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*** Uniqueness ***
Energy Bill Uniqueness—Not Passing 
Energy Bill not passing—they lack the votes 

Davenport 8 (Coral, 3 10, “Senate Democrats punt on spill bill”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0810/40597.html)
Senate Democrats on Tuesday punted their oil spill response bill to next month, but the extra time doesn’t guarantee the measure will pass — far from it. The delay virtually ensures that strategists from both parties will use the congressional recess to hone their plans, talking points and poison-pill amendments for any floor debate, all with an eye toward the midterm elections. Majority Leader Harry Reid’s decision to pull the plug on offshore drilling is the latest blow to Democratic efforts to move energy legislation, beginning with the deaths of a sweeping climate change bill and then a scaled-down renewable energy bill. It initially appeared that the slender offshore drilling package was a must-pass bill with political momentum, but it became evident over the past week that the Nevada Democrat lacked the votes within his own caucus to force the issue as the Republicans held firm against it. Some Democrats and environmentalists said they are optimistic the extra time will allow them to revisit the broader renewable energy provisions they had to jettison earlier, in hopes of folding them into the drilling bill. “It may be a good thing,” said Sen. Amy Klobuchar (D-Minn). “Maybe we can get some support for a renewable standard and do a little more. If there’s any hope of strengthening it and adding [a renewable electricity standard], that’ll only happen if we wait until September.” But lobbyists and staffers close to the energy bill process said that, if anything, the partisan dynamics that led Reid to pull the bill this week will only get worse the closer lawmakers come to the midterm elections. “Reid has got to craft a very narrow bill. He’s going to have to go as narrow as possible,” said a former Senate Democratic aide now closely involved in the Hill energy debate. “Getting broader just makes it harder. He’s going to have to go as narrow as possible, given that he’s got some Democrats against the liability cap. It’s a terrible box.” Central to the offshore drilling reform bill was a title to eliminate the $75 million liability cap on damages oil companies must pay in the case of spills and other disasters. Sens. Mary Landrieu (D-La.) and Mark Begich (D-Alaska), both close allies of the oil industry, made clear they opposed that provision. The deeply partisan atmosphere in the Senate ensured that there would be no opportunity to amend the bill with a scaled-down, compromise liability title. Reid’s staff had made clear that if the bill were to come to the floor, it would be subject only to a straight up-or-down vote. Staffers close to the Republican leadership said that if the bill had been left open for amendments, Republicans would have hijacked the debate with amendments designed to prolong partisan arguments and revive GOP attacks on the broader Democratic energy initiatives, including cap-and-trade climate legislation. Many said Republicans’ desire to use the energy debate to put Democrats on the spot on those issues closer to elections will prevail next month as well. “While the conventional wisdom is the Senate has to do something about the spill, the R’s are licking their chops to get on an energy bill in September and then just bring up amendment after amendment,” said a lobbyist close to the debate. Both sides blamed the deadlock on partisan politics. “It’s a sad day when you can’t find a handful of Republicans to support a bill ... that would hold BP accountable for the worst oil spill in history,” Reid told reporters. “We tried jujitsu, we tried yoga, we tried everything we could to get Republicans to come along,” he added. For their part, Republicans said Reid failed to approach the spill bill on a bipartisan basis. “Sen. Reid is predictably blaming Republicans for standing in the way of a bill that he threw together in secret and without input from almost any other member of the Senate,” said Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska), ranking member of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee. “Process alone guaranteed its failure, although substance would have as well had Sen. Reid actually brought his bill up for debate or a vote.” 

Energy Bill Uniqueness—Not Passing 
Energy Bill Not Passing- Neither party is on board 

Miami Herald, 8/05/10, “Big Oil's politics rule Senate on energy”, http://www.miamiherald.com/2010/08/05/1761943/big-oils-politics-rule-senate.html
Worse still, on Tuesday Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid announced that he is now postponing a vote on the bill, which would also have addressed the lax oversight and sloppy safety standards revealed by the disastrous BP Gulf of Mexico oil spill. Senate Republicans and a handful of coastal state Democrats oppose the bill in its present form. The House, in contrast, last Friday passed a tough Democratic-authored bill that would, among other things, require offshore drillers to adhere to U.S. safety standards and make them 100 percent liable for oil spill cleanups and damages. It passed with no Republican support and was opposed by two dozen Democrats. So even as BP finally appears to have permanently stopped the oil and gas gushing from its busted well in the Gulf, Washington can't find consensus on how to protect U.S. coastal areas from a similar catastrophe.
Energy Bill Uniqueness—Not Passing 

Energy Bill not passing—Republicans aren’t on board 

DINA CAPPIELLO, 8/03/10, “Senate Dems delay vote on oil spill, energy bill”, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100803/ap_on_bi_ge/us_gulf_oil_spill_congress_4

WASHINGTON – Democrats on Tuesday gave up trying to pass even a scaled-back energy bill this summer that would have removed liability ceilings on oil companies, a reaction to the BP oil spill. The bill also would have offered rebates to consumers for home energy efficiency improvements and encouraged federal agencies to buy more electric vehicles and retrofit heavy duty vehicles for natural gas. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., said he was unable to find a handful of Republicans to help advance the energy bill before the August recess. The bill would have removed the $75 million cap on oil spill liability and required energy companies to pay higher fees into an oil spill trust fund. The House passed a similar bill last week. Republicans had offered an alternative bill that would have lifted the moratorium that the Obama administration put on deep-water drilling in May. Sen. James Inhofe, R-Okla., called Reid's bill an "empty political exercise" that would kill jobs by exposing oil companies to unlimited liability — a measure that had some oil-state Democrats nervous. The delay is the latest setback for Obama's energy program. Last month, Senate Democrats gave up on trying to pass a global warming bill after they found support waning in their own party for imposing caps on and taxing greenhouse gases. The House passed a bill last year to do that. "Everyone knows it shouldn't be this hard," said Sen. John Kerry, D-Mass., who was the lead author on the original bill that would have capped carbon dioxide pollution. Kerry said that a bill to hold BP accountable and help people on the Gulf coast should be the kind of bill "that ought to pass 100 to nothing."

