is no longer a central matter.  However, she believes at this stage, the U.S. can not affect Turkey.  The deterioration of relations with Israel has also meant some irritation of the U.S. regarding Turkey. The opposite also became true with Turkish outrage towards the passing of a resolution by the U.S. House of Representatives on the Armenian Genocide, Simao said.  
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