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Negative:  Lift CAATSA/S-400 Sanctions
by “Coach Vance” Trefethen, Madison Williams & Cates Kean
AFF is worried about the state of US/Turkey relations.  One key barrier is US limits on weapons sales (and some other sanctions) under a law passed by Congress known as CAATSA, the “Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act.”  Turkey was hit with CAATSA because in 2017 they made a deal with Russia to buy their S-400 air defense system and took delivery of it in 2019.  This upset everyone in NATO, that a fellow NATO member is buying Russian military equipment.  There’s risk that the Russian equipment may be collecting data from NATO or that Turkey will forge military ties with Russia harmful to Western interests.  US and Turkey have been negotiating for years to find a resolution to end the sanctions in exchange for some kind of removal of the S-400.  AFF plan will drop CAATSA in exchange for Turkey guaranteeing that they will completely shut down and dismantle S-400, subject to US inspections to ensure compliance.  Obviously, since AFF can’t fiat that Turkey accepts this plan, they must prove evidentially that Turkey “would” do their end of the deal post-plan if the US offered it.
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[bookmark: _Toc238646062]INHERENCY

[bookmark: _Toc238646063]1. Status Quo same as AFF plan

[bookmark: _Toc238646064]The ball is in Turkey’s court – the Status Quo will remove sanctions as soon as the S-400 is removed
Aaron Stein 2020 (President of the Foreign Policy Research Institute (FPRI).) “Compromise or Double Down: U.S.-Turkey Relations after CAATSA Sanctions” Dec 15, 2020 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://www.fpri.org/article/2020/12/compromise-or-double-down-u-s-turkey-relations-after-caatsa-sanctions/
The most recent NDAA includes language outlining how CAATSA sanctions are to be lifted: Ankara must give up its current S-400, end negotiations for the second regiment, and pledge not to purchase a successor system. These terms are arduous and unlikely to be greeted with enthusiasm in Ankara. The two sides, therefore, are now in stalemate. The current U.S. sanctions are narrowly written, designed to punish the SSB, without causing spillover damage to the Turkish economy. The sanctions deny future licenses for U.S.-controlled export items for contracts that the SSB is involved in, which effectively means that Turkish procurement of U.S.-controlled equipment will be banned. Ankara does have tools to get around this ban, perhaps through a change in how it contracts with suppliers for defense projects. The American intent was not to crater the Turkish defense industry. Instead, the goal is to deter other potential purchasers of Russian equipment and to create a pathway for these sanctions to be lifted. For this reason, the effectiveness of the sanctions will largely be determined by the actions Turkey now takes. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646065]Trump announced policy (July 2026) of removing CAATSA sanctions on Turkey
Jonah Brody 2026 (policy analyst at Jewish Institute for National Security of America; M.A. in International Security from Sciences Po Paris, a B.A. in History from Univ of Tennessee at Martin, and a Post-Graduate Diploma in Comparative Politics from Sciences Po Toulouse) 9 July 2026 “After Ankara: Lifting CAATSA Doesn’t Unlock the F-35 for Turkey” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://jinsa.org/jinsa_report/after-ankara-lifting-caatsa-doesnt-unlock-the-f-35-for-turkey/
Sitting beside Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan prior to the 2026 NATO summit in Ankara on July 7, President Donald Trump announced that the United States would lift the Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA) sanctions imposed on Turkey over its purchase of the Russian S-400 air defense system—“we don’t want to sanction friends,” he said—and signaled that he would consider selling Ankara the F-35. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646066]Cross-apply under Topicality:  Insignificant reform
AFF’s plan isn’t much different from Status Quo, so it’s not a significant reform.  It’s therefore not topical and regardless of the merits of the plan, you should vote NEG on topicality alone.

[bookmark: _Toc238646067]2. Already happening 

[bookmark: _Toc238646068]Turkey is already working on a deal to get rid of their S-400’s, we don’t need the AFF plan 
Tim Chattell writing for Chatham House 2026 (Chief of the General Staff’s Research Fellow, International Security Programme) “Turkey’s S-400 saga shows the hard realities of defence procurement” July 28, 2026 (Accessed August 26, 2026) https://www.chathamhouse.org/2026/07/turkeys-s-400-saga-shows-hard-realities-defence-procurement 
This month it was reported in the Turkish media that Turkey was in talks to sell its long-unused S-400 Triumf air defence system, with Qatar and the United Arab Emirates mentioned as potential buyers. The purchase would reportedly consist of the two systems, plus 120 interceptor missiles. 


[bookmark: _Toc238646069]HARMS / SIGNIFICANCE

[bookmark: _Toc238646070]1.  US/Turkey relations aren’t harmed

[bookmark: _Toc238646071]CAATSA isn’t blocking improvement in US/Turkey relations because they know it’s going to be resolved
Anadolu Agency news service 2025 (Turkish government state-run news service) 16 Nov 2025 “Turkish foreign minister says path to resolving US sanctions act open as Trump expresses willingness” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.aa.com.tr/en/turkiye/turkish-foreign-minister-says-path-to-resolving-us-sanctions-act-open-as-trump-expresses-willingness/3745015
Turkish Foreign Minister Hakan Fidan said Saturday that US President Donald Trump expressed a clear will to resolve the Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA) issue during his September meeting with President Recep Tayyip Erdogan. In a live interview with A Haber, Fidan said Trump told Erdogan during their Sept. 25 White House meeting that CAATSA should not stand between the two countries and directed his bureaucracy to work on lifting it, calling it a clear display of intent driven by Trump’s confidence in and regard for the Turkish president. Fidan stressed that CAATSA is a law passed by the US Congress. “As long as there is goodwill in our bilateral relations, the search for solutions will not run out," he said.

