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1. Pakistan-U.S. relations are strong now ​– leads to stability

Right Vision News, ’10

[Right Vision News, “Pak-US partnership will deliver common goals of security: Patterson”, June 29th 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/auth/checkbrowser.do?rand=0.028396264158245366&cookieState=0&ipcounter=1&bhcp=1, Lexis, Accessed 7/21/10]

US Ambassador in Pakistan Anne W. Patterson on Sunday said that America's offer of a long-term partnership with Pakistan is tangible and "It is our hope that this partnership will deliver our common goals of security and prosperity, in the region and throughout the world."  Pakistanis and Americans are working together to build a better world, "We all aspire to leave as our legacy," she said while addressing the handing over ceremony of latest version of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan Air Force (PAF) at newly upgraded Air Base Shahbaz.  She said that Pakistan and the United States share a deep and broad partnership, which is growing to encompass nearly every element of government-to-government cooperation.  Under the Strategic Dialogue established by US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Foreign Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi, she said, the two nations are working together on economic development, trade and energy, health care, education, science and technology and agriculture.  "Our governments share a vision of partnership today which is unprecedented in the history of our bilateral relationship," she said.  It both reflects America's long-term commitment to Pakistan as an important ally and partner and "is a testament to the shared vision of our democratically elected governments," she added.  The US Ambassador said that an important element of Pakistan-US relationship is strong and a growing security partnership, through which the two countries are working to make this region secure, stable and peaceful.  She recalled that four years ago, the United States and the Government of Pakistan had signed a Letter of Agreement for the acquisition of 18 new F-16 aircraft by Pakistan to support this country's counterterrorism efforts.  "I am glad to be here today to witness the induction of the first three of these aircraft into the Pakistan Air Force in an event which begins yet another cycle of fulfillment in America's commitments to Pakistan," the US envoy said.  The induction of these advanced F-16s is a historic milestone for US-Pakistan relations - "both a symbolic and a tangible demonstration of our strong partnership" and the US intent to stand beside Pakistan over the long-term as an important ally and friend, Patterson said.  "Our commitment does not end with the delivery of these aircraft. The United States will continue to support the Pakistan Air Force through training and munitions procurement, and through updates to the 45 F-16s in the Pakistan Air Force's existing fleet," she added. 

2. No terminal impact – Pakistan and India are cooperating now.

Wright, ‘10

[Tom Wright, “India, Pakistan Ministers meet in Islamabad”, The Wall Street Journal, June 27, 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703615104575328131506715988.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, Accessed 7/20/10]

Indian Home Minister P. Chidambaram has met with his Pakistani counterpart, Rehman Malik, in Islamabad in the latest in a series of high-level discussions aimed at lowering the political temperature between the oft-feuding nations.  The two men talked on Friday ahead of a weekend regional meeting of interior ministers from South Asian nations. Their meeting builds on discussions last week between the two countries' foreign secretaries. In July, foreign ministers of India and Pakistan will meet as part of a peace-talk process initiated in February.  The peace process started in 2004 but was put on hold in 2008 after Pakistani-based gunmen attacked Mumbai, India's financial center, killing more than 160 people.  The Associated Press said that at the Saturday regional meeting, Mr. Chidambaram raised the Mumbai attack. "All the masterminds and handlers behind the (attacks) must be brought to justice. We must ensure that terrorists have no free run either in Pakistan or India and both countries must work together," the agency said.  According to the AP, Mr. Malik said his country had received additional information about the attacks from India. "No act of terrorism will be allowed from Pakistan to be replicated like Bombay or anywhere," the AP quoted him as saying. "We have resolved to work together."  India has said it wants Pakistan to make more arrests of Islamist militants linked to the Mumbai killings before it accedes to Pakistan's requests to allow bilateral talks to address other areas, such as cross-border trade and the division of water resources in the disputed Kashmir region.  Although only a start, Friday's talks had been welcomed on both sides of the border. Mail Today, an Indian newspaper, said in an editorial that they "could lead to a "fully-fledged resumption of the Indo-Pak dialogue process."  Mushtaq Gaddhi, a lecturer in social studies at Quaid-e-Azam University in Islamabad, said the talks were a good starting point to help the two nations reduce a deep mistrust. "If there's continuous dialogue this will help in changing perceptions," he said.  
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3. Pakistan is creating peace and stability now

