Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 12:20

This thread discusses the Content article: Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Dumb Bush can not even control of one country, OURS.
Why in the heck is he trying to control other countries?

Count the dead and if you voted for the "decider" stand up, be counted and take on your share of responsibility!!!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/03 12:58

Hmmm. George W. Bush. Isn't he the dimwit who took his eye off the ball in Afghanistan, looking for the guy who actually
was responsible for 9/11, and diverted the majority of our resources on a wild goose chase in Iraq against the guy who
had nothing to do with 9/11?

And isn't he the guy who deposed said Saddam (the guy who had nothing to do with 9/11), which has put us in a
guagmire with no end (especially if McCain is elected) and also eliminated a natural enemy of Iran, who we are now
having increasing trouble with, and who the current leadership in Iraq seems to be aligning themselves with?

By golly, I think it is!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 13:02

Yep. He is the monster up that tried to show daddy up! Looks like daddy can not bail him out this time!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by The Keeper - 2008/07/03 13:07

utocoman wrote:
Yep. He is the monster up that tried to show daddy up! Looks like daddy can not bail him out this time!

Someone has to protect that CIA Afghan ‘white' being sold in Lindon!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 13:08

Guess Bu$h forgot to ask his military leaders if they can scrounge up the troops first!! what happened to the old line " |
will let the generals tell me what will work™"?

Military Chief: US Doesn't Have Enough Troops To Send To Afghanistan

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/07/03/military-chief-us-doesnt_n_110651.html

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 13:27
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From another poster......
2000 Marines just had their tours in Afghanistan extended. Happy July 4th.
Bush 'supports' our troops by never letting them come home.

Bin Laden got EXACTLY what he wanted (and more) by sucking us into an unwinnable war in Afghanistan - his intent
with 9/11. Bush not only WILLINGLY engaged 'the enemy' on THEIR terms but made it WORSE for our troops by turning
Iraqg into a failed state and squandering them in an unwinnable occupation of THAT country - which had NOTHING to do
with 9/11....... Bush - a total and complete FAILURE squandering the lives of our troops.... btw - anyone catch binLaden
yet?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 14:35

Faux news gets spun again.........
Joe Lieberman Gives Terrorist Fist Jab (VIDEO)

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/07/02/joe-lieberman-gives-terro_n_110564.html

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Uncle_Bud - 2008/07/03 15:27

utocoman wrote:
From another poster......

2000 Marines just had their tours in Afghanistan extended. Happy July 4th.
Bush 'supports’ our troops by never letting them come home.

Bin Laden got EXACTLY what he wanted (and more) by sucking us into an unwinnable war in Afghanistan - his intent
with 9/11. Bush not only WILLINGLY engaged 'the enemy' on THEIR terms but made it WORSE for our troops by turning
Iraq into a failed state and squandering them in an unwinnable occupation of THAT country - which had NOTHING to do
with 9/11....... Bush - a total and complete FAILURE squandering the lives of our troops.... btw - anyone catch binLaden
yet?

Actually Bush should send our National Guard troops home...Then he should reinstate the Draft and get all you little
Chicken Shit Liberals on the front lines, I'm willing to bet you'd have a far different view of the workings of the world after
that experience.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 15:41

Huh? Progressives are generally opposed to war then add the facts that an unprovoked pre emptive set of wars go to
crap. Don't think our attitude will change any.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/03 16:20

Uncle_Bud wrote:
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Actually Bush should send our National Guard troops home...Then he should reinstate the Draft and get all you little
Chicken Shit Liberals on the front lines, I'm willing to bet you'd have a far different view of the workings of the world after
that experience.

Hmmm. Why re-institute the draft when there are soooooo many brave conservatives out there who support the war,
think it's the neatest thing since Reagan, and hence should be joining in droves? The recruiters should be fighting them
off with clubs. :laugh:

So where are they??? :blink:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/03 19:10

Bush's present to those in Afganistan for the 4th 4-6 more months in the soon to be democratic country. What a great

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/03 19:21

Bush is giving up tic-tac-toe in honor of those killed in Afghanistan.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by The Keeper - 2008/07/04 05:57

And to think a large number of Americans actually thought that by voting in Democrats and "taking back" Congress in
2006, not only would America withdraw from this unconstitutional war in Iraq (and Afghanistan), they could also expect
the incompetent, Nancy Pelosi, to spearhead the impeachment of Bush. Of course, these duped American voters were
played, again.

Years ago, foolish Republicans went after Marxist Bill Clinton for the wrong reason. Clinton sold sensitive defense
secrets to the communist Chinese. Instead of Congress going after him for provable treason, gutless Republicans in the
House went after Clinton over a sex charge.

If one has read the chief investigative counsel for the Clinton impeachment, David Schippers' book, Sellout: The Inside
Story of President Clinton's Impeachment, they will fully understand the whole episode was rigged and there was never
any serious intention of removing Clinton from office. The same applies to Bush.

The Democrats want Bush to stay in office for political currency - in other words, American soldiers are expendable to get
closet communist, Barack Hussein Obama, into the White House.

These are facts Americans continue to ignore:

1. Itis not our duty or obligation to remove any dictator from any foreign country by invading and killing anyone. The
Monroe Doctrine, December 2, 1823

2. It is not our responsibility to invade a foreign country to promote the evil of democracy. The Monroe Doctrine,
December 2, 1823

3. It is not our responsibility to invade any foreign country to allegedly protect a neighboring country to settle squabbling,
religious or tribal differences between them that have lasted decades or a thousand years. The Monroe Doctrine,
December 2, 1823

4. The U.S. Constitution does not authorize the American people to be robbed using borrowed money to fund wars
based on lies and what is known as nation building. Our military is for our defense, period. We have the right to defend if
attacked.
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5. Bush has acknowledged the fact that Saddam Hussein had nothing to do with September 11, 2001.
6. There were no weapons of mass destruction.
7. Iraqg was NOT any kind of threat to these united States of America.

8. Bush and his co conspirators planned the invasion of Iraq long before September 11, 2001, because it is the agenda
being pursued for world government and every country who doesn't fall lock step into line will be invaded and occupied
until the desired results are achieved. That agenda includes making sure control of the world's oil supply is in the hands
of the power brokers who own the U.S. Congress.

Every single penny thrown away in the Middle East has to be borrowed because these crooks, cowards and criminals
called Congress, have spent this country into a $9.5 TRILLION dollar debt. It makes no difference to them. They keep
spending on these endless wars because the people allow it.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 08:07

Wrong on at least one account Keeper.

Pelosi made it very clear that she would not proceed with impeachment against the Liar and Thief or Dead Eye Dick if
she was re-elected.

Do you not remember or using selective memory again?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Sir John the Apostate - 2008/07/04 09:10

truthhurts wrote:

Hmmm. George W. Bush. Isn't he the dimwit who took his eye off the ball in Afghanistan, looking for the guy who actually
was responsible for 9/11, and diverted the majority of our resources on a wild goose chase in Iraq against the guy who
had nothing to do with 9/11?

And isn't he the guy who deposed said Saddam (the guy who had nothing to do with 9/11), which has put us in a
guagmire with no end (especially if McCain is elected) and also eliminated a natural enemy of Iran, who we are now
having increasing trouble with, and who the current leadership in Irag seems to be aligning themselves with?

By golly, | think it is!

Yep that's the guy alright. http://www.heraldextra.com/images/fbfiles/images/bangHeadAgainstWall-
be7e6bab86b97582b06aa786850dc831.gif

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by iceman - 2008/07/04 09:33

What would our economy be like today, had Bush soley focused on the task at hand...Afghanistan and Bin-Laden? No,
the numb skulll in Chief had to take his army to Iraq under false pretenses and stir the pot over their. Pull troops from
Afghanistan to fight in Iraq, and 6 years later...hundreds of billions lost, oil prices sky rocketing, and the taliban are nearly
back in power again. Bush without doubt is the most dismal of a failure as President..even managed to succeed Jimmy
Carter's ineptness. Reagan must be turning over in his grave with the destruction Bush has done to this country of
ours...problem is, the future is just as bleak with Obama or McCain.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
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Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 09:59

Although unsuccessful up to this point the Deomcrats have tried to end the war and restrict Bush's neocon agendas in
many ways. Due to Republican'ts resistance they have had a harder time. Can you imagine where he would have taken
us if the Democrats did not gain the majority? Remember privatized Social Security, what an idiot!

When Obama is elected and the Democratic majority is enhanced we will have the best hope for our country, much more
so than if McBush were to take overl!!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by The Keeper - 2008/07/04 10:10

utocoman wrote:
Wrong on at least one account Keeper.

Pelosi made it very clear that she would not proceed with impeachment against the Liar and Thief or Dead Eye Dick if
she was re-elected.

Do you not remember or using selective memory again?

Pelosi tried to walk a fine line and fell off on both sides, stating she supported investigations into such issues as prewar
intelligence about Iraq and contracts awarded in Irag to Halliburton Corp. and other companies.

You think the voters just expected Pelosi to use harsh language if they had the goods on Bush? Personally, | expected
the Democrats to give Bush a "get out of jail free" card! | believe they have so much dirt on each other's party that they'll
never move against each other with hard jail time.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 10:17

Selective memory would have been an honest answer.

Pelosi stated without doubt that she would not seek impeachment, pretty easy to comprehend here.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 10:30

Sounds like the White House staff is trying to keep the "decider" busy but harmless kind of like when CIA leaks showed
Iran had no immediate potential for nuclear weapons, then oops the head of the CIA steps down!

Well at least he put the brakes on the Iran BS for awhile. How soon the citizens forget (or use selective memory).

GOP Anger: Bush Is Being "Reduced To Child's Play"

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/07/04/gop-anger-bush-is-being-r_n_110868.html

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Everybody Loves Raymond - 2008/07/04 10:40

What a load of whiney crap. Everyone of these fellows VOLUNTEERED to join the military and that means going to Iraq
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or Afghanistan. They are proud to serve in a military that has kept us ATTACK FREE in the U.S. since 9/11. All you
Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO answer
for that.

You are all asses.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 10:48

Hey Ray,
If Bush has stopped any new attacks do you think he might let the people in on it? Might boost his 22% poll rating a little.
He has not, therefore nothing to report. If you have other evidence please provide!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Pittakos - 2008/07/04 10:53

18% approval rating for the Democratic controlled Congress.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 11:23

18% approval rating gives you something to shoot for, Pittakos. Best wishes.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Everybody Loves Raymond - 2008/07/04 11:38

utocoman wrote:

Hey Ray,

If Bush has stopped any new attacks do you think he might let the people in on it? Might boost his 22% poll rating a little.
He has not, therefore nothing to report. If you have other evidence please provide!

You approval rating would be down too if the American people were dumb enough to believe the filth the anti-American
liberal media was on your ass 24/7 for two terms of office. But as "bad" as Bush is he beat Tree Lover Phat Gore and
Ready for Duty Commie Kerry, so kiss my buitt.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Sir John the Apostate - 2008/07/04 11:43

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

What a load of whiney crap. Everyone of these fellows VOLUNTEERED to join the military and that means going to Iraq
or Afghanistan. They are proud to serve in a military that has kept us ATTACK FREE in the U.S. since 9/11. All you
Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO answer
for that.

You are all asses.
Exactly how many years did you serve in the Armed Services Ray?

Oh before you ask | served five years active and, ten years reserve including Desert Shield and Desert Storm.
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 11:45

Ray supportsd the war effort by selling crack to youngsters. By the way Ray, still waiting for your evidence Bush has
stopped new attacks in the US?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Pittakos - 2008/07/04 12:40

ericmiami wrote:

18% approval rating gives you something to shoot for, Pittakos. Best wishes.

Eric, | know it is hard for you to swallow the fact that your Democratic controlled Congress has an even more abysmal
approval rating than does GWB but somehow, | don't think my approval rating has anything to do with it. But, if it makes
you feel better to ignore those facts and you just want to take it out on me, then I'm here for you. Of course, if you would
rather address those abysmal ratings, well, I'm sure we'd all like to hear it.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 13:15

You got it, Pittakos. Explain to me how a slim Demo majority in Congress can override a Bush veto?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/04 13:33

ericmiami wrote:

You got it, Pittakos. Explain to me how a slim Demo majority in Congress can override a Bush veto?

Go ahead and answer that Pittakos. I'm interested in hearing your answer to that one myself. And while you are at it,
explain how the Democrats can stop a Republican led filibuster, which requires 60 votes, in the Senate.

We'll be waiting. Impress us with that astute political mind of yours. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/04 13:37

Raymond wrote

All you Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO
answer for that.

How about simple coincidence? The truth is, you cannot prove ONE thing Bush has done as the reason we have not had
another attack since 9/11, because we may had had no more attacks if nothing at all had been done. If you think you can
prove it, try.

My opinion is that the increased level of security in the airports has had an effect, the increased cooperation of the
intelligence agencies has had an effect, increased vigilance from law enforcement agencies has had an effect, the initial
War in Afghanistan had an effect; and that the war in Iraq has had NO effect. After all, al Qaeda was not even in Iraq until
we were.
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As for your comment, it is crap, like everything else you say. Probably explains why you like to call people a***s. You
have some kind of fixation with your posterior. Probably see it in the mirror all the time. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 13:54

Eric and Truthhurts. You guys are sizzling like the 4th!!! For Pitt to be proud of such a dismal rating in the first place is
amazing! Shows how low the Republican'ts maral is in the first place. Looking at 12 years of Democratic control just
about puts them over the edge! At least Congress' rating goes up, Bush's gets deeper and deeper and deeper.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 15:11

Aw, shucks! It's easy to poke fun at the ignorant but Truthhurts takes the time to rip their arguments apart.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Pittakos - 2008/07/04 15:50

Wow, Huey, Dewey, and Louis go all ga ga over each other just because | mentioned that the Democratic controlled
Congress has an even more abysmal rating than does George Bush. Your skin is thin, me boys, but you do provide us
with lots of entertainment.

Oh, and if the Democratic controlled Congress had a true statesmens as their leaders, perhaps they wouldn't need to
worry about vetos. However, you like to pick people like Pelosi and Reid who offend instead of inspire. Oh well.

Now for round two of the love-fest. Hit it, lads.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 15:55

Naw, you have proven our argument w/o a shot needing to be fired. Back to polishing up your "support our tropps”
magnent with you! If that makes you feel like a patriot have at it. | prefer to support our troops by bringing them home
standing tall not lying flat.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Pittakos - 2008/07/04 15:56

utocoman wrote:

Naw, you have proven our argument w/o a shot needing to be fired. Back to polishing up your "support our tropps"
magnent with you! If that makes you feel like a patriot have at it. | prefer to support our troops bu bringing them home
standing tall not lting flat.

Could you type that in English, please...

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 15:58
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Why should anyone bother, goober?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Pittakos - 2008/07/04 16:02

Great response, Eric, but you forgot to pat utoco on the back. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 16:05

Be nice to Eric. At least he holds you in higher esteem than many of the other posters here!!

Did you forget to provide some kind of factual info Pitt or are you unable due to..............

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 16:08

You know why you're a goober, Pittakos? Because you cling to the lie that a slim Demo majority can do anything contrary
to the Goober-in-Chief. That's just one of the reasons you are a goober, Pittakos. You have my sympathy, May you
someday rise above being a nasty little goober.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/04 16:08

Pittakos wrote:

Wow, Huey, Dewey, and Louis go all ga ga over each other just because | mentioned that the Democratic controlled
Congress has an even more abysmal rating than does George Bush. Your skin is thin, me boys, but you do provide us
with lots of entertainment.

Oh, and if the Democratic controlled Congress had a true statesmens as their leaders, perhaps they wouldn't need to
worry about vetos. However, you like to pick people like Pelosi and Reid who offend instead of inspire. Oh well.

Now for round two of the love-fest. Hit it, lads.
Well, | see Pittakos the Pompous has ventured forth from his cave of bigotry. Let's recap. He mentioned before (and
again above) "Democratic controlled Congress" to which Eric asked:

ericmiami wrote:
You got it, Pittakos. Explain to me how a slim Demo majority in Congress can override a Bush veto?
His Pomposity's reply to the above question? Zippo. Then | asked:

truthurts wrote

Go ahead and answer that Pittakos. I'm interested in hearing your answer to that one myself. And while you are at it,
explain how the Democrats can stop a Republican led filibuster, which requires 60 votes, in the Senate.

