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Turkey Prolif 1NC

Turkey’s committed to nonproliferation now—strong NATO nuclear commitment is key. 
Tarik Oguzlu, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of International Relations, Bilkent University, July 2009. [SETA Foundation for Political Economic and Social Research Policy Brief No. 33, Turkey and the Transformation of NATO, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-182507-159-turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato.html]
Today, there is an intra-alliance consensus that contemporary threats concern transnational terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, drug trafficking, organized crime, cyber-terrorism, the spreading of epidemics, piracy, environmental pollution, and the lack of good governance in failed or weak states. From the contemporary perspective, the maintenance of standing mass armies in anticipation of conventional territorial attacks no longer serves to address today’s global and soft security challenges. The old strategies of deterrence and containment do not suffice in dealing with the asymmetrical threats posed by non-state actors. This consensus, however, does not relieve Turkey of anxiety regarding the question of whether NATO’s transformation will erode its traditional territorial/nuclear security commitments. Two occasions in the recent past appear to have led Turkish decision-makers to doubt whether the European members of the alliance continue to view Turkey’s territorial defense as part of their responsibilities. Both took place in the context of Turkey’s proximity to Iraq. First, although in 1991 and 2003 Turkey asked NATO to deploy early warning systems and Patriot missiles to Turkish territory against the possibility of an Iraqi attack, some European members of the alliance initially hesitated to respond to Turkey’s demands positively. Second, the reluctance of some western European members of the alliance to recognize the PKK as a terrorist organization or to commit to ending the PKK’s activities in their territories has worried Turkey. As long as Turkish public opinion remains convinced that the PKK owes its existence, at least in part, to support coming from European countries, Turkey’s commitment to NATO will be bound to decrease in the years to come.4
Turkey has signed on to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and has thus far adopted a position of non-nuclearization in its foreign policy. However, the changing nature of regional politics in the Middle East in the wake of the latest war in Iraq might pose challenges in this regard. For example, Iran’s nuclear ambitions raise strong concerns that it may acquire the technology to produce nuclear weapons. It is no secret that other countries in the region might then follow suit. Turkish decision-makers will find it hard to resist domestic calls for nuclearization if NATO prevaricates in offering a full nuclear commitment to Turkey.
2. Removing TNWs causes Turkey to develop nuclear weapons. 

Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow, Foundation for Strategic Research, 9-26-2008. [Real Instituto Elcano, The Coming NATO Nuclear Debate, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT

=/Elcano_in/Zonas_in/ARI117-2008]
Ankara deserves particular attention. The presence of US nuclear weapons on Turkish soil is fairly unpopular within the country, but the military elite view it as a significant component of their relationship with the US. The US nuclear presence reassures allies that might otherwise be tempted to go nuclear. A withdrawal could affect Ankara’s perception of its security if faced with a nuclear-capable Iran. Should this be the case, many observers agree that Turkey could consider a nuclear programme for itself. Turkey currently has a significant civilian nuclear research programme, but does not have the installations required for making fissile material. It would need to either construct a uranium enrichment plant or build a dedicated plutonium production reactor. This would require a break in its current nuclear policy. Furthermore, producing fissile material with such installations would imply a withdrawal from the NPT. To be fair, such an option would appear credible only if three conditions were met: a severe crisis of confidence between Ankara and Washington, a crumbling of the NPT regime and expectations that the EU will refuse to admit Turkey (for it is difficult to imagine the EU admitting in its ranks a new nuclear nation).


Turkey Prolif 1NC 

Turkish proliferation would snowball in the middle east leading to Nuclear War and Terror

Henry Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 6-14-07, “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges” http://www.npolicy.org/files/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf

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


Uniqueness—Patriot Missiles Solve Confidence 

Sale of Patriot missiles will strengthen Turkey’s faith in the U.S. security commitment now. 

Hürriyet Daily News 9-13-2009. [Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13]
 “The sale of Patriot missiles does not have a direct link with the U.S. missile shield program,” said Arif Keskin, an expert on Iranian affairs. “Nevertheless, with this huge military deal, Washington wants to improve Turkey’s military capacity against Iran as it also block Turkey’s likely desires to nuclearization.”

Keskin said any American missile could only be placed in Turkey if NATO gives a green light for the program. “However, if Turkey agrees to open its soil to the missile shield program, it would worsen its relations with not only Iran, but also Syria and Russia.”

Aksu agreed with Keskin, adding: “For now, The Turkish government might take steps in harmony with the United States. However, the ongoing internal debate and hot political agenda could complicate the situation for the ruling Justice and Development Part [AKP] and Washington may lose the opportunity to solve Iranian problem. So, if the U.S. wants to achieve any progress on Iran, it should take actions immediately.”

Carol Migdalovitz, an expert on the country at the research service, said the proposed sale showed Turkey was hedging its bets on improved ties with Iran. “While it has improved (bilateral) trade and energy ties, Turkey remains wary of Iran's nuclear program,” she told Reuters.

Recalling the chill in Turkey-US relations after the Iraq invasion, Keskin said the United States also seeks a clean page with Turkey and wants to refresh its relationship with the country, which has witnessed rising anti-American sentiment over the past few years. “With the new military deals, Washington signals its willingness to improve its ties with Turkey. The latest package is a firm indicator of this willingness,” he said

Link – Unilateral Action

Unilateral US military action hurts US and NATO credibility in Turkey

Tarık Oğuzlu, Asst. Prof.  of International Relations @ Bilkent University, 07-09“Turkey and the Transformation of NATO”, SETA Foundation, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=106:turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato&catid=48:policy-briefs&Itemid=91
Turkey has long valued membership in NATO for an another reason, namely that NATO’s multilateral platforms enabled her to experience a relationship of equals with the United States. Yet in this regard also, Turkey has grown increasingly discontented with the US’s unilateral policies over the last decade. Based on their experiences in Kosovo, the Americans appear to have drawn the conclusion that doing wars by committee, i.e. through NATO, decreases the operational capabilities of the US army. Decisions are taken slowly and non-American soldiers are not on a par with US soldiers in terms of their capacity to fight high-tech wars. The fact that former US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld argued in 2003 that from that time forward missions should determine the coalitions, rather than the reverse, could be seen as a harbinger of Turkey’s diminishing power to shape US policies through NATO. The unilateral foreign policy stance of the Bush administration certainly discouraged the European allies from investing their security in NATO. It is no coincidence that the European allies sped up their efforts to endow the EU with foreign, security and defense policy capabilities during the Bush era.