The International News, ‘10

[The International News, “Qureshi Rubbishes Osama Presence Claim”, July 22, 2010, http://www.thenews.com.pk/top_story_detail.asp?Id=30220]

Speaking at a joint press conference with Nato Secretary General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, Qureshi rubbished these allegations as “speculations”, saying Pakistan’s continuing sacrifices against the war on terror should not be doubted. “This is not the first time that this has been said and our position has been consistent. These are speculations,” Qureshi said. It appears that Pakistan makes the obligatory remarks against the US drone attacks to pacify its domestic audience and the US levels allegations against Pakistan to pacify theirs. “Our position is that we are partners and allies (of the US) to achieve the same objective... Our sacrifices are second to none, so Pakistan’s intentions should not be doubted. If there is credible information available, then it should be shared with Pakistan,” he said. Anders Fogh Rasmussen praised Pakistan’s role in promoting peace and security in the region. “We would like to commend the Pakistan military and government for the action in the tribal belt. We commend your transit trade agreement with Afghanistan, which will benefit stability in the region and lead to economic development for mutual benefit of all countries of the region,” he said. The secretary general said Pakistan had made contribution for regional peace and security and thus could play a role in the political settlement of Afghanistan. He said Nato and Pakistan would also strengthen their political relations. “I want to stress that it should be an Afghan-led process but we should give reconciliation a try to bring in people who put down their weapons and abide by the constitution,” he added. Qureshi said Pakistan was ready to play such a role but only if requested by the Afghan government. “Pakistan is not looking for a role but if the government of Afghanistan so desires and wants us to help, we are more than willing. If not then we won’t,” he said.
4. Pakistan is adamant about not withdrawing US troops in Afghanistan.

Daily Times, ’10

[“Haqqani expects US help toward regional stability”. Daily Times, July 13, 2010, http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2010\07\13\story_13-7-2010_pg7_27]

Asserting that Pakistan would not allow a handful of extremists to impose their agenda on his country, Pakistan's Ambassador to the US Husain Haqqani voiced the hope for continued US engagement towards regional stability.  "We are sure lessons have been learned and there will be no walking away this time," he said in an interview with The Washington Examiner.  To a question if Pakistan was concerned about the possibility of the US and NATO pulling out of Afghanistan, Ambssador Haqqani replied, "We hope that the US and the international community will continue their cooperation to fight terrorism and work together to achieve peace and stability in Afghanistan."  Islamabad, he underlined, remains firm in its resolve to get rid of terrorists.  "Our message to the US is that Pakistan is fully committed to fighting and defeating extremism and terrorists, and the fight against them would continue till their eradication," he said, when questioned about Pakistan's message to new US Commander for Afghanistan General David Petraeus.  "We believe that a handful of militants and extremists would never be allowed to impose their vicious agenda on the people of Pakistan," Ambssador Haqqani said.  Pakistan will continue to work with the US and Afghanistan until the terrorists are defeated, he added.  Haqqani also highlighted the country's anti-terror efforts, saying Pakistani security forces have achieved tremendous successes in its military operations in Swat, Malakand division and in the tribal areas.
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5.  Turn – Strong ground presence in Afghanistan critical to prevent spillover into Pakistan

Amr, ’10

[Hady, Director of Brookings Doha Center, in a policy discussion with Michael E. Hanlon, Director of Research and Foreign Policy Senior Fellow, “Toughing it Out in Afghanistan”, Brookings Institute, 2010, http://www.brookings.edu/events/2010/0216_toughing_it_out_doha.aspx, Accessed 7/22/10]