His answer to that question? Zippo again. O for 2. Sorry, Pitty, but you have not impressed anyone with your political
astuteness.

If you want to say the Democrats have a thin (razor thin) majority in Congress, go right ahead. However, if you want to
say they control Congress, then you had better answer the above questions, because a party does not "control
"Congress if they cannot override a Presidential veto nor shutdown a Senate filibuster from the opposing party.

It really is that simple. But you've never been able to understand the simple, have you? Back to the Bigotry Cave for you,
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Pitty. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Pittakos - 2008/07/04 16:19

Well, Truthy, I'm glad to see that you are able to admit that your Democratic friends are ineffectual at being leaders.
Many have done more with less.

Well, you boys have given me enough entertainment for the day. May you have a happy Fourth of July (hopefully not in
front of your computer screens all night long.)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 16:29

It's good to be able to laugh at yourself, Pittakos. And you have every reason to.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/04 16:33

Pittakos wrote:

Well, Truthy, I'm glad to see that you are able to admit that your Democratic friends are ineffectual at being leaders.
Many have done more with less.

LOL. :laugh: How you got that out of my comments is something only you, and perhaps RushReader, Raymond and
woody, could understand. But | see you failed to address the two questions again. No surprise there.

As to "ineffectual lawmakers", | disagree. With no real control and a dimwit with a veto-pen in the White House, they
cannot do what they really want to. But what they have been able to do is stop the additional damage Bush could have
done with a Republican majority in Congress the last two years.

And that, Pitty, is priceless.
Well, you boys have given me enough entertainment for the day. May you have a happy Fourth of July (hopefully not in

front of your computer screens all night long.)
Your way of retreating? Good choice. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/04 17:19

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:
All you Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO
answer for that.

Why would Al Qaeda attack again? Al Qaeda's goal isn't to destroy America 3,000 people at a time. Their publicly
stated goal for 9/11 was to draw the U.S. into a conflict that would bleed us financially and destroy our economy. Mission
accomplished. If you don't believe that, just look around.

Funny thing is though, Al Qaeda hoped that they were strong enough to withstand the expected U.S. military invasion
and bombardment in Afghanistan long enough to bleed us financially, the way they did it to the Soviets.

Imagine their surprise when Bush invaded Iraq instead. | can hear Bin Laden still laughing to this day.

You are all asses.
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Coming from you, thanks. It's a great compliment.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Everybody Loves Raymond - 2008/07/04 19:08

RogerWilco wrote:

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

All you Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO
answer for that.

Why would Al Qaeda attack again? Al Qaeda's goal isn't to destroy America 3,000 people at a time. Their publicly
stated goal for 9/11 was to draw the U.S. into a conflict that would bleed us financially and destroy our economy. Mission
accomplished. If you don't believe that, just look around.

Funny thing is though, Al Qaeda hoped that they were strong enough to withstand the expected U.S. military invasion
and bombardment in Afghanistan long enough to bleed us financially, the way they did it to the Soviets.

Imagine their surprise when Bush invaded Iraq instead. | can hear Bin Laden still laughing to this day.
You are all asses.

Coming from you, thanks. It's a great compliment.

| am wondering how in the ~"&%$#&* you know so much of what Al Qaeda had hoped for. | hope the FBI has your phone
tapped.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 19:19

Hey Ray,
We are all waiting for the great knowledge of attacks Bush has thwarted?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/04 19:35

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

RogerWilco wrote:

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

All you Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO
answer for that.

Why would Al Qaeda attack again? Al Qaeda's goal isn't to destroy America 3,000 people at a time. Their publicly
stated goal for 9/11 was to draw the U.S. into a conflict that would bleed us financially and destroy our economy. Mission
accomplished. If you don't believe that, just look around.

Funny thing is though, Al Qaeda hoped that they were strong enough to withstand the expected U.S. military invasion
and bombardment in Afghanistan long enough to bleed us financially, the way they did it to the Soviets.

Imagine their surprise when Bush invaded Iraq instead. | can hear Bin Laden still laughing to this day.

You are all asses.
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Coming from you, thanks. It's a great compliment.

| am wondering how in the *"&%$#&* you know so much of what Al Qaeda had hoped for. | hope the FBI has your phone
tapped.

Raymond is wondering how...? It's called common sense, Raymond.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Everybody Loves Raymond - 2008/07/04 19:38

utocoman wrote:
Hey Ray,
We are all waiting for the great knowledge of attacks Bush has thwarted?

Name on attack on U.S. soil since 9/11, fella?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 19:47

Name the attempted ones sissy.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/04 19:55

I can think of one attack since 9/11 that has not been thwarted. In fact, it is escalating.

Raymond's continued attack on logic, rationality and common sense. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/04 19:56

ouch!!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Wren - 2008/07/05 01:13

Pittakos wrote:
Well, Truthy, I'm glad to see that you are able to admit that your Democratic friends are ineffectual at being leaders.
Many have done more with less.

Well, you boys have given me enough entertainment for the day. May you have a happy Fourth of July (hopefully not in
front of your computer screens all night long.)

Pittakos, you were asked reasonable questions, and you failed in answering them. Watch the elections this fall as our
party (meaning yours and mine) are going to get waxed by the lefties, and then you will see what a Dem Congress and
President are going to do to this country.
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by iceman - 2008/07/05 02:55

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

What a load of whiney crap. Everyone of these fellows VOLUNTEERED to join the military and that means going to Iraq
or Afghanistan. They are proud to serve in a military that has kept us ATTACK FREE in the U.S. since 9/11. All you
Bush haters always forget that, as much as you hate Bush we've not been attacked since 9/11 and you have NO answer
for that.

You are all asses.

Attack free? Tell us Ray, what was the time frame from WTC1 and WTC2...8 years (1993 2001)

Tell us Ray, would you as commander in chief think it prudent to keep our border wide open since 2001 if we were at
war?

Bush is a dismal failure, Reagan would be disgusted with him.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/05 11:32

Like Reagan was anything to look up to, remember Iran Contra, allowing cocaine to be imported in exchange for guns.
Star Wars project was also a great waste of $$$$, Russia fell apart due to over extending itself fighting in Afganistan not
because Reagan had anything to do with their mistake, and that is the path we are on also. What a great American he
was not but is in great company with Bush and McSame!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Uncle_Bud - 2008/07/05 13:04

utocoman wrote:

Like Reagan was anything to look up to, remember Iran Contra, allowing cocaine to be imported in exchange for guns.
Star Wars project was also a great waste of $$$$, Russia fell apart due to over extending itself fighting in Afganistan not
because Reagan had anything to do with their mistake, and that is the path we are on also. What a great American he
was not but is in great company with Bush and McSame!

You know, like you | worry about the cost of the war in Irag. But what really bothers me is the fact that neither McCain or
Obama has said anything about the foreign aid we are giving to Islamic countries that hate us. Why is that. Why aren't
the American people screaming about this? Also as long as a Republican or Democrat are voted into office things will
never change. (can't you see that). America needs to wake up and start looking to some other parties for real change.
were sick of the republicans after 8 years so now we will vote a Democrat in office. In 4 to 8 years we will be sick of the
Dems and vote a republican back in, it never changes. "We the People" need to take our Government back! Believe me,
both parties are equally corrupt.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Blondie - 2008/07/05 13:47

Uncle_Bud wrote:

utocoman wrote:

Like Reagan was anything to look up to, remember Iran Contra, allowing cocaine to be imported in exchange for guns.
Star Wars project was also a great waste of $$$$, Russia fell apart due to over extending itself fighting in Afganistan not
because Reagan had anything to do with their mistake, and that is the path we are on also. What a great American he
was not but is in great company with Bush and McSame!

You know, like you | worry about the cost of the war in Iraq. But what really bothers me is the fact that neither McCain or
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Obama has said anything about the foreign aid we are giving to Islamic countries that hate us. Why is that. Why aren't
the American people screaming about this? Also as long as a Republican or Democrat are voted into office things will
never change. (can't you see that). America needs to wake up and start looking to some other parties for real change.
were sick of the republicans after 8 years so now we will vote a Democrat in office. In 4 to 8 years we will be sick of the
Dems and vote a republican back in, it never changes. "We the People” need to take our Government back! Believe me,
both parties are equally corrupt.

Amen........ ABA

BTW: They are not addressing the immigration policy, the border or anything that we the "REAL" people need to
hear....... VERY SAD, indeed......:unsure:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Everybody Loves Raymond - 2008/07/06 07:01

utocoman wrote:
Name the attempted ones sissy.

The shoe bomber for one and | am sure there are many the govt has not announced that they stopped. And won't talk
about for national security. But since you hate America and its government you'd never believe them anyway, so why
bother.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/06 07:11

Right, Raymond, why bother? Why don't you just crawl back under the bed. Have a restful Sunday.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by The Keeper - 2008/07/06 07:13

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:
utocoman wrote:
Name the attempted ones sissy.

The shoe bomber for one and | am sure there are many the govt has not announced that they stopped. And won't talk
about for national security. But since you hate America and its government you'd never believe them anyway, so why
bother.

http://www.apfn.org/images/RALPH_WHITLEY_DEPLETED_URANIUM_ALERT_MAGS-sm.jpg

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/06 07:55

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:
utocoman wrote:
Name the attempted ones sissy.

The shoe bomber for one and | am sure there are many the govt has not announced that they stopped. And won't talk
about for national security. But since you hate America and its government you'd never believe them anyway, so why
bother.
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hahahahahahahahahahhahahahhahaha
Oh that wa good one!!

| thought his demise was faulty matches and you want to give Bush credit!!!

hahahahahahahahahahahaahhha

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/06 10:55

Maybe Bush had the CIA replace all the matches at the airport store with faulty ones?
Maybe Bush had the CIA replace Raymond's brain with sawdust?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/06 11:42

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

utocoman wrote:

Hey Ray,

We are all waiting for the great knowledge of attacks Bush has thwarted?

Name on attack on U.S. soil since 9/11, fella?
How short sighted you are. Name one attack on British or Spanish soil since they pulled out of Iraq. Why were the
British and Spanish attacked but not the Germans or Italians? So that they leave the "coalition of the willing" and make

the U.S. bear the entire financial burden.

You are too blind to see that you are aiding Al Qaeda's goal.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/06 12:03

FLASHBACK: Ten Years Ago, Bin Laden Demanded Barrel Of Qil Should Cost $144
http://thinkprogress.org/2008/07/05/bin-laden-144-oil/

In a 1998 interview, Osama bin Laden &€" the terrorist organizer of 9/11 who still roams free &€” listed as one of his many
grievances against the U.S. that Americans &€oehave stolen $36 trillion from Muslimsé€e by purchasing oil from Persian Gulf

countries at low prices. The real price of a barrel of oil should be $144, bin Laden demanded.

Ten years ago today, the price of a barrel of oil was just $11. Heading into this holiday weekend, the price of a barrel of
oil rested at $144 a€” a thirteen-fold increase.

The terorist has already won with the help of the Liar and Thief and Dead Eye Dick.

Now let's see.....who has gained due to the wars........ hmm........ I can only think of the oil companies and private firms like
Haliburton.......... hmmmmmmmmmmmmm
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/06 12:20

RogerWilco wrote:

How short sighted you are. Name one attack on British or Spanish soil since they pulled out of Irag. Why were the
British and Spanish attacked but not the Germans or Italians? So that they leave the "coalition of the willing" and make
the U.S. bear the entire financial burden.

You are too blind to see that you are aiding Al Qaeda's goal.

The British are still very much involved in Iraq AND Afghanistan. So are the Germans, French, Canada, Australia,.....
Your logic doesn't take this into consideration. Why does Obama think that pulling out of Iraq is going to change
anything about Al Qaeda? NATO is involved in Afghanistan. Obama pulling out of Irag and sending to Afghanistan would
put every nation in NATO at risk, according to you. As if they already are not.

And what about the report that just came out that Iraq has just met 15 of 18 political goals? You are always claiming the
sky is falling and you ignore any progress. Why is that?

| never was a fan of going into Iraq, but I'm even less of a fan of cut and run. I'm not impressed with his leadership on
these issues.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/06 14:53

ThomaskK wrote:

| never was a fan of going into Iraq, but I'm even less of a fan of cut and run. I'm not impressed with his leadership on
these issues.

Hmmm. Were never personally a fan of the Iraqg invasion in the first place, and not impressed with Bush's leadership on it
huh? But you defend our being there as though it was the correct decision. Seems to me | also remember you saying
you were personally in favor of the bi-partisan SCHIP bill that Bush vetoed as well, but you defended that veto as well.

So, in other words, you personally disagree with various Republican positions and then vigorously defend those positions
anyway.

You are just the kind they like. Just follow, baby, just follow. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/06 15:49

Don't say "cut and run." That's too simplistic.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/06 15:52

| expect more out of you.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/06 20:43
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truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

| never was a fan of going into Iraq, but I'm even less of a fan of cut and run. I'm not impressed with his leadership on
these issues.

Hmmm. Were never personally a fan of the Iraq invasion in the first place, and not impressed with Bush's leadership on it
huh? But you defend our being there as though it was the correct decision.

You have comprehension problems. Just because | have never said that we should have gone into Iraq. That doesn't
mean I'm in favor of cutting and running. Obama's "plan” is to pull out one brigade per month. He figures we will be out
in 16 months after he is "elected".

Yes, | have a problem with that. We just had 15 of 18 political bench marks acheived. These are set by the
CONGRESS, the President, our Allies, and the Irags themselves. A year ago only 5 of those benchmarks were
acheived.

So earth to Truth, I'm saying that given these advances it doesn't make sense to just pull out. The situation isn't
worsening, it's improving. If there were no improvement or it was worsening, then it might be prudent to retreat. Don't you
agree? If not, why not.

truthhurts wrote:
S-o0, in other words, you personally disagree with various Republican positions and then vigorously defend those
positions anyway.

You are just the kind they like. Just follow, baby, just follow. ;)
I'm not following anyone. As far as Chip, | think Utah has made tremendous gains in helping to insure the health of the

children of Utah. Have they not? We were in the middle a year ago at 25 for child healthcare in the country. | have no
doubt that we will be significantly higher by next year.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/06 20:44

ericmiami wrote:
Don't say "cut and run." That's too simplistic.

You are absolutely right. But the current "Obama plan" is to do just that in 16 months. Is it not?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/06 21:28

ThomaskK wrote:

You have comprehension problems. Just because | have never said that we should have gone into Iraq. That doesn't
mean I'm in favor of cutting and running. Obama's "plan" is to pull out one brigade per month. He figures we will be out in
16 months after he is "elected".

Yes, | have a problem with that. We just had 15 of 18 political bench marks acheived. These are set by the CONGRESS,
the President, our Allies, and the Irags themselves. A year ago only 5 of those benchmarks were acheived.

So earth to Truth, I'm saying that given these advances it doesn't make sense to just pull out. The situation isn't
worsening, it's improving. If there were no improvement or it was worsening, then it might be prudent to retreat. Don't you
agree? If not, why not.

Let's see. You say you were not in favor of going into Iraq in the first place, but are in favor of being there now. I'd say
you have the comprehension problem as pertaining to my earlier statement. That said, is Obama's plan to withdraw in 16
months? Yes. Is it set in stone? No, it is not. Period. Never has been.

He has always said he would let events on the ground dictate the actual date of withdrawl, and has said so again just
recently.

"But Obama said that his position has not changed at all. He said he is saying now what he always has: The war was a
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mistake and needs to be brought to "a responsible end," but "we need to be as careful getting out as we were careless
getting in."

This means, he said, that his 16-month timeline "was always premised on" not endangering either U.S. forces or Iraq's
stability, which he had previously been told by commanders was possible.

"I'm going to continue to gather information to see whether those conditions still hold," he said. "My goal is to end this
conflict as soon as possible."

Although he did not specifically mention his 16-month timeline yesterday, Obama called it "pure speculation” to suggest
he has been softening his position as violence eases in Irag."

Obama Exit Strategy

So, whether it is 16 months or 14 months or 18 months or 24 months is really not that important at this point. Things can
change. Obama will not back himself in the same corner Bush always does, namely, decide on a course of action and
then stick to it no matter what happens or what additional evidence comes in. That is, well, stupid, and exactly the mind
set that got us in this mess in the first place. What is important is a plan to GET OUT as quickly as feasible.