START Uniqueness- Not Passing 
START Not passing- Republicans don’t want to give him a win 
Adam Entous, 8/04/10, “Senate Panel Delays Vote ON Nuclear Treaty”, HTTP://ONLINE.WSJ.COM/ARTICLE/Sb10001424052748704499604575407851801487146.HTML?MOD=GOOGLENEWS_WSJ
A key Senate committee postponed until September a vote on the revamped Start arms-control treaty with Russia, buying time for its backers to try to line up enough Republicans to pass one of President Barack Obama's top foreign-policy objectives. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee had been scheduled to hold a vote on the treaty before the Senate adjourns later this week for the monthlong August recess. But its chairman, Sen. John Kerry (D., Mass.), agreed Tuesday to a request from Republican senators for more time for deliberations and to review documents about the treaty. Mr. Kerry now wants the committee to vote in mid-September, squarely in the middle of congressional campaign season. It is unclear whether the full Senate will act before the November election. "I chose to reschedule the vote to be responsive to the concerns of our members so that we can build bipartisan consensus around a treaty that our military leaders all agree will make America safer," Sen. Kerry said. "I strongly believe that timely ratification of this treaty is vital to America's security." GOP skeptics say questions remain about the treaty, specifically over how the scheduled arms reductions will be verified. Supporters of the treaty worry that putting off the vote could backfire on the White House and undercut efforts to round up at least eight Republican votes, the number needed for passage. Treaties require two-thirds support. "If the vote were about the substance, it would be an overwhelming vote in favor," said Janne Nolan, director of nuclear security at the American Security Project. "If the vote devolves into the referendum on the future Republican Party and on Obama, then it has a chance of being defeated." She said many Republican senators who would otherwise support the treaty were "worried about giving Obama a victory right before the election." The White House played down the delay. "We remain optimistic about the prospects for ratification of the treaty," said Mike Hammer, spokesman for the White House National Security Council. "The treaty is complicated, and there is a lot of material to review.…It is not surprising that senators want more time." Mr. Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the treaty, the most significant in nearly two decades, in March, declaring a new chapter of cooperation between the nations on nuclear issues and beyond. The treaty has been dubbed New Start, a reference both to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty it replaces and what both sides call a bid to reset the relationship between the world's two nuclear superpowers. It caps the number of deployed nuclear warheads at 1,550 apiece, a 30% reduction from the 2,200 limit agreed to in the Moscow Treaty of 2002. Each side would be limited to 700 intercontinental missiles, submarines and heavy bombers, less than half the number agreed to in the 1991 treaty, the last comprehensive and verifiable arms accord. The Senate panel has conducted 12 hearings on the treaty, but Mr. Kerry said several senators had requested additional time to review comments from the Armed Services and Intelligence panels before proceeding to a vote. Sen. James Inhofe of Oklahoma said the delay would help his fellow Republicans shore up "no" votes. "It's helpful to us," he said. "It gives us a chance to be sure that all members hear the unanswered questions and the objections. The time before the committee votes is our friend." Mr. Inhofe said Democrats were under pressure to move the treaty before the November election, because Republicans gains would make passage more difficult.

START—Kyl Key 

Kyl key to getting START passed—he controls the other key votes 

Susan Cornwell, 8/04/10, “Republican senator sets conditions for backing START”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6736KV20100804?type=politicsNews
Senator Jon Kyl denied setting a price to support the strategic arms reduction pact known as the "new START." But he told reporters the commitment he was seeking could cost up to $10 billion more than the amount the administration has pledged to modernizing U.S. nuclear weapons. Obama wants the treaty ratified this year but it needs 67 votes in the Senate, meaning it cannot pass without substantial Republican support. Kyl's demands would be difficult to meet by the end of the year. He wants Congress to appropriate extra funds and he also wants to see administration budget plans. Kyl said Republicans were seeking "a more precise and higher degree of commitment" to modernizing the U.S. nuclear arsenal, "so that we know that this program is not going to go for a while and peter out." Obama signed the strategic arms agreement with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in April and sent it to the Senate in May. It commits the former Cold War foes to reducing deployed nuclear warheads by about 30 percent; Obama cast it as a first step toward his goal of a world without nuclear weapons. The treaty suffered a setback on Tuesday when the Senate Foreign Relations Committee delayed a ratification vote until mid-September, after only one Republican, Senator Richard Lugar, publicly pledged support. By the fall, the treaty will be competing with other priorities in a politics-charged session. Congress may only work for a few weeks before adjourning to campaign for November 2 congressional elections. HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH? Although not a member of the foreign relations committee, Kyl has expertise on nuclear arms issues and carries clout because of his position as party whip. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell says he will be influenced by how Kyl decides to vote. Kyl said he did not know how he would vote, but said that if the treaty were to be approved, it would be critical to maintain and modernize the nuclear weapons that remain. "When you get down to the kind of numbers (of missiles) we are talking about, everything has to work," he said. Under the treaty, each side agreed to reduce the number of deployed nuclear warheads to no more than 1,550 within seven years. The administration has proposed spending $80 billion over the next ten years on the U.S. nuclear weapons complex. But just $10 billion of that is new money, according to Kyl. He said that won't be enough, especially when factoring in the cost of new nuclear facilities that are needed at Los Alamos, New Mexico and near Oak Ridge, Tennessee. "The cost of this is going to be at least 50 percent more and probably 100 percent more." Senator Bob Corker, a Republican on the foreign relations committee, agreed with this assessment. "I think there's about a $10 billion gap" between what the administration has proposed and what is needed, Corker said. Appropriations bills passed by Congress for 2011 and the budget for 2012 must reflect the modernization plan, Kyl added. Since it could be hard to get everything done before the November election, the Senate might need a "lame duck" session if it wants to vote on the new START this year, he said.
*** Links ***
Link- Drones Popular in Congress 