Link – TNW Withdraw

US TNW withdraw will cause Turkish proliferation

Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow @ the Fondation pour la recherche stratégique  9-26-08, Real InstitutoElcano, “The Coming NATO Nuclear Debate (ARI)”, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/zonas_in/defense+security/ari117-2008
Ankara deserves particular attention. The presence of US nuclear weapons on Turkish soil is fairly unpopular within the country, but the military elite view it as a significant component of their relationship with the US. The US nuclear presence reassures allies that might otherwise be tempted to go nuclear. A withdrawal could affect Ankara’s perception of its security if faced with a nuclear-capable Iran. Should this be the case, many observers agree that Turkey could consider a nuclear programme for itself. Turkey currently has a significant civilian nuclear research programme, but does not have the installations required for making fissile material. It would need to either construct a uranium enrichment plant or build a dedicated plutonium production reactor. This would require a break in its current nuclear policy. Furthermore, producing fissile material with such installations would imply a withdrawal from the NPT. To be fair, such an option would appear credible only if three conditions were met: a severe crisis of confidence between Ankara and Washington, a crumbling of the NPT regime and expectations that the EU will refuse to admit Turkey (for it is difficult to imagine the EU admitting in its ranks a new nuclear nation)
Also, not all European members of the Alliance will agree that missile defence will be a perfect substitute for nuclear deterrence (especially given its modest rate of success so far, from a technical point of view). More generally, a US nuclear withdrawal could be perceived as a lessening of transatlantic security ties by countries which are particularly keen to shelter behind US protection, such as Poland, the Baltic States and Turkey. Finally, despite the shortcomings of the current stance, there is no substitute for an air-delivered arsenal if NATO wants to continue to have the possibility of organising a multinational ‘nuclear raid’. This would not be possible with US strategic weapons or sea-based platforms.

If the US were to withdraw its weapons Turkey would develop weapons to combat Iran

Oliver Thranert, Senior Fellow @ the German Institute of International and Security Affairs, 12-09, “NATO, Missile Defence and Extended Deterrence,” Informaworld
NATO's nuclear sharing has, too, always been a non-proliferation endeavour. The concept was born in the 1960s, when the United States needed to convince the Federal Republic of Germany to forgo a nuclear-weapons option and to adhere to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as a non-nuclear state. To reassure Germany and to give Bonn as well as other European allies a say regarding NATO's nuclear policy, the Nuclear Planning Group was created and nuclear sharing implemented. Today, Turkey is perhaps the member state most likely to want to develop its own nuclear weapons. It would not be easy for Ankara to conduct a clandestine programme, but if Iran develops nuclear weapons and at the same time the United States were to withdraw its nuclear installations from Incirlik, those voices in Turkey already talking about a Turkish bomb could become stronger and more influential. Turkish officials already apparently maintain in internal NATO discussions that if the United States were to remove its nuclear weapons from Europe, Ankara would no longer feel bound to the grand bargain of the 1960s to refrain from developing its own nuclear weapons in return for a US nuclear presence in Europe.7
TNW withdraw would end Turkeys commitment not to develop nukes
Catherine M. Kelleher and Scott L. Warren, Kelleher was defense adviser to the U.S. mission to NATO and deputy assistant secretary of defense for Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia, 10-09, “Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher#bio
The role of tactical nuclear weapons in these discussions has not loomed large in much of the public or private Washington discourse. It has received more informal play in Brussels, where the efforts to craft a new NATO strategic concept quickly ran into private concerns about the ultimate fate of tactical weapons. Several new working papers circulated by opponents of continued tactical nuclear deployment in Europe have garnered quiet support from others. Germany, in particular, stimulated the push for elimination of tactical weapons, as Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier, who also was a candidate for chancellor in the September 2009 elections, advocated the elimination position. Turkey, however, has reportedly suggested in internal conversations that a decision by the United States to reduce its tactical nuclear weapons further would mark the end the grand alliance bargain of the 1960s: Turkey, like other hosts, would have the U.S. nuclear shield and would share in the physical control of the weapons in return for Ankara’s promise not to develop its own nuclear weapons.[9]
Link – TNW Withdraw

Turkey will develop nuclear weapons unless the US maintains its nuclear umbrella

DAVID S. YOST, Professor of International Relations at the Naval Postgraduate School, 7-1-09, International Affairs, Volume 85, Issue 4, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/122476701/abstract
In a closed door meeting, staff asked a group of influential Turkish politicians how Turkey would respond to an Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons. These politicians emphatically responded that Turkey would pursue nuclear weapons as well. These individuals stated, ‘Turkey would lose its importance in the region if Iran has nuclear weapons and Turkey does not.’ Another politician said it would be ‘compulsory’ for Turkey to obtain nuclear weapons in such a scenario. However, when staff subsequently asked whether a U.S. nuclear umbrella and robust security commitment would be sufficient to dissuade Turkey from pursuing nuclear weapons, all three individuals agreed that it would

Link Deterrence

Maintaining credible US deterrence key to stop Turkish Proliferation

DAVID S. YOST, Professor of International Relations at the Naval Postgraduate School, 7-1-09, International Affairs, Volume 85, Issue 4, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/122476701/abstract
Various potential WMD proliferation developments could strengthen the case for upholding US extended deterrence commitments in NATO and beyond. The acquisition of nuclear weapons by Iran might influence decisions in nearby countries, such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Turkey, regarding potential national nuclear weapons development or acquisition programmes. Maintaining the credibility of US extended deterrence protection might be critical to assuring the beneficiaries of US security guarantees that they may safely forego pursuing their own national nuclear capabilities. A related policy challenge of pivotal importance is determining how the United States and its NATO allies might deter Iranian efforts to employ nuclear weapons.20
US TNW withdraw would crush deterrence credibility