[bookmark: _Toc238646072]2.  No harm to bad US/Turkey relations.  Turkey is no benefit to the US
[bookmark: _Toc233297325][bookmark: _Toc238646073]
We overestimate what Turkey can or will do to help us. Actually, they need us more than we need them
Bipartisan Policy Center Task Force 2016 (chaired by Morton Abramowitz and Eric Edelman, both were former US Ambassadors to Turkey) Dec 2016 “Beyond the Myth of Partnership: Rethinking U.S. Policy Toward Turkey” (accessed 12 June 2026) https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/BPC-Turkey-Partnership-Myth.pdf
The first step, therefore, is to challenge some of the myths that still surround the U.S.-Turkish relationship. For years and across administrations from both parties, Washington has been operating with an exaggerated belief in the amount of assistance Ankara can or will provide in facing crucial geopolitical challenges. This has often led American policymakers to exhaust their diplomatic capital in futile efforts to gain Turkish cooperation when instead they could have deployed their influence more effectively elsewhere. It is time to acknowledge that Washington and Ankara no longer share the same values or strategic priorities, and, therefore, there is little that the United States can offer Erdoğan that would make him a more reasonable or cooperative partner. Further, American policymakers must relinquish the self-fulfilling belief that Washington has greater need of Ankara than Ankara does of Washington.

[bookmark: _Toc233297326][bookmark: _Toc238646074]Turkey’s problems and misbehavior outweigh any defense/security benefits they may seem to provide
Dr Michael Rubin 2024 (PhD; former Pentagon official, with field experiences in Iran, Yemen, and Iraq, as well as engagements with the Taliban prior to 9/11; has also contributed to military education of U.S. Navy and Marine units) 20 May 2024 “Can the United States Extricate Itself from a Turkey Gone Bad?” (accessed 12 June 2026) https://www.meforum.org/can-the-united-states-extricate-itself-from (brackets in original)
Turkey’s turn from the West is obvious to all but the most ardent apologists. Under President Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Turkey [Türkiye] has become a money-laundering hub, a sanctions evasion lifeline for both Iran and Russia, a proliferator of weaponry to dictatorships and perpetrators of genocide, the largest prison for journalists, and an unrepentant terror sponsor. Erdogan’s decision both to extort NATO over Finnish and Swedish membership and Turkey’s refusal to refuse to return classified F-35 schematics should end any notion that the United States can trust Turkey on defense. Despite this, the White House, and many in the State Department and Pentagon argue that the defense relationship with Turkey is simply too important to risk a further crisis with the problematic partner. On the three greatest issues of U.S.-Turkey defense partnership—Turkey’s role in NATO, U.S. use of the Incirlik Air Base, and the TPY-2 early warning radar near Malatya—such concerns are wrong.

[bookmark: _Toc233297327][bookmark: _Toc238646075]Turkey is a liability, not an asset to NATO defense.  And its capabilities could easily be replaced
Dr Michael Rubin 2024 (PhD; former Pentagon official, with field experiences in Iran, Yemen, and Iraq, as well as engagements with the Taliban prior to 9/11; has also contributed to military education of U.S. Navy and Marine units) 20 May 2024 “Can the United States Extricate Itself from a Turkey Gone Bad?” (accessed 12 June 2026) https://www.meforum.org/can-the-united-states-extricate-itself-from (brackets in original)
For too long, Turkish officials have exaggerated Turkey’s real and potential contributions to European and NATO defense. In essence, they promote the big lie that strategists accept through repetition. A benign, pro-Western Turkey could contribute to European defense, but today Turkey is a liability rather than asset. It is time to assess Turkey realistically. They should judge Turkey’s NATO membership not by the theoretical assets Ankara contributes, but rather by its behavior. Similarly, what Incirlik brings to the table is no longer worth the price. Alternatives from Greece to Romania to sea-based platforms can replicate Incirlik’s benefits for force projection at a fraction of the diplomatic or actual cost.