Drones are popular in Congress they just increased spending—taking them out would be political suicide
SCOTT WONG, 8/05/10, “Dem senators: More drones at border”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0810/40704.html
Two Democratic senators want to add $600 million for border security and increase the number of unmanned drones that currently patrol the hundreds of miles of unguarded border. The House has already passed a $700 million bill to beef up border security and Republican senators have rolled But Sen. Chuck Schumer, the third-ranking Senate Democrat, said aerial surveillance on the border has worked and that the program “should be expanded and expanded now.” Schumer said there are seven drones that now patrol the border from above. “Instead of three people in a helicopter with six eyes, this is like a thousand eyes,” he told reporters on Capitol Hill. Drones have been successful at providing real-time surveillance of large swaths of land, such as the nearly 2,000-mile U.S.-Mexico border, said Sen. Claire McCaskill (D-Mo.), chairwoman of a Homeland Security Committee oversight panel. “A lot of people now think of drones in the way that they’ve been used in Pakistan in taking out Al Qaeda, but primary to the drones is their ability to get real-time surveillance,” McCaskill said. “ So imagine the advantage of getting real-time surveillance above the airspace where we have some lawlessness going on and what that could do to assist the people on the ground of manning up where they need to man up in terms of resources at the border.” The Senate Democrats’ plan, introduced on the last day before the body adjourns for the summer recess, includes more than $300 million for 1,500 additional border security personnel; $196 million for Justice Department programs; $32 million for two more drones; and other money for things like communications equipment and new operating bases. The bill would not add to the deficit — a concern of many Republicans — but would be paid for by hiking fees on so-called chop shops, firms that use U.S. visa programs to import cheap foreign labor from countries like India. Sen. John McCain, who introduced a rival border security plan last week with fellow Arizona Republican Sen. Jon Kyl, told reporters he hadn’t seen the Senate Democrats’ proposal and had no comment. Part of the Republican plan would be paid for with unused economic stimulus money, something Democrats argued would strip funding from job-creating programs. “They’d like to secure the border at the expense of U.S. jobs,” Schumer said. “We’ll do it by going after companies that outsource U.S. jobs.” The House bill calls for $200 million in cuts to offset costs and an additional $500 million in emergency funding, which adds to the federal deficit. 
Link- Pull out Japan unpopular 

Pull out of Japan unpopular—it’s too crucial of a base
shaun tendon, 3/17/10, “U.S. Says Okinawa Base Needed To Defend Japan”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4544167
WASHINGTON - The United States said March 17 that it needs to maintain a base on the Japanese island of Okinawa to defend the region, as the new government in Tokyo considers scrapping a previous plan. Senior U.S. officials told Congress that while they respected the decisions of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's six-month-old government, they hoped to go ahead with a plan to move the Futenma air base within Okinawa. Michael Schiffer, a senior Pentagon official, told a congressional panel that troops in Okinawa were the only ground forces "between Hawaii and India" which the United States could quickly deploy. "Futenma may be but one base and one part of a larger alliance relationship, but peace and stability in the region depend in no small part on the enduring presence of forward deployed U.S. forces in Japan," said Schiffer, the deputy assistant secretary of defense for Asia. "The United States cannot meet its treaty obligations to defend Japan, cannot respond to humanitarian crises or natural disasters, cannot meet its commitments for regional peace and stability without forward deployed ground forces in Japan," he said. He said the Futenma move was a "lynchpin" of a 2006 deal under which more than 8,000 U.S. troops would leave Okinawa for the U.S. territory of Guam. Under the agreement, Futenma would move from the crowded urban hub of Ginowan to a quiet village. Schiffer and Joseph Donovan, his counterpart at the State Department, both testified that the deal was the best solution to limit the impact on Okinawa while maintaining troops in the region. But some of Hatoyama's left-leaning allies want the base moved entirely out of Japan, blaming the troops for noise and crime. Despite President Barack Obama's support for the 2006 deal, several lawmakers from his Democratic Party have voiced sympathy for Okinawans' grievances. Rep. Eni Faleomavaega, a Democrat who heads the House Foreign Affairs subcommittee on Asia, pointed out that Okinawa accounts for one percent of Japan's land but two-thirds of U.S. bases deployed there. "The Okinawans feel like they're always being the whipping boy for the last 50 years. We just put our military people there and don't have to worry about it," Faleomavaega said. But Republican Rep. Ed Royce of California said that the Hatoyama government had "badly handled" the Futenma issue. "The alliance has been a force for stability in a very tough neighborhood but there is cause for concern," Royce said. "Japan's government is inexperienced. Some Japanese leaders would like to see Tokyo tilt more towards Beijing," he said. Hatoyama has called for a more equal relationship between Tokyo and Washington and suggested creating an East Asian regional network without the United States, which stations 47,000 troops in Japan under a security treaty. Ichiro Ozawa, the backroom powerbroker of the ruling Democratic Party of Japan, in December took hundreds of lawmakers to visit Beijing, sending the United States scrambling to invite more Japanese MPs to Washington. But most U.S. analysts are doubtful about a wider shift toward Beijing, noting that Japan has deep-rooted historical tensions with China and longstanding concerns about the giant neighbor's soaring military budget. U.S. expectations of Japan may be colored by the 2001-2006 premiership of Junichiro Koizumi who broke taboos by sending troops to Iraq and defying China, said Michael Auslin, a scholar at the American Enterprise Institute think tank. "If anything, current trends in Japanese policymaking, including Japan's recent outreach to China, reflect a return to a more traditional Japanese position that attempts to maintain some level of balance in Japanese foreign policy," Auslin said.
Afghan Pull-Out key to Obama’s Popularity/Agenda  

No Pullout kills Obama’s popularity

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
The economic costs to the United States of sticking to the current policy are on the order of $100 billion a year, a hefty price to pay when the pressure to cut federal spending is becoming acute. The military price is also great, not just in lives and matériel but also in distraction at a time when the United States could well face crises with Iran and North Korea. And the domestic political costs would be considerable if the president were seen as going back on the spirit if not the letter of his commitment to begin to bring troops home next year.
Afghan Pull-Out key to Obama’s Popularity/Agenda  