DAVID S. YOST, Professor of International Relations at the Naval Postgraduate School, 7-1-09, International Affairs, Volume 85, Issue 4, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/122476701/abstract
Moreover, there is no threat perception justifying nuclear deterrence in some quarters in NATO Europe. Broadly speaking, at the mass public level in some countries of Western Europe, Russia seems no longer to be regarded as a threat justifying the retention of the alliance’s nuclear deterrence arrangements. In contrast, public opinion in Eastern and Central Europe remains concerned about a potential threat from Russia. As Maria Mälksoo, an Estonian analyst, recently wrote, ‘NATO’s general, system-wide deterrence effect could be sustained by the continuing presence of the United States’ nuclear forces in Europe’.66 The alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture is more widely viewed as advantageous for maintaining peace and stability in Eastern and Central Europe, as well as in Turkey, than in certain other parts of NATO Europe. Bruno Tertrais has observed that ‘a US nuclear withdrawal could be perceived as a lessening of transatlantic security ties by countries which are particularly keen to shelter behind US protection, such as Poland, the Baltic States and Turkey’.67 Threat perceptions in the alliance diverge and are subject to flux, but the two countries most often listed in recent years by NATO experts as widely agreed justifications for maintaining the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture have been Russia and Iran.68 Many allied experts and officials continue to hold that the US nuclear deterrence commitment—made manifest by US nuclear weapons in Europe—constitutes the collective defence core of the alliance.69 From their perspective, the US nuclear weapons presence in Europe bolsters the credibility of extended deterrence, provides assurance to allies as to the genuineness of US commitments, and makes for fairer sharing of risks and responsibilities. In their view, the relevance of the US weapons in Europe in crisis management contingencies cannot be excluded, and it is prudent to retain the options inherent in this capability. Many European experts and officials also consider this posture essential for war prevention and political stability in the alliance’s relations with Russia. They therefore wish to preserve as much continuity as possible in the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture in Europe. However, the European allies, including the new allies in Eastern and Central Europe, would generally prefer to avoid a public debate on NATO’s nuclear deterrence posture. There is a general reluctance to bring divisions to the surface in such a sensitive domain.

Brink – Proliferation

Iran Nuclearization puts turkey on the brink of proliferating
Tarık Oğuzlu, Asst. Prof.  of International Relations @ Bilkent University, 07-09“Turkey and the Transformation of NATO”, SETA Foundation, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=106:turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato&catid=48:policy-briefs&Itemid=91
Turkey has signed on to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and has thus far adopted a position of non-nuclearization in its foreign policy. However, the changing nature of regional politics in the Middle East in the wake of the latest war in Iraq might pose challenges in this regard. For example, Iran’s nuclear ambitions raise strong concerns that it may acquire the technology to produce nuclear weapons. It is no secret that other countries in the region might then follow suit. Turkish decision-makers will find it hard to resist domestic calls for nuclearization if NATO prevaricates in offering a full nuclear commitment to Turkey.
Iranian and North Korean Proliferation have turkey on the brink of Proliferating

Sebnem Udum, PH.D. Candidate @ Bilkent University, 2007, Journal on Science and World Affairs,“Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment”, http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf
Second, in 2003, it was revealed that Iran had made important failures in meeting the requirements of the safeguards agreement with the IAEA, and that the United States could not prevent North Korea to produce nuclear weapons and to withdraw from NPT membership. Turkey feels very strongly about the nuclear nonproliferation regime and the NPT, but these developments undermine the effective functioning of the regime and of the Treaty. Therefore, non-nuclear-weapon states started to question the effectiveness and meaning of the Treaty, and that of the UN to deal with such cases. Iran and Turkey have had tough relations, and the absence of conflict owes to the rough strategic balance. If the international community cannot prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapons capability, it will create strong proliferation dynamics in the Middle East.
Third, Iran’s nuclear program and North Korea’s withdrawal relate to the significance of nuclear weapons for the status of a state, and the international norms that evolved through the regime. Although they were included in the ‘Axis of Evil’ as the states of concern, if the international community would sink into acquiescence after the acquisition of nuclear weapons and withdrawal from the Treaty, that would affect the norms of the regime: possession of nuclear weapons would be considered as an act that could go with impunity, and nonpossession as a security deficiency.

As a result, Turkish nonproliferation experts point to the possibility that Turkey may want to have the basic infrastructure to have a nuclear option, and may choose to go nuclear when needed and not be constrained by an ineffective Treaty [18]. However, it should be underlined that proliferation is a political decision, and that Turkish policymakers would need to go through a cost-benefit analysis – which is addressed in the next section.

Iran proliferation is puting turkey on the brink of nuclear development

Colin Rubenstein, executive director of the Australia/Israel and Jewish Affairs Council and former professor of Mid East Politics, 7-7-08, The Age (Melbourne), Lexis
A nuclear-armed Iran could block the Strait of Hormuz, cutting off the flow of oil in the Gulf. Iran has territorial disputes with the United Arab Emirates and asserts Bahrain is an Iranian province. It could use military force and/or its terrorist proxies to "solve" these disputes and spread its revolutionary ideology, calculating that the international community would not risk a nuclear war to confront it.
Seeking a hedge against the spectre of a nuclear-armed Iran, several Arab states, not to mention Turkey, recently announced new-found interest in pursuing their own nuclear energy programs. The prospect of six or seven nuclear-armed states in the world's most unstable region is clearly unwelcome.

AT: No Nuclear Capability

Nuclear Power technology gives turkey the ability to proliferate

Sebnem Udum, PH.D. Candidate @ Bilkent University, 2007, Journal on Science and World Affairs,“Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment”, http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf
Turkey has recently announced its decision to transfer civilian nuclear technology for energy purposes – the latest attempt in the past four decades. There are views supporting and opposing such transfer from energy and security viewpoints. What is relevant to this study is that there are those in several circles that view this transfer as a technological capability that would give Turkey a nuclear option in case its current policy converges to a security deficiency as a result of international and regional developments [19]. The assessment of such a view is the subject of another study, but it should be underlined that post-9/11 developments, that is, deteriorating relations with the United States and Israel, doubts about NATO, growing antiAmericanism and anti-EU sentiments, Iran’s nuclear program and North Korea’s recent test, resulted in questions over Turkey’s non-nuclear-weapon state status particularly in terms of the effectiveness of the nuclear nonproliferation regime, and the reliability of Turkey’s alliances vis-à-vis the rising proliferation of WMD in the region.

Impact – Iran Conflict

Expansion of the Turkish military could lead to conflict with Iran
Hurriyet Daily News, 9-16-09, “Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties”, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13
The Obama administration’s disclosure of a possible $7.8 billion sale of its most advanced version of the Patriot air-defense missile to Turkey has sparked regional concerns with some warning that the arms package might deteriorate Ankara’s relations with Tehran. “For Turkey’s part, purchasing the Patriot missiles mean engaging in a conflict with Iran,” said professor Ömer Alpaslan Aksu.  