In responding to a question on why the United States should remain involved in Afghanistan, O’Hanlon mentioned humanitarian interests, which are significant, as well as more critical strategic concerns such as the danger posed by extremist groups in nearby nuclear Pakistan. Furthermore, O’Hanlon highlighted polling data indicating that Afghans are feeling more hopeful because “there’s been enough sense of recommitment from the international community.” He outlined the high stakes of the U.S. mission in Afghanistan and what failure would mean. First, if the Taliban were to regain power, Afghanistan would suffer great humanitarian devastation. Second, since the links between the Taliban and al Qaeda have become more frequent and common, al Qaeda would surely have sanctuary in a Taliban-controlled Afghanistan. He highlighted the most significant factor of the case for U.S. forces in Afghanistan: its volatile nuclear neighbor—Pakistan. O’Hanlon stressed that, for the United States, winning this war necessarily entails a strong presence on the ground and having Afghans as primary sources of information.

6. Deterrence checks nuclear escalation 
Alagappa, ’08 

[Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow at the East-West Center, editor of several volumes on Asian Security, “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia”, Winner of the 2009 Choice Outstanding Academic Title Award, Published 2008, http://globalasia.org/pdf/issue9/Muthiah_Alagappa.pdf]  

Although they do not affect the regional distribution of power, nuclear weapons strengthen weaker powers by canceling or mitigating the effects of imbalance in conventional and nuclear weapon capability and thereby reducing their strategic vulnerability. By threatening nuclear retaliation and catastrophic damage in the event of large-scale conventional or nuclear attack, and exploiting the risk of escalation to nuclear war, weaker powers with nuclear weapons constrain the military options of a stronger adversary. This is most evident in the cases of Pakistan, North Korea, and Israel. Pakistan is much weaker than India in several dimensions of national power. It suffered defeats in two of the three conventional wars it fought with India in the prenuclear era, with the 1971 war resulting in humiliating defeat and dismemberment. In the nuclear era, which dates from the late 1980s, Islamabad has been able to deter India from crossing into Pakistan proper and Pakistan-controlled Kashmir even in the context of Pakistani military infiltration into Indian-controlled Kashmir in 1999. India did not follow through with the limited-war option in 2001–02 because of the grave risk it entailed. India was also forced in part by the risk of nuclear war to engage in a comprehensive dialogue to explore settlement of disputes between the two countries, including the Kashmir conflict. Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal has blunted the potency of India’s large conventional military force. Although it has not canceled out all the consequences of the large power differential between the two countries, it has had significant constraining impact on India’s military options and assuaged Pakistan’s concern about the Indian threat.   

2NC – Indo-Pak Cooperation High

No terminal impact – Pakistan and India are cooperating now.

Wright, ‘10

[Tom Wright, “India, Pakistan Ministers meet in Islamabad”, The Wall Street Journal, June 27, 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703615104575328131506715988.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, Accessed 7/20/10]

Indian Home Minister P. Chidambaram has met with his Pakistani counterpart, Rehman Malik, in Islamabad in the latest in a series of high-level discussions aimed at lowering the political temperature between the oft-feuding nations.  The two men talked on Friday ahead of a weekend regional meeting of interior ministers from South Asian nations. Their meeting builds on discussions last week between the two countries' foreign secretaries. In July, foreign ministers of India and Pakistan will meet as part of a peace-talk process initiated in February.  The peace process started in 2004 but was put on hold in 2008 after Pakistani-based gunmen attacked Mumbai, India's financial center, killing more than 160 people.  The Associated Press said that at the Saturday regional meeting, Mr. Chidambaram raised the Mumbai attack. "All the masterminds and handlers behind the (attacks) must be brought to justice. We must ensure that terrorists have no free run either in Pakistan or India and both countries must work together," the agency said.  According to the AP, Mr. Malik said his country had received additional information about the attacks from India. "No act of terrorism will be allowed from Pakistan to be replicated like Bombay or anywhere," the AP quoted him as saying. "We have resolved to work together."  India has said it wants Pakistan to make more arrests of Islamist militants linked to the Mumbai killings before it accedes to Pakistan's requests to allow bilateral talks to address other areas, such as cross-border trade and the division of water resources in the disputed Kashmir region.  Although only a start, Friday's talks had been welcomed on both sides of the border. Mail Today, an Indian newspaper, said in an editorial that they "could lead to a "fully-fledged resumption of the Indo-Pak dialogue process."  Mushtaq Gaddhi, a lecturer in social studies at Quaid-e-Azam University in Islamabad, said the talks were a good starting point to help the two nations reduce a deep mistrust. "If there's continuous dialogue this will help in changing perceptions," he said.  India's Home Ministry said in a statement on Friday that it had decided to release four Pakistani prisoners from jail in the western Indian state of Gujarat as a gesture of goodwill ahead of the talks.  The prisoners will be handed over to Pakistani security forces at the border with India on June 30, the statement said.  
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1. No impact – Pakistan is stable now, as well as India and Afghanistan