Now as for the "15 of 18 benchmarks" having been met, that is a subjective analysis based on one agency, and not all
agencies agree. The "grader" in this case was the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad. Who does the Embassy report to? The
State Dept. Who do they report to? Bush . Do you really think they are impartial? Do you always believe what the Bush
Administration tells you, Thomas?

Here's a little more on that. Emphasis added.

"The embassy's evaluation, compiled in May, contrasts sharply with other recent assessments that Iraq has failed to
achieve many of the goals that the Baghdad government and President Bush said would be reached by the end of 2007.
A report by the Government Accountability Office, released last week, cited little improvement in the political and
economic spheres and noted continuing military problems despite a significant decline in overall violence.

The embassy judged that the only remaining shortfalls were the Baghdad government's failure to enact and implement
laws governing the oil industry and the disarmament of militia and insurgent groups, and continuing problems with the
professionalism of the Iraqgi police. All other goals -- including preparations for upcoming elections, reform of de-
Baathification and disarmament laws, progress on enacting and spending Iraq's budget, and the capabilities of the Iraqi
army -- were rated "satisfactory.

Washington Post Article
| guess "satisfactory" can have different meaning to different folks, right? ;)

But | digress. The real issue is this. Iraq belongs to the Iraqi's, it's their country, and they need to be the ones to control it.
They've had long enough, and have at last a couple of years left with us in a combat role, even if Obama is elected. Long
enough. If you think not, then how long is long enough for us to remain there in a combat role, Thomas? You tell me.
Five years? Ten years? Twenty years? Fifty years? Or will you just give us that weak, gutless "till the job is done"
answer?

I'm not following anyone.
That's a laugh. You are so close to Bush your nose is brown. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/06 21:58

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

You have comprehension problems. Just because | have never said that we should have gone into Iraq. That doesn't
mean I'm in favor of cutting and running. Obama's "plan"” is to pull out one brigade per month. He figures we will be out in
16 months after he is "elected".

Yes, | have a problem with that. We just had 15 of 18 political bench marks acheived. These are set by the CONGRESS,
the President, our Allies, and the Irags themselves. A year ago only 5 of those benchmarks were acheived.

So earth to Truth, I'm saying that given these advances it doesn't make sense to just pull out. The situation isn't
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worsening, it's improving. If there were no improvement or it was worsening, then it might be prudent to retreat. Don't you
agree? If not, why not.

Let's see. You say you were not in favor of going into Iraq in the first place, but are in favor of being there now. I'd say
you have the comprehension problem as pertaining to my earlier statement. That said, is Obama's plan to withdraw in 16
months? Yes. Is it set in stone? No, it is not. Period. Never has been.

He has always said he would let events on the ground dictate the actual date of withdrawl, and has said so again just
recently.

WAKE UP! That's not what | said. If | did, prove it. You have to lie to make your point.

As far as Obama, if he is saying to let the events dictate the withdrawal, then why does he want to pull out one brigade a
month immediately if he gets elected? He backtracks.

As far as improvements in Iraq, there HAS been improvement, whether you want to believe it or not. Even your "GUY",
admits it. He's even backtracking because of it. But then, you suck up whatever your party line tells you to. Think for
yourself, just once. | have no allegiance to the Republican Party. If they don't fit my beliefs, than so be it. You could
never say that about the Democrats, and you know it.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/06 22:33

ThomasK wrote:
WAKE UP! That's not what | said. If | did, prove it. You have to lie to make your point.
Very well, Thomas, pay attention, here comes the proof.

The statement of mine you take issue with is:
"You say you were not in favor of going into Iraq in the first place, but are in favor of being there now."
You said this above:

"Just because | have never said that we should have gone into Irag" and earlier you said "I never was a fan of going into
Irag."

My statement "You say you were not in favor of going into Iraq in the first place" is clearly supported by both of your
statements. No lie there. Perhaps a comprehension problem on your end. How long has it been since you had your eyes
checked? :blink:

As for the balance of my statement, "but are in favor of being there now" that one is simple logic. If you are not in favor of
leaving, then you are, by definition, in favor of staying. Elementary, my dear Thomas, elementary. Never mind the fact
that you are arguing the point of staying right now. :laugh:

As far as Obama, if he is saying to let the events dictate the withdrawal, then why does he want to pull out one brigade a
month immediately if he gets elected? He backtracks.

Wants to pull out one brigade immediately? Sure. why not? Does that mean he will? Nope. Once again, the situation on
the ground will dictate. You seem to forget what | said above. Here...let me refresh your memory.

truthhurts wrote:

Things can change. Obama will not back himself in the same corner Bush always does, namely, decide on a course of
action and then stick to it no matter what happens or what additional evidence comes in. That is, well, stupid, and exactly
the mind set that got us in this mess in the first place.

ThomaskK wrote:

As far as improvements in Iraq, there HAS been improvement, whether you want to believe it or not. Even your "GUY",
admits it. He's even backtracking because of it.

Has there been some improvement? Sure, mostly because of the surge troops and the fact that we were basically paying
opposing factions to not fight each other, not to mention Iran stepping in from time to time. Gee, | wonder what their
motive is? Now that the surge troops have left, we'll see how long it lasts. Maybe it will, maybe it won't. Time will tell. The
rash of new violence lately is not a good sign, though, is it?
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You never did answer my question about how long you think we should stay in a combat role though. Wanna try again?
:laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 09:39

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

WAKE UP! That's not what | said. If | did, prove it. You have to lie to make your point.
Very well, Thomas, pay attention, here comes the proof.

The statement of mine you take issue with is:
"You say you were not in favor of going into Iraq in the first place, but are in favor of being there now."
You said this above:

"Just because | have never said that we should have gone into Iraq" and earlier you said "I never was a fan of going into
Irag."

My statement "You say you were not in favor of going into Iraq in the first place" is clearly supported by both of your
statements. No lie there. Perhaps a comprehension problem on your end. How long has it been since you had your eyes
checked? :blink:

As for the balance of my statement, "but are in favor of being there now" that one is simple logic. If you are not in favor of
leaving, then you are, by definition, in favor of staying. Elementary, my dear Thomas, elementary. Never mind the fact
that you are arguing the point of staying right now. :laugh:

As far as Obama, if he is saying to let the events dictate the withdrawal, then why does he want to pull out one brigade a
month immediately if he gets elected? He backtracks.

Wants to pull out one brigade immediately? Sure. why not? Does that mean he will? Nope. Once again, the situation on
the ground will dictate. You seem to forget what | said above. Here...let me refresh your memory.

truthhurts wrote:

Things can change. Obama will not back himself in the same corner Bush always does, namely, decide on a course of
action and then stick to it no matter what happens or what additional evidence comes in. That is, well, stupid, and exactly
the mind set that got us in this mess in the first place.

ThomaskK wrote:

As far as improvements in Irag, there HAS been improvement, whether you want to believe it or not. Even your "GUY",
admits it. He's even backtracking because of it.

Has there been some improvement? Sure, mostly because of the surge troops and the fact that we were basically paying
opposing factions to not fight each other, not to mention Iran stepping in from time to time. Gee, | wonder what their
motive is? Now that the surge troops have left, we'll see how long it lasts. Maybe it will, maybe it won't. Time will tell. The
rash of new violence lately is not a good sign, though, is it?

You never did answer my question about how long you think we should stay in a combat role though. Wanna try again?
‘laugh:

Good greif. So by your twisted illogical logic, since Obama says he's not going to withdraw if there is progress, "then
OBAMA AND YOU are, by definition, in favor of staying. Elementary, my dear TRUTH"

So you are admitting the surge worked. Now that the surge has ended and Obama has admitted progress is still being
made, then by your logic....

As far as how long the combat role should be; it depends. Don't you agree? After all Obama agrees. ;)

BTW, | have never voted a straight ticket. Something you could never say.
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 14:02

ThomaskK wrote:

Good greif. So by your twisted illogical logic, since Obama says he's not going to withdraw if there is progress, "then
OBAMA AND YOU are, by definition, in favor of staying. Elementary, my dear TRUTH"

Sigh. Try and get this right, Thomas.

1. Obama's current plan is to withdraw troops gradually over a 16 month period.

2. That figure can (and more than likely will) change depending on how conditions are when he takes office, or as things
change after he takes office. Maybe it will be 18 months, maybe 20 months, maybe 24. No way to tell at present.

3. There is no open ended, "we're staying the course no matter how long it takes" in Obama's plan, though, which is what
you are inferring. Perhaps you are confused...that's McCain's plan, the 100 year plan.

Got it yet?

So you are admitting the surge worked. Now that the surge has ended and Obama has admitted progress is still being
made, then by your logic....

Lots of possible reasons violence went down. All pieces of a puzzle. Iran stepping in and pulling strings behind the
scenes could have had much more of an impact than the surge. And paying them to not fight certainly did not hurt, did it?
Bottom line is that it was a combination of things. Time will tell if the surge really did work. Or are you willing to
pronounce judgment now? If the violence re-escalates, the surge will have been nothing more than a mirage.

Oh, BTW, the purpose of the surge in the first place was to buy the Iraqi Government some time to get their act together.
If their act is now "together", then we should be able to pull out, oh, anytime. If their act is not together, then, pray tell,
when will it be?

Oh, and for the third time, how long do you think we should stay there in a combat role? You have avoided the question
twice. Wanna make it a third time? :laugh:

BTW, | have never voted a straight ticket. Something you could never say.
Wanna bet? Facts:

1. I have never voted a straight ticket, ever. Not even close.

2. I was never a registered Republican or Democrat, but always considered myself more the former than the latter. Bush
and the neo-conservative right turned me the other way...big time. They are that bad, that disgusting. Plus, | have
developed a more compassionate side as | have grown older. Don't mind seeing my tax money going to help those in
need and for social programs, and | do mind he rich getting special privileges. They don't need them.

2. Until John Kerry in 2004, | had never voted for a Democrat for President. Yes, that means | voted for the dimwit in
2000. | learned from the mistake...what's your excuse?

You can now admit your error. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 14:32

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

Good greif. So by your twisted illogical logic, since Obama says he's not going to withdraw if there is progress, "then
OBAMA AND YOU are, by definition, in favor of staying. Elementary, my dear TRUTH"

Sigh. Try and get this right, Thomas.

1. Obama's current plan is to withdraw troops gradually over a 16 month period.

2. That figure can (and more than likely will) change depending on how conditions are when he takes office, or as things
change after he takes office. Maybe it will be 18 months, maybe 20 months, maybe 24. No way to tell at present.
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3. There is no open ended, "we're staying the course no matter how long it takes" in Obama's plan, though, which is what
you are inferring. Perhaps you are confused...that's McCain's plan, the 100 year plan.

Got it yet?

So there is no way to tell when all the troops should be pulled out? In other words there is no date set, right? Sounds
open ended to me.

truthhurts wrote:

Oh, and for the third time, how long do you think we should stay there in a combat role? You have avoided the question
twice. Wanna make it a third time? :laugh:

There is no way to tell at present. Does that help?

truthhurts wrote:

1. I have never voted a straight ticket, ever. Not even close.

2. 1 was never a registered Republican or Democrat, but always considered myself more the former than the latter. Bush
and the neo-conservative right turned me the other way...big time. They are that bad, that disgusting. Plus, | have
developed a more compassionate side as | have grown older. Don't mind seeing my tax money going to help those in
need and for social programs, and | do mind he rich getting special privileges. They don't need them.

2. Until John Kerry in 2004, | had never voted for a Democrat for President. (Don't feel so bad, | voted for Carter. BIG
MISTAKE. I think | had a crisis of conscience)Yes, that means | voted for the dimwit in 2000. | learned from the
mistake...what's your excuse?

You can now admit your error. ;)

| was in error. Good for you.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 15:16

ThomaskK wrote:
So there is no way to tell when all the troops should be pulled out? In other words there is no date set, right? Sounds
open ended to me.

Want to play word games, huh? Hey, | understand...you gotta use the tools you have. :laugh:

No specific date set? That is correct, Obama has set no specific date. Saying "We will be out by this date, period" would
be a a sign of a bad leader. Kinda like Bush when he refuses to budge on his decisions. He's "The Decider", you know. ;)

Open ended? Only if you consider the difference between 16 months and, perhaps, 24 months to be open ended. So
how open ended is the McCain plan, Thomas? You know, the "We stay until it's finished, no matter how long it takes,
how much it costs, or how many of our soldiers are killed" plan. On the scale of "open-endedness", how does 16-24 or so
months (the Obama Plan) compare to "Who the hell knows, as long as is takes, even if it is 100 years" (the McCain
Plan)?

Which is more open ended?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Thomask - 2008/07/07 16:21

truthhurts wrote:
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ThomasK wrote:
So there is no way to tell when all the troops should be pulled out? In other words there is no date set, right? Sounds
open ended to me.

Want to play word games, huh? Hey, | understand...you gotta use the tools you have. :laugh:

No specific date set? That is correct, Obama has set no specific date. Saying "We will be out by this date, period" would
be a a sign of a bad leader. Kinda like Bush when he refuses to budge on his decisions. He's "The Decider", you know. ;)

Open ended? Only if you consider the difference between 16 months and, perhaps, 24 months to be open ended. So
how open ended is the McCain plan, Thomas? You know, the "We stay until it's finished, no matter how long it takes,
how much it costs, or how many of our soldiers are killed" plan. On the scale of "open-endedness", how does 16-24 or so
months (the Obama Plan) compare to "Who the hell knows, as long as is takes, even if it is 100 years" (the McCain
Plan)?

Which is more open ended?

Obama is the one using word play. Whether you want to believe it or not, he does not have a specific date. What exactly
is it going to take for him completely withdraw? More violence, less violence, no violence. Strong government, weak
government, no government? He is getting away with people thinking he is going to withdraw without being specific. Do
you really think he will withdraw no later than 24 months? What happens in 24 months? What if some progress has been
made? Then what is he going to do? Pull out no matter what? And that makes sense how?

Come on Truth, he's a politician. So is McCain. They'll play to whatever tune their constituents want to hear. You want
to hear he'll be totally, completely out of Irag no more than 24 months after he is in office, go ahead. That's about as real
as the Tooth Fairy.

You want to know what | really think? We'll be there a lot longer than we want to be.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 16:31

ThomaskK wrote:

You want to know what | really think? We'll be there a lot longer than we want to be.

Well, it would appear the Iragi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 16:37

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
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is a good sign.
In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/07 16:45

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iragi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

Not news? What is it? Ketchup???? Republican apologists are really increasing in numbers these "last days"!!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/07 16:48

utocoman wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

Not news? What is it? Ketchup???? Republican apologists are really increasing in numbers these "last days"!!
ThomasK said "this isn't new news". He didn't say it wasn't news.

Given the need for staging areas in the middle east from which the US can deploy forces from, why is Iraqg refusing a
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permanent US military base in its borders a good thing?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 17:01

utocoman wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iragi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

Not news? What is it? Ketchup???? Republican apologists are really increasing in numbers these "last days"!!

Not another woody! Get a hold of yourself uto. Not NEWnews. Clean off those reading glasses, what did you get all
over them?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 17:05

JLD wrote:

utocoman wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

Not news? What is it? Ketchup???? Republican apologists are really increasing in numbers these "last days"!!

ThomasK said "this isn't new news". He didn't say it wasn't news.
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Given the need for staging areas in the middle east from which the US can deploy forces from, why is Iraq refusing a
permanent US military base in its borders a good thing?

What | think is a good thing is the Iraq's starting to think for themselves. We are going to be in the Gulf till hell freezes
over. Nothing moves in the Gulf without us knowing and allowing it to move. We control the Gulf. Obama knows that.
He's too to admit it.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 17:26

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

The part about refusing to allow us to build new bases might be old news, but the part about the withdrawl timetables just
hit the wire today. Perhaps we should get our news from "Associated Thomas" in the future, instead of "Associated
Press". In fact, it is on the front page, lead article, on The Washington Post right now. You must have stumped them too.
‘laugh:

http://www.washingtonpost.com/

Why don't you drop the Editor of The Washington Post a line and ask him why he has "old news" on the front page? ;)

Nevertheless, | am glad you think it is a good sign. I'll certainly be interested in your response when Bush (and McCain)
say "No withdrawl timetables...we'll leave when WE are ready, not when you want us to" or something to that effect.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/07 17:29

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iragi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.
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BTW, this isn't new news.