Impact – Turkey-West Relations

The west would isolate a nuclear Turkey

Sebnem Udum, PH.D. Candidate @ Bilkent University, 2007, Journal on Science and World Affairs,“Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment”, http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf
On the other hand, a decision for Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a rational choice: if Turkey would decide to go nuclear, international pressure would be intense. Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective, which ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Becoming an EU/EC member has been a state policy, based on the modernisation process dating back to the Ottoman times. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardise this process and would have high political costs. Likewise, it would have adverse effects on relations with the United States, which is an indispensable ally despite all the tensions. Economic sanctions would be applied to the already sensitive Turkish economy, which would impair micro and macro balances. Condemnation and isolation from the international community would be unbearable militarily, politically and economically. What is more, the place of nuclear weapons in the military strategy is doubtful, that is, against which country would Turkey use it or threaten to use it? If it were Iran, there are other more powerful international and regional actors. Turkey has other leverages that it could use against Iran in diplomatic relations. Last but not least, it would make Turkey a target [20].

Impact – Mideast Prolif

Turkish proliferation would snowball in the middle east leading to Nuclear War and Terror

Henry Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 6-14-07, “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges” http://www.npolicy.org/files/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf

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

Turkish Proliferation snowballs and leads to the greatest threat of the 21st century

P. D. Spyropoulos, Esq. ,Executive Director of the American Hellenic Media Project, 12-9-99, Boston Globe, “Letter to The Boston Globe”, http://www.ahmp.org/bosglob8.html

Many are now convinced that a nuclear Turkey, already among the most highly militarized states in the world, will be the surest way to usher in a nuclear arms race in the Balkans and Mideast, two of the world's most volatile regions, and both at Europe's doorstep. 

Turkey's military adventurism in the Balkans, Cyprus, Central Asia and the Middle East should further underscore the fact that placing nuclear power into the hands of governments that have not yet developed the maturity to harness it can soon develop into the greatest global security threat of the coming century. 

REARM GOOD

Impact – Iran Containment

Turkish armament purchases from the US counterbalances Iranian advancement

Hurriyet Daily News, 9-16-09, “Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties”, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13
The Pentagon has notified Congress over weekend about it plans to sell the Patriot PAC-3 anti-missile batteries and related gear to Turkey, the only NATO ally bordering Iran. The Pentagon estimated the cost at $7.8 billion, which would be one of the biggest U.S. government-to-government arms sales in years and would mark a return of Turkey as a major U.S. arms buyer.
 “Washington needs a working mechanism to bring Iran within bounds amid the rising influence of the Islamic Republic in the region and ongoing negotiations over its nuclear dispute. And in its fresh strategy for the region, the United States gives a crucial role to Turkey,” Aksu told the Hürriyet Daily News & Economic Review on Sunday. “[US President Barack] Obama wants to solve Iranian impasse immediately with all possible options. In any case, he will seek Turkey’s assistance,” he said.

Such a purchase would represent “a big consolidation of U.S.-Turkish military ties,” Soner Cagaptay, an expert on Turkey at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, a nonpartisan research group, quoted by Reuters news agency as saying.

Impact – Turkey Relations

US-Turkey Military Arms Deals improve US-Turkey Relations

Hurriyet Daily News, 9-16-09, “Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties”, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13
Recalling the chill in Turkey-US relations after the Iraq invasion, Keskin said the United States also seeks a clean page with Turkey and wants to refresh its relationship with the country, which has witnessed rising anti-American sentiment over the past few years. “With the new military deals, Washington signals its willingness to improve its ties with Turkey. The latest package is a firm indicator of this willingness,” he said
Impact – Proliferation

Current US arms deals with turkey seek to block nuclearization

Hurriyet Daily News, 9-16-09, “Missile sale may worsen Turkey, Iran ties”, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13
“The sale of Patriot missiles does not have a direct link with the U.S. missile shield program,” said Arif Keskin, an expert on Iranian affairs. “Nevertheless, with this huge military deal, Washington wants to improve Turkey’s military capacity against Iran as it also block Turkey’s likely desires to nuclearization.”
AFF NU – NATO Cred Low

NATO’s credibility in turkey is low due the transformation agenda
Tarık Oğuzlu, Asst. Prof.  of International Relations @ Bilkent University, 07-09“Turkey and the Transformation of NATO”, SETA Foundation, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=106:turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato&catid=48:policy-briefs&Itemid=91
As recent years have demonstrated, doubts over NATO’s credibility have been on the rise in Turkey. Critical questions in this regard involve the ways in which NATO’s transformation is being handled; the reasons why Turkey has begun to feel uneasy with some aspects of this process; and the consideration of what Turkey can and should do to ensure that the transformation of the alliance is viewed positively at home. Both the future of NATO and Turkey’s perception of membership will be at stake unless the allies can reach consensus on the core strategic issues of the transformation agenda, such as threat definitions, the enlargement process, the war in Afghanistan, NATO’s role in the Black Sea region, NATO’s relations with Russia, EU-NATO cooperation, the installment of missile defense shields in central and eastern Europe, and so on. As the transformation struggles forward, Turkey will be too valuable an ally to lose, given the fact that the specter of civilizational clashes has increased dramatically in the post-9/11 era. In the process leading to the election of the new Secretary General, Turkey played a key role in strengthening the point that the personality of the Secretary General would not only affect the end result of the war in Afghanistan but also the image of the alliance across the Islamic world. Turkey’s input and involvement in NATO in the new era is vital: key factors in ensuring its continuance include understanding how best to handle the transformation process and what Turkey can do to manage the transformation strategically.

Turkeys Commitment to NATO is low now due to European delays in supporting early warning systems and recognition of the PKK as a terrorist organization

Tarık Oğuzlu, Asst. Prof.  of International Relations @ Bilkent University, 07-09“Turkey and the Transformation of NATO”, SETA Foundation, http://setadc.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=106:turkey-and-the-transformation-of-nato&catid=48:policy-briefs&Itemid=91
Today, there is an intra-alliance consensus that contemporary threats concern transnational terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, drug trafficking, organized crime, cyber-terrorism, the spreading of epidemics, piracy, environmental pollution, and the lack of good governance in failed or weak states. From the contemporary perspective, the maintenance of standing mass armies in anticipation of conventional territorial attacks no longer serves to address today’s global and soft security challenges. The old strategies of deterrence and containment do not suffice in dealing with the asymmetrical threats posed by non-state actors. This consensus, however, does not relieve Turkey of anxiety regarding the question of whether NATO’s transformation will erode its traditional territorial/nuclear security commitments. Two occasions in the recent past appear to have led Turkish decision-makers to doubt whether the European members of the alliance continue to view Turkey’s territorial defense as part of their responsibilities. Both took place in the context of Turkey’s proximity to Iraq. First, although in 1991 and 2003 Turkey asked NATO to deploy early warning systems and Patriot missiles to Turkish territory against the possibility of an Iraqi attack, some European members of the alliance initially hesitated to respond to Turkey’s demands positively. Second, the reluctance of some western European members of the alliance to recognize the PKK as a terrorist organization or to commit to ending the PKK’s activities in their territories has worried Turkey. As long as Turkish public opinion remains convinced that the PKK owes its existence, at least in part, to support coming from European countries, Turkey’s commitment to NATO will be bound to decrease in the years to come.4