[bookmark: _Toc238646076]3. No impact to NATO.  They don’t matter to Europe or US national security

[bookmark: _Toc232952787][bookmark: _Toc238646077][bookmark: _Toc232952782]NATO already served its purpose, and today provides no benefit to the United States
Michael Chapman 2026 (senior editor at the Cato Institute) 17 Apr 2026 “Leaving NATO—Even for the Wrong Reasons—Is Good Policy” https://www.cato.org/blog/leaving-nato-even-wrong-reasons-good-policy (accessed 21 June 2026) (brackets in original)
“There is simply no good reason for the United States to be the central pillar of European security in the 21st century,” says Justin Logan, Cato’s director of defense and foreign policy studies. He adds that Trump’s skepticism—though sometimes based on faulty premises—can still be useful: “[H]e should undermine the US commitment to the alliance. Trump’s latest reason for being angry at European allies is misguided, but his tendency to distance the United States from NATO is useful—a spur to reduce Europe’s dependence on the United States.” This perspective has gained support among some lawmakers. Senator Mike Lee, a conservative, has called for “the complete US withdrawal from NATO,” arguing that after the collapse of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact, “NATO had served its purpose.” Membership in the alliance “no longer serves US interests,” he added.

[bookmark: _Toc238646078]NATO is no longer relevant to the security of Europe. New arrangements are emerging to replace it
Konstantinos Bogdanos 2026 (former member of the Greek Parliament; journalist) BRUSSELS SIGNAL 20 March 2026 “NATO is becoming irrelevant and Europe is totally unprepared for it” https://brusselssignal.eu/2026/03/nato-is-becoming-irrelevant-and-europe-is-totally-unprepared-for-it/ (accessed 17 June 2026)
Of course, NATO is being asked to survive in a multipolar storm for which it was never designed. But the results remain failures. Failed to tackle the Ukraine issue, failed to secure its own southern flank against asymmetric threats, failed to present a united front against the regime in Tehran, which the US deems as a global security threat. Still, it is not Trump’s presidency that is killing NATO. He is simply exposing the fact that the alliance has lost its unified soul. How safe will Europe be in a world where NATO is no longer a credible organisation? The answer is bleak. For generations, we have hidden behind a security guarantee that we refused to fund fully or politically support. Now, that guarantee is being recalculated on a cold, trade-minded basis. If European capitals refuse to stand with Washington in the Strait of Hormuz — the world’s most vital energy artery — they should not be surprised when Washington no longer stands with them in the Baltic. At the same time, how can Trump ask for Europe’s support in the Middle East, when he recently threatened to invade Greenland? Things have turned sour, interests no longer coincide, American protection is receding, and the European continent is not ready to stand on its own feet. We are moving toward a world where security lies not in vague treaties, but in “coalitions of the willing” and regional anchors. Nations which share clear, existential interests, are becoming the new centres of gravity. As for the strategic interests of the West’s powers, they are now better served through direct partnerships that prioritise results over consensus. Ceremonial alliances are becoming a thing of the past.

[bookmark: _Toc232952783][bookmark: _Toc238646079]NATO can’t recognize or confront today’s threats.  It’s just a debating club for retired generals
Amine Ayoub 2026 (policy analyst and writer based in Morocco) 2 Apr 2026 JERUSALEM POST “End of Multilateralism: Iran War Exposed NATO’s Irrelevance” (accessed 17 June 2026) https://www.meforum.org/mef-online/end-of-multilateralism-iran-war-exposed-natos-irrelevance
Endorsing Israel’s sovereign right to strike the fountainhead of regional and global terrorism should have been the baseline requirement for any serious defense alliance. NATO’s effective refusal to do so demonstrates a fatal flaw: the organization no longer possesses the clarity to recognize its own enemies. An alliance incapable of identifying the primary, active threat to its members’ fundamental way of life has devolved into a historical artifact. Designed to halt Soviet armor on the plains of Europe, NATO has proven itself utterly unprepared for the asymmetric, ideological, and proxy-driven warfare of the 21st century – a battlespace where missiles fly from Tehran, and terrorists operate with impunity from Beirut to Sanaa. We are witnessing the final unraveling of the post-World War II security architecture. The United Nations long ago degenerated into a theater for autocratic grandstanding and anti-Western diatribes. The Atlantic alliance now risks becoming a debating club for retired generals and diplomats more concerned with achieving consensus than achieving victory.

[bookmark: _Toc238646080]4.   Cutting arms sales to Turkey is more than justified

[bookmark: _Toc233799361][bookmark: _Toc238646081]CAATSA is a good start, we should cut even more:  Turkey’s behavior and potential for harm justify cutting even more US military transfers
Dr David A. Grigorian 2024 (Senior Fellow at the Mossavar-Rahmani Center for Business and Government at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government, a non-Resident Fellow at the Center for Global Development in Washington) (accessed 25 June 2026) 11 Oct 2024 “Is Turkey Too Big to Fail or Too Small to Bail?” https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/is-turkey-too-big-to-fail-or-too-small-to-bail/
Turkey has harbored Hamas and threatened to attack Israel. While some of Erdogan’s bellicose rhetoric may be for his domestic consumption, this leads to radicalization that could function as a time bomb. In Nagorno-Karabakh, President Erdogan recently admitted that Turkey played a key role in a 2020 Azeri offensive against the Armenians, who just before the invasion were involved in peace negotiations facilitated by the OSCE “Minsk Group,” where the U.S. was a co-chair. All the while, the policy of the U.S. has remained largely friendly to Turkey, accommodating its erratic behavior under the belief that Turkey is “too big to fail.” While this might be true in the short term, containing the systemic risk stemming from Turkey’s aggressive behavior in the medium and long term must be a paramount objective of strategic planners in Washington and Brussels. The decision to exclude Turkey from the F-35 program in response to its purchase of Russian S-400 missiles was a commendable move. However, this action is undermined by allowing Turkey to upgrade its fleet of F-16s and maintain access to advanced defense technologies. The West wants to have it both ways with Turkey, but this is increasingly unrealistic given just how out of step Ankara is with the norms and principles of the Alliance.