The part about refusing to allow us to build new bases might be old news, but the part about the withdrawl timetables just
hit the wire today. Perhaps we should get our news from "Associated Thomas" in the future, instead of "Associated
Press". :laugh:

Nevertheless, | am glad you think it is a good sign. I'll certainly be interested in your response when Bush (and McCain)
say "No withdrawl timetables...we'll leave when WE are ready, not when you want us to" or something to that effect.

It doesn't matter what they say, what ThomaskK says, what Obama says, what anyone says. | bet we will be in Iraq until it
is safe for us to disengage. A timetable, any timetable, is likely to be a load of BS anyway. Great on paper but
improbable in reality - kiinda like the war in that regard, lol.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/07 17:33

So Tom Tom, Occupying 2 countries is a good thing? When do we get out? How about now?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 17:57

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iragi's say they want one.

Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.

The part about refusing to allow us to build new bases might be old news, but the part about the withdrawl timetables just
hit the wire today. Perhaps we should get our news from "Associated Thomas" in the future, instead of "Associated
Press". :laugh:

Nevertheless, | am glad you think it is a good sign. I'll certainly be interested in your response when Bush (and McCain)
say "No withdrawl! timetables...we'll leave when WE are ready, not when you want us to" or something to that effect.

It doesn't matter what they say, what ThomaskK says, what Obama says, what anyone says. | bet we will be in Iraq until it
is safe for us to disengage. A timetable, any timetable, is likely to be a load of BS anyway. Great on paper but
improbable in reality - kiinda like the war in that regard, lol.

EXACTLY!

This timetable jargon is a huge pile of BS. But it sounds good to the kool aid drinkers. Then there is uto uto, he spikes
his kool aid with ketchup. | guess that makes it easier for him to swallow.
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 18:03

ThomaskK wrote:

This timetable jargon is a huge pile of BS

S00000, which is it Thomas? A huge pile of BS, or...let's see, what was that you said about it just a few posts ago? Oh
yeah, here it is:

ThomaskK wrote:
Frankly, | think that is a good sign.
You flip flopped on the same page, for crying out loud. You were a Romeny supporter, | bet. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Thomask - 2008/07/07 18:10

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

This timetable jargon is a huge pile of BS

So00000, which is it Thomas? A huge pile of BS, or...let's see, what was that you said about it just a few posts ago? Oh
yeah, here itis:

ThomaskK wrote:
Frankly, | think that is a good sign.
You flip flopped on the same page, for crying out loud. You were a Romeny supporter, | bet. ;)

You are so much like dubbs, it isn't funny. | was referring to the Irag people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 18:11

utocoman wrote:
So Tom Tom, Occupying 2 countries is a good thing? When do we get out? How about now?

Does Friday work for you?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 18:20

ThomasK wrote:

You are so much like dubbs, it isn't funny. | was referring to the Iraq people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Ah, another one of your "l said but | really meant" posts. Funny, but you did not say anything about them "thinking for
themselves in that post.” :blink:

Here's EXACTLY what was said:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.

Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

Comments - Daily Herald fireboard Forum Component version: 1.0.2 Generated: 5 December, 2008, 08:59



New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.
When it comes to debating, Thomas, you remind me of a one legged man in an a** kicking contest.

Pitiful, but funny to watch. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/07 18:35

Sizzling Truth, sizzling!!!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 19:17

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

You are so much like dubbs, itisn't funny. | was referring to the Iraq people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Ah, another one of your "l said but | really meant" posts. Funny, but you did not say anything about them "thinking for
themselves in that post.” :blink:

Here's EXACTLY what was said:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.
When it comes to debating, Thomas, you remind me of a one legged man in an a** kicking contest.

Pitiful, but funny to watch. :laugh:

Yes dubbs, | said it was a GOOD SIGN. The Iragi people need to think for themselves. THAT'S THE WAY IT SHOULD
BE. But go ahead dubbs, call it what you want. Now go take care of utos woody.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 19:22
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ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

You are so much like dubbs, it isn't funny. | was referring to the Iraq people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Ah, another one of your "l said but | really meant" posts. Funny, but you did not say anything about them "thinking for
themselves in that post.” :blink:

Here's EXACTLY what was said:

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.
When it comes to debating, Thomas, you remind me of a one legged man in an a** kicking contest.

Pitiful, but funny to watch. :laugh:
Yes dubbs, | said it was a GOOD SIGN. The Iragi people need to think for themselves. THAT'S THE WAY IT SHOULD

BE. But go ahead dubbs, call it what you want. Now go take care of utos woody.
Yes sirreee, pitiful, but fun to watch. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 19:23

So you swallow Obama's bait hook line and sinker. Good for you Truth, | guess you need something to believe in. 24
months and he's out of Iraq completely is idiotic, but go ahead and drink it up. AND he also wants to invade Pakistan.
Sucked that one up too, didn't you! You're going to OD on that kool aid.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 19:26

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

You are so much like dubbs, it isn't funny. | was referring to the Iraq people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Ah, another one of your "l said but | really meant" posts. Funny, but you did not say anything about them "thinking for
themselves in that post.” :blink:

Here's EXACTLY what was said:
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ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iraqgi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.
When it comes to debating, Thomas, you remind me of a one legged man in an a** kicking contest.

Pitiful, but funny to watch. :laugh:
Yes dubbs, | said it was a GOOD SIGN. The Iragi people need to think for themselves. THAT'S THE WAY IT SHOULD
BE. But go ahead dubbs, call it what you want. Now go take care of utos woody.

Yes sirreee, pitiful, but fun to watch. :laugh:

No dubbs, you're pathetic. Just drink up kool aid boy. You are clueless. But don't worry Obama will take good care of
you. Now let's see is 12, 24, 36, 48,.... months. DRINK, DRINK, DRINK

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 19:39

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

You are so much like dubbs, it isn't funny. | was referring to the Iraq people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Ah, another one of your "l said but | really meant" posts. Funny, but you did not say anything about them "thinking for
themselves in that post.” :blink:

Here's EXACTLY what was said:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iragi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.
Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.

New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Irag. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.
When it comes to debating, Thomas, you remind me of a one legged man in an a** kicking contest.
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Pitiful, but funny to watch. :laugh:

Yes dubbs, | said it was a GOOD SIGN. The Iragi people need to think for themselves. THAT'S THE WAY IT SHOULD
BE. But go ahead dubbs, call it what you want. Now go take care of utos woody.
Yes sirreee, pitiful, but fun to watch. :laugh:

No dubbs, you're pathetic. Just drink up kool aid boy. You are clueless. But don't worry Obama will take good care of
you. Now let's see is 12, 24, 36, 48,.... months. DRINK, DRINK, DRINK
Yes sirreee, pitiful but fun to watch.

Damn, this is fun. :laugh: Are you going to call me names in BIG letters now?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 19:48

Just for the record truth/dubbs since you need everything spelled out. | don't want to be in Iraq any longer than we have
to be. | don't know how long that will take. It will take as long as it takes.

The Iraq people need to govern themselves. They need to decide for themselves how they want to live. Not us or
anyone else can decide that for them. But it carries with it consequences.

So, if the Iragis want us to leave, them so be it. But, benchmarks need to be acheived in order for this to happen. If they
don't secure their country and it effects others, that is a problem.

Arguing about time tables is ridiculous. That's not debating the issue. that's a waste of time. So is trying to read
something into what | write. It doesn't matter, it's not going to change anything. Arguing about ones' writing is childish.
The issues are important, not one's writing.

These are the issues as | see them. If you don't agree fine. go ahead and debate them, other wise it's a waste of time.

Well....

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 19:50

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

ThomasK wrote:

You are so much like dubbs, it isn't funny. | was referring to the Iraq people thinking for themselves. Now drink, your kool
aid is getting warm.

Ah, another one of your "l said but | really meant” posts. Funny, but you did not say anything about them "thinking for
themselves in that post.” :blink:

Here's EXACTLY what was said:

ThomaskK wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Well, it would appear the Iragi's themselves favor the Obama Plan, since they now want a timetable themselves. All this
talk about Obama wanting a timetable and Bush and McCain not wanting one, and now the Iraqgi's say they want one.

Imagine that. :laugh:

| started a new thread on it. Enjoy.
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New Thread

Yes that's true. They have recently refused an agreement to have a permanent military base in Iraq. Frankly, | think that
is a good sign.

In my opinion, that is the way it should be.

BTW, this isn't new news.
When it comes to debating, Thomas, you remind me of a one legged man in an a** kicking contest.

Pitiful, but funny to watch. :laugh:

Yes dubbs, | said it was a GOOD SIGN. The Iragi people need to think for themselves. THAT'S THE WAY IT SHOULD
BE. But go ahead dubbs, call it what you want. Now go take care of utos woody.

Yes sirreee, pitiful, but fun to watch. :laugh:

No dubbs, you're pathetic. Just drink up kool aid boy. You are clueless. But don't worry Obama will take good care of
you. Now let's see is 12, 24, 36, 48,.... months. DRINK, DRINK, DRINK

Yes sirreee, pitiful but fun to watch.

Damn, this is fun. :laugh: Are you going to call me names in BIG letters now?

No you're turning out to be a very little man. :kiss:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 19:59

ThomasK wrote:
No you're turning out to be a very little man. :kiss:
Ah, poor Thomas, likes to dish it out but can't take it. Hey, you are the name caller and the big text guy, not me.

Don't like it, don'tdo it. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 20:04

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

No you're turning out to be a very little man. :kiss:

Ah, poor Thomas, likes to dish it out but can't take it. Hey, you are the name caller and the big text guy, not me.

Don't like it, don'tdo it. ;)

Tata

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/07 20:06

Thanks for the humor Truth, Tommy simply can not think for himself. Pitiful, pitiful, pitiful....................... but still fun to

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ThomaskK - 2008/07/07 20:08
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utocoman wrote:
Thanks for the humor Truth, Tommy simply can not think for himself. Pitiful, pitiful, pitiful....................... but still fun to

Friday woody, Friday.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 20:16

Deleted...double post.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/07 20:26

ThomasK wrote:

Just for the record truth/dubbs since you need everything spelled out. | don't want to be in Iraq any longer than we have
to be. I don't know how long that will take. It will take as long as it takes.

Perhaps even 100 years, according to McCain. Hell of a plan. Don't ask how long it will take, because we can't tell you.
:laugh: Don't ask, don't tell.

The Iraq people need to govern themselves. They need to decide for themselves how they want to live. Not us or anyone
else can decide that for them. But it carries with it consequences.

So, if the Iraqgis want us to leave, them so be it. But, benchmarks need to be acheived in order for this to happen. If they
don't secure their country and it effects others, that is a problem.

Secure THEIR country? I'm afraid you don't get it. It is THEIR country to secure or not secure. The world is a messy
place, and it is not our job is not to police it all. We have neither the troops or resources to do that, and even if we did, we
do not have the right to do it. If we did, we could trample all over the soverinity of countries if we felt it in our own best
interests. If they really want to have a civil war, then | am afraid they have that right, bad as it is. To say they don't would
be like saying that France or Britian (or both) had the right and obligation to step in and stop our civil war. If that had
happened, we might have a Confederate States of Amrica today, and slavery might still be practiced in the south.

Itis THEIR country, Thomas. If it is not, then Iran is not THEIR country, North Korea is not THEIR country, Venezuela is
not THEIR country, Libya is not THEIR country, the list goes on and on and on. And the ramifications of that even you
should be able to understand.

Or not, as the case may be.

Arguing about time tables is ridiculous.
Ending the war is ridiculous? How sad you feel that way. Especially when the Iraqgi's apparently now want us out.

So is trying to read something into what | write.
Well, you may have a point on that one. When you reserve the right to later change the intent of what you write, what
good are those writings?

You're the one that can't articulate anything but your party line. Think little man, think.

You have since edited the above line out of your post, but | saw it first, which makes it fair game. | think we all have a
pretty good handle on who the "little man" is, Thomas. In fact, here is the text of a PM that you just sent me (you already
know that) for the rest of the board to see:

Thomask PM to TruthHurts:
Since you are such a jerk. You can play by yourself.
Who's the "little man", Thomas?
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/07 20:27

Tommy,
"Now go take care of utos woody"

It seems to me on one of your gawd awful long religion threads you were bragging about how you accept homosexuals
for who they are. You also said you did not allow even humor related to homosexuality? Remember?

............... Now | have a question for you............are you at work?...............were you lying then or today ?
......... Of................are you just a hypocrite? A yes or no will do just fine.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Adonis2 - 2008/07/07 22:44

utocoman wrote:
Huh? Progressives are generally opposed to war then add the facts that an unprovoked pre emptive set of wars go to
crap. Don't think our attitude will change any.

You must be referring to the Progressives (Democrats?) of today, because most of the wars and major conflicts the
United States has been involved in came during Democratic administrations, including WWI, WWII, Korea, and Vietnam.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/07 23:14

LOL

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/7494640.stm

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/08 06:18

RogerWilco wrote:
LOL

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/famericas/7494640.stm

| can think of a few other appropriate uses of the Presidents name besides the "George W. Bush Sewage Treatment
Plant." For example, we could have:

The George W. Bush Bankruptcy Court....after all, that is where his spend but don't tax fiscal policy is sending us.

The George W. Bush Center for the Advanced Study of Torture. Headquarters will be at Gitmo.

The George W. Bush School of llliteracy. There, students will learn the finer points of destroying the English language
and making fools of themselves in front of a camera..

The George W. Bush Lack of Law School. Students will learn to circumvent the Constitution, and try to make laws for
political gain.

The list could go on and on. :laugh:
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/08 09:57

RogerWilco wrote:
LOL

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/7494640.stm

Looks like Iran is off the hook and we'll be invading Italy next. All that pizza for America! Yummy.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 11:58

truthhurts wrote:

ThomaskK wrote:

Just for the record truth/dubbs since you need everything spelled out. | don't want to be in Iraq any longer than we have
to be. I don't know how long that will take. It will take as long as it takes.

Perhaps even 100 years, according to McCain. Hell of a plan. Don't ask how long it will take, because we can't tell you.
:laugh: Don't ask, don't tell.

The Irag people need to govern themselves. They need to decide for themselves how they want to live. Not us or anyone
else can decide that for them. But it carries with it consequences.

So, if the Iragis want us to leave, them so be it. But, benchmarks need to be acheived in order for this to happen. If they
don't secure their country and it effects others, that is a problem.

Secure THEIR country? I'm afraid you don't get it. It is THEIR country to secure or not secure. The world is a messy
place, and it is not our job is not to police it all. We have neither the troops or resources to do that, and even if we did, we
do not have the right to do it. If we did, we could trample all over the soverinity of countries if we felt it in our own best
interests. If they really want to have a civil war, then | am afraid they have that right, bad as it is. To say they don't would
be like saying that France or Britian (or both) had the right and obligation to step in and stop our civil war. If that had
happened, we might have a Confederate States of Amrica today, and slavery might still be practiced in the south.

Itis THEIR country, Thomas. If it is not, then Iran is not THEIR country, North Korea is not THEIR country, Venezuela is
not THEIR country, Libya is not THEIR country, the list goes on and on and on. And the ramifications of that even you
should be able to understand.

Or not, as the case may be.

Arguing about time tables is ridiculous.
Ending the war is ridiculous? How sad you feel that way. Especially when the Iragi's apparently now want us out.

So is trying to read something into what | write.
Well, you may have a point on that one. When you reserve the right to later change the intent of what you write, what
good are those writings?

You're the one that can't articulate anything but your party line. Think little man, think.

You have since edited the above line out of your post, but | saw it first, which makes it fair game. | think we all have a
pretty good handle on who the "little man" is, Thomas. In fact, here is the text of a PM that you just sent me (you already
know that) for the rest of the board to see:

Thomask PM to TruthHurts:
Since you are such a jerk. You can play by yourself.
Who's the "little man", Thomas?

TruthHurts, you missed every point of his post. :(

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/08 14:14
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Some people won't believe anything unless they hear it first on Rush Limbaugh. Go back to your radio, JLD.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 15:09

ericmiami wrote:
Some people won't believe anything unless they hear it first on Rush Limbaugh. Go back to your radio, JLD.