Afghan key to Obama’s agenda 

Peter Goodspeed, October 3, 2009, “Two paths for war; Obama must choose: more troops in Afghanistan or fewer”, Lexis Nexis 
It's gut check time in Afghanistan and U. S. President Barack Obama  is undertaking a wholesale review of the war strategy he adopted with much fanfare just eight months ago.This week and next, in the windowless, mahogany-paneled elegance of the underground White House Situation Room, Mr. Obama  and his top security advisors are debating the future of the war in Afghanistan.Faced with a rapidly deteriorating security situation in Afghanistan, with Taliban attacks increasing, NATO deaths spiralling upward and support for a prolonged war dwindling at home just as the 2010 Congressional elections approach, Mr. Obama  faces an agonizing decision. His generals are calling for a full-blown, multi-year, counterinsurgency war plan that may require ordering an extra 40,000 troops into Afghanistan. But some of his most senior advisors are urging him to scale back U. S. war goals and adopt a "minimalist" footprint in Afghanistan, shifting the U. S. military's attention to attacking al-Qaeda and Taliban targets in Pakistan.That would require fewer troops and the use of unmanned drones and special forces units.It could also coincide with an imminent decision by Pakistan to reassert itself militarily in South Waziristan, the troubled tribal area along the border with Afghanistan, where al-Qaeda and Taliban militants have sought refuge. Yesterday the Pakistani newspaper Dawn quoted unidentified Islamabad officials as saying a military offensive in South Waziristan could begin "in the next few days."Pakistan's military has tried to root out insurgents in the border area on three previous occasions and failed. This time it has spent months building up resources and troops in the region and has wrapped South Waziristan in an economic blockade since June. Tens of thousands of troops, backed by armoured cars and helicopter gun ships, are said to be poised to enter the tribal area. A Pakistani offensive in South Waziristan, which would have to begin before snows arrive in November, would follow successful counterinsurgency offensives in the North West Frontier Province, in the regions of Baijur, Mohmand and most recently in the Swat Valley.It would also follow weeks of intensive surveillance and assassination attacks on mid-level Taliban and al-Qaeda leaders by U. S.-operated CIA drones. A more intense border war that targets Taliban and al-Qaeda safe havens in Pakistan would, at least temporarily, buy time for Afghanistan to sort out some of the fallout over last August's presidential election, which was mired in corruption allegations and may still require a second round run-off. In the meantime, Mr. Obama   has to deal with the hot-button issue of whether to increase U. S. troop levels in Afghanistan. The decision will ignite debate in Washington and has the potential to derail many of Mr. Obama's  other political initiatives, jeopardizing any bipartisan agreements he might hope for on health-care reform, the economic recovery and climate control. While top U. S. military commanders and congressional Republicansare pushing for a troop increase in Afghanistan, many Democrats have begun to express doubts about the war.It was just eight months ago that Mr. Obama  declared Afghanistan needed more high-level attention, resources and troops and, after conducting a policy review, dispatched an additional 21,000 troops to the country.He also replaced the U. S. commander in Afghanistan and ordered U. S. Army General Stanley Mc-Chrystal, a counterinsurgency and special operations expert, to develop a new strategy for fighting the war.Gen. McChrystal's 66-page battlefield assessment landed on Mr. Obama's  desk late last month. It pulls no punches and warns "failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum" within a year "risks an outcome where defeating the insurgency is no longer possible."He said he needs more troops and resources to wage a full-fledged counterinsurgency campaign but held back on making a specific troop request. Experts say Gen. McChrystal may ask for as many as 40,000 troops on top of the 68,000 U. S. soldiers who will be on the ground in Afghanistan by the end of this year.That could create a massive political problem for Mr. Obama.  So, at the risk of looking like he may be backtracking, he has ordered a review of U. S. war strategy in Afghanistan before even discussing possible troop increases 
Afghanistan War Unpopular (1/3)

Steele dislikes the War

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
GOP chairman Michael Steele was blasted by fellow Republicans recently for describing Afghanistan as “a war of Obama’s choosing,” and suggesting that the United States would fail there as had many other outside powers. Some critics berated Steele for his pessimism, others for getting his facts wrong, given that President George W. Bush ordered the invasion of Afghanistan soon after 9/11. But Steele’s critics are the ones who are wrong: the RNC chair was more correct than not on the substance of his statement, if not the politics.

Democrats and Public are skeptical of Afghan

Peter Goodspeed, October 3, 2009, “Two paths for war; Obama must choose: more troops in Afghanistan or fewer”, Lexis Nexis 
While the Pentagon's top military commanders seem to be standing behind Gen. McChrystal's assessment, other key officials appear to be divided.U. S. Vice-President Joe Biden, White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel and National Security Advisor Gen. James Jones are all said to be reluctant to support a troop increase and favour a strategy that targets al-Qaeda and the Taliban.But critics of the "small footprint" strategy claim it would allow the Taliban to carve out sanctuaries in Afghanistan and would gradually undermine the Afghan government."Half-measures -- the hallmark of the 'small footprint' strategy -- will not work," says James Phillips of Washington's Heritage Foundation. An incremental approach that defers any requested troop reinforcement may also jeopardize a counterinsurgency campaign, he warns.Still, disenchantment over corruption in Afghanistan and anger over blatant vote rigging during the August election have soured some top U. S. officials and politicians, discouraging them from further supporting a prolonged nation-building exercise.After eight years of combat in Afghanistan, many Americans are simply impatient and war-weary."There are more than enough troops, civilians, money and operational capability available between the United States, NATO forces and our Afghan allies to defeat the Taliban and assist in rebuilding Afghan society," says retired Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt, a former U. S. Assistant Secretary of State. "There is no reason to fear losing a war of attrition. The major danger in Afghanistan is losing a war of exhaustion." If Mr. Obama opts to back a continued counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, he's going to have his work cut out selling the plan to his own party and the rest of the country."I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan in the country or in the Congress," says U. S. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi."We must change our mindset," Gen. McChrystal said this week in an address London's Institute for Strategic and International Affairs."Whether or not we like it, we have a conventional warfare culture -- not just our militaries but our societies. Our societies want to see lines on a map moving forward towards objectives, but you will not see that in a counterinsurgency because you do not see as clearly what is happening in people's minds.""We will have to do things dramatically and even uncomfortably differently in order to change how we think and operate," he said.