Thai Press Reports, ’10

[“Pakistan Holbrooke Acknowledges Pakistan’s Political Stability; Economic Recovery”, Thai News Service, July 16, 2010, Lexis]

The United States on Wednesday acknowledged the Pakistani democratic leadership's efforts towards fostering national anti-terror resolve, with its special representative for the region Richard Holbrooke also noting political stability and economic recovery in the country following recent constitutional and economic decisions. Appearing before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Holbrooke also highlighted improvement in US-Pakistan ties and reaffirmed the Obama Administration's commitment to strategic ties with the country, which he said is pivotal to peace and security in the region. Washington, he said, stands for enhancing stability in Pakistan, supporting Pakistan's offensive against extremists who threaten Pakistan and the United States and encouraging a closer relationship between Islamabad and Kabul. The envoy particularly noted a greater degree of political stability in Pakistan as a result of recent constitutional reforms. We have seen a steady improvement in our bilateral relationship, he said of US-Pakistan relations. As members of this committee have recognized, what happens in Pakistan has tremendous implications not only for our goals in Afghanistan, but also for the stability of South-Central Asia and for U.S. national security. Holbrooke paid tribute to Pakistan's sacrifices in the fight against terrorists. We cannot forget that the Pakistani people and armed forces have made huge sacrifices as part of this fight. In the past month alone, scores of innocent Pakistanis have been killed or wounded in suicide attacks. Hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis have also had their lives upended. Holbrooke, who departs for the region Thursday evening and will travel to Kabul, and New Delhi, also cited the upcoming round of US-Pakistan strategic dialogue as signifying close substantive relations between the two countries. In addition to meetings with key leaders on a range of topics, I will join Secretary Clinton when she reconvenes the U.S.-Pakistan Strategic Dialogue in Islamabad and leads the U.S. delegation to the Kabul Conference. While the Kabul Conference has attracted more international attention, the Secretary's visit to Islamabad will be equally significant, coming on the heels of 13 successful Strategic Dialogue Working Group meetings in Islamabad over the past two months and the Secretary's highly successful visit to Pakistan in October 2009. The special representative said the US is the biggest assistance provider of Pakistan and sought the American senators' support for the preferential trade initiative of Reconstruction Opportunity Zones. He said the Obama Administration recognizes that Pakistan's and Afghanistan's futures are intertwined and has consulted closely with both governments on its strategy in the region. Through the trilateral process, we have facilitated a significant thaw in relations between Islamabad and Kabul and encouraged progress on regional economic integration. There is not yet strategic symmetry on all topics, but the thawing of differences should create additional opportunities as our regional diplomacy and political strategy develops. Significantly, Pakistan's leaders now publicly acknowledge the cross-border nature of the extremist threat and that Afghan stability is in Pakistana's interest. Meanwhile, we have also welcomed the resumption of more frequent high-level dialogue between New Delhi and Islamabad, which should benefit regional stability. He said the US goal in Afghanistan-Pakistan region is to disrupt and dismantle al-Qaeda and prevent the militant organization's return to both countries.