Pardon, Eric. If you are trying to get me to "believe" something then feel free to actually say what it is, maybe try and
have a conversation about it. It is a start.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/08 15:27

You can have your history even if not accurate. | like to live in the present.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/08 15:36

JLD wrote:
ericmiami wrote:
Some people won't believe anything unless they hear it first on Rush Limbaugh. Go back to your radio, JLD.

Pardon, Eric. If you are trying to get me to "believe" something then feel free to actually say what it is, maybe try and
have a conversation about it. It is a start.

| apologize, JLD. Maybe | got the wrong impression of your beliefs. Let me ask you a question then. Why do you believe
we are fighting in lraq?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 15:53

ericmiami wrote:

JLD wrote:

ericmiami wrote:

Some people won't believe anything unless they hear it first on Rush Limbaugh. Go back to your radio, JLD.

Pardon, Eric. If you are trying to get me to "believe" something then feel free to actually say what it is, maybe try and
have a conversation about it. It is a start.

| apologize, JLD. Maybe | got the wrong impression of your beliefs. Let me ask you a question then. Why do you believe
we are fighting in lraq?

Hah! Wow, that is a loaded question, and one | don't think | could answer to your satisfaction. But regardless of why we

did it, we are there now. The question, the focus, for now is how do we get out. Or more importantly, how do we get out
safely and preserve what is left of our damaged relations with the countries involved and still deliver on our commitments
to them.

When | said that Truth missed the point of ThomasK's post | meant | don't think he saw that ThomasK is saying that we
need to get out of Iraq but that making up artificial timetables and arguing about who says what, or promises this or that,
isn't going to accomplish the end goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc.
anymore than we have to.
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Now maybe it is | who am missing the point, and if so then feel free to tell me where and how, as | will be the first to
admit I'm no expert in this matter. Nor do | look to personalities like Rush Limbaugh for education on the matter.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/08 16:27

JLD wrote:

ericmiami wrote:

JLD wrote:

ericmiami wrote:

Some people won't believe anything unless they hear it first on Rush Limbaugh. Go back to your radio, JLD.

Pardon, Eric. If you are trying to get me to "believe" something then feel free to actually say what it is, maybe try and
have a conversation about it. It is a start.

| apologize, JLD. Maybe | got the wrong impression of your beliefs. Let me ask you a question then. Why do you believe
we are fighting in Iraq?

Hah! Wow, that is a loaded question, and one | don't think | could answer to your satisfaction. But regardless of why we

did it, we are there now. The question, the focus, for now is how do we get out. Or more importantly, how do we get out
safely and preserve what is left of our damaged relations with the countries involved and still deliver on our commitments
to them.

When | said that Truth missed the point of ThomasK's post | meant | don't think he saw that ThomasK is saying that we
need to get out of Iraq but that making up artificial timetables and arguing about who says what, or promises this or that,
isn't going to accomplish the end goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc.
anymore than we have to.

Now maybe it is | who am missing the point, and if so then feel free to tell me where and how, as | will be the first to
admit I'm no expert in this matter. Nor do | look to personalities like Rush Limbaugh for education on the matter.

Commitment? Credibility? We overthrew their countries we did not negoiate! | believe they would be happy if we got the
heck out of their countries yesterday! How imperialistic of you to think we can regulate another country! Is that because
our 250 year old democracy is better than their +2,000 year old way of life? Do you see Vietham coming over to the USA
and causing trouble. Get a grip man, Bush/Cheney fuc$ed up big time and the best we can do is quit fuc$ing up their
countries and get the hell out.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/08 16:37

What a loaded answer! | don't think we can satisfy all those requirements. | am still angry that we jumped into a situation
so eagerly and thoughtlessly which would require the wisdom of Solomon to get us disentangled. I'm angry that Bush is
blithely going home to Crawford with no clue as to what he has done. Tonight's news with Maliki wanting a timetable may
make all our views moot. Sorry about the Rush comment. You're obviously above that.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 17:30

utocoman wrote:

JLD wrote:

ericmiami wrote:

JLD wrote:

ericmiami wrote:

Some people won't believe anything unless they hear it first on Rush Limbaugh. Go back to your radio, JLD.

Pardon, Eric. If you are trying to get me to "believe" something then feel free to actually say what it is, maybe try and
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have a conversation about it. It is a start.
| apologize, JLD. Maybe | got the wrong impression of your beliefs. Let me ask you a question then. Why do you believe
we are fighting in Iraq?

Hah! Wow, that is a loaded question, and one | don't think | could answer to your satisfaction. But regardless of why we

did it, we are there now. The question, the focus, for now is how do we get out. Or more importantly, how do we get out
safely and preserve what is left of our damaged relations with the countries involved and still deliver on our commitments
to them.

When | said that Truth missed the point of ThomasK's post | meant | don't think he saw that ThomasK is saying that we
need to get out of Iraq but that making up artificial timetables and arguing about who says what, or promises this or that,
isn't going to accomplish the end goal - to safely disengage from Irag without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc.
anymore than we have to.

Now maybe it is | who am missing the point, and if so then feel free to tell me where and how, as | will be the first to
admit I'm no expert in this matter. Nor do | look to personalities like Rush Limbaugh for education on the matter.

Commitment? Credibility? We overthrew their countries we did not negoiate! | believe they would be happy if we got the
heck out of their countries yesterday! How imperialistic of you to think we can regulate another country! Is that because
our 250 year old democracy is better than their +2,000 year old way of life? Do you see Vietham coming over to the USA
and causing trouble. Get a grip man, Bush/Cheney fuc$ed up big time and the best we can do is quit fuc$ing up their
countries and get the hell out.

No, they'd be happy if we hadn't marched in in the first place - but we did and we are there now. The reality is that there

is no way to just march back out tomorrow - it isn't going to happen. Not with McCain, nor Obama. The repercussions of
doing so at this moment would be too severe - that is my opinion. If we marched out tomorrow what would happen Uto?

They'd all hold hands and dance?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 17:38

ericmiami wrote:

What a loaded answer! | don't think we can satisfy all those requirements. | am still angry that we jumped into a situation
so eagerly and thoughtlessly which would require the wisdom of Solomon to get us disentangled. I'm angry that Bush is
blithely going home to Crawford with no clue as to what he has done. Tonight's news with Maliki wanting a timetable may
make all our views moot. Sorry about the Rush comment. You're obviously above that.

Sorry, | don't think there is a "right" answer, at least that | know of. Just a lot of bad answers and a situation where we
will have to pick one of them and live with the consequences.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/08 17:49

Hell yes.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/08 18:43

JLD wrote:

When | said that Truth missed the point of ThomaskK's post | meant | don't think he saw that ThomasK is saying that we
need to get out of Iraq but that making up artificial timetables and arguing about who says what, or promises this or that,
isn't going to accomplish the end goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc.
anymore than we have to.

Well, JLD, let me paraphrase your comments above. Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact.
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You say we should not withdraw without total victory because to do so will make us look bad.

That's pretty much what you said, isn't it? And I'll add another one that you are alluding to....that we should not withdraw
until we can make sure that what we want "takes". In other words, our wants count, not theirs.

How's that? How close am I?

The latter cannot be achieved without staying there, well, forever. As to the former, that's a pretty crappy reason to
stay...because we might look bad it we leave. For God's sake, we already look bad. Stupid, in fact. | heard that same
argument almost 40 years ago about Vietnam. It did not hold water then, it does not hold water now. A perfect example
of "pride goeth before the fall". This is a nationalistic conflict, just as Vietnam was, and we will never, ever, be able to
alter the eventual outcome of such a struggle.

| recommend that you read Robert McNamara's book "In Retrospect" about the errors he, Johnson, and the rest of our
leaders made in Vietham, because the same lessons apply in Irag. So much so, in fact, that it is scary.

Here are those lessons, in summary:

McNamara's 11 lessons

In 1995, former U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara published In Retrospect, the first of his three books
dissecting the errors, myths and miscalculations that led to the Vietham War, which he now believes was a serious
mistake. Nine years later, most of these lessons seem uncannily relevant to the Iraq war in its current nation-building,

guerrilla-warfare phase.

We misjudged then - and we have since - the geopolitical intentions of our adversaries....and we exaggerated the
dangers to the United States of their actions.

We viewed the people and leaders of South Vietnam in terms of our own experience.... We totally misjudged the political
forces within the country.

We underestimated the power of nationalism to motivate a people to fight and die for their beliefs and values.

Our judgments of friend and foe alike reflected our profound ignorance of the history, culture, and politics of the people in
the area, and the personalities and habits of their leaders.

We failed then - and have since - to recognize the limitations of modern, high-technology military equipment, forces and
doctrine. . . . We failed as well to adapt our military tactics to the task of winning the hearts and minds of people from a
totally different culture.

We failed to draw Congress and the American people into a full and frank discussion and debate of the pros and cons of
a large-scale military involvement.....before we initiated the action.

After the action got under way and unanticipated events forced us off our planned course.....we did not fully explain what
was happening and why we were doing what we did.

We did not recognize that neither our people nor our leaders are omniscient. Our judgment of what is in another people's
or country's best interest should be put to the test of open discussion in international forums. We do not have the God-
given right to shape every nation in our image or as we choose.

We did not hold to the principle that U.S. military action....should be carried out only in conjunction with multinational
forces supported fully (and not merely cosmetically) by the international community.

We failed to recognize that in international affairs, as in other aspects of life, there may be problems for which there are
no immediate solutions......At times, we may have to live with an imperfect, untidy world.

Underlying many of these errors lay our failure to organize the top echelons of the executive branch to deal effectively
with the extraordinarily complex range of political and military issues.

http://vets.meetup.com/boards/thread/1792133

How many of those apply in Irag, JLD? | think all of them do. Now you can disagree with me if you wish, but even if you
do disagree perhaps you can address this question.

If the Iraqi's want us to leave, what right do we have to stay?
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Before you answer, consider this. If they say "Get out" and we don't, from that time on, we will be viewed as an unwanted
occupying force, and the Sunnis and Shiites, who pretty much hate each other, will band together to fight us, to expel us
from their country, before they have their little civil war to settle their own differences.

If you don't understand that, you, like George Bush (whose undergraduate degree, was, ironically, in History) don't
understand history.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 20:47

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

When | said that Truth missed the point of ThomasK's post | meant | don't think he saw that ThomasK is saying that we
need to get out of Iraq but that making up artificial timetables and arguing about who says what, or promises this or that,
isn't going to accomplish the end goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc.
anymore than we have to.

Well, JLD, let me paraphrase your comments above. Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact.

You say we should not withdraw without total victory because to do so will make us look bad.

That's pretty much what you said, isn't it? And I'll add another one that you are alluding to....that we should not withdraw
until we can make sure that what we want "takes". In other words, our wants count, not theirs.

How's that? How close am 1?

The latter cannot be achieved without staying there, well, forever. As to the former, that's a pretty crappy reason to
stay...because we might look bad it we leave. For God's sake, we already look bad. Stupid, in fact. | heard that same
argument almost 40 years ago about Vietham. It did not hold water then, it does not hold water now. A perfect example
of "pride goeth before the fall". This is a nationalistic conflict, just as Vietnam was, and we will never, ever, be able to
alter the eventual outcome of such a struggle.

| recommend that you read Robert McNamara's book "In Retrospect" about the errors he, Johnson, and the rest of our
leaders made in Vietnam, because the same lessons apply in Irag. So much so, in fact, that it is scary.

Here are those lessons, in summary:

McNamara's 11 lessons

In 1995, former U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara published In Retrospect, the first of his three books
dissecting the errors, myths and miscalculations that led to the Vietham War, which he now believes was a serious
mistake. Nine years later, most of these lessons seem uncannily relevant to the Iraq war in its current nation-building,

guerrilla-warfare phase.

We misjudged then - and we have since - the geopolitical intentions of our adversaries....and we exaggerated the
dangers to the United States of their actions.

We viewed the people and leaders of South Vietnam in terms of our own experience.... We totally misjudged the political
forces within the country.

We underestimated the power of nationalism to motivate a people to fight and die for their beliefs and values.

Our judgments of friend and foe alike reflected our profound ignorance of the history, culture, and politics of the people in
the area, and the personalities and habits of their leaders.

We failed then - and have since - to recognize the limitations of modern, high-technology military equipment, forces and
doctrine. . . . We failed as well to adapt our military tactics to the task of winning the hearts and minds of people from a
totally different culture.

We failed to draw Congress and the American people into a full and frank discussion and debate of the pros and cons of
a large-scale military involvement.....before we initiated the action.
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After the action got under way and unanticipated events forced us off our planned course.....we did not fully explain what
was happening and why we were doing what we did.

We did not recognize that neither our people nor our leaders are omniscient. Our judgment of what is in another people's
or country's best interest should be put to the test of open discussion in international forums. We do not have the God-
given right to shape every nation in our image or as we choose.

We did not hold to the principle that U.S. military action....should be carried out only in conjunction with multinational
forces supported fully (and not merely cosmetically) by the international community.

We failed to recognize that in international affairs, as in other aspects of life, there may be problems for which there are
no immediate solutions......At times, we may have to live with an imperfect, untidy world.

Underlying many of these errors lay our failure to organize the top echelons of the executive branch to deal effectively
with the extraordinarily complex range of political and military issues.

http://vets.meetup.com/boards/thread/1792133

How many of those apply in Irag, JLD? | think all of them do. Now you can disagree with me if you wish, but even if you
do disagree perhaps you can address this question.

If the Iraqi's want us to leave, what right do we have to stay?
Before you answer, consider this. If they say "Get out" and we don't, from that time on, we will be viewed as an unwanted
occupying force, and the Sunnis and Shiites, who pretty much hate each other, will band together to fight us, to expel us

from their country, before they have their little civil war to settle their own differences.

If you don't understand that, you, like George Bush (whose undergraduate degree, was, ironically, in History) don't
understand history.

How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/08 21:00

JLD wrote:

How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...
| gave you the chance to correct me. In fact, | said:

"Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact."

But all you came up with was the pitiful response above, which | will interpret as an admission that you have no counter
to my argument. Unless of course you would like to state one. One that is something more intelligent than:

"How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said."
Well??? You did say:
goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.

didn't you? How is that different than what my paraphrase was?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 21:08

truthhurts wrote:
JLD wrote:
How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...
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| gave you the chance to correct me. In fact, | said:
"Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact."

But all you came up with was the pitiful response above, which | will interpret as an admission that you have no counter
to my argument. Unless of course you would like to state one. One that is something more intelligent than:

"How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said."

Well??? You did say:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.
didn't you? How is that different than what my paraphrase was?

Sorry you don't understand it the way that | said it. Read it again if you have to.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/08 21:21

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...
| gave you the chance to correct me. In fact, | said:

"Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact."

But all you came up with was the pitiful response above, which | will interpret as an admission that you have no counter
to my argument. Unless of course you would like to state one. One that is something more intelligent than:

"How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said."

Well??? You did say:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.
didn't you? How is that different than what my paraphrase was?

Sorry you don't understand it the way that | said it. Read it again if you have to.

Twice asked, twice ignored. Would you like to go for a third time? :laugh: Go ahead, JLD, fill the forum with your
intelligence, tell us how your statement:

JLD wrote:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.

is different than my paraphrase of your statement, which was:

truthhurts wrote:
You say we should not withdraw without total victory because to do so will make us look bad.

That's pretty much what you said, isn't it? And I'll add another one that you are alluding to....that we should not withdraw
until we can make sure that what we want "takes". In other words, our wants count, not theirs..

Go ahead, the forum is yours. Use all the space you want. Or should we expect another short, curt answer? You know,
you debate a lot like ThomasK. ;)

Badly.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 21:24
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truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...
| gave you the chance to correct me. In fact, | said:

"Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact."

But all you came up with was the pitiful response above, which | will interpret as an admission that you have no counter
to my argument. Unless of course you would like to state one. One that is something more intelligent than:

"How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said."

Well??? You did say:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.
didn't you? How is that different than what my paraphrase was?

Sorry you don't understand it the way that | said it. Read it again if you have to.

Twice asked, twice ignored. Would you like to go for a third time? :laugh: Go ahead, JLD, fill the forum with your
intelligence, tell us how your statement:

JLD wrote:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.

is different than my paraphrase of your statement, which was:

truthhurts wrote:
You say we should not withdraw without total victory because to do so will make us look bad.