AFF NU—US-Turkey Relations Low 

The War on terror has served to isolate Turkey from the west and strain the Atlantic Alliance

Sebnem Udum, PH.D. Candidate @ Bilkent University, 2007, Journal on Science and World Affairs,“Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status A theoretical assessment”, http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Vol3No2_Sebnem.pdf
9/11 is a turning point for the international nuclear nonproliferation regime as a result of the dramatic shift in US foreign and security policy and its impacts on international politics, and on the definition of war and peace. The new security strategy of the United States has a new definition of threat and response: the new threat is terrorism operating transnationally, seeking WMDs and getting support from states of concern or failed states, mainly through illicit trade of arms and drugs. Terrorists are regarded to wage an apocalyptic war against the United States and the West. Therefore, the United States and its allies aim to prevent these attacks by means that are not limited to military, and can bypass Cold War institutions for swift and effective action. Nuclear weapons are not weapons of last resort in this war against terrorism [12]. Beginning from the Iraq War of 2003, this new strategy deteriorated relations with allies and adversely affected nonproliferation efforts and regimes, for which multilateralism and legitimacy is essential. The Bush administration drew clear lines between ‘good and bad’, and called Iran, Iraq and North Korea the ‘Axis of Evil’ [13]. The US stance before the Iraq War adversely affected relations with the allies, and challenged the functioning of international institutions [14]. Iran’s nuclear program has been worrisome, and the American position did not help to address the issue. North Korea carried out a successful nuclear test on the grounds of national security reasons. Furthermore, the United States initiated nuclear cooperation with India

These developments had implications on all three main pillars that sustain Turkey’s NNWS position. First – regarding realist explanations which focus on Turkey’s NATO deterrent and military power along with the post-Cold War strategic cooperation with the United States and Israel –, the 2003 operation in Iraq demonstrated that the NATO collective defence guarantee would not come automatically, because Turkey’s request to bolster its defences in case of an Iraqi aggression was turned down [15]. In addition, the change in the US post-9/11 foreign and security policy affected relations with Turkey severely as a result of a series of misperceptions: Turkey refused to let the US troops use Turkish land for the Iraq Operation on March 1, 2003. On July 4, 2003, Turkish ‘Special Forces’ in Iraq’s north were detained by US counterparts, reportedly due to false intelligence from Kurdish groups [16]. This event (called the ‘Hood Event’ since the Turkish soldiers were detained and transported with hoods on their heads) caused outrage in the Turkish public because of the significance of the army in the Turkish security culture and that of the Special Forces, which are a special group of soldiers in the Turkish General Staff. Above all, Turkey has been fighting with separatist terrorism by the PKK since the early 1980s, which finds shelter and support in the same region. The war in Iraq led to a power vacuum and terrorist attacks resumed. Turkey’s expectations from the United States to address terrorist infiltration from Iraq’s north in order to put an end to these attacks were not met for at least four years. This increased resentment and anti-Americanism among the Turkish public. The reports that Israel is also conducting activities in Iraq’s north and supporting the Kurdish groups were not well received in Turkey [17]. Last but not least, the public opinion turned very low after the Israeli attacks on Lebanese civilians. All these developments resulted in questioning the reliability of the Atlantic Alliance, the United States and Israel. Anti-Americanism and anti-EU positions sentiments rose among the Turkish public following the tension in Turkish-American and Turkish-EU relations.
***AFF***

Turkey won’t prolif

Turkey opposed to purchase of U.S. weapons – fear of worsening relations with Russia and Iran

Ria Novosti 12/16/2009, “Turkey opposed to U.S. missile defense deployment” Russia Information Agency Novosti http://en.rian.ru/world/20091216/157260838.html
ANKARA: Turkey objects to plans of deploying U.S. missile defense elements on its soil because it could worsen relations with Russia and Iran, national media reported Wednesday. According to the Milliyet daily, U.S. President Barack Obama last week proposed placing a "missile shield" on Turkish soil. "Both Russia and Iran will perceive that [deployment] as a threat," a Turkish military source was quoted as saying. U.S. President Barack Obama recently scrapped plans for Poland and the Czech Republic to host missile shield elements to counter possible strikes from Iran. Due to a re-assessment of the threat for Iran, Washington announced a new scheme for a more flexible system, with a combination of land and sea-based interceptors based on the Standard Missile interceptor, SM-3.Under the new plan, the U.S. would place ship-based SM-3s in the North and Mediterranean seas in 2011, and mobile land-based SM-3s in Central Europe by 2015. The paper said "such technology will turn Turkey into a legitimate target for Iran's medium and shorter range missiles."
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US is stressing to sell patriot missiles to Turkey.
Ercan Yavuz, writer for Today’s Zaman 6/26/2010, “US in major effort to sell Patriot missiles to Ankara” http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-214274-100-us-in-major-effort-to-sell-patriot-missiles-to-ankara.html

Following Russian efforts to secure the tender, the United States has brought its missile defense heavyweights to Ankara to try and make the sale.

Patriot missile manufacturer Raytheon representative Joseph Garrett, Sikorsky executive Stephen Estill and ExxonMobil’s Drew Goodbread are among the members of the delegation engaged in a series of lobbying meetings with the Defense Industry Undersecretariat (SSM), the Defense Ministry and Parliament, doing their best to win the $7.8 billion tender.