Afghanistan War Unpopular (2/3) 

War unpopular with Public 

BOB HERBERT, September 5, 2009, “Reliving The Past”, New York Times, Lexis-Nexis 
The president should listen to Mr. Biden has been a voice of reason, warning the administration of the dangers of increasing our military involvement in Afghanistan. President Obama  has not been inclined to heed his advice, which is worse than a shame. It's tragic. Watching the American escalation of the war in Afghanistan is like watching helplessly as someone you love climbs into a car while intoxicated and drives off toward a busy highway. No good can come of it. The war, hopelessly botched by the Bush crowd, has now lasted nearly eight long years, longer than our involvement in World Wars I and II combined. There is nothing even remotely resembling a light at the end of the tunnel. The war is going badly and becoming deadlier. July and August were the two deadliest months for U.S. troops since the American invasion in October 2001. Nevertheless, with public support for the war dwindling, and with the military exhausted and stretched to the breaking point physically and psychologically after so many years of combat in Afghanistan and Iraq, the president is ratcheting the war up instead of winding it down. He has already ordered an increase of 21,000 troops, which will bring the American total to 68,000, and will be considering a request for more troops that is about to come from Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the commander of American and NATO forces in Afghanistan. These will be troops heading into the flames of a no-win situation. We're fighting on behalf of an incompetent and hopelessly corrupt government in Afghanistan. If our ultimate goal, as the administration tells us, is a government that can effectively run the country, protect its own population and defeat the Taliban, our troops will be fighting and dying in Afghanistan for many, many years to come. And they will be fighting and dying in a particularly unforgiving environment. Afghanistan is a mountainous, mostly rural country with notoriously difficult, lonely and dangerous roads -- a pitch-perfect environment for terrorists and guerrillas. Linda Bilmes, a professor at Harvard's John F. Kennedy School of Government, has been working with the Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglitz to document the costs of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. She told me: ''The cost per troop of keeping the troops in Afghanistan is higher than the cost in Iraq because of the really difficult overland supply route and the heavy dependence on airlifting all kinds of supplies. There has been such a lot of trouble with the security of the supplies, and that, of course, becomes even more complicated the more troops you put in. So we're estimating that, on average, the cost per troop in Afghanistan is at least 30 percent higher than it is in Iraq.'' The thought of escalating our involvement in Afghanistan reminded me of an exchange that David Halberstam described in ''The Best and the Brightest.'' It occurred as plans were being developed for the expansion of U.S. involvement in Vietnam. McGeorge Bundy, who served as national security adviser to Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, showed some of the elaborate and sophisticated plans to one of his aides. The aide was impressed, but also concerned. ''The thing that bothers me,'' he told Bundy, ''is that no matter what we do to them, they live there and we don't, and they know that someday we'll go away and thus they know they can outlast us.'' Bundy replied, ''That's a good point.'' We've already lost more than 5,000 troops in Iraq and Afghanistan and spent a trillion or so dollars. The longer we stay in Afghanistan, the more resentful the local population will become about our presence, and the more resentful the American public will become about our involvement in a war that seems to have no end and no upside. is being told (as Lyndon Johnson was told about Vietnam) that more resources will do the trick in Afghanistan -- more troops, more materiel, more money. Even if it were true (I certainly don't believe it), we don't have those resources to give. It's obscene what we're doing to the men and women who have volunteered for the armed forces, sending them into the war zones for three, four and five tours.The Army, in an effort to improve combat performance under these dreadful conditions, is planning intensive training for all of its soldiers in how to be more emotionally resilient. And, of course, a country that is going through the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression, and that counts its budget deficits by the trillions, has no choice but to lay the costs of current wars on the unborn backs of future generations.Lyndon Johnson made the mistake of not listening to the Joe Bidens of his day. There's a lesson in that for President Obama.  

Afghanistan War Unpopular (3/3)

War Unpopular- Public 

Kyle Spector, a policy advisor in the National Security Program at Third Way, a left of center think tank in Washington, DC, MondayJuly19,2010,ForeignPolicy, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/19/americans_barely_trust_obama_on_afghanistan

Recent polls showing pessimism about U.S. prospects in Afghanistan seem to suggest that Barack Obama has lost the United States' support for the war there. However, general exhaustion from years of war and specific support for Obama's Afghanistan strategy should not be so easily conflated. A careful reading of the polling data on Afghanistan shows that while the public is weary, they haven't yet given up on the mission or Obama's redefined strategy...yet. The U.S. public has significant doubts about Afghanistan. After a decade of war, U.S. citizens just aren't sure that the investment of time, energy and resources will pay off. When asked to in early June to consider whether the war in Afghanistan was worth fighting (given all of the costs to the U.S. versus the benefits) 44 percent of those polled believed it was worth it, 53 percent did not. In the same ABC News/Washington Post poll, only a slight majority (by 3 points) believed the U.S. was winning the war in Afghanistan. A more recent Newsweek poll found that just 26 percent of Americans believe the U.S. is winning the war and 46 percent think the U.S. is losing -- a 20 point margin. With June being the deadliest month ever for foreign forces in Afghanistan, the public has reason to think that the U.S. effort has lost its momentum. At the moment, there is also little hope among the public for a successful conclusion to the conflict in Afghanistan. 
Counterinsurgency Unpopular with Public
Charles A. Miller, PhD Poli Sci, Cambridge, 06/10, “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan”, Strategic studies institute.

A variety of factors explain the drop in support for the Afghanistan war in the United States. 

Yet at the same time, some explanations that one might have suspected to be useful have little empirical support. Clearly, casualties do not tell the whole story. At the same time, elite discord is a consequence rather than a cause of the fall in support for the war, while there is no evidence that the perceived lack of support from America’s allies has had a significant independent effect. The deteriorating course of the war on the ground and the shift in the nature of the mission from a straightforward restraint mission in the aftermath of 9/11 to a murkier counterinsurgency, however, are unquestionably key factors. A fall in public approval of the Afghan war accompanies the change in the nature of the engagement in 2002 from a purely defensive war against al Qaeda to a nation-building exercise. The same is also true of pessimistic and gloomy assessments of the situation on the ground—grim prognostications from generals, envoys, and agents hit public support harder even than sharp casualty spikes. At the same time, Iraq has had little impact on public perceptions of Afghanistan, a finding that is surprising.  Polling data over time shows the American people quite able and willing to compartmentalize the two wars. Similarly, the claim that the confused and shifting rationale for the war is the key factor can be doubted. A clearer strategic rationale accompanied by a deteriorating situation on the ground has done little to stem the hemorrhage of support; instead it has simply prompted many to ask the question as to whether the clear and limited goal of counterterrorism could not be achieved in a more cost-effective manner than through a fully-fledged counterinsurgency. 
Link- Futnema Unpopular 