That's pretty much what you said, isn't it? And I'll add another one that you are alluding to....that we should not withdraw
until we can make sure that what we want "takes". In other words, our wants count, not theirs..

Go ahead, the forum is yours. Use all the space you want. Or should we expect another short, curt answer? You know,
you debate a lot like ThomasK. ;)

Badly.

Huh?

Honestly, if you want to know what | said then read it. You can paraphrase it all you want, knock yourself out, but that
doesn't change my words.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/08 21:29

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...
| gave you the chance to correct me. In fact, | said:

"Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact."

But all you came up with was the pitiful response above, which | will interpret as an admission that you have no counter
to my argument. Unless of course you would like to state one. One that is something more intelligent than:

"How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said."
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Well??? You did say:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.
didn't you? How is that different than what my paraphrase was?

Sorry you don't understand it the way that | said it. Read it again if you have to.

Twice asked, twice ignored. Would you like to go for a third time? :laugh: Go ahead, JLD, fill the forum with your
intelligence, tell us how your statement:

JLD wrote:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.

is different than my paraphrase of your statement, which was:

truthhurts wrote:
You say we should not withdraw without total victory because to do so will make us look bad.

That's pretty much what you said, isn't it? And I'll add another one that you are alluding to....that we should not withdraw
until we can make sure that what we want "takes". In other words, our wants count, not theirs..

Go ahead, the forum is yours. Use all the space you want. Or should we expect another short, curt answer? You know,
you debate a lot like ThomasK. ;)

Badly.

Huh?

Honestly, if you want to know what | said then read it. You can paraphrase it all you want, knock yourself out, but that
doesn't change my words.

And the verdict is in. Short and curt it is. Suprise, suprise. :laugh:

So much for filling the forum with your intelligence. Say hi to ThomaskK for me. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/08 21:32

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

JLD wrote:

How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said...
| gave you the chance to correct me. In fact, | said:

"Please correct me if | am off, but if you do, please be exact."

But all you came up with was the pitiful response above, which | will interpret as an admission that you have no counter
to my argument. Unless of course you would like to state one. One that is something more intelligent than:

"How about instead of trying to paraphrase it you try and actually comprehend what I've said."

Well??? You did say:

goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.
didn't you? How is that different than what my paraphrase was?

Sorry you don't understand it the way that | said it. Read it again if you have to.

Twice asked, twice ignored. Would you like to go for a third time? :laugh: Go ahead, JLD, fill the forum with your
intelligence, tell us how your statement:
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JLD wrote:
goal - to safely disengage from Iraq without destroying our ideals, our credibility, etc. anymore than we have to.
is different than my paraphrase of your statement, which was:

truthhurts wrote:
You say we should not withdraw without total victory because to do so will make us look bad.

That's pretty much what you said, isn't it? And I'll add another one that you are alluding to....that we should not withdraw
until we can make sure that what we want "takes". In other words, our wants count, not theirs..

Go ahead, the forum is yours. Use all the space you want. Or should we expect another short, curt answer? You know,
you debate a lot like ThomasK. ;)

Badly.

Huh?

Honestly, if you want to know what | said then read it. You can paraphrase it all you want, knock yourself out, but that
doesn't change my words.

And the verdict is in. Short and curt it is. Suprise, suprise. :laugh:

So much for filling the forum with your intelligence. Say hi to ThomaskK for me. ;)

will do. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/09 07:54

Real hard hitting there JLD! Just say you haven't a clue how to repair the transgressions of this corrupt administration
and it will be ok. Afterall you did not create the mess............. (o] U did you vote for Bush?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/09 08:03

Real hard hitting there JLD! Just say you haven't a clue how to repair the transgressions of this corrupt administration
and it will be ok. Afterall you did not create the mess............. (o] AU did you vote for Bush?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/09 10:36

utocoman wrote:
Real hard hitting there JLD! Just say you haven't a clue how to repair the transgressions of this corrupt administration
and it will be ok. Afterall you did not create the mess............. (o] R did you vote for Bush?

I've already stated that | don't have the answer to Irag. Why, do you?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/09 10:47

Your failure to answer about your vote is telling enough.

Yes | do have answer.
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Vote for Obama. McSame supports these occupations and wants to "win".

Win what? Win our oil from under their sand, win by creating our democracy in their nation, win by killing more of them
than they kill of ours?

Come on man get over your pride, say you screwed up by supporting the Republicans but have seen past the veil of
propaganda. You can do it.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by JLD - 2008/07/09 10:56

utocoman wrote:
Your failure to answer about your vote is telling enough.

Yes | do have answer.
Vote for Obama. McSame supports these occupations and wants to "win".

Win what? Win our oil from under their sand, win by creating our democracy in their nation, win by killing more of them
than they kill of ours?

Come on man get over your pride, say you screwed up by supporting the Republicans but have seen past the veil of
propaganda. You can do it.

So what you are saying is that you don't have the answer but that you think that Obama does? Nothing wrong with that,
provided you actually really believe he has the answers.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/09 11:47

| don't believe anyone has all the answers, but Obama is intelligent and articulate. Too bad he's seen as such an uppity
threat by so many.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by leftintheuc - 2008/07/09 12:05

ericmiami wrote:
I don't believe anyone has all the answers, but Obama is intelligent and articulate. Too bad he's seen as such an uppity
threat by so many.

The real tragedy is that when a leader is intelligent and articulate, he or she is considered a threat, an elitist. | want my
leader to be far more thoughtful and much more intellectually curious than the average American; how else can such
guestions be appropriately answered?

We've seen what a C-student is capable of as president. Why not go for the A?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Wren - 2008/07/09 13:57

Intellectual curiousity was not Bush's downfall in foreign policy.

It always has been his hubris.
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by leftintheuc - 2008/07/09 14:05

Wren wrote:
Intellectual curiousity was not Bush's downfall in foreign policy.

It always has been his hubris.

Hubris and his lack of intellectual curiosity resulted in his failures of foreign policy. Working together, arrogance and
indifference make for horrific decisions...

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/09 14:08

Amen!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/09 18:43

I'd say putting up with bleeding hearts in Congress who still pine for the rights of terrorists. That may be his greatest
weakness -- what do you guys think?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/09 18:47

Please be more specific?

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/09 18:51

There's a difference between terrorists and suspected terrorists, Decaf.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/09 19:39

ericmiami wrote:
There's a difference between terrorists and suspected terrorists, Decaf.

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soil.
Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is

weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.
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It's flat-out baffling.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/09 20:31

Decaf wrote

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soil.
Yes it was, and it happened on Bush's watch. He had been on vacation almost the whole month before, and even got a
briefing about a month before at the old ranch in Crawford while on vacation that al-Queda was up to something.

President Bush was told more than a month before the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, that supporters of Osama bin Laden
planned an attack within the United States with explosives and wanted to hijack airplanes, a government official said
Friday.

The warning came in a secret briefing that Mr. Bush received at his ranch in Crawford, Tex., on Aug. 6, 2001. A report by
a joint Congressional committee last year alluded to a "closely held intelligence report" that month about the threat of an
attack by Al Qaeda, and the official confirmed an account by The Associated Press on Friday saying that the report was
in fact part of the president's briefing in Crawford.

NY Times Article

The Bush Administration also got warnings about al Qaeda from Richard Clarke and George Tenet long before that.
What was the result of these warnings Bush received? Well, the twin towers fell.

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is
weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.

It's flat-out baffling.

Actually, what is flat out baffling is why we diverted resources from the guy who was responsible for 9/11 to a guy who
had nothing to do with it. Was he a bad guy? Sure he was. Did he have anything to do with 9/11? Nope. Who did? bin
Laden. Who pulled resources off of finding bin Laden to go to Iraq and depose Saddam and destabilize the whole region?

George W. Bush.

Who was BIG winner in all this? Iran. They had a mortal enemy taken out for them, and will end up being highly aligned
with the new Shiite leadership in Iraq. They already are, in fact. You have figured that out, right? ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/10 04:52

Decaf wrote:
ericmiami wrote:
There's a difference between terrorists and suspected terrorists, Decaf.

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soll.
Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is
weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.

It's flat-out baffling.

It's an unfair generalization that shuts down dialogue to say "Not in the eyes of most Democrats." We could try really
talking instead, couldn't we?
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by unaffiliated_person - 2008/07/10 11:18

Decaf wrote:
ericmiami wrote:
There's a difference between terrorists and suspected terrorists, Decaf.

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soil.
Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is
weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.

It's flat-out baffling.

Saddam is not the only homicidal maniac right now. He had nothing to do with 9/11...and many of us still want justice
served for that. If we are going after every dictator who has killed his own people, we have many more countries to go to.

Many want rights for all people. If we pick and choose who we choose to give our inalienable rights to, we become no
different than those we are fighting.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/10 15:55

unaffiliated_person wrote:

Decaf wrote:

ericmiami wrote:

There's a difference between terrorists and suspected terrorists, Decaf.

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soil.
Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is
weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.

It's flat-out baffling.

Saddam is not the only homicidal maniac right now. He had nothing to do with 9/11...and many of us still want justice
served for that. If we are going after every dictator who has killed his own people, we have many more countries to go to.

Many want rights for all people. If we pick and choose who we choose to give our inalienable rights to, we become no
different than those we are fighting.

Exactly. Those North Korea winters make for brutal fighting conditions and besides, that area is not known for oil
reserves.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/10 21:37

Decaf wrote:

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...
Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Everybody Loves Raymond - 2008/07/10 22:23

RogerWilco wrote:
Decaf wrote:

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...
Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?

We just have not found them yet. Hint: Check the sands of Syria.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/10 23:59

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

RogerWilco wrote:

Decaf wrote:

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...
Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?

We just have not found them yet. Hint: Check the sands of Syria.

Quick, better tell Bush because he ain't looking no more. That doesn't make you mad? President Bush is leaving a
whole bunch of nukes buried in the sand in a hostile country and he isn't doing a thing about it???

Here is your argument re-applied: Santa exists because we haven't found him yet.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/11 05:51

Maybe Raymond or Raymondette could get one of those Indiana Jones hats and go to Syria with a wittle bucket and a
wittle shovel and find some of those WMDs.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/11 06:15

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:
RogerWilco wrote:
Decaf wrote:
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Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...
Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?

We just have not found them yet. Hint: Check the sands of Syria.
So saith RushReaderRaymond.

Keep it up RRR. You are getting close to the point where you could write editorials for the DH. Just a few more delusions
to go. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by leftintheuc - 2008/07/11 08:29

truthhurts wrote:

Everybody Loves Raymond wrote:

RogerWilco wrote:

Decaf wrote:

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...
Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?

We just have not found them yet. Hint: Check the sands of Syria.
So saith RushReaderRaymond.

Keep it up RRR. You are getting close to the point where you could write editorials for the DH. Just a few more delusions
to go. :laugh:

Write editorials for the Herald, hehehehe- my vote for Great Line of the Day.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by utocoman - 2008/07/11 08:56

Go truth go!

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/11 13:42

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soil.
Yes it was, and it happened on Bush's watch.

Yes it did, and even if the liberal biased NY Times were correct about Bush receiving information prior to 9/11, they
certainly didn't indicate when these attacks were to take place. But that's the trick isn't it? Had President Bush been
endowed with powers of clairvoyancy, he would've been able to decipher between what would have been September 11,
and what would have been another date. Either way, it would have been stupid to drop everything at once without
knowing when the attack was going to take place -- if ever -- and at what scale the attack was going to be. God knows
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his intern-groping predecessor didn't give much heed one way or another. ;)

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is
weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.

It's flat-out baffling.

Actually, what is flat out baffling is why we diverted resources from the guy who was responsible for 9/11 to a guy who
had nothing to do with it. Was he a bad guy? Sure he was. Did he have anything to do with 9/11? Nope. Who did? bin
Laden.

What's even more baffling is that Liberals continue to insist that Hussein, and his blood-thirsty regime, were innocent
bystanders; that there was no way in Hell these lunatics could have, in any way, sponsored terrorism directly, or
harbored terrorist organizations -- nope, certainly not Saddam and his legions of maniacs ... ;)

Who pulled resources off of finding bin Laden to go to Iraq and depose Saddam and destabilize the whole region?

Whose administration has enjoyed zero terrorist explosions in the U.S. since 9/11, Hurts? | haven't heard much from Al-
Qaeda for quite some time, have you? Who is trying to teach the Iragis how to play nice with the civilized world so they
can avoid being overrun by the U.S. again? Very good Hurts -- George W. Bush on both counts.

Who believes the whole region is worse off than it was before Hussein was brought to justice? Who is more concerened
about the safety of Muslims than they are concerned about preventing Islam'’s radical crusade to subjugate, or destroy,
"infidels" everywhere? Right again -- America's very own Comlibs. ;)

Who was BIG winner in all this? Iran. They had a mortal enemy taken out for them, and will end up being highly aligned
with the new Shiite leadership in Iraq. They already are, in fact. You have figured that out, right? ;)

Who will be chomping at the bit to bring our troops home immediately? Who will be counting on local law enforcement to
subdue a global threat? If he wins in November, you better hope it isn't Obama. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/11 14:05

RogerWilco wrote:
Decaf wrote:

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...

Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?

Saddam lied. It's what murderous thugs do, you see.

Bush received information from British and Russian agencies which confirmed that Hussein was in the process of

acquiring enriched uranium for his nuclear weapons program. After Saddam blew off 12 separate U.N. resolutions to let
weapons inspectors back in to his country, the decision was made to disarm him.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/11 14:20

unaffiliated_person wrote:
Decaf wrote:
ericmiami wrote:
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There's a difference between terrorists and suspected terrorists, Decaf.

Not in the eyes of most Democrats, Eric. 9/11 is arguably the greatest horror an enemy has unleashed on U.S. soil.
Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions, and all Liberals can do is
weep incessantly over President Bush's policies & God knows what combination of Muslims (terrorist or non-terrorist)
whose rights might be threatened.

It's flat-out baffling.

Saddam is not the only homicidal maniac right now. He had nothing to do with 9/11...and many of us still want justice
served for that. If we are going after every dictator who has killed his own people, we have many more countries to go to.

Many want rights for all people. If we pick and choose who we choose to give our inalienable rights to, we become no
different than those we are fighting.

Irag posed an imminent threat to U.S. national security. Even Bill Clinton and John Kerry acknowledged that early on.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/11 18:27

Decaf wrote:

Yes it did, and even if the liberal biased NY Times were correct about Bush receiving information prior to 9/11, they
certainly didn't indicate when these attacks were to take place.

Hmm. Isn't that what the CIA, NSA, FBI. etc were for????

And who is responsible for national security? George W. Bush. And he failed....miserably.

What's even more baffling is that Liberals continue to insist that Hussein, and his blood-thirsty regime, were innocent
bystanders; that there was no way in Hell these lunatics could have, in any way, sponsored terrorism directly, or
harbored terrorist organizations -- nope, certainly not Saddam and his legions of maniacs .

No "liberal" is saying Saddam was an "innocent bystander". If you think any have, prove it. All we people with reason
(something you lack) are saying is that Saddam had nothing to do with 9/11. Even the dimwit-in-chief finally admitted
that. Too hard for you to admit, Decaf? :laugh:

Whose administration has enjoyed zero terrorist explosions in the U.S. since 9/11, Hurts?

Lots of Administrations around the world have had zero terrorist attacks since 9/11. Now as for us, if you think you can
prove that actions Bush took were the reason why, please feel free to prove it in your next post, because the simple truth
is that it cannot be proven that we would have had more attacks if we had done nothing at all.

| haven't heard much from Al-Qaeda for quite some time, have you?
Been living in a cave Decaf? Must have been. Do they bring the Rush broadcasts on a DVD for you to watch? :laugh:

I've been hearing that al Qaeda (and the Taliban) are getting stronger. Here, read for yourself.

WASHINGTON a€” Al Qaeda has rebuilt some of its pre-September 11, 2001, capabilities from remote hiding places in
Pakistan, leading to a major spike in attacks last year in that country and neighboring Afghanistan, the Bush
administration said yesterday.

Attacks in Pakistan more than doubled to 887 from 375 between 2006 and 2007, and the number of fatalities jumped by
almost 300% to 1,335 from 335, the State Department said in its annual terrorism report. In Afghanistan, the number of
attacks rose 16%, to 1,127 incidents last year, killing 1,966 people, 55% more than the 1,257 who died in 2006, it said.