2. Policies in the region ensure stability
Zakaria, ’10

[Fareed, editor of Newsweek International, columnist for Newsweek and Washington Post, hosts international affairs program, “A Victory for Obama”, March 12, 2010, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/03/11/a-victory-for-obama.html]
President Obama gets much credit for changing America's image in the world—he was probably awarded the Nobel Prize for doing so. But if you asked even devoted fans to cite a specific foreign-policy achievement, they would probably hesitate. "It's too soon for that," they would say. But in fact, there is a place where Barack Obama's foreign policy is working, and one that is crucial to U.S. national security—Pakistan.  There has been a spate of good news coming out of that complicated country, which has long promised to take action against Islamic militants but rarely done so. (The reason: Pakistan has used many of these same militants to destabilize its traditional foe, India, and to gain influence in Afghanistan.) Over the past few months, the Pakistani military has engaged in serious and successful operations in the militant havens of Swat, Malakand, South Waziristan, and Bajaur. Some of these areas are badlands where no Pakistani government has been able to establish its writ, so the achievement is all the more important. The Pakistanis have also ramped up their intelligence sharing with the U.S. This latter process led to the arrest a month ago of Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar, the deputy leader of the Afghan Taliban, among other Taliban figures.  Some caveats: most of the Taliban who have been captured are small fish, and 
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the Pakistani military has a history of "catching and releasing" terrorists so that they can impress Americans but still maintain their ties with the militants. But there does seem to be a shift in Pakistani behavior. Why it's taken place and how it might continue is a case study in the nature and limits of foreign-policy successes.  First, the Obama administration de-fined the problem correctly. Senior ad-ministration officials stopped referring to America's efforts in Afghanistan and instead spoke constantly of "AfPak," to emphasize the notion that success in Afghanistan depended on actions taken in Pakistan. This dismayed the Pakistanis but they got the message. They were on notice to show they were part of the solution, not the problem.  Second, the administration used both sticks and carrots. For his first state dinner, Obama pointedly invited Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh—clearly not Pakistan's first choice. Obama made clear that America would continue to pursue the special relationship forged with India under the Bush administration, including a far-reaching deal on nuclear cooperation. But at the same time, the White House insisted it wanted a deep, long-term, and positive relationship with Pakistan. Sens. John Kerry and Dick Lugar put together the largest nonmilitary package of U.S. assistance for the country ever. Aid to the Pakistani military is also growing rapidly.  Third, it put in time and effort. The administration has adopted what Central Command's Gen. David Petraeus calls a "whole of government" approach to Pakistan. All elements of U.S. power and diplomacy have been deployed. Pakistan has received more than 25 visits by senior administration officials in the past year, all pushing the Pakistani military to deliver on commitments to fight the militants.  Finally, as always, luck and timing have played a key role. The militants in Pakistan, like those associated with Al Qaeda almost everywhere, went too far, brutally killing civilians, shutting down girls' schools, and creating an atmosphere of medievalism. Pakistan's public, which had tended to downplay the problem of terrorism, now saw it as "Pakistan's war." The Army, reading the street, felt it had to show results.  These results are still tentative. Pakistan's military retains its obsession with India—how else to justify a vast budget in a small, poor nation? It has still not acted seriously against any of the major militant groups active against Afghanistan, India, or the United States. The Afghan Taliban, the Haqqani group, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, Lashkar-e-Taiba, and many smaller groups all operate with impunity within Pakistan. But the Pakistani military is doing more than it has before, and that counts as success in the world of foreign policy.  Such success will endure only if the Obama administration keeps at it. There are some who believe that Pakistan has changed its basic strategy and now understands that it should cut its ties to these groups altogether. Strangely this naive view is held by the U.S. military, whose top brass have spent so many hours with their counterparts in Islamabad that they've gone native. It's up to Obama and his team to remind the generals that pressing Pakistan is a lot like running on a treadmill. If you stop, you move backward, and, most likely, you fall down. 
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1. Withdrawal destabilizes Pakistan and causes them to strike deals with jihadist groups – empirically proven

WSJ, ’09 

[Wall street Journal, “US credibility and Pakistan”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html, Oct. 1, 2009]
As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad. Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes. But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past.