[bookmark: _Toc233799363][bookmark: _Toc238646082]We should block weapons transfers to Turkey while they are supporting terrorists and enemies of the US
Lena Argiri 2025 (journalist) 29 Aug 2025 “US lawmaker seeks to limit weapons transfers to Turkey” (accessed 26 June 2026) https://www.ekathimerini.com/politics/foreign-policy/1279336/us-lawmaker-seeks-to-limit-weapons-transfers-to-turkey/
Representative Josh Gottheimer said: “We must stand up to Turkey’s aggression against our allies and partners. President Erdogan’s goal is clear: to destabilize the Eastern Mediterranean while supporting terrorist groups like Hamas and cozying up to dictators like Putin. That’s why I am leading a bipartisan amendment to block the sale or transfer of US weapons to Turkey until the Administration explains what it is doing to stop Turkey’s repeated violations of our allies’ sovereignty. Any threats against Cyprus, Greece, or Israel will not be tolerated.”

[bookmark: _Toc233799364][bookmark: _Toc238646083]We shouldn’t sell weapons to Turkey because of their human rights abuses and destabilizing actions
Rep. Frank Pallone 2022 (congressman from New Jersey) 11 May 2022 “Pallone Denounces Reported U.S. Weapons Sale to Turkey” (accessed 26 June 2026) https://pallone.house.gov/media/press-releases/pallone-denounces-reported-us-weapons-sale-turkey
"I strongly condemn the proposed weapons sale to Turkey. The United States must not reward Turkey with new weapons and military equipment given the Erdogan regime's long record of domestic and international human rights abuses, destabilizing actions in the region, and failure to live up to NATO commitments. In recent months, President Erdogan has made meager overtures to get back in our good graces. The U.S. cannot falsely assume that this sale will incentivize Erdogan halt his deadly actions and change his diplomacy. On the contrary, we know exactly what will happen. This sale will only embolden him and give him the resources to continue his war mongering initiatives in the Caucasus and beyond. I cannot support any Congressional action that would help Turkey increase its military arsenal."

[bookmark: _Toc238646084]SOLVENCY

[bookmark: _Toc238646085]1.  Not following what the AFF advocate recommended, which was “more study needed”

[bookmark: _Toc238646086]AFF cited Lt. Col. Yancey in 2026, but didn’t do her recommendation: More study in coordination with Turkish General Staff
(AFF Source) Lt. Col. Erin Yancey 2026 (student at the Air War College, pursuing a Master of Strategic Studies) 14 May 2026 “Holding the Southern Flank: Recalibrating the United States-Türkiye Alliance” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Wild-Blue-Yonder/Articles/Article-Display/Article/4479083/holding-the-southern-flank-recalibrating-the-united-states-trkiye-alliance/
First, USEUCOM should lead a verifiable technical resolution pathway for the S-400 crisis that restores NATO interoperability and removes the primary structural obstacle to defense cooperation. The goal is not rhetorical progress but measurable results; USEUCOM should establish a bilateral military-technical working group with the Turkish General Staff to identify a supportable plan that renders the S-400 system permanently inoperable.

[bookmark: _Toc238646087]2.  Other barriers to US/Turkey relations.  Other barriers besides S-400 will block solvency

[bookmark: _Toc238646088]AFF source Lt. Col. Erin Yancey in 2026 says there are multiple other issues dividing US and Turkey
Lt. Col. Erin Yancey 2026 (student at the Air War College, pursuing a Master of Strategic Studies) 14 May 2026 “Holding the Southern Flank: Recalibrating the United States-Türkiye Alliance” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Wild-Blue-Yonder/Articles/Article-Display/Article/4479083/holding-the-southern-flank-recalibrating-the-united-states-trkiye-alliance/
The United States-Türkiye security relationship, once a key pillar of NATO deterrence in the Eastern Mediterranean, the Black Sea, and the Middle East, has deteriorated into a transactional partnership marked by mistrust, operational disagreements, and strategic differences. This fracture is not a temporary diplomatic dispute. Rather, it reflects a structural political–military conflict between Ankara and Washington. Türkiye increasingly views Kurdish autonomy in northern Syria as an existential threat to the Turkish state, while the United States has relied on Kurdish-led forces as its most effective partner against the Islamic State (ISIS). These competing imperatives have created an alliance security dilemma in which actions taken by one ally to enhance its security are perceived by the other as a direct threat. This divergence, rooted in the interaction between Türkiye’s domestic political imperatives and the operational realities of the Syrian theater, undermines NATO cohesion, jeopardizes counterterrorism gains in Syria, and creates openings for strategic competitors to expand influence along the alliance’s southern flank.