More than 22,000 people were killed by terrorists around the world in 2007, 8% more than in 2006, although the overall
number of attacks fell, the report says.

Al Qaeda Rebuilding
and here's another one about the increasing violence in Afghanistan.

Violence in Afghanistan will continue to rise this year, as Taliban and al-Qaeda fighters have proved resilient and
aggressive foes against coalition forces, according to a new Pentagon report issued to Congress yesterday.
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Citing a weak Afghan government, struggling economy, massive increases in illegal narcotics production, corruption,
growing attacks by insurgents and an increase in civilian casualties, U.S. defense officials said incremental progress in
Afghanistan contrasts with significant challenges ahead. The 72-page report, which reviews the war from 2001 through
April 10, 2008, offers a bleak assessment of a conflict that commanders think requires more resources and attention.

Violence in Afghanistan

Why do you make statements like "I haven't heard much from Al-Qaeda for quite some time, have you?", Decaf. Do you
enjoy being a fool? :blink:

Who is trying to teach the Iragis how to play nice with the civilized world so they can avoid being overrun by the U.S.
again?

LOL. Yeah, those Sunnis and Shiites just love each other so much we have to keep 140,000 or so troops around to
coordinate all the community dances and such. Those troops aren't there for al Qaeda, bub. They are primarily there to
keep the Sunni's from killing the Shiites, and vice versa.

Who believes the whole region is worse off than it was before Hussein was brought to justice?
| do. bin Laden is loose in Afghanistan and is rebuilding (see above) and Iran is a lot stronger, having had us depose a
deadly enemy for them. And as for Iraq:

"It reminds me of Iraq under Saddam," a militant opponent of Saddam Hussein said angrily to me last week as he
watched red-capped Iraqi soldiers close down part of central Baghdad so the convoy of Nouri al-Maliki, the Iragi prime
minister, might briefly venture into the city.

Five years after the invasion of Iraq, the U.S. and Iragi governments claim that the country is becoming a less dangerous
place, but the measures taken to protect Maliki told a different story. Gun-waving soldiers first cleared all traffic from the
streets. Then four black armored cars, each with three machine-gunners on the roof, raced out of the Green Zone
through a heavily fortified exit, followed by sand-colored American Humvees and more armored cars. Finally, in the
middle of the speeding convoy, we saw six identical bulletproof vehicles with black windows, one of which must have
been carrying Maliki.

The precautions were not excessive, since Baghdad remains the most dangerous city in the world. The Iraqi prime
minister was only going to the headquarters of the Dawa party, to which he belongs and which are just half a mile outside
the Green Zone, but his hundreds of security guards acted as if they were entering enemy territory.

Five years of occupation have destroyed Iraq as a country. Baghdad is today a collection of hostile Sunni and Shiite
ghettoes divided by high concrete walls. Different districts even have different national flags. Sunni areas use the old
Iraqi flag with the three stars of the Baath party, and the Shiite wave a newer version, adopted by the Shiite-Kurdish
government. The Kurds have their own flag.

http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/opinion/355506_irag19.html
Who is more concerened about the safety of Muslims than they are concerned about preventing Islam's radical crusade
to subjugate, or destroy, "infidels" everywhere? Right again -- America's very own Comlibs.

Since the Shiite led Iraqi government has aligned itself with Shiite led Iran, that comment is comical.

Like you. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/12 13:24

Yes it did, and even if the liberal biased NY Times were correct about Bush receiving information prior to 9/11, they
certainly didn't indicate when these attacks were to take place.

Hmm. Isn't that what the CIA, NSA, FBI. etc were for????
And who is responsible for national security? George W. Bush. And he failed....miserably.

Wrong again Professor ;) Who was responsible for 8 years of ever increasing confidence which spawned a new kind of
attack -- one that NOBODY predicted? William Jefferson Clinton. But he did get his rocks off in the Oval Office .... often.

)
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Republicans always have been, and always will be, smarter and better at National Defense than Democrats. But if you
would like to embarrass yourself further, please feel free to list all the terrorist bombings against Americans that occurred
under Clinton's hardly discernable leadership, then | will do likewise for Bush. ;)

No "liberal" is saying Saddam was an "innocent bystander". If you think any have, prove it.

No liberal is saying anything about Saddam -- that's the problem. All your fingers are pointing at Bush.

All we people with reason (something you lack) are saying is that Saddam had nothing to do with 9/11.

The Germans didn't attack us in WWII either. The Japanese did. Yet both Japan and Germany posed a threat to U.S.
national security. All we people with true reasoning skills (something you bleeding hearts will never posses) are saying is
that Saddam and Al Qaeda posed a threat to our national security. ;)

Even the dimwit-in-chief finally admitted that. Too hard for you to admit, Decaf? :laugh:

That "dimwit-in-chief" scored a 1206 on his SATs and graduated from Yale and Harvard Business School with a 3.6
GPA. He also flew fighter jets during Vietnam; was a successful business owner; became governor of Texas twice in
landslide victories, and became president of the United States twice. ;)

Whose administration has enjoyed zero terrorist explosions in the U.S. since 9/11, Hurts?

Lots of Administrations around the world have had zero terrorist attacks since 9/11.

That's very observant of you Hurts, but highly irrelevant. ;) We're not talking about other Administrations around the
world, we're talking about America's. ;)

Now as for us, if you think you can prove that actions Bush took were the reason why, please feel free to prove it in your
next post, because the simple truth is that it cannot be proven that we would have had more attacks if we had done
nothing at all.

You're hiding from the truth again Hurts. President Clinton's reign of decadence was replete with terrorist attacks on U.S.
citizens, and 9/11 was the crowning testament of his 8 years of do-nothing policies. Terrorist attacks did nothing but
escalate with the passing years, therefore, you're a complete fool to think that Jihadist lunatics would have stopped at
9/11 had we sat on our asses and did nothing in response.

I haven't heard much from Al-Qaeda for quite some time, have you?
Been living in a cave Decaf? Must have been. Do they bring the Rush broadcasts on a DVD for you to watch? :laugh:

Why do you make statements like "I haven't heard much from Al-Qaeda for quite some time, have you?", Decaf. Do you
enjoy being a fool? :blink:

Been breaking up my post and arguing out of context again, Hurts? Be a good little communist and return that part back
to its original thought. ;)

I've been hearing that al Qaeda (and the Taliban) are getting stronger.

Of course you've been hearing that -- you pine for it. Try not to get too excited Hurts, the least you can do is act like
you're not hoping for President Bush to falil. ;)

The Taliban will always try to get stronger, because that is what they are about. Terrorism is never going away Hurts, the
key is to stay on top, or at least keep up, and respond harshly and decisively when they do blow Americans to pieces.
Let's just hope our next President won't do something stupid like reduce our military and turn Al Qaeda over to local law
enforcement.

Who is trying to teach the Iragis how to play nice with the civilized world so they can avoid being overrun by the U.S.
again?

LOL. Yeah, those Sunnis and Shiites just love each other so much we have to keep 140,000 or so troops around to
coordinate all the community dances and such. Those troops aren't there for al Qaeda, bub. They are primarily there to
keep the Sunni's from killing the Shiites, and vice versa.

What the hell have you been smoking Hurts? This is a convoluted mess. | said nothing of the Shiites and the Sunnis, and
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you're still hung up on this idiot notion that the U.S. had/has zero business being in Iraq.

You think you're clever & politically savvy, but you're really not. Go back to your research in Anti-Mormon History. I've
found you somewhat of a challenge in that arena. ;)

Who believes the whole region is worse off than it was before Hussein was brought to justice?

I do. bin Laden is loose in Afghanistan and is rebuilding (see above) and Iran is a lot stronger, having had us depose a
deadly enemy for them.

The problem with this thought is that you are more interested in how Iran's perceived fortunes will make President Bush
look bad, than you are that Iran is an actual, growing threat. Being a confirmed anti-Bush devotee, you give no one ANY
reason to esteem your words beyond the babblings of a weepy Moveon.org disciple. ;)

And as for Iraq:

True Americans are not interested in your liberal slant on Irag. Here are the facts: The region is minus a mass
murderering dictator, and violence stemming from Al Qaeda has steadily decreased. This is a golden opportunity for
Iragis to step up and fight for democracy. If they don't take it soon, another Saddam Hussein might emerge, or yes, your
theories on Iran will become plausible.

Who is more concerened about the safety of Muslims than they are concerned about preventing Islam's radical crusade
to subjugate, or destroy, "infidels" everywhere? Right again -- America's very own Comlibs.

Since the Shiite led Iraqi government has aligned itself with Shiite led Iran, that comment is comical.
Like you. ;)

A little more specificity Professor -- you're babbling again. ;)

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Wren - 2008/07/12 14:41

One, the Iragi government is aligning with the Iranians.

Two, the Iragi government wants a timetable for the withdrawal of American troops.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/12 16:36

Decaf wrote:

Who was responsible for 8 years of ever increasing confidence which spawned a new kind of attack -- one that NOBODY
predicted? William Jefferson Clinton. But he did get his rocks off in the Oval Office .... often.

Just can't get over Clinton's sex life, can you? Perhaps if you got one of your own, it would help. :laugh:

But | digress. 9/11 happened on Bush's watch, and just a month after he got a specific warning that they were up to
something that involved hijacked planes. The buck stops there. Deal with it. The truth will only hurt for a little while.

That "dimwit-in-chief" scored a 1206 on his SATs and graduated from Yale and Harvard Business School with a 3.6
GPA. He also flew fighter jets during Vietnam; was a successful business owner; became governor of Texas twice in
landslide victories, and became president of the United States twice.

Yale - He was a C student, scoring 77% (with no As and one D, in astronomy) with a grade point average of 2.35 out of a
possible 4.00. Bush has joked that he was known more for his social life than for his grades. He received a Bachelor of
Arts degree in history in 1968.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Early life_of George W. Bush

You also forgot to mention that he was rejected for admission to the Univ. of Texas Law School.
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"Flying fighter jets during Vietnam" was also a lot different than flying fighter jets IN Vietnam. Bush was in the Texas
ANG, thanks to his daddy's pull. In other words, he joined the National Guard to avoid going to ‘Nam, just like so many of
that era. No combat experience of any kind. As for "successful business owner" | believe every business he ever owned
failed, with the exception of the Texas Rangers baseball team. As for twice Governor of Texas (never would have
happened if his name had not been Bush) and twice President, that's just an example of how easily duped voters are.
Just look at how any still think the dimwit has a clue. :blink:

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

No "liberal" is saying Saddam was an "innocent bystander". If you think any have, prove it.

No liberal is saying anything about Saddam -- that's the problem. All your fingers are pointing at Bush.

So you could not prove your previous statement that "Liberals continue to insist that Hussein, and his blood-thirsty
regime, were innocent bystanders" which makes it a lie. Whoa, big surprise there. ;)

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

I've been hearing that al Qaeda (and the Taliban) are getting stronger.

Of course you've been hearing that -- you pine for it. Try not to get too excited Hurts, the least you can do is act like
you're not hoping for President Bush to fail.

Blah, blah, blah. Shifting the subject. I'll take that as an admission that you agree, or at least cannot disprove, that al
Qaeda IS rebuilding and getting stronger in Afghanistan. Hey, weren't we after bin Laden n Afghanistan with a lot more
resources than we have there now before we went on the Iraqi wild goose chase?

The Taliban will always try to get stronger, because that is what they are about. Terrorism is never going away Hurts, the
key is to stay on top, or at least keep up, and respond harshly and decisively when they do blow Americans to pieces.
Let's just hope our next President won't do something stupid like reduce our military and turn Al Qaeda over to local law
enforcement.

So why did we pull out of Afghanistan before bin Laden was captured, and the Taliban completely neutralized? Now they
are getting stronger again, as is al Qaeda, in Afghanistan. So why are we not in Afghanistan with more resources? Oh,
yea, they are all in Iraq keeping the Sunnis and Shiites from killing each other.

What the hell have you been smoking Hurts?

You. Big time. ;) You're getting smoked in this little debate, just like you always do. Damn, this is fun. You clearly have
some masochistic tendencies. | recommend a good psychologist. And some caffeine...your brain could use the
stimulation.

This is a convoluted mess. | said nothing of the Shiites and the Sunnis

Obviously. You seem unaware that they hate each other, have had a ton of "ethnic cleansing" going on since we got
there, and have their civil war on a temporary hold while we are still there. You seem to think that we are still in Iraq only
because of al Qaeda, who was never there in the first place until we were.

You think you're clever & politically savvy, but you're really not.
Boo hoo...you're hurting my feelings. :laugh:

Go back to your research in Anti-Mormon History. I've found you somewhat of a challenge in that arena.

Yeah, | know. Before you met me, you thought all those stories you heard in Primary and Sunday School were true. Hey,
read any Richard Bushman lately? Is he still your favorite LDS historian? :laugh: BTW, what you call "Anti-Mormon
History" is simply "Real Mormon History." There is no more any such thing as "Anti-Mormon History" than there is "Anti-
German WWII" history. History is history, period. The good, the bad, the ugly. That fact that you find some of it
objectionable and/or disturbing and label it "anti" to help you rationalize it just goes to show how mind controlled you are.
| can see the truth still hurts you in that area. ;)

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

bin Laden is loose in Afghanistan and is rebuilding (see above) and Iran is a lot stronger, having had us depose a deadly
enemy for them.

The problem with this thought is that you are more interested in how Iran's perceived fortunes will make President Bush
look bad, than you are that Iran is an actual, growing threat. Being a confirmed anti-Bush devotee, you give no one ANY
reason to esteem your words beyond the babblings of a weepy Moveon.org disciple.

Uh, that was where you were supposed to prove me wrong instead of throw insults. You know, try to show that Iran is not
stronger because we took out Saddam. You've failed yet again.

Decaf wrote:
truthhurts wrote:
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Since the Shiite led Iraqi government has aligned itself with Shiite led Iran, that comment is comical.
A little more specificity Professor -- you're babbling again.
Do | have to do all your research for you? Are you that incompetent? Here, let me bold it for you.

Iragi Prime Minister Nouri Maliki, in a visit to Iran where he met Sunday with President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, pledged
closer ties between the two neighbors at the same time Baghdad is negotiating a long-term security agreement with the
u.s....

...Maliki, after arriving in Tehran on Saturday, had said his government would "not allow Iraq to become a platform for
harming the security of Iran," the semiofficial Fars News Agency reported.

The three-day visit to Iran is Maliki's third since taking office in May 2006. Relations between the two nations, enemies
during Saddam Hussein's rule, have flourished since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 enabled Iraq's long-persecuted Shiite
Muslim majority to rise to political power. Like many Shiite politicians, Maliki spent part of the Hussein years in exile in
Shiite-ruled Iran.

http://articles.latimes.com/2008/jun/09/world/fg-iragiran9

That specific enough for you? You've been smoked again. :laugh:

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/12 16:49

Decaf wrote:

RogerWilco wrote:

Decaf wrote:

Sadam Hussein was a homicidal maniac, who lied to U.N. inspectors on multiple occasions...
Saddam said he didn't have WMDs.

Bush said he did.

Who lied?

Saddam lied. It's what murderous thugs do, you see.

What, exactly, did he lie about?

Bush received information from British and Russian agencies which confirmed that Hussein was in the process of
acquiring enriched uranium for his nuclear weapons program.

Bush also received information that the reports were likely inaccurate and that there was no corroborating evidence.

After Saddam blew off 12 separate U.N. resolutions to let weapons inspectors back in to his country, the decision was
made to disarm him.

How, exactly, did he "blow off" the resolutions? Who made this decision to disarm him, and under what authority?
Because it certainly was not the U.N.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/12 17:16

Decaf wrote:
The Germans didn't attack us in WWII either. The Japanese did. Yet both Japan and Germany posed a threat to U.S.
national security.

Germany and Italy declared war on the U.S. first and only after that did we respond by declaring war on them.
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| don't recall that Iraq declared war on the U.S. so your analogy is deeply flawed.

All we people with true reasoning skills (something you bleeding hearts will never posses) are saying is that Saddam and
Al Qaeda posed a threat to our national security. ;)

| would love to hear your reasoning skills in action. In what way was Saddam at all a "threat to our national security," let
alone being an imminent threat?