2. Turn – Withdrawal from Afghanistan will squander any gains from Pakistan

Curtis, ’10

[Lisa, Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, “Taliban Reconfiliation: Obama Administration Must Be Clear and Firm”, The Heritage Foundation, March 11, 2010, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Taliban-Reconciliation-Obama-Administration-Must-Be-Clear-and-Firm]
The Obama Administration has recently begun to challenge the Pakistanis on their lack of consistency in countering terrorism in the region. The Kerry-Lugar bill passed by the Senate last September (the Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act of 2009) authorizes $7.5 billion in civilian aid to Pakistan over the next five years and conditions military assistance on Pakistani measures to address terrorist threats. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates hinted that Pakistan could be doing more to fight terrorism when he noted in a recent op-ed in the Pakistani daily The News that seeking to distinguish between different terrorist groups is counterproductive. U.S. Director of National Intelligence Admiral Dennis Blair recently elaborated on this point when he testified before Congress on February 2, 2010, that "Pakistan's conviction that militant groups are strategically useful to counter India are hampering the fight against terrorism and helping al-Qaeda sustain its safe haven." U.S. officials must continue to make such statements and be prepared to follow them up with action in order to demonstrate that Washington's patience with Islamabad is not unlimited. If the U.S. seeks to prevent Afghanistan from turning back into a safe haven for terrorists that want to attack the U.S., it must convince Pakistani officials to crack down on Taliban leaders who find sanctuary in their country. Pakistani public opinion is beginning to turn against the Taliban and al-Qaeda. If the U.S. tries to find a quick exit from Afghanistan, however, these gains in Pakistan will be squandered and the Taliban's ideology will regain legitimacy throughout the region. The U.S. should support Afghan reconciliation efforts on the ground in Afghanistan diplomatically and financially, and at the same time militarily squeeze the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan that is still closely linked to al-Qaeda. These actions should occur simultaneously so that the local Taliban fighters view the U.S., NATO, and Afghan authorities as being on the winning side, and simultaneously see a process through which they can switch sides without punishment. But U.S. over-anxiousness to negotiate with the senior Taliban leadership in Pakistan would likely undermine efforts to coax local fighters into the political mainstream, thus jeopardizing General McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan and prolonging instability throughout the region. 
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3. Downsizing of the troops will lead to failure in Pakistan.

Phillips, ‘09

[James, Senior Research Fellow in Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Obama Risks Failure in Afghanistan By Not Sending More Troops”, December 2, 2009, http://heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Obama-Risks-Failure-in-Afghanistan-By-Not-Sending-More-Troops]

In late August McChrystal submitted a situation report that concluded that more U.S. troops were required to carry out the strategy. McChrystal reportedly requested about 40,000 more troops. But the White House apparently has gotten cold feet about implementing its own strategy, announced with much fanfare last March, opting for a commitment to provide 30,000 more troops for a period of three years. This downsizing of urgently requested troop reinforcements could lead to a dangerous and tragic outcome. If Obama retreats to a "McChrystal Light" option that shortchanges his own hand-picked commander, it will greatly increase the risk of failure, not only in Afghanistan but in the struggle against Islamist radicals in neighboring Pakistan. It could result in a downward spiral of security in Afghanistan: a resurgent Taliban, eventual collapse of the Afghan government, an even bloodier civil war, renewed humanitarian crisis and a refugee exodus. Moreover, the Taliban will bring back not just their ally al-Qaida, but a rogues' gallery of almost every major Islamist insurgent movement in the world today.

4. A retreat would embolden extremists and take away all recent gains in Pakistan.

Curtis and Phillips, ‘09

[Lisa, Senior Research Fellow for South Asia, and James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Shortsighted US Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems”, October 5, 2009, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems]

There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices.