Russia and the US are competing to win the bid for a $7.8 billion high altitude air defense system Turkey plans to purchase. Following Russian efforts to secure the tender, the US has brought its missile defense heavyweights to Ankara to try and make the sale. The American weapons giants are led by American-Turkish Council (ATC) Chairman Ambassador Richard Armitage at the meetings. They have already visited General Staff headquarters and the Air Forces Command. In their visit to Parliament, the delegation met with ruling Justice and Development Party (AK Party) Çankırı deputy and Turkey-US Friendship Group President Suat Kınıklıoğlu. The meetings addressed a number of relevant issues, including the latest state of Turkish-American relations, ongoing tension between Turkey and Israel and the Iranian issue. The American delegation stressed the closeness and deep-rooted nature of relations between Turkey and the United States, expressing the sentiment that recent events would not harm bilateral cooperation. Ambassador Armitage said the meetings with Turkish authorities also involved intelligence sharing and regional issues and said that the Americans would do their best to be part of defense industry cooperation with Turkey. During the meetings, the delegation focused on the long-range regional air and missile defense system that Turkey is looking to purchase but also discussed a helicopter tender that the Turkish Armed Forces (TSK) is considering. It did not escape attention that the American weapons giants came to Ankara at a time when Turkish-Israeli relations are on the rocks; observers also noted with interest that the visit coincided with the souring of military agreements between Turkey and Israel. Pundits say that the Americans are seizing the opportunity presented by this situation, moving quickly to redirect Turkey’s defense industry spending toward alternative shores. 

Russia is also working to bring Russian missile defense systems to Turkey. The Russians are trying to sell Turkey S-300-400 missiles instead of the American PATRIOT systems. The S-300 missiles have a range of 150 kilometers, reaching their target in eight to 10 seconds. The S-300 and S-400 are manufactured by Russia’s Rosoboronexport and have many clear advantages over the Patriot missiles. The S-300 system can fire at six targets at a time; the S-400 can fire at 12, traveling at 2,800 meters per second to hit moving targets. Rosoboronexport is warm to the idea of working on joint production of the missiles with Turkey. But the fact that the same missiles are being sold to Greek Cyprus and Greece make it difficult for Turkey to elect to purchase the S-300s. Another important consideration is that much of the weaponry used by the terrorist Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) is of Russian origin, raising security concerns for Turkey.
In addition to Russia, Turkey has also been closely following defense systems developments in China.

In 2008, the US’s Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA), which is subordinate to the Pentagon, requested permission from the US Congress to sell long-range air defense and antiballistic missile systems to Turkey. Permission has not yet been secured, but it should be only a matter of formality should Turkey decide to go with the Patriot systems.

Turkey plans to install the systems it purchases in Ankara and İstanbul. The new generation of Patriot missile systems developed by America’s Lockheed Martin and Raytheon can load 16 missiles into a missile launcher at once and has high altitude striking power. The Patriot air defense radars can detect enemy missiles from 100 kilometers away and destroy their targets within 15 to 20 seconds of locking on. The Russian and Chinese defense systems, on the other hand, only have a range of 70 kilometers.

The American delegation is stressing, in its push for the sale, the fact that the Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC)-3 missile system can provide excellent defense against any arms that neighboring Iran might possess. Should Turkey choose to go with the American systems, it is expected that it will purchase 13 Patriot firing units, 72 PAC-3 missile batteries and other accessories as part of the defense system. 


1NC

Turkey opposed to purchase of a missile defense system – fear of worsening relations with Russia and Iran

Ria Novosti 12/16/2009, “Turkey opposed to U.S. missile defense deployment” Russia Information Agency Novosti http://en.rian.ru/world/20091216/157260838.html
ANKARA: Turkey objects to plans of deploying U.S. missile defense elements on its soil because it could worsen relations with Russia and Iran, national media reported Wednesday. According to the Milliyet daily, U.S. President Barack Obama last week proposed placing a "missile shield" on Turkish soil. "Both Russia and Iran will perceive that [deployment] as a threat," a Turkish military source was quoted as saying. U.S. President Barack Obama recently scrapped plans for Poland and the Czech Republic to host missile shield elements to counter possible strikes from Iran. Due to a re-assessment of the threat for Iran, Washington announced a new scheme for a more flexible system, with a combination of land and sea-based interceptors based on the Standard Missile interceptor, SM-3.Under the new plan, the U.S. would place ship-based SM-3s in the North and Mediterranean seas in 2011, and mobile land-based SM-3s in Central Europe by 2015. The paper said "such technology will turn Turkey into a legitimate target for Iran's medium and shorter range missiles."
The withdrawal of TNW’s causes Turkey to buy missile defense systems in search for security.

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow, Research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund 11/23/2009, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey


Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. Doing so requires a key factor that also is essential to paving the way toward withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons: improved alliance relations. The political and strategic compasses are pointing to the eventual withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe--it's a strategy that certainly fits the disarmament agenda President Barack Obama has outlined. But to get there, careful diplomacy will be required to improve U.S.-Turkish ties and to assuage Turkish security concerns.
The U.S.-Turkish relationship cooled when Turkey refused to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom, after which Turkish support for U.S. policy declined through the end of the George W. Bush administration. Obama's election has helped to mend fences, and his visit to Turkey in April was warmly received. In fact, all of the administration's positive interactions with Turkey have been beneficial: Washington has supported Turkey's role as a regional energy supplier and encouraged Ankara as it undertakes difficult political reforms and works to resolve regional diplomatic conflicts. For its part, Turkey recently doubled its troop contribution to NATO's Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan--a boon to U.S. efforts there.

By incorporating Ankara into its new European missile defense plans--intended to protect Turkey and other countries vulnerable to Iran's short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles--Washington could further shore up its military relationship with Turkey. Ship-based Aegis missile systems will be the backbone of the strategy, with considerations left open for later deployments of mobile ground-based interceptors in Eastern Europe or Turkey. This cooperation could provide the bond with Washington and perception of security that Turkey seeks in the face of a potential Iranian bomb.