That "dimwit-in-chief" scored a 1206 on his SATs

His SAT Verbal score of 566 would put him in the bottom 3% percentile of entrants today. His SAT Math score of 640
would put him in the bottom 25%. He skated in because of his father was a Yalie. Are those good Republican
principles? Apprently you think so.

and graduated from Yale and Harvard Business School with a 3.6 GPA.

His Yale average was a 77, earning just a "pass” on the scale used at the time. This was the lowest grade above
"failure." The higher grades were "high pass" and "superior." Basically, he skated by. Of course Yale professors knew
who he was and who his father was. After all, he had the same name.

In 1973, "making the bar was 98% meritocracy" according to Harvard Business Professor Michael Porter (as reported by
Business Week magazine). Again, George Bush skated in, no doubt again helped by his daddy's reputation. It certainly
wasn't because he was a cheerleader at Yale with a score of 77/100. Good thing for Bush that Harvard B-School knows
a well connected person when they see one, because U-Texas Law had rejected his application.

By the way, where did you get the "3.6 GPA"? | don't recall that Bush has ever released his HBS transcript. Please
provide a source for this information.

He also flew fighter jets during Vietnam

LOL. F-102s were not used in Vietnam after 1968. Interesting that Bush certified in that aircraft when he entered the
Texas ANG in that same year--1968?

Every year, the Texas ANG sends a questionnaire to its pilots and one of the checkboxes asks if the serviceman would
like to be considered for deployment. Bush never checked it. Not even once. What a brave young man.

was a successful business owner

LOL

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Wren - 2008/07/12 18:10

Excellent outing of both Bush and Decaf.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/12 18:11

An AP article in the SL Trib about our friends in Pakistan:
Pakistan says US not hunting bin Laden on its turf

By JOHN HEILPRIN and PETER JAMES SPIELMANN
Associated Press Writers

NEW YORK (AP) -- Pakistan's top diplomat said Saturday there are no U.S. or other foreign military personnel on the
hunt for Osama bin Laden in his nation, and none will be allowed in to search for the al-Qaida leader.
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In an interview with The Associated Press, Pakistani Foreign Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi said his nation's new
government has ruled out such military operations, covert or otherwise, to catch militants.

So Decaf, it has been almost 7 years since Sept. 11, 2001. How well is your President doing in the hunt for the #1
terrorist, Osama Bin Laden? Tell me, what grade would you give him?

There isn't much he can do, his hands are tied now. He squandered every ounce of goodwill that the world gave the
United States in the wake of 9/11. He could have gotten Bin Laden at Tora Bora but he let Bin Laden walk out of there.
And now because of our fiasco in Iraq only a few in the world will let us near their country. He can't get Bin Laden. His
hands are now tied, but it was his own damned fault.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/12 20:40

Roger Wilco wrote:
His SAT Verbal score of 566 would put him in the bottom 3% percentile of entrants today.
That certainly helps to explain why our doofus-in-chief makes remarks like these. :laugh:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KKQ098s0pJ8

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Decaf - 2008/07/13 11:05

Who was responsible for 8 years of ever increasing confidence which spawned a new kind of attack -- one that NOBODY
predicted? William Jefferson Clinton. But he did get his rocks off in the Oval Office .... often.

Just can't get over Clinton's sex life, can you? Perhaps if you got one of your own, it would help. :laugh:

Just can't defend Clinton's screwups, can you? Look you silly liberal, | don't care how much you kick and scream and run
around this forum like an angry little communist, the fact is, 9/11 was facilitated by 8 years of Clinton's negligence. 9
months in to a new presidency simply can not hide that for you.

Queue your neighbor's fern, and commence sudden, violent, strain on your vocal chords. ;)
But | digress.
Yes, to the back door. Don't let it hit you on the way out ;)

That "dimwit-in-chief" scored a 1206 on his SATs and graduated from Yale and Harvard Business School with a 3.6
GPA. He also flew fighter jets during Vietnam; was a successful business owner; became governor of Texas twice in
landslide victories, and became president of the United States twice.

I'm not getting sucked in to a liberal cynic's "Trash George Bush's earlier life", session. I've lined out some of his
accomplishments in the above statement, and have proven that he is no "dimwit". The man has already achieved more
than you ever will, so the notion of someone like you trying to degrade his pre-presidential life, is ludicrous. ;)

No "liberal" is saying Saddam was an "innocent bystander". If you think any have, prove it.

No liberal is saying anything about Saddam -- that's the problem. All your fingers are pointing at Bush.

So you could not prove your previous statement that "Liberals continue to insist that Hussein, and his blood-thirsty
regime, were innocent bystanders” which makes it a lie. Whoa, big surprise there. ;)

OK Professor, why has liberal scrutiny always been on Bush, and never on Hussein?
I've been hearing that al Qaeda (and the Taliban) are getting stronger.

Of course you've been hearing that -- you pine for it. Try not to get too excited Hurts, the least you can do is act like
you're not hoping for President Bush to fail.
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Blah, blah, blah.
Truth hurts, doesn't it you babbling peacenik? ;)
Shifting the subject. .... again ;)

I'll take that as an admission that you agree, or at least cannot disprove, that al Qaeda IS rebuilding and getting stronger
in Afghanistan. Hey, weren't we after bin Laden n Afghanistan with a lot more resources than we have there now before
we went on the Iraqi wild goose chase?

| swear Hurts, sometimes you think you have me pinned under the stupidest points. | never said they weren't rebuilding.
The point is, we've moved their fight to their own backyard, instead of on America's streets -- which is where we would be
fighting them if an idiot peacenik like you were in power ;)

The Taliban will always try to get stronger, because that is what they are about. Terrorism is never going away Hurts, the
key is to stay on top, or at least keep up, and respond harshly and decisively when they do blow Americans to pieces.
Let's just hope our next President won't do something stupid like reduce our military and turn Al Qaeda over to local law
enforcement.

So why did we pull out of Afghanistan before bin Laden was captured, and the Taliban completely neutralized?

It's already been explained above. The Taliban will never be "completely neutralized". It's like trying to wipe out the
world's cockroach population -- the only way to do it is to destroy the whole planet.

Now they are getting stronger again, as is al Qaeda, in Afghanistan. Oh, boo hoo! Poor, poor Weepy .... Look, the
government is planning to send at least 30,000 (an increase of around 4,000 troops compared to what is there now) in
early 2009.

What the hell have you been smoking Hurts?

You. Big time. ;) You're getting smoked in this little debate, just like you always do. Damn, this is fun. You clearly have
some masochistic tendencies. | recommend a good psychologist. And some caffeine...your brain could use the
stimulation.

HAHAHAHAHAHAHA! You're out of your communistic mind ;) Let's continue kicking your pink bloomers, shall we?

This is a convoluted mess. | said nothing of the Shiites and the Sunnis

Obviously.

Trying to see the forest for the trees again Professor? I've already told you that now is a golden opportunity for Iraq to
fight for its own democracy. First things first: if they don't seize this opportunity, then you can bark, and bitch and moan to
me all you want about the Sunnis & the Shiites fighting each other.

Go back to your research in Anti-Mormon History. I've found you somewhat of a challenge in that arena.
Yeah, | know. Before you met me, you thought all those stories you heard in Primary and Sunday School were true.

They still are. The challenge has been sifting your anti-Mormon slant from the truth ;)

bin Laden is loose in Afghanistan and is rebuilding (see above) and Iran is a lot stronger, having had us depose a deadly
enemy for them.

Yawn. Did you know that you often repeat yourself? Just thought you should know ;)

Since the Shiite led Iraqi government has aligned itself with Shiite led Iran, that comment is comical.
A little more specificity Professor -- you're babbling again.

Do | have to do all your research for you?

Only if you want to repeat what | already know, but then, you are the Herald's very own windbag ;)

Here is the original statement you conveniently avoided:

Who is more concerened about the safety of Muslims than they are concerned about preventing Islam's radical crusade
to subjugate, or destroy, "infidels" everywhere? Right again -- America's very own Comlibs.

What say you, Professor?
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Wren - 2008/07/13 11:37

Decaf, the American people and voters are no longer blinded by neocon philosophy and action.
Those jerks are going to keep my beloved GOP in the minority for a long, long time.

And when Obama blows McCain away in the election and he gets a veto-proof Congress, | will remind you, Decaf, that
you and folks like you created the conditions for this impending Republican nightmare.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by ericmiami - 2008/07/13 12:16

All those words just to evade a few questions? Shame, Decaf, why can't you participate in a dialogue? (Rhetorical
guestion, Decaf. It's obvious why you can't participate. Your point of view has nothing to back it up). Your sub-clever
name calling doesn't substitute for backup for what you try to say.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/13 12:24

Lets' get the important stuff out of the way first.

Decaf wrote
What say you, Professor?
That you are loopy. :blink:

Now that is out of the way, let's continue.

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Just can't get over Clinton's sex life, can you? Perhaps if you got one of your own, it would help.

Just can't defend Clinton's screwups, can you? Look you silly liberal, | don't care how much you kick and scream and run
around this forum like an angry little communist, the fact is, 9/11 was facilitated by 8 years of Clinton's negligence. 9
months in to a new presidency simply can not hide that for you.

Queue your neighbor's fern, and commence sudden, violent, strain on your vocal chords.

If it were a fact that Clinton was, as you say, "negligent" on terrorism for 8 years, you should be able to prove it, in your
next post. Show how Clinton missed warnings, say like the one Bush missed a month before 9/11, i.e. "al Qaeda is up to
something involving hijacked planes."

Now what is a verifiable fact is that:

A. 9/11 happened on Bush's watch, and
B. Bush was specifically warned about a month before that they were up to something.

Period. Now feel free to ramble on about ferns all you want, zippy. :laugh:

I'm not getting sucked in to a liberal cynic's "Trash George Bush's earlier life", session. I've lined out some of his
accomplishments in the above statement, and have proven that he is no "dimwit". The man has already achieved more
than you ever will, so the notion of someone like you trying to degrade his pre-presidential life, is ludicrous.

Took out all the GPA and SAT stuff huh? Yea, a "C" student at Yale is kind of embarrasing. And you did not need to take
out the fact that he was denied admittance to law school, because you never had it in there in the first place. | believe
Roger Wilco made some comments about the above items as well. Perhaps you can answer him. Be careful though,
because | think he laid a trap for you.

OK Professor, why has liberal scrutiny always been on Bush, and never on Hussein?
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Because Bush started a war against a country (Iraq) that had nothing to do with 9/11, had no WMD's, screwed it up
royally, started a class war inside Iraq, let bin Laden get away, let bin Laden and the Taliban get stronger again, and let
Iran become more powerful? Yeah, that's it.

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

I'll take that as an admission that you agree, or at least cannot disprove, that al Qaeda IS rebuilding and getting stronger
in Afghanistan. Hey, weren't we after bin Laden n Afghanistan with a lot more resources than we have there now before
we went on the Iraqi wild goose chase?

| swear Hurts, sometimes you think you have me pinned under the stupidest points. | never said they weren't rebuilding.
The point is, we've moved their fight to their own backyard, instead of on America's streets -- which is where we would be
fighting them if an idiot peacenik like you were in power.

Backyard? We had the fight in the Taliban and bin Laden's front yard to begin with, until our dimwit-in-chief pulled the
troops off to divert resources to Irag...the country that had nothing to do with 9/11.

Oh almost forgot. Peace, brother. ;)

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Decaf wrote:

What the hell have you been smoking Hurts?

You. Big time. You're getting smoked in this little debate, just like you always do. Damn, this is fun. You clearly have
some masochistic tendencies. | recommend a good psychologist. And some caffeine...your brain could use the
stimulation.

HAHAHAHAHAHAHA! You're out of your communistic mind Let's continue kicking your pink bloomers, shall we?
Let those delusions continue, zippy. BTW, why have you become so obsessed with me that you have created the
following screen names to issue smites to me?

Adonis2, ArmyStrong, Gray_Mosel, and K. P. Downing. Yes, | know all about them. | have known for some time.
Whenever | get you really flustered (like since yesterday), you set them loose an a smite attack. How juvenile. | find the
"ArmyStrong" one to be particularly amusing, since you are too much of a gutless coward to join the armed forces. Your
infantile obsession with me is further evidenced by the fact that you ignored (and are still ignoring) not one, not two, but
three responses from Roger Wilco to you. You are one obsessed puppy. You really do need to see that
psychologist...soon.

Let's see. | am at plus 4 on the karma scale now. How long before they make their next little "smite attack"? You really
are still just an overgrown third grader. :laugh:

Decaf wrote:

truthhurts wrote:

Go back to your research in Anti-Mormon History. I've found you somewhat of a challenge in that arena.

Yeah, | know. Before you met me, you thought all those stories you heard in Primary and Sunday School were true.
They still are. The challenge has been sifting your anti-Mormon slant from the truth.

Funny, | don't remember anyone saying in Sunday School that Joseph Smith had thirty some odd wives, including
numerous ones that were already married to other men. All they ever told me about was Emma. :ohmy:

Maybe your Ward was different. ;)
Here is the original statement you conveniently avoided:

Who is more concerened about the safety of Muslims than they are concerned about preventing Islam's radical crusade
to subjugate, or destroy, "infidels" everywhere? Right again -- America's very own Comlibs.

Actually, that is just an opinion, and a warped one at that. If you'd like to provide some actual evidence to support it,
please do.

And that opinion is indeed comical, as | said earlier, because Iran is stronger and the new government in Iraq has and is
aligning with them. Iraq even told Bush he could not use Iraq to launch an attack on Iran. Sounds like they are buddies to
me.

Now, if the goal is "preventing Islam's radical crusade to subjugate, or destroy, "infidels" everywhere", then Bush sure
made a hell of a mess of it. Iran is stronger, Iraq is a mess, bin Laden and the Taliban are rebuilding in Afghanistan, to
name just a few. Dimwit-in-chief. That just about covers it. :laugh:
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Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by truthhurts - 2008/07/13 13:21

And on a very sad note, nine U.S. soldiers were killed in Afghanistan this morning as the situation in Afghanistan
continues to deteriorate. A situation that we had well under control, and bin Laden and the Taliban on the run, until we
diverted attention to "Bush's Folly" in Iraq.

KABUL, Afghanistan - A multi-pronged militant assault on a small, remote U.S. base killed nine American soldiers and
wounded 15 Sunday in the deadliest attack on U.S. forces in Afghanistan in three years, officials said.

http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20080713/ap_on_re_as/afghanistan

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by Wren - 2008/07/13 13:52

That is an excellet point, Truthhurts.

The neocon foray into Irag (1) weakened the coalition effort in Afghanistan, has allowed al-Quada and the Taliban
breathing room to recruit and rearm and retrain; and a (2) almost destablized Iraq to begin shifting into Iran's orbit.

| think Decaf truly believes the Iraqis should be greatful to President Bush. They are part of the religion, however, that
Decaf hates and fears so.

| have used a version of Decaf's and other neocon posters' apologetics in some of classes as exercises in reasoning.
One student hit square in the head when she said, "Why, they believe in faith rather than facts for their decisions. And
they ignore facts when it contradicts their neocon faith."

Bingo! Perfect answer.

I might add many liberals and libertarians follow the same flight of fantasy in reaching their "reasons" for their decisions.
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That is an excellet point, Truthhurts.

The neocon foray into Irag (1) weakened the coalition effort in Afghanistan, has allowed al-Quada and the Taliban
breathing room to recruit and rearm and retrain; and a (2) almost destablized Iraq to begin shifting into Iran's orbit.

| think Decaf truly believes the Iragis should be greatful to President Bush. They are part of the religion, however, that
Decaf hates and fears so.

| have used a version of Decaf's and other neocon posters' apologetics in some of classes as exercises in reasoning.

One student hit square in the head when she said, "Why, they believe in faith rather than facts for their decisions. And
they ignore facts when it contradicts their neocon faith." Bingo! Perfect answer.

I might add many liberals and libertarians follow the same flight of fantasy in reaching their "reasons" for their decisions.

Newt Gingrich, George Will, the recent William Buckley, and Dick Army, all impeccable conservatives, deplored neo-
conservatism and its awful consequences for the country and for their party.

Re:Pentagon extends tour of Marines in Afghanistan
Posted by RogerWilco - 2008/07/13 18:22
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