[bookmark: _Toc238646089]AFF source Lt. Col. Erin Yancey in 2026 says resolving S-400 isn’t enough to restore US/Turkey relations
Lt. Col. Erin Yancey 2026 (student at the Air War College, pursuing a Master of Strategic Studies) 14 May 2026 “Holding the Southern Flank: Recalibrating the United States-Türkiye Alliance” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Wild-Blue-Yonder/Articles/Article-Display/Article/4479083/holding-the-southern-flank-recalibrating-the-united-states-trkiye-alliance/
[bookmark: _ednref30]While addressing the S-400 dispute is necessary, it is not sufficient. The second, deeper challenge lies in the operational disconnect between American military activities in Syria and Türkiye’s security concerns. Currently, the United States manages these relationships through separate combatant commands, with USEUCOM responsible for alliance relations with Türkiye and United States Central Command (USCENTCOM) responsible for counter-ISIS operations alongside Kurdish-led forces in Syria. This division has historically produced fragmented policy implementation and inconsistent signaling to regional partners. Joint Publication (JP) 1, Volume 1, underscores that combatant command campaigns and contingencies must be integrated rather than executed in isolation. To address this gap, USEUCOM should advocate for establishing a standing EUCOM–CENTCOM coordination task force to manage the evolving security environment in northern Syria. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646090]AFF source Lt Col Erin Yancey in 2026 says military cooperation won’t fix US/Turkey alliance issues
Lt. Col. Erin Yancey 2026 (student at the Air War College, pursuing a Master of Strategic Studies) 14 May 2026 “Holding the Southern Flank: Recalibrating the United States-Türkiye Alliance” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Wild-Blue-Yonder/Articles/Article-Display/Article/4479083/holding-the-southern-flank-recalibrating-the-united-states-trkiye-alliance/
Military initiatives alone, however, cannot resolve the deeper political and economic drivers of Turkish strategic behavior. Stabilizing the alliance relationship requires a coordinated approach that integrates military engagement with diplomatic initiatives, economic incentives, and allied cooperation. The political dynamics driving Türkiye’s regional policies, particularly regarding Syria, cannot be mitigated through defense cooperation alone. Instead, the United States must align military engagement with political efforts.


[bookmark: _Toc238646091]DISADVANTAGES

[bookmark: _Toc238646092]1.  S-500 System.  It’s the next generation air defense from Russia that Turkey can use post-plan

[bookmark: _Toc238646093]Link: AFF Plan doesn’t cover successor systems
Their mandate only addresses the S-400 Missile System.  Turkey could turn around and use the S-500 the day after the AFF Plan and nothing would stop them.

[bookmark: _Toc238646094]Link: Turkey is helping Russia build the S-500 system
Daniella Candurra 2019(Senior Consultant at EY in Washington, D.C., specializing in international defense and security policy.) “Erdogan: Turkey to Jointly Produce S-500 With Russia” May 20, 2019 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://missilethreat.csis.org/turkey-to-jointly-produce-s-500-with-russia/
On May 18, Turkey’s President Tayyip Erdogan announced that Turkey will work with Russia to produce the S-500 air and missile defense system. Turkey’s purchase of the S-400 system has already strained U.S.-Turkey relations due to concerns that the program could compromise F-35 aircraft. Deliveries of F-35-related equipment to Turkey have been suspended as the country moves forward with the S-400 deal.

[bookmark: _Toc238646095]Uniqueness: Status Quo policy is better because it includes ban on successor systems like the S-500
Aaron Stein 2020 (President of the Foreign Policy Research Institute) “Compromise or Double Down: U.S.-Turkey Relations after CAATSA Sanctions” Dec 15, 2020 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://www.fpri.org/article/2020/12/compromise-or-double-down-u-s-turkey-relations-after-caatsa-sanctions/
The most recent NDAA includes language outlining how CAATSA sanctions are to be lifted: Ankara must give up its current S-400, end negotiations for the second regiment, and pledge not to purchase a successor system. [END QUOTE. LATER IN THE SAME CONTEXT HE SAYS QUOTE]
In the past, Ankara has flirted with deepening cooperation with Russia, with Erdogan suggesting Ankara could purchase Russian fighter jets; he also has inquired about the availability of the S-500, the S-400’s successor system.