1NC

Turkish missile defense system would undermine Turkey, Iran relations

Hurriyet Dailey News, “Missile Sales May Worsen Turkey, Iran Ties” 9/13/2009, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=missile-sale-may-worsen-turkey-iran-ties-2009-09-13
The Obama administration’s disclosure of a possible $7.8 billion sale of its most advanced version of the Patriot air-defense missile to Turkey has sparked regional concerns with some warning that the arms package might deteriorate Ankara’s relations with Tehran. “For Turkey’s part, purchasing the Patriot missiles mean engaging in a conflict with Iran,” said professor Ömer Alpaslan Aksu. The Pentagon has notified Congress over weekend about it plans to sell the Patriot PAC-3 anti-missile batteries and related gear to Turkey, the only NATO ally bordering Iran. The Pentagon estimated the cost at $7.8 billion, which would be one of the biggest U.S. government-to-government arms sales in years and would mark a return of Turkey as a major U.S. arms buyer. “Washington needs a working mechanism to bring Iran within bounds amid the rising influence of the Islamic Republic in the region and ongoing negotiations over its nuclear dispute. And in its fresh strategy for the region, the United States gives a crucial role to Turkey,” Aksu told the Hürriyet Daily News & Economic Review on Sunday. “[US President Barack] Obama wants to solve Iranian impasse immediately with all possible options. In any case, he will seek Turkey’s assistance,” he said. Such a purchase would represent “a big consolidation of U.S.-Turkish military ties,” Soner Cagaptay, an expert on Turkey at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, a nonpartisan research group, quoted by Reuters news agency as saying. While pursuing diplomatic overtures with Iran regarding the nuclear deadlock, Washington also does not rule out the military option or plans to deploy a missile-defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic, which have created serious tension between Russia and the United States in the past. Earlier this month, a top defense lobbyist said the negotiations are continuing over U.S. plans to deploy a missile-defense shield in Turkey, a possibility floated last week by a Polish newspaper. Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmed Davutoğlu immediately responded to the claims, saying that the government has not received any request from the United States or NATO regarding the missile-defense project. But Riki Ellison, chairman of the U.S.-based Missle Defense Advocacy Alliance, or MDAA, insisted to the Hürriyet Daily News & Economic Review that he hopes to see a working missile-defense shield in operation by 2013. “The sale of Patriot missiles does not have a direct link with the U.S. missile shield program,” said Arif Keskin, an expert on Iranian affairs. “Nevertheless, with this huge military deal, Washington wants to improve Turkey’s military capacity against Iran as it also block Turkey’s likely desires to nuclearization.”

Keskin said any American missile could only be placed in Turkey if NATO gives a green light for the program. “However, if Turkey agrees to open its soil to the missile shield program, it would worsen its relations with not only Iran, but also Syria and Russia.” Aksu agreed with Keskin, adding: “For now, The Turkish government might take steps in harmony with the United States. However, the ongoing internal debate and hot political agenda could complicate the situation for the ruling Justice and Development Part [AKP] and Washington may lose the opportunity to solve Iranian problem. So, if the U.S. wants to achieve any progress on Iran, it should take actions immediately.”

Carol Migdalovitz, an expert on the country at the research service, said the proposed sale showed Turkey was hedging its bets on improved ties with Iran. “While it has improved (bilateral) trade and energy ties, Turkey remains wary of Iran's nuclear program,” she told Reuters. Recalling the chill in Turkey-US relations after the Iraq invasion, Keskin said the United States also seeks a clean page with Turkey and wants to refresh its relationship with the country, which has witnessed rising anti-American sentiment over the past few years. “With the new military deals, Washington signals its willingness to improve its ties with Turkey. The latest package is a firm indicator of this willingness,” he said.

<insert bad turkey iran relations leads to prolif – war>


Uniqueness Ext.
US is willing to integrate Turkey into its missile defense system.
Nichole Sobecki 12/1/2009, Globalpost “US vies for Turkey missile defense contract” http://www.globalpost.com/print/4906127
ISTANBUL, Turkey — American, Russian and Chinese companies vying to sell Turkey high-altitude anti-missile air defense systems will have to submit their best offers by Tuesday if they want a shot at this billion-dollar contract.

The program — Turkey’s first long-range missile defense system — is meant to protect the country from potential ground-to-ground ballistic missile strikes, but the controversial purchase is raising questions about whom Ankara sees as a threat.

Two U.S. companies, the Patriot’s manufacturer Raytheon and Lockheed Martin, as well as Russia’s Rosoboronexport and China’s CPMIEC, have been invited to submit bids in the tender, which has already come under fire from critics questioning Ankara's motives for the costly purchase. In a move to bolster its only NATO ally that borders Iran, the Pentagon has made it clear that it is ready to sell Turkey a Patriot anti-missile system worth $7.8 billion, which would be the largest single Turkish purchase of military equipment to date. The Turkish military, however, has said that its purchase won’t exceed the more modest $1 billion mark. Amid ongoing tensions over Tehran’s nuclear program it’s easy to understand Washington’s interest in stationing a missile system in a country bordering Iran. Here in Turkey, however, many are questioning why their country is making this decision at a time when it has vastly improved its once fragile ties with its eastern neighbor. A month ago Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan made waves by calling Mahmoud Ahmadinejad a friend and accusing the West of treating Iran unfairly. If Israel is allowed nuclear weapons, he insinuated, why not Iran? Turkey was also the first country to congratulate Ahmedinejad on his re-election in June — a bold move considering the protests that were happening at the time. Positive words aside, a nuclear-armed Iran would be alarming for Turkey and could upset the balance of power in the region. “It’s clearly not in Turkey’s interest to see a nuclear Iran; they don’t want to see a nuclear-armed competitor on their border,” said Ian Lesser, a senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States. “But they do fear that this can happen. And modernizing Turkey’s air defense system looks pretty important from that perspective.” Ankara denies that its defense plans are aimed at Iran.
"It is wrong to draw links between the Patriot and Iran," Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu told CNN Turk last month. "We neither have a perception of threat from any of the neighboring countries, nor have any military- or security-related preparation against them." <!--pagebreak--> Others, like Mustafa Kibaroglu, an expert on nuclear non-proliferation issues at Bilkent University in Ankara, argue that Turkey will be judged on its actions, not its words. “You cannot lift visa requirements for Syria and make supportive comments about Iran’s nuclear program, while at the same time deploying U.S. missile defense systems, which will be seen by them implicitly as a threat. That would be hypocrisy, and there is no room for hypocrisy in Turkish foreign policy.” Turkey does have deep economic interests in Iran. Trade between the two countries hit $10 billion in 2008, compared to $1 billion in 2000. Iran supplies one-third of Turkey’s gas supply.