Pull out of Futnema Unpopular—they want Japan to commit first 

The Daily Yomiuri(Tokyo), November 8, 2009 Sunday, Pg. 2, 760 words, Satoshi Ogawa, Yoshikazu Shirakawa and Hideki Kawasaki, Yomiuri Shimbun Staff Writers, Yomiuri

WASHINGTON--In an apparent swipe at the Japanese government over its dithering on the issue of relocating a U.S. military airfield in Okinawa Prefecture, the U.S. Senate on Tuesday voted to slash funding for a plan to transfer 8,000 U.S. marines in the prefecture to Guam. A plenary session of the Senate passed a fiscal 2010 budget bill related to the construction of military installations that cut 211 million dollars, or about 70 percent, from the 300 million dollars sought by the administration of President Barack Obama to fund the planned transfer of the marines to the U.S. territory. The transfer of the marines to Guam is one of the key goals of the U.S. military in Japan, along with the relocation of the functions of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Ginowan to Nago, both in Okinawa Prefecture. The U.S. Congress was in favor of the 300 million dollars allocation for the transfer of the marines in late October when it approved the National Defense Authorization Bill, which stipulates the overall framework of the budget. The House of Representatives passed a bill approving the entire amount. The Senate's action is believed to represent its displeasure with the fact that the Japanese government has repeatedly changed course on the issue of Futenma's relocation, and that there has been no resolution of the issue. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates had warned the Japanese government that Congress would not allow the allocation of funds to move the marines should the planned relocation of Futenma stall. A conference committee of both houses is expected to produce a final, unified version of the bill by the middle of December. The adjustments made by this committee will be a focal point in the days to come. The White House already has sent a letter to the Senate, saying the massive budget cut could adversely affect the Japan-U.S. agreement concluded in February 2009 regarding the relocation of the marines. The White House is expected to work to restore the funding in the final version of the bill. Time running out The passing of the bill means there is a real danger that the Japanese government may not be able to reduce the heavy burden Okinawa Prefecture bears in hosting U.S. military facilities if it does not reach a decision on the issue of relocating Futenma within the year. A U.S. expert on Japan said the Senate appears determined to postpone projects with an uncertain outlook, given the perilous financial situation of the United States due to such factors as the cost of the war in Afghanistan and economic stimulus measures. The Japanese government hopes the U.S. administration can convince Congress to approve the funding of the troop transfer, but there is increasing dissatisfaction on the U.S. side toward the administration of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, which continues to be indecisive on Futenma despite strong signals from Washington that the U.S. administration wants an early settlement of the issue.
Link- Futnema Unpopular 

Futnema- key to U.S.-Japan relations 
Phil Stewart, 3/31/2010, “U.S. 'respects' Japan's request on Okinawa airbase: Pentagon” http://www.chinapost.com.tw/print/250536.htm%205/31/10,

WASHINGTON -- The Pentagon said on Monday it respected Japan's request to consider alternatives to the relocation of a U.S. air base on Okinawa island but stopped short of pledging to explore new options to soothe strained ties between the allies. The comments by a Pentagon spokesman came as U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates met Japan's foreign minister at the Pentagon, talks that touched on the future of Futenma Air Station, which is home to about 2,000 Marines. "We respect Japan's request to explore alternatives," Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said. "But with respect to any discussions or details, we'll conduct those discussions through diplomatic channels." The dispute, which is eroding Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's ratings before a mid-year election, centers on a 2006 accord that included shifting the Marines' base to a less crowded spot on Okinawa. During the campaign that swept his party to power last year, Hatoyama raised hopes Futenma could be moved entirely off the island, which plays reluctant host to most of the roughly 49,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. But there was still no sign of a feasible alternative before Hatoyama's self-imposed May deadline to resolve the matter. Washington wants to go ahead with the accord, as-is. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton discussed the matter later on Monday with Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada in Ottawa, but U.S. officials gave no indication Washington was ready to change its mind. "Basically there was no change here from previous conversations," a U.S. official said after the meeting, adding that the Japanese did not provide details of their new ideas for Futenma during the conversation with Clinton. Wrapping Up the Review Japanese opposition to keeping the base in Okinawa has centered on safety concerns and air pollution tied to training flights over residential areas but has also been stirred by anti-American feelings. Mass protests erupted in 1995 when three U.S. servicemen abducted and raped a 12-year-old Okinawan girl. The Pentagon offered few details of the Gates-Okada meeting. It stressed Gates underscored his view that "the Marines in Okinawa are critical to the alliance," according to a Defense Department statement. The United States expected Tokyo "to help ensure (the Marines') presence remains operationally and politically sustainable," the statement added, without elaborating. Okada and Gates also agreed on the importance of quickly completing the review on Futenma, it said. The Futenma relocation is part of a broader realignment that also involves shifting 8,000 Marines to Guam from Okinawa by 2014, a deadline that looks increasingly difficult because of foot-dragging on Futenma. Japanese media have reported Tokyo's alternative could involve the creation of an artificial island off Okinawa or the use of a different island for the base. Admiral Robert Willard, head of U.S. Pacific Command, told lawmakers in Washington last week he was optimistic Hatoyama would stick to the current 2006 agreement on Futenma. A recent poll published in the Sankei newspaper showed nearly half of those who responded said Hatoyama should quit if he fails to resolve the air base issue. More than 73 percent of voters polled by the Sankei said they were unhappy with his management of the problem, while nearly 85 percent of respondents said they were unimpressed with Hatoyama's leadership skills overall. 