2NC – Deterrence Prevents Escalation
1. The use of nuclear weapons has allowed a bilateral dialogue to settle dispute

Alagappa, ’08 

[Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow at the East-West Center, editor of several volumes on Asian Security, “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia”, Winner of the 2009 Choice Outstanding Academic Title Award, Published 2008, http://globalasia.org/pdf/issue9/Muthiah_Alagappa.pdf], Accessed 7/23/10]  

The stabilizing effect of nuclear weapons may be better illustrated in India-Pakistan relations, as the crises between these two countries during the 1999–2002 period are often cited as demonstrating nuclear weapon-induced instability. Rather than simply attribute these crises to the possession of nuclear weapons, a more accurate and useful reading would ground them in Pakistan’s deliberate policy to alter the status quo through military means on the premise that the risk of escalation to nuclear war would deter India from responding with full-scale conventional retaliation; and in India’s response, employing compellence and coercive diplomacy strategies. In other words, particular goals and strategies rather than nuclear weapons per se precipitated the crises. Further, the outcomes of these two crises revealed the limited utility of nuclear weapons in bringing about even a minor change in the territorial status quo and highlighted the grave risks associated with offensive strategies. Recognition of these limits and the grave consequences in part contributed to the two countries’ subsequent efforts to engage in a comprehensive dialogue to settle the many disputes between them. The crises also led to bilateral understandings and measures to avoid unintended hostilities.    
2. In the specific context of Asia, nuclear weapons have actually contributed to peace 

Alagappa, ‘08 

[Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow at the East-West Center, editor of several volumes on Asian Security, “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia”, Winner of the 2009 Choice Outstanding Academic Title Award, Published 2008, http://globalasia.org/pdf/issue9/Muthiah_Alagappa.pdf]  

The primary argument of this article is that although there could be destabilizing situations, on net, nuclear weapons have contributed to peace, security, and stability in Asia. This argument is supported on the following grounds. First, nuclear weapons have not fundamentally disrupted the regional distribution of power or intensified security dilemmas. In fact by assuaging the security concerns of weak and vulnerable states they promote stability in conflict prone dyads. Second, fear of the devastating consequences of a nuclear exchange prevents the outbreak and escalation of regional hostilities to full-scale war, strengthens the political and military status quo, and impels conflicting parties to freeze the conflict or explore a negotiated settlement. Third, the combination of minimum deterrence strategies and general deterrence postures enhances stability among major powers and avoids strategic arms races like that during the Cold War. Finally, nuclear weapons reinforce the trend in the region to circumscribe and transform the role of force in international politics. The article further argues that the oftenposited destabilizing effects of nuclear weapons (dangers associated with new nuclear-weapon states, domino effect, preventive military action, and early use postures) have not materialized. There are indeed risks associated with nuclear weapons. However, they must be addressed on their own merits and not be advanced as a reason to deny the security relevance of nuclear weapons. The effort of the non-proliferation community to stop the spread of nuclear weapons on the basis of risks associated with nuclear weapons in the hands of “new” states generates an unproductive and futile debate.  

Miscellaneous – Afghanistan Troop Presence Good
Withdrawal would have multiple consequences – Pakistani terrorism, destabilization, violent Islamism, and loss of NATO credibility
Fox, ’10

[Liam, MP, Secretary of State for Defense in the United Kingdom, “Afghanistan: Standing Shoulder to Shoulder with the US”, July 7, 2010, The Heritage Foundation, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States]

The Taliban were driven out of power by Afghan and international forces. Al-Qaeda fled to the border areas of Pakistan. Although reduced and under considerable pressure, they are still there and continue to pose a real and significant threat to us. So the first reason we cannot bring our troops home immediately is that their mission is not yet completed. Were we to leave prematurely, without degrading the insurgency and increasing the capability of the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), we would probably see the return of the destructive forces of transnational terrorism. Not only would we risk the return of civil war in Afghanistan creating a security vacuum, but we would also risk the destabilization of Pakistan with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences. The second reason is that it would be a shot in the arm to jihadists everywhere, re-energizing violent radical and extreme Islamism. It would send the signal that we did not have the moral resolve and political fortitude to see through what we ourselves have described as a national security imperative. Premature withdrawal would also damage the credibility of NATO, which has been the cornerstone of the defense of the West for more than half a century. To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure. Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened, and the Alliance undermined. It would be a betrayal of all the sacrifices made by our armed forces in life and limb. 
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