While plans to update Turkey’s defense systems have long been in the works, the announcement of the country's intention to purchase a missile-defense system coincided with the Obama administration’s decision to abandon a missile shield planned for Eastern Europe. That timing led to speculation over whether Ankara will play a role in the revamped U.S. missile-defense network. The new U.S. approach to an anti-missile system envisions an initial reliance on a sea-based system deployed in the Mediterranean, with an additional shore-based network to follow. For now there is no sure linkage between the Obama missile defense architecture and the plans by Turkey to acquire more sophisticated air defense systems, but experts say Ankara could benefit by being involved — especially if that involvement were couched within the NATO defense system. “Turkey has been pursuing a zero-problem policy with our neighbors recently, and the issue of missile defense has many problems,” said Cem Birsay, an academic in the International Relations department at Isik University. “But if it became a joint-NATO policy that would somehow ease Turkey’s hand.’ Thus far Ankara has managed to avoid directly addressing the contradictions between its friendly relations with neighbors and purchasing missiles that may be seen as an inherent threat to Iran. But as bids for the defense system come in, it seems that Ankara’s time to perfect this balancing act may be running out. “If the military stance gains more weight it could damage the political advances that have been made since recently. But in the long term, if military concerns are ignored it could be equally detrimental, because the Middle East is a very volatile region where regimes are not stable,” said Kibaroglu. “This is the hot potato, being handed off from politicians to the military and back; apparently no one wants to make the final decision.”
Uniqueness Ext.
Turkey plans on buying a missile defense system but is hesitant on which deal.
Matthew Potter, defense contractor in Washington D.C “Regional Missile Defense Contract for Turkey Eyed by Suitors”12/3/2010 http://industry.bnet.com/government/10004346/regional-missile-defense-contract-for-turkey-eyed-by-suitors/
Turkey is discussing investing a large amount of money into a theater missile defense capability. This could be a multi-billion dollar contract and has attracted interest from a variety of companies across the world. The reason the nation needs this system is being debated as while they do border Iran they have decent relations with that country.

Turkey has invited Russian, U.S. and Chinese companies to submit proposals for this system which would expand on their older NATO legacy systems. The fact that they are looking outside of their NATO allies for such a system says volumes about how integrated their defense and foriegn policy is with that alliance.

President Obama has moved the focus of missile defense in Europe from a large fixed system to one based on ships and mobile ground systems. If Turkey did buy the U.S. PATRIOT or THAAD systems like many countries have it would be easier to integrate it into a unified missile defense for threats coming from the south or east.

The other motivation for these countries is that the contract would be good business for their defense contractors. The motivation to sell systems overseas is that it reduces the total cost of each unit making them cheaper for the original developer. These sales also help mitigate industrial base issues as they keep a production line hot longer. In some cases this motivates the seller to provide the systems at a loss just to benefit from keeping the company going.

Congress has approved the sale of the PATRIOT to Turkey but the final deal won’t be awarded until 2010. This would help Raytheon (RTN) and Lockheed Martin (LMT) as they are the producers of this system. There is also the chance that the Russian or Chinese system could be purchased instead. Turkey has traditionally bought U.S. weapons and over the last ten years has invested in modern F-16 aircraft as well as tankers and airborne radar systems and plans to buy the F-35 JSF. It also has invested heavily in developing its own arms industry through deals allowing it to assemble foriegn weapons and make parts.

It can be assumed that if Turkey does go ahead with this deal that the same kind of arrangement will be set up. This will provide Turkey with a capability few nations possess to at least manufacture advanced rocket motors, guidance systems and warheads along with powerful radars and data links. These are all capabilities that may transfer into other systems including offensive ones. The U.S. must make sure that Turkey intends to stay close to them and the West if this kind of deal goes through.

Turkey rejects missile defense systems in fear of causing tensions with Iran.

News.Az, no author cited, 2/22/2010, “Turkey rejects installation of US missile defense system in its territory” http://www.news.az/articles/9690
Turkey refused to conclude a bilateral agreement on dislocation of anti-missile radar with the United States.

This radar was intended for tracing Iran and for replacing a similar object that had earlier been offered to install in the Czech Republic. According to Newsru, Ankara demands the radar installation to receive support "including financial, from the part of other NATO states", British Financial Times says. According to Newsru, Turkey tends to maintain balanced relations both with the United States and Iran, therefore, it does not want the radar dislocation to be viewed as a bilateral deal targeting Tehran. "Turkey considers that in case of displacement of a radar in its territory, it must become a part of the overall missile defense system of the North Atlantic Alliance financed from the NATO budget", ITAR-TASS reports. Turkey, as a country located in Europe and Middle East, is "very sensitive about this issue", US Assistant Defense Secretary on International Security Alexander Vershbow has said. "However, I think that our efforts aimed at introducing this system into a wider structure of NATO were welcomed", Vershbow said. Today the United States have two position regions for the missile defense-in Alaska and California. In case with Europe this implies the creation of the third position anti-missile bloc earlier planned in Poland and Czechia. The idea was disavowed under Russia's pressure and in the result of change of powers in US.

Uniqueness Ext.
Turkey is unwilling to become part of the U.S. BMD network.

Global Intelligence, Stratfor, 2/9/2010, “Turkey: Debating the U.S. Security Umbrella” http://www.lebanonwire.com/1002MLN/10020910STR.asp
In proposing that Turkey become part of the U.S. BMD network, the United States is looking for a commitment from Turkey that Turkey is not particularly compelled to make. Still, Ankara understands the need to maintain relations with the world’s superpower, especially as Turkey begins to reach beyond its own borders into areas where the United States can either check or bolster Turkey’s presence. While acting aloof publicly, the Turks will need to have a long, hard internal debate over how best to manage this new phase of American-Turkish relations. The United States will meanwhile start waking up to the idea that it is dealing with a very different Turkey, one that will not be easily swayed by allied weaponry.


Link Ext.

The withdrawal of TNW’s causes Turkey to buy missile defense systems in search for security.

Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow, Research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund 11/23/2009, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey


Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. Doing so requires a key factor that also is essential to paving the way toward withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons: improved alliance relations. The political and strategic compasses are pointing to the eventual withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe--it's a strategy that certainly fits the disarmament agenda President Barack Obama has outlined. But to get there, careful diplomacy will be required to improve U.S.-Turkish ties and to assuage Turkish security concerns.
The U.S.-Turkish relationship cooled when Turkey refused to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom, after which Turkish support for U.S. policy declined through the end of the George W. Bush administration. Obama's election has helped to mend fences, and his visit to Turkey in April was warmly received. In fact, all of the administration's positive interactions with Turkey have been beneficial: Washington has supported Turkey's role as a regional energy supplier and encouraged Ankara as it undertakes difficult political reforms and works to resolve regional diplomatic conflicts. For its part, Turkey recently doubled its troop contribution to NATO's Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan--a boon to U.S. efforts there.

By incorporating Ankara into its new European missile defense plans--intended to protect Turkey and other countries vulnerable to Iran's short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles--Washington could further shore up its military relationship with Turkey. Ship-based Aegis missile systems will be the backbone of the strategy, with considerations left open for later deployments of mobile ground-based interceptors in Eastern Europe or Turkey. This cooperation could provide the bond with Washington and perception of security that Turkey seeks in the face of a potential Iranian bomb.
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