Courts Link to Politics 

Nomination of Sotomayor guarantees public backlash for unpopular decisions 
Terence Samuel, 5/29/2009 “Obama's Honeymoon Nears Its End”, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=obamas_honeymoon_nears_its_end, 
This week, Barack Obama named his first nominee to the Supreme Court, then headed west to Las Vegas and Los Angeles to raise money for Democrats in the 2010 midterms. Taken together, these two seemingly disparate acts mark the end of a certain period of innocence in the Obama administration: The "blame Bush" phase of the Obama administration is over, and the prolonged honeymoon that the president has enjoyed with the country and the media will soon come to an end as well. Obama is no longer just the inheritor of Bush's mess. This is now his presidency in his own right. The chance to choose a Supreme Court justice is such a sui generis exercise of executive power -- it so powerfully underscores the vast and unique powers of a president -- that blame-shifting has become a less effective political strategy, and less becoming as well. Obama's political maturation will be hastened by the impending ideological fight that is now virtually a guarantee for Supreme Court nominations. Old wounds will be opened, and old animosities will be triggered as the process moves along. Already we see the effect in the polls. While Obama himself remains incredibly popular, only 47 percent of Americans think his choice of Judge Sonia Sotomayor is an excellent or good choice for the Court, according to the latest Gallup poll. The stimulus package scored better than that. The prospect of a new justice really seems to force people to reconsider their culture warrior allegiances in the context of the party in power. This month, after news of Justice David Souter's retirement, a Gallup poll showed that more Americans considered themselves against abortion rights than in favor: 51 percent to 42 percent. Those number were almost exactly reversed a year ago when Bush was in office and Obama was on the verge of wrapping up the Democratic nomination. "This is the first time a majority of U.S. adults have identified themselves as pro-life since Gallup began asking this question in 1995," according to the polling organization. Is this the same country that elected Obama? Yes, but with his overwhelmingly Democratic Senate, the public may be sending preemptory signals that they are not interested in a huge swing on some of these cultural issues that tend to explode during nomination hearings. Even though Obama will win the Sotomayor fight, her confirmation is likely to leave him less popular in the end because it will involve contentious issues -- questions of race and gender politics like affirmative action and abortion -- that he managed to avoid or at least finesse through his campaign and during his presidency so far. Among Obama's many political gifts is his ability to make so much of what he says and does seem apolitical. That's a helpful quality for any politician, and it's had the effect of making Obama seem pragmatic, nonideological, and likeable. He has also had the added benefit of succeeding a president so unpopular that publicly blaming Bush for the problems we confront, which Obama has done frequently, has not always seemed like attack-dog politics, but so many agree with him and believe him to be telling the truth. That ability to float above the fray all ended this week. Not simply because picking a Supreme Court justice tends to pull the Band-Aid off all the culture wounds but also because the president has now begun the very political business of fundraising. Obama was in Las Vegas this week raising money for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, who may have one of the toughest races of any Senate incumbent in the country in 2010. Republicans are teeing up for the Nevada election battle, knowing that knocking off a congressional leader will be a quick way to revive party enthusiasm. "We view this race as highly competitive, if not the most highly competitive race for a seat held by a Democratic incumbent today," said Randy Bumps, political director of the National Republican Senatorial Committee, to The New York Times. Reid has raised a lot of money to discourage challengers, but midterm elections are historically hard on the president's party. Only four times since 1934 has the president's party picked up seats in the Senate at midterm, and only three times in the House, which include Bush's gains after September 11. Obama must know all this, and at the Reid fundraiser, it was clear that he intended to work hard to keep the majority leader in office. "That's why all of you are here tonight. That's why you're digging deep. That's why I know you're going to make those phone calls and knock on those doors and get to the polls again next November so that we make sure that Harry Reid continues his devoted service to this great state," Obama said. "That's why I'm here tonight, because I can't bring the change I promised all by myself. I can't rebuild an economy by myself." Though he has been pretty much carrying the party all by himself so far, it's good that Obama realizes his limits, which certainly exist. Soon, he will have trouble doing it all by himself, because he'll be less popular since people will see him as a more political entity. This was inevitable: He had to pick a justice and he's going to have to raise money and campaign for Democrats. Soon we'll see how the president performs when only about half the country thinks he is doing the right thing on any given day.

Courts Link to Politics—Media 
Courts link to politics- Media Backlash 

Alison Gash, University of California, Berkeley, “In Due Time: The Courts and Backlash”, 08-12-2005, http://www.escholarship.org/uc/item/6vk059sx
Media: As the conveyor of public opinion as well as a source of information that helps shape public opinion, media reactions to Supreme Court opinions may have significant effects on the impact of specific decisions. Media backlash consists of negative print media or television news coverage that articulates the feelings of an unhappy public or seeks to educate the public on the malfeasance committed by the court. Media backlash can propel other forms of backlash.
Courts Link to Politics- Enforcement 

Enforcement and funding guarantees courts link to politics 
“The Dynamics of Public Support for the Supreme Court”,   Jeffery J. Mondak, Shannon Ishiyama Smithey,   The Journal of Politics, Vol. 59, No. 4 (Nov., 1997), pp. 1114-1142 , http://www.jstor.org/stable/2998595
T he Supreme Court is an inherently weak institution. To give impact to its decisions, the Court depends on legislators for funding, the executive for en-forcement, and the public for compliance. This last relationship-between the Supreme Court and the public provides the Court with its most daunting ob-stacles. A disgruntled public may not only refuse to cooperate with a Supreme Court decision, but may also pressure elected officials to resist implementation of judicial orders. As such, despite the Supreme Court's nominal insulation from the American people, the Court's justices have strong incentives to be concerned with their public standing. The Supreme Court would seem to be in a perilous strategic position: if the Court acts as a policy leader, it risks loss of critical public esteem; conversely, if the Court's justices attend too closely to their stand-ing in the polls, they may avoid addressing the thorny social and political questions for which a judicial decision is most needed. This fundamental tension has prompted numerous investigations regarding the relationship between Supreme Court decisions and popular views of the institution. Nonetheless, a definitive picture continues to elude investigators. Part of the problem can be traced to a shortage of reliable measures of opinion. Understanding is also limited by the fact that many of the attempts to specify the relationship between public support for the Supreme Court and public re-sponse to the Court's actions seem to be in conflict. Taken one by one, many empirical studies have produced compelling results. When they are viewed to-gether, though, it is often difficult to reconcile one study with the next.
Courts Link to Politics 
Courts link to politics—needs co-operation from the other branches 
Curry, Brett W.; Pacelle, Richard L., Jr.; Marshall, Bryan W., June 01, 2008, “"An informal and limited alliance": the president and the Supreme Court.(Essay)”, http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-34845337_ITM
While the implications of this constitutional design are many, the concept is particularly important to the Supreme Court's decision-making process because "when it comes to making decisions, the justices must be attentive to the preferences of the other institutions and the actions they expect them to take if they want to generate enduring policy" (Epstein and Knight 1998, 139). No branch of government can wield its power without limitation, and that is certainly true of the Supreme Court. In theory, the Supreme Court seems quite independent. Once nominated by the president and confirmed by the Senate, justices are no longer directly accountable to the other branches of government. Though the Constitution provides for the impeachment of federal judges, only one justice has been impeached and none has been removed from office (Baum 2007, 63). Guaranteed life terms and stable salaries, individual justices on the Supreme Court are highly insulated from executive or legislative reprisals (see, e.g., Segal and Spaeth 2002). On the other hand, both the Constitution's separation of governmental powers and the checks and balances it contains have produced a Court that, institutionally, is hardly independent. Aside from its institutional respect and legitimacy, the Court is essentially powerless in ensuring compliance with its decisions without cooperation from the other branches. Because of this, separation-of-powers models argue that the Court must remain cognizant of the other branches when arriving at its judgments and, when necessary, strategically modify its rulings to accommodate them. 