[bookmark: _Toc238646096]S-400 Missiles compromise integrity of F-35’s stealth technology
Military Watch Magazine 2019 (Military Watch was founded in 2017 to provide reliable and insightful analysis into international security and defence industry developments worldwide) “U.S. Concerned Over S-400’s Proximity to F-35 Jets; Stealth Profile Could be Compromised” Jun 9, 2019 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://militarywatchmagazine.com/article/u-s-concerned-over-s-400-s-proximity-to-f-35-jets-stealth-profile-could-be-compromised 
American Undersecretary of Defence for Acquisition and Sustainment Ellen Lord has raised concerns that the country’s new Lockheed Martin F-35 fighter jets could have their survivability compromised if operating too near to Russia’s long range air defence systems - in particular the S-400. The S-400 system retains a 600km detection range and 400km engagement range against enemy aircraft, and its sensors are considered powerful enough to precisely track and lock onto all existing stealth fighters including the F-35. The F-35 for its part, with unremarkable speed and manoeuvrability and a low altitude ceiling, relies heavily on its radar evading stealth profile for survivability. If these are compromised by granting Russian air defence units the opportunity to study the profile of jets operating regularly within their range it could have seriously implications for the entire $1.6 trillion program and over 3000 fighters which are planned to be manufactured.
[bookmark: _Toc238646097]Impact: All the impacts of the S-400s, but way worse
Major General (Dr) Rajan Kochhar 2025(a retired Indian Army veteran with 37 years of service in the Army Ordnance Corps) “What Makes the Russian S-500 More Effective than the S-400?: A Comprehensive Analysis” Dec 4, 2025 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://raksha-anirveda.com/what-makes-the-russian-s-500-more-effective-than-the-s-400-a-comprehensive-analysis/?srsltid=AfmBOoobT3pYfBe9b4ee2S3GRzqyV1QXY2IBbEpJQfHks9oTVXMlEq6U
The S-500 enhances: strategic deterrence, protection of command-and-control nodes, defence of Moscow and key industrial centres and Russia’s ability to contest space. Regarding the adversary, the S-500 complicates offensive planning: stealth aircraft need altered ingress routes, ballistic missile attacks require more decoys or MIRVs, and hypersonic weapons face early intercepts. The S-500 is not a mere upgrade over the S-400; it represents a paradigm shift. Its superiority comes from: much higher engagement ranges, near-space interception capabilities, new hit-to-kill missile families, advanced multi-band radars, faster reaction time, enhanced counter-stealth and counter-hypersonic ability and deeper integration into Russia’s strategic layered defence network. In essence, if the S-400 is a highly capable long-range air defence system, the S-500 is a strategic air-and-space defence weapon. It closes the gap between atmospheric air defence and anti-ballistic missile systems, making it one of the most ambitious integrated defence systems developed outside the United States.

[bookmark: _Toc238646098]A/T “Non-unique, the same risk exists in Israel!” – Not the same. Special precautions are being taken in Israel that cannot be taken in Turkey
Military Watch Magazine 2019 (Military Watch was founded in 2017 to provide reliable and insightful analysis into international security and defence industry developments worldwide.) “U.S. Concerned Over S-400’s Proximity to F-35 Jets; Stealth Profile Could be Compromised” Jun 9, 2019 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://militarywatchmagazine.com/article/u-s-concerned-over-s-400-s-proximity-to-f-35-jets-stealth-profile-could-be-compromised 
The F-35 is less stealthy than it’s heavier and most costly predecessor the F-22 Raptor, but currently retains high survivability against most air defence systems. F-35 jets operating within range of Russian air defences, including those in Israeli service operating over Lebanon and Syria and those in the U.S. Air Force deployed to the Persian Gulf, have regularly deployed using Luneberg reflectors which intentionally increase their radar cross sections - thus denying adversaries using systems such as the S-300 and S-400 the opportunity to study them. The U.S. has reportedly perceived a particularly serious threat from the F-35 sale to Turkey, which has received three fighters so far and is set to deploy them alongside the S-400 air defence system. Undersecretary Lord states to this effect: "We do not want to have the F-35 in close proximity to the S-400 over a period of time because of the ability to understand the profile of the F-35 on that particular piece of equipment.” Taking this as a pretext to deny Ankara the stealth fighters, of which it had planned to acquire over 100, the undersecretary stated: "The United States was disappointed to learn that Turkey sent personnel to Russia for training on the S-400 system. As we have very clearly communicated at all levels, Turkey will not receive the F-35 if Turkey takes delivery of the S-400 system.”



[bookmark: _Toc238646099]2. Increased arms sales to Turkey

[bookmark: _Toc238646100]Link:  Plan lifts CAATSA
…or else it doesn’t do anything at all.

[bookmark: _Toc238646101]Link:  CAATSA reduces US arms sales to Turkey
Ezgi Akin 2026 (journalist) 7 July 2026 “Trump says US will lift CAATSA sanctions on Turkey, consider F-35 sale” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.al-monitor.com/originals/2026/07/trump-says-us-will-lift-caatsa-sanctions-turkey-consider-f-35-sale
The F-35s aren’t the only major US military hardware Ankara has been blocked from obtaining in recent years. The sanctions continue to restrict major defense industry transactions between the two NATO allies, including export licenses for US-made jet engines needed for Turkey to develop its home-grown fifth-generation KAAN fighter aircraft. Last month, however, the Trump administration notified key lawmakers in Congress that it was moving ahead with that sale anyway.