Courts don’t link to politics

Courts shield controversial rulings away from the legislative and executive branches 

Jennifer Greenstein Altmann, 6/18/07, “Pillars or politicos? Whittington examines high court justices”, http://www.princeton.edu/main/news/archive/S18/17/72G06/?section=featured%29
The Supreme Court frequently is viewed as an isolated fortress of thoughtful deliberation, where robe-clad justices ponder right and wrong far from the political maneuvering taking place in the White House. But Keith Whittington, the William Nelson Cromwell Professor of Politics, doesn't see it that way. "The court is often portrayed as being above politics — there is an expectation that the court is specifically in conflict with political imperatives," Whittington said. "I tend to be skeptical of that way of thinking." In his new book, "Political Foundations of Judicial Supremacy: The Presidency, the Supreme Court and Constitutional Leadership in U.S. History," Whittington argues that in recent years the court has become the key player in an important political tussle: Who has the final say in constitutional matters? Whittington asserts that the court has become the final arbiter, but that status did not result from a power grab by the court. Its power, remarkably, has come from politicians, who have pushed onto the court the responsibility for making final rulings on constitutional matters because, paradoxically, it benefits the politicians. "Presidents are mostly deferential to the court," said Whittington. "They have pushed constitutional issues into the courts for resolution and encouraged others to do the same. That has led to an acceptance of the court's role in these issues." It seems counterintuitive that politicians would want to defer to the court on some of the most high-stakes decisions in government, but Whittington has found that they do so because the court often rules in the ways that presidents want — and provides politicians with the political cover they need. In 1995, the Clinton administration faced a proposal from the Senate to regulate pornography on the Internet. The president thought the bill was unconstitutional, but he didn't want to risk appearing lenient on such a hot-button issue right before he was up for re-election, Whittington said. Clinton signed the legislation with the hope that the Supreme Court would strike it down as unconstitutional, which it later did. The gradual shift of constitutional decision-making to the court began in the 1850s, when both parties were internally divided by the issue of slavery. "That was the first major issue that cut through existing political coalitions, and politicians didn't want to vote and risk alienating any part of their coalition," Whittington said. "There was a preference for letting the court make decisions, and that gradually became the norm. There wasn't a single turning point — it was an evolution." But the court was more than willing to accept the power bestowed on it, Whittington pointed out. "Justices often seize opportunities to expand their power. They want their branch of government to be strong."
Courts don’t link to politics 

Court shields the president from congressional backlash 

Curry, Brett W.; Pacelle, Richard L., Jr.; Marshall, Bryan W. |, 6/01/08, “"An informal and limited alliance": the president and the Supreme Court.(Essay)” , http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-34845337_ITM

The national government's current power structure is very different from what the framers intended. Crises, foreign affairs, war, technological advances, and Congress's willingness to relinquish some of its powers have all contributed to a stronger American presidency (Barilleaux 2006; Dodd 1986; Fisher 2001). Similarly, judicial activism and congressional abdication on a number of controversial issues have contributed to the increased power of the Supreme Court (Pacelle 2002). Despite these changes, the construction of public policy remains a protracted process. Presidents have an incentive to use their time in the White House to cement their place in history. Presidents must work closely with Congress to ensure that their legislative agendas survive and flourish. But, as most presidents soon learn, that is not enough. An important consideration depends on the context the president faces (Barber 1992; Lewis and Strine 1996; Skowronek 1997). Over the bulk of the past 50 years, a number of presidents have served during periods of divided government, which, of course, complicates their attempts to exert influence and establish their legacies (Fiorina 1996; Quirk 1991). This has prodded presidents to seek influence and advance their policy goals in other ways, such as relying on executive orders to circumvent Congress (Deering and Maltzman 1999; Howell 2005; Krause and Cohen 1997; Krause and Cohen 2000; Marshall and Pacelle 2005; Mayer 2001) and using executive agreements instead of treaties to bypass the Senate (Howell 2003; Johnson 1984). Presidents have also turned to the Supreme Court in attempting to advance and protect their goals and initiatives. The institutional relationship between the president and the Court seems almost natural. Indeed, according to Robert Scigliano, that was the intent of the framers. Scigliano argues that the framers designed the judicial and executive branches as "an informal and limited alliance against Congress" (1971, vii). The rise of presidential and judicial power has largely come at the expense of Congress. The Court has generally been reluctant to challenge the exercise of executive power, particularly in wartime (Fisher 1997, 1998; Pritchett 1984, 281-338; Silverstein 1997). The Court has also helped the expansion of presidential power by silent assent (Barilleaux 2006). This study provides an empirical investigation of part of Scigliano's proposition: Does the Supreme Court appear responsive to the president in its decisions? Thus, this study is not concerned with those occasional cases involving executive power but with whether the Court systematically responds to the president in its overall decision making. 
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