[bookmark: _Toc238646102]Impact #1:  National security risk to US and Israel.  Turkey misuses US-supplied weapons
Dr David A. Grigorian 2024 (Senior Fellow at the Mossavar-Rahmani Center for Business and Government at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government, a non-Resident Fellow at the Center for Global Development in Washington) (accessed 25 June 2026) 11 Oct 2024 “Is Turkey Too Big to Fail or Too Small to Bail?” https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/is-turkey-too-big-to-fail-or-too-small-to-bail/
While some analysts have predicted that U.S. military equipment might one day be turned against Israel or even the U.S. itself, it is not too late to prevent such a scenario. By implementing decisive measures to ringfence Turkey and curb its aggressive behavior now, the U.S. can send a strong signal that Ankara’s behavior cannot continue without consequences. To this end, Washington should implement a multi-pronged strategy involving sanctions, diplomatic pressure, strengthened regional alliances, conditional engagement, and support for civil society. Imposing targeted economic sanctions and limiting Turkey’s access to international financial markets will inflict costs on Turkey’s already struggling economy. Halting military sales and restricting Turkey’s access to advanced technologies would curtail its ability to escalate tensions. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646103]Impact #2:  Human rights.  Turkey uses US-supplied weapons to commit human rights abuses
Shannon Dick 2019 (research analyst with the Conventional Defense Program at the Stimson Center) 17 Oct 2019 “How the United States can ensure American weapons aren’t used for human rights abuses” (accessed 26 June 2026) https://www.militarytimes.com/opinion/commentary/2019/10/17/how-the-united-states-can-ensure-american-weapons-arent-used-for-human-rights-abuses/
Turkey’s use of U.S. weapons to enable human rights abuses and cause other humanitarian harm is not a new phenomenon. For example, in the 1970s, Turkey used U.S.-supplied weapons to occupy parts of Cyprus, prompting Congress to impose a three-year embargo on U.S. military assistance to Ankara. Two decades later, in the 1990s, the U.S. government found that Turkey repeatedly used U.S. weapons to commit egregious human rights abuses against Kurdish civilians, and Turkey’s use of weapons supplied by the United States, as well as other NATO allies, was condemned as violating the laws of war.

[bookmark: _Toc233799358][bookmark: _Toc238646104]Impact #3:  Death & Destruction.  Providing US weapons to Turkey leads to further death and destruction
Meghan Bodette 2022 (Director of Research at the Kurdish Peace Institute) 6 June 2022 “F-16 Sales to Turkey, Human Rights and Regional Peace” (accessed 26 June 2026) https://www.kurdishpeace.org/research/us-politics/f-16-sales-to-turkey-human-rights-regional-peace/
A proposed sale of 40 F-16 fighter jets and 80 modernization kits to Turkey has become a contentious issue in Washington, dividing Congressional leaders and the Biden administration. “Turkish and Turkish-backed forces have utilized American-made weaponry and components during these incursions to commit war crimes, including purposefully bombing civilian targets like hospitals and schools in Iraq, Syria, and Nagorno Karabakh,” warned a February letter signed by a bipartisan group of more than 50 members of the House of Representatives. “The purchase of advanced fighter jets from the United States for Turkey’s military arsenal will not incentivize Erdogan to change course and become a good actor. It will more likely lead to further death and destruction in the region at the hands of his military,” the letter continued. It called on the United States to “not provide any further support to Turkey’s military until President Erdogan takes tangible steps to halt his destabilizing actions and violations of international law at home and abroad.”

[bookmark: _Toc238646105]3.   Bad precedent for dangerous countries 

[bookmark: _Toc238646106]If we allow Turkey to simply take out a component of the S-400’s and call them neutralized 1) it won’t be enough and, 2) it will set a terrible precedent for all of the US’s other deals. Example:  Stopping Iran from developing nukes 
Michael Rubin 2025 (PhD; director of policy analysis at the Middle East Forum and Senior Fellow, American Enterprise Institute) “Scoop: Turkey to Declare S-400 ‘Inoperable’ to Gain F-35 Stealth Fighter Deal” September 30, 2025 (Accessed August 26, 2026) https://www.aei.org/commentary/scoop-turkey-to-declare-s-400-inoperable-to-gain-f-35-stealth-fighter-deal/ 
The problem, of course, is that removing the pin does not permanently destroy the firearm; it is reversible.
Suppose Congress allows Trump and perhaps Secretary of Defense Pete Hegseth to declare the S-400 neutralized because Turkey removes a single component. In that case, they may enable Trump’s short-term sale of F-35s to Turkey to proceed, but this could create a long-term disaster. Trump, for example, wants Iran to dismantle its nuclear program. If Iran cites the Turkey precedent, especially with a president in the Oval Office more conducive toward Tehran, then it needs only to remove a few screws or take a step that it could reverse in a matter of days, if not hours. North Korea, too, could deploy new missiles along the demilitarized zone, but then render them inoperable in the same manner that Trump accepts with the S-400. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646107]Link:  Iran will attempt to hide nuclear weapons development 
Pranay Vaddi 2025 (senior nuclear fellow at the Center for Nuclear Security Policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology) 3 July 2025 “Tehran’s no good, very bad options, and why only diplomacy can head off an Iranian bomb” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://thebulletin.org/2025/07/tehrans-no-good-very-bad-options-and-why-only-diplomacy-can-head-off-an-iranian-bomb/
Iran has an incentive to continue diplomacy—but, also, a strong basis for moving more purposefully toward a nuclear weapon. Instead of the sprawling quasi-civilian program of the past, Iran may recover the necessary technical capacity and know-how for a streamlined, covert effort to pursue a nuclear weapon. Iran is more likely to pursue a nuclear weapon through a clandestine program, limiting cooperation with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to avoid detection of its undeclared activities, particularly after feeling the agency applied a double standard by refusing to criticize the United States and Israel for attacking nuclear facilities, despite its past condemnations of Russia’s attacks on Ukraine’s nuclear facilities. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646108]Link:  Tighter verification preventing Iran from getting a nuclear weapon is a national security imperative
Peter Brookes and James Phillips 2022. (Brookes – former Senior Research Fellow, Center for National Defense, Heritage Foundation.  Phillips – Former Visiting Fellow, Allison Center, Heritage Foundation)22 Feb 2022 “4 Reasons Why Returning to Iran Nuclear Deal Is Bad Idea” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://www.heritage.org/middle-east/commentary/4-reasons-why-returning-iran-nuclear-deal-bad-idea
The Biden administration talked of a “longer and stronger” deal as the goal of its talks with Iran—a deal that would strengthen restrictions on Iran’s bomb-making enrichment and ballistic missile capabilities, lengthen the agreement, and tighten verification. At this point, it doesn’t look like that will happen. Considering the regime’s ambitions and behavior, preventing Iran from getting a nuclear weapon is a national security imperative.

[bookmark: _Toc238646109]Impact:  Iran nukes Israel
David Albright, Sarah Burkhard, Maliheh Bitaraf, Spencer Faragasso, and Mohammadreza Giveh 2026 (with the Institute for Science & International Security, a non-profit, non-partisan institution dedicated to informing the public about science and policy issues affecting international security. Its primary focus is on stopping the spread of nuclear weapons) 20 Feb 2026 “Iran Threat Geiger Counter: A Probabilistic Approach; What is the probability that Iran will build nuclear weapons?” (accessed 26 Aug 2026) https://isis-online.org/isis-reports/iran-threat-geiger-counter-a-probabilistic-approach-what-is-the-probability-that-iran-will-build-nuclear-weapons
For decades, the Iranian regime has openly called for the complete destruction of Israel.  This has been reiterated by countless Iranian politicians at the highest levels of government, including by Ayatollah Khamenei.  Iran has also evoked this through its actions in supporting proxy terrorist groups throughout the region with financing, weapons, and political backing.  These groups regularly engage in hostile actions against Israeli, U.S., and allied civilian and military forces, as was most viciously characterized by the October 7, 2023, attack on Israel by Hamas. To achieve its goal of the destruction of Israel, a nuclear weapon is the clearest and most effective means of doing so. 

[bookmark: _Toc238646110]Past Precedent: North Korea has done this before – The agreement
Paul Kerr 2007(Paul Kerr has been a research analyst at the Arms Control Association covering missile and nuclear non-proliferation issues since 2002.) “Initial Pact Reached to End North Korean Nuclear Weapons Program” Mar, 2007 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007-03/initial-pact-reached-end-north-korean-nuclear-weapons-program
On Feb. 13, participants in six-party talks announced that they had agreed on initial steps for ending North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. The agreement marked the first concrete sign of progress since the talks stalled almost 18 months ago. Still, many contentious issues remain unresolved. The plan describes the first phase of actions that the six parties will take for implementing a September 2005 joint statement as well as outlining a process aimed at making future progress. In the 2005 statement, North Korea pledged to abandon its nuclear weapons and “existing nuclear programs” in exchange for a series of political and economic incentives. (See ACT, October 2005.) The six parties, which also include China, Japan, Russia, South Korea, and the United States, reached agreement after debating a Chinese-prepared draft during a meeting in Beijing that began Feb. 8. The six-party talks were launched in August 2003. During the 60-day initial phase, North Korea is to halt the operation of its nuclear facilities at Yongbyon in return for energy and economic assistance from the other five parties. Five working groups, which are to begin meeting within 30 days, are tasked with formulating “specific plans” for implementing the rest of the 2005 statement.

[bookmark: _Toc238646111]North Korea Past Precedent – They began to rebuild
Kelsey Davenport 2023 (Kelsey Davenport is the Director for Nonproliferation Policy at the Arms Control Association) “The Six-Party Talks at a Glance” Feb 2023 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/six-party-talks-glance
An August 11, 2008 proposal from the United States to allow verification inspections at sites throughout North Korea was rejected emphatically. Insisting that inspections be limited to Yongbyon, North Korea announced that it was reversing disablement actions and said it would restart its reprocessing plant.

[bookmark: _Toc238646112]North Korea Precedent – It took less than a month
Peter Crail 2009 (Peter Crail is the Senior Policy Director at Business Executives for National Security (BENS), having previously served as a Senior Advisor at the US Department of State and a Research Analyst for the Arms Control Association.) “N. Korea Launches Rocket, Renounces Talks” May 8, 2009 (Accessed Aug 26, 2026) https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009-05/n-korea-launches-rocket-renounces-talks 
It is unclear whether the reprocessing facility has been restored to its normal working condition. Siegfried Hecker, former director of Los Alamos National Laboratory, told Arms Control Today last September that it would only take "a month or so" to restart operations at that facility once the equipment was moved back into